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SENATE-Thursday, March 28, 1995 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chaplain will now deliver the morning 
prayer. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend John 
Lloyd Ogilvie, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
We begin this day on the firm founda

tion of the indefatigable faithfulness of 
God. We exclaim with Jeremiah, 
"Through the Lord's mercies we are 
consumed, because His compassions 
fail not. They are new every morning; 
great is Your faithfulness. "-Jeremiah 
3:22-23. 

Almighty God, we praise You for the 
constancy and consistency of Your 
faithfulness in blessing and guiding the 
Senate of the United States through 
the years of our Nation's history. We 
turn to You again today and know that 
You will be faithful to give the women 
and men of this Senate exactly what is 
needed in each hour, each challenge, 
each decision. Often we become bur-

. dened with the heavy responsibilities 
of leadership on our shoulders. When 
we pray: Lord lighten the load or 
strengthen our backs. Your response is 
to strengthen us physically, intellectu
ally, and spiritually. You never fail us; 
never let us down; never leave or for
sake us. 

Empower us to emulate Your faith
fulness in our responsibilities and rela
tionships today. May we be people on 
whom others can depend. Help us to 
say what we mean and mean what we 
say. We want each decision to be guid
ed by how we perceive You would de
cide. Give us light when our vision is 
dim, courage when we need to be bold, 
decisiveness when it would be easy to 
equivocate, and hope when others are 
tempted to be discouraged. So we com
mit ourselves to be Your faithful serv
ants, the examples of patriotism to our 
people, and the crusaders for Your·best 
for our Nation. In Your holy name Yah
weh and through Christ our Lord. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
acting majority leader, the able Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. COATS], is now 
recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. COATS. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Mr. President, this morning the time 
for the two leaders has been reserved 
and the Senate will immediately re
sume consideration of S. 4, the line
i tern veto bill. 

Under the consent agreement, any 
Senator with an amendment on the list 
will have until 10 a.m. this morning to 
offer that amendment. At the hour of 
10 a.m., the Senate will begin 2 hours of 
debate on the Daschle substitute 
amendment. 

Therefore, Members should be aware 
that rollcall votes will occur through
out the day and that it is the intention 
of the majority leader to complete ac
tion on the line-item veto bill today. 

MEASURE READ THE SECOND 
TIME-H.R. 1158 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I under
stand there is a bill on the calendar 
available to read a second time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. COATS. I ask for the second 
reading of H.R. 1158. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the bill the second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 1158) making emergency sup
plemental appropriations for additional dis
aster assistance and making rescissions for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. COATS. I object to further pro
ceedings of this measure at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COVERDELL). The bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

LEGISLATIVE LINE-ITEM VETO 
ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 

resume consideration of S. 4, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 4) to grant the power to the 
President to reduce budget authority. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
(1) Dole amendment No. 347, to provide for 

the separate enrollment for presentation to 
the President of each item of any appropria
tion bill and each item in any authorization 
bill or resolution providing direct spending 
or targeted tax benefits. 

(2) Abraham modified amendment No. 401 
(to amendment No. 347), to require the Con
gress to approve the bills prior to transmit
tal to the President. 

(3) Levin/Murkowski/Exon amendment No. 
406 (to amendment No. 347), to clarify the 
definition of items of appropriations. 

(4) Hatch amendment No. 407 (to amend
ment No. 347), to exempt items of appropria
tion provided for the judicial branch from 
enrollment in separate bills for presentment 
to the President. 

(5) Daschle amendment No. 348 (to amend
ment No. 347), in the nature of a substitute. 

(6) Exon (for Byrd) amendment No. 350 (to 
amendment No. 347), to prohibit the use of 
savings achieved through lowering discre
tionary spending caps to offset revenue de
creases subject to pay-as-you-go require
ments. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, again, 
just for the information of our col
leagues, under a unanimous-consent 
agreement, we have only until 10 a.m. 
this morning for additional amend
ments to be offered. Those amendments 
must be amendments that have been 
cleared and are on the list as agreed to 
by the unanimous-consent agreement. 
Those must be offered by 10 a.m., after 
which we will turn to 2 hours of debate 
on the Daschle substitute amendment. 

So Members can expect votes 
throughout the day, but need to be 
aware of the fact that the time is fast 
running out for the offering of amend
ments. That time will elapse at 10 a.m. 
this morning. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I appre

ciate very much the Senator from Indi
ana outlining the procedures which are 
strictly in the order of what the agree
ment has been. Since I know of no per
son on the floor ready to offer an 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies st~tements or insertions which are not spoken by a member of the Senate on the floor. 
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amendment, except possibly the Sen
ator from Washington, I think it would 
not be out of order if we would proceed 
at this time if anybody wishes to offer 
amendments in order to receive prior
ity before 10 o'clock. In lieu of that, I 
think it would be in order for state
ments to be made for whatever pur
poses. 

With that, I yield the floor, as I see 
my colleague from the State of Wash
ington. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Washington. 
AMENDMENT NO. 388 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

(Purpose: To limit the rescission of items of 
appropriation to unauthorized appropria
tions) 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MuR

RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 388 
to amendment No . 347. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, line 7, after "and" insert the fol

lowing: " shall not mean appropriations au
thorized in a previously passed authorization 
bill; and,". 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I had 
intended to offer this amendment, but 
in the interest of moving this legisla
tion, I will ask unanimous consent, 
after I make a brief statement, that 
my amendment be withdrawn. 

The amendment I was going to offer 
would have allowed the President tore
scind all unauthorized appropriations. 

I feel that this goes to the heart of 
the concerns of the American people 
about line-item legislation. 

Mr. President, we need a common
sense solution to cutting out pork, 
while at the same time, protecting 
those programs the American people 
really care about. I want to be able to 
be here and fight for the people I rep
resent. 

I believe that the amendment offered 
at the end of yesterday's session by my 
good friend, the minority leader, and 
the distinguished Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. EXON], goes a long way in 
achieving that commonsense solution. 

Like my amendment, this approach 
will allow the President to cut all 
those 11th hour deals in conference 
committees . . It eliminates the back
room wheeling and dealing. 

Mr. President, without this amend
ment, the Dole substitute to S. 4 goes 
too far. It is a radical, unworkable ap
proach to a difficult problem. It gives 
the President too much power over the 
American people. It is too complicated. 
It creates too much bureaucracy. 

The substitute before us enables the 
President randomly to veto programs 
that the people's representatives in 
Congress debate, and compromise on, 
and authorize in the name of our con
stituents. 

Yesterday I listened very carefully to 
the debate. I heard the comments of 
Senator NUNN and I heard the com
ments of my friend and neighbor, the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD]. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee gave a stirring speech, full of 
wisdom and common sense about why 
the line-item legislation is bad public 
policy. 

In particular, he noted the unprece
dented transfer of power from the peo
ple to the White House. Mr. President, 
r. urge our colleagues to read the speech 
made by the Senator from Oregon in 
the RECORD. I cannot support the Dole 
substitute-it is the breeding ground 
for abuse and political horsetrading. 

I want to give the President the abil
ity to line-item veto all those portions 
of appropriations bills that have not 
been through the hearing and author
ization process. All those pork items 
contribute to our deficit. 

This is the spending the American 
people are angry about: the unauthor
ized buildings, the earmarked research, 
and the special interest projects. 

But, Mr. President, the American 
people are not angry about the pro
grams that have been authorized. 
These come to life under the full glare 
of public scrutiny-everyone is given a 
chance to weigh in. That is why we 
have public witness hearings in the Ap
propriations Committee. 

And, it is our job, Mr. President, to 
make tough choices and to craft com
promises. Just like we do at home. 

Mr. President, after all the public ne
gotiations, after all the compromises 
that make up the congressional proc
ess-we camiot allow the people's wish
es to be subject to the arbitrary veto 
pen of one person. 

The Congressional Research Service 
tells me that it would take them days 
to compile the list of unauthorized ap
propriations in the fiscal year 1994 
Transportation bill. And, I have an
other list from the CRS which shows 
that nearly $1 in $5 in the military con
struction account was spent on unau
thorized appropriations. That is not in
significant. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote for 
the line-item legislation proposed by 
my colleagues from South Dakota and 
Nebraska. I want to make sure my con
stituents' wishes are not subject to the 
arbitrary budget axe of the executive 
branch. I want to return some rational
ity to this debate. 

Mr. President, the American people 
deserve a balanced budget. When I ar
rived at the Senate 2 years ago, I faced 
the daunting task of .restoring some 
fiscal restraint to our budget-it was a 

budget of runaway spending. It was a 
budget of misplaced priori ties. 

And, as a member of the Budget Com
mittee, I was tasked by my constitu
ents to correct the way our money is 
spent. 

That is the proper role of Congress. 
We, as the representatives of the peo
ple, have the obligation to form a budg
et. It is not the President's job to ap
propriate money- it is this branch's 
duty. 

I have learned a great deal about our 
budget over the past 2 years. I have 
worked with great Senators, like the 
former chairman, Senator Sasser of 
Tennessee, and the current ranking 
member, the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON]. 

Let me say, Mr. President, we are a 
richer country for the wisdom of my 
distinguished colleague from Nebraska. 
I look forward to working with him 
during the next 18 months, and I will 
miss his leadership when he retires 
from this body. 

Mr. President, my friend from Ne
braska knows, as I know, that crafting 
a budget resolution takes courage. 

Reducing our deficit takes even more 
courage. And, I am proud of the record 
of the Budget Committee and the ad
ministration over the past 2 years-as 
you know, we have reduced the deficit 
by nearly $100 billion. 

We did that by leveling with the 
American people. By making taxes 
fairer. By cutting more than 300 pro
grams and totally eliminating 100 
more. 

That is the correct way. 
Trying to attack government spend

ing through a radical, unworkable sep
arate enrollment bill is not. 

Everyone wants to lower the deficit, 
which blossomed and grew during the 
1980's. And, as I said, we have done a 
good job of it over the past 2 years. 

I am afraid some of these proposals 
might go too far. We need to keep 
things in perspective. I am afraid as I 
look at the rescission package-these 
are the wrong cuts to the wrong people. 
And, scoring a few political points in a 
debate will have dire consequences for 
millions of average Americans. It 
might sound good in a debate to con
trol the White House, but it won' t feel 
good to the average Americans who sit 
around the kitchen table in my house. 

Mr. President, I will support line
item legislation, but not the ill-con
ceived, radical amendment supported 
by the majority leader. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be withdrawn. 

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

So the amendment (No. 388) was 
withdrawn. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
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The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 348 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in order to 
conserve time as much as possible and 
since we have only 10 minutes left, I 
will be glad to interrupt my remarks to 
accommodate any Senator with regard 
to bringing up a measure before 10. 

If not, I thought I would make some 
statements that I have with regard to 
the matter that we will be going into 
controlled time on at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
Daschle substitute and urge my col
leagues to support it as well. Earlier 
this year I joined with Senator DOMEN
ICI in introducing S. 14, which then en
joyed the support of the majority lead
er, the minority leader, and, of course, 
the chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee, Senator DOMENICI. I be
lieved then and I continue to believe 
now that S. 14, or a similarly crafted 
bill, would be the best course of action. 
S. 14 is now effectively before the Sen
ate in the form of the Daschle amend
ment. 

As Senators know all too well, pass
ing a line-item veto is only the begin
ning and not the end of the debate. We 
will need to go to conference with the 
other body, which has already passed a 
line-item veto bill in the form of an en
hanced rescission bill quite similar to 
s. 4. 

The facts are, the Daschle substitute 
essentially is S. 14 and certainly is, in 
my view, far superior to the Dole sub
stitute proposal that is before the 
body. Unlike the Dole proposal, it was 
not crafted in a matter of a day or two. 
Unlike the Dole proposal, it has seen 
the light of day and was not devised 
primarily as a means to obtain party 
unity. In fact, S. 14 enjoyed bipartisan 
support from the very beginning, and it 
thus represents the middle ground in 
this very important debate. 

In my statement yesterday, I out
lined some of the concerns that I have 
with the Dole substitute. These con
cerns remain today. Those of you who 
may have been listening last night 
heard an excellent presentation from 
Senator LEVIN about the difficulties 
that will be faced by the cutting and 
slicing of the bills that will be required 
by the Dole proposal. Although it may 
sound rational on paper, we do not 
know how it will work in reality. 

No Senator should vote on these pro
posals without hearing or reading Sen
ator NUNN's Senate speech of last 
night. We all know SAM NUNN, his in
tegrity, his courtesy, his understand
ing of the issues. And we should at 
least listen to him. 

In addition, the Dole proposal raises 
serious constitutional questions. There 

are scholars who come out on each side 
of the issue, yet no one can deny that 
the question will not be fully resolved 
until the proposal is reviewed by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

I have long supported the idea of giv
ing our President the line-item veto 
power. We should do so in a manner 
that will most likely stand the test of 
constitutionality. I have been in the 
Senate for over 16 years, and this is the 
closest we have come yet to actually 
passing a line-item veto. We should do 
the job right. Mr. President, we should 
do so in a way that effectively covers 
special tax breaks and tax loopholes. 
We have to look at all of the pieces of 
our budget if we are going to solve defi
cits of over $200 billion annually, feed
ing the national debt that is rapidly 
rising, which is now at or near $5 tril
lion. 

The Daschle amendment will address 
tax loopholes and will assure that tax 
giveaways receive the same scrutiny as 
pork in our appropriations bills. By 
covering more of the budget, the 
Daschle substitute will be a more effec
tive tool to help our President bring 
some fiscal sanity to the Government. 
The Daschle substitute will allow the 
President to scale back on appropria
tions, while the Dole substitute does 
not. 

Yesterday I talked about the di
lemma that the President faces in sign
ing a bill ·that on the whole is good but 
includes some bad parts. The same 
view would apply to individual 
amounts as well. I have found the Dole 
substitute to be an honest proposal 
that merits serious consideration. It 
took a step in the right direction by in
cluding some special tax provisions. I 
am pleased that the majority accepted 
my lockbox amendment. The Dole bill 
includes a sunset provision and will re
quire Congress to review the bill in the 
year 2000. 

In many ways the Dole substitute, as 
amended, comes a long ways toward S. 
14. Yet I remain disappointed by the 
process which has been followed to 
bring the Dole substitute to the floor. 
Bipartisan cooperation was cast aside 
in the name of party unity. Such ac
tion is an ill wind for future coopera
tion in the U.S. Senate. The Daschle 
substitute is a reasonable and respon
sible solution to pork-barrel spending. 
The Dole proposal, with all of its ques
tions, remains at best a shot in the 
dark. It might hit the mark. It might 
not. 

The Daschle substitute will work. 
Once again, I urge its adoption. 

AMENDMENT NO. 348 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of amendment No. 348 on which there 
shall be 2 hours of debate equally di
vided. 

Mr. EXON. I see the Senator from 
Georgia is on the floor. 

I would simply say at this time that 
his remarks last night and the remarks 
that he is amplifying today are so im
portant that I have asked that the re
marks printed in the RECORD last night 
be laid on every Senator's desk because 
I think every Senator should know 
about them. 

I now yield whatever time is required 
to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I made a 
lengthy presentation last evening re
lating to the defects in this substitute 
that is now before us. I would like to 
say at the outset I believe the current 
practice, w:here rescissions come over 
from the President and if we take no 
action nothing is changed, is unaccept
able. That practice gives the President, 
really, no authority to point out spe
cific items in appropriations bills and 
to have any hope that they will be cor
rected if they are wasteful. 

I have always contended and still 
contend that Presidents have enormous 
power if they would just veto the whole 
bill and then indicate to the American 
public what is wrong with the bill. 
That would put the onus on Congress 
to correct it. But apparently Presi
dents do not choose to do that. 

I have listened with care in the last 
few days to the debate on this so-called 
line-item veto. There are several 
things I do not believe we have prop
erly focused on. The first point that I 
think people need to unders.tand is the 
current appropriation process. There 
are two types of documents that are 
produced by the Congress in the appro
priation process, and I really do not be
lieve the distinction between the two is 
commonly recognized in this Chamber. 

The first document is an appropria
tion bill, which is passed by both 
Houses of Congress. It is signed into 
law by the President, or vetoed- usu
ally signed. Last year's defense appro
priation bill, for example, was 61 pages 
long. The bill is legally binding on the 
executive branch. It becomes law. 

The second type of document is a dif
ferent type of document altogether and 
that is the report issued by the Appro
priations Committees and the report 
issued by the House-Senate conferees. 
The three reports issued, just for in
stance, in connection with last year's 
Defense bill are 853 pages, covering 
over 2,300 lines. The policy direction in 
these reports, often known as pork-bar
rel spending to the cri tic&-some of it
is not binding on the executive branch. 

Much of what is complained about as 
wasteful spending by the President and 
by the media and by others, including 
people in this body, is not even binding 
on the executive branch. But people do 
not recognize that. Not all of it, but 
much of it. 

There is no requirement in law or 
Senate rule that an appropriations bill 
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or report must contain any specific 
level of detail. I want to repeat that be
cause that goes to the heart of what is 
wrong with this proposal. There is no 
requirement in law and no Senate rule, 
nor would they be if we passed this
there is no change here-that an appro
priations bill or report contain any 
specific level of detail. 

Mr. President, I want to repeat that. 
There is no requirement in law nor any 
Senate rule that an appropriations bill 
or report contain any specific level of 
detail . Most appropriations bills, par
ticularly in the defense arena but not 
limited to defense, set forth large lump 
sum amounts that are not tied to spe
cific programs, projects, or activities. 

Looking to an example from last 
year's Department of Defense Appro
priations Act, the act provided a spe
cific sum for Army aircraft procure
ment, $1.164 billion. The text of the act 
does not require the Army to spend 
that money on any ·particular type of 
aircraft. · Then the report comes along 
and indicates how the Congress expects 
the money to be spent. But that is a 
matter of political comity. It is not 
binding. That is the key to understand
ing what is wrong with this substitute 
proposal which we have before us. 

I would say most of the defects I have 
pointed out do not apply to either of 
the bills based on rescissions. These de
fects do not apply to the Domenici re
scission bill, which is now before us 
and is known as the Daschle-Exon 
amendment, nor to the McCain rescis
sion bill. Most of the defects I am 
pointing out here this morning do not 
apply to either of those. I do have some 
problem with the McCain proposal, as I 
said last night, because of the two
thirds requirement and the huge, huge 
shift of power to the executive branch 
of government, but that is a different 
matter. 

What is wrong with this proposal? 
This proposal is aimed at cutting out 
pork-barrel spending. That is the aim 
of it. I understand that. I share that 
goal. I quote directly from the Dole 
substitute: 

The Committees on Appropriations of ei
ther the House or the Senate shall not report 
an appropriations measure that fails to con
tain such levels of detail on the allocation of 
an item of appropriation proposed by that 
House as is set forth in the committee report 
accompanying such bill. 

So what is it we are calling for the 
President to have on his desk to be 
able to veto out, to cut out, pork? In 
the words of the amendment, we are 
calling for such level of detail as is set 
forth in the committee report. There is 
no requirement that there be any spe
cific level of detail in the committee 
report. 

So what are we saying is going to be 
on the President's desk? Nothing, un
less the Appropriations Committees 
choose to do it voluntarily. We are ba
sically creating a loophole big enough 

to drive all the pork through that has 
ever passed the Congress, if the Appro
priations Committees decide to move 
in that direction. 

So that is what is wrong with this 
proposal. There can simply be an ap
propriations bill that says so many dol
lars for Army procurement. Then in
stead of having the information in are
port, the Appropriations Committee 
can come out on the floor, and they 
can make a statement saying here is 
what we expect. And that statement 
would not be subject to being put in 
the bill. The President will not have 
anything to veto. 

The same thing could be done on a 
conference report. This proposal is 
shooting at a target and missing it 
completely, unless the Appropriations 
Committees decide to continue to put 
all of it in the appropriations report 
and then to incorporate that in the 
bill, which would be an entirely volun
tarily act. 

So the authors of this bill are trying 
to reach a compromise and have to
tally missed the target. 

Mr. President, the other big feature 
that is wrong with this: Let us assume 
for a moment that the Appropriations 
Committee decides that, in spite of 
this legislation, they are going to con
tinue to operate with detailed reports 
which will invite the President of the 
United States to take certain actions 
on items which he does not like. If they 
do that, what they are going to do then 
is they are going to put all of these line 
i terns in a report. They are going to 
put it in a bill. It will be enrolled. We 
will send down to the President thou
sands of bills. He will get Band-Aid 
hands doing it. We will get candidates 
for the Presidency on TV, and let us 
see who can sign the things the 
quickest because that will be the cri
teria of who will be President. They 
will have to sign 10,000 or 15,000 bills a 
year. We will have to get a great signa
ture guy, or gal, in there for President 
of the United States. 

So let us assume, though, that they 
decide not to drive a pork truck 
through this huge loophole. Let us as
sume they do not. Let us assume they 
send all of these bills down there. Now 
guess what happens? The Department 
of Defense then has no flexibility for 
reprogramming. What that means in 
practical effect is, if the 0-17 runs into 
a contractual problem or some kind of 
technical problem and it can spend 
only $500 million of a $1 billion ac
count, the $500 million that would oth
erwise be available to put on readiness 
or pay or some other urgent need will 
not be able to be reprogrammed be
cause you will have a line item in 
there. What does that mean? It means 
every time the Department of Defense, 
or any other Department for that mat
ter, decides they are going to change 
anything on the budget-and that hap
pens every year; that happens to the 

tune of billions of dollars-they could 
not do so. Congress has the informal 
procedure we call reprogramming. 
They send over to us a letter to let us 
know over a threshold what they are 
doing, lets all four committees sign off 
on it. It is not telephone; it is in writ
ing. All four committees have to sign 
on it-Appropriations, and Armed 
Services in the case of defense. Then 
they are able to shift money around. 
That is good government. It encour
ages managing programs right. 

What we are doing is we will now be 
saying they have to come over for a 
statutory change on every single item 
that is signed into law. Do you know 
how many bills they are going to have 
to come over here with every year? 
Hundreds of them. We struggle to get 
one supplemental through. 

This bill here is an absolute joke. It 
is a joke. I really have a hard time be
lieving we are really even considering 
this. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. NUNN. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. The Senator is exactly 

right with respect to the reprogram
ming requests. Every year we get com
mittee reprogramming requests from 
the executive agencies. These re
programming requests do not come to 
the Senate floor or the House floor. 
They come to the Appropriations Com
mittee or the Armed Services Commit
tee, or both. 

The chairman of the appropriate sub
committee on the Committee on Ap
propriations takes a look at this, along 
with the ranking member, and they 
both sign a letter giving their approval 
of the reprogramming. This allows the 
agencies to have flexibility in dealing 
with matters and changing cir
cumstances. And it is utter nonsense
nonsense-to force the Congress, and in 
the first place to force the agencies to 
have to come on bended knees to the 
Congress to change the law so that 
they can spend the taxpayers' money 
wisely. 

It all goes to show how utterly insen
sible this approach is. This bill was 
brought in here on Monday of this 
week, this substitute. The Budget Com
mittee and the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, on which the distin
guished Senator from Georgia sits, 
studied carefully S. 4 and S. 14 and sent 
those bills to the floor. They were put 
on the calendar. And neither of those 
bills is before the Senate. 

Mr. NUNN. That is right. 
Mr. BYRD. Neither of those bills is 

very likely to be voted on by the Sen
ate. 

But this hybrid monstrosity has been 
brought in here on Monday, and on the 
same day that this substitute was of
fered a cloture motion was offered, say
ing to the Senate we are going to have 
a cloture vote on the following day but 
one. 
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Now, several flaWs have already been 

pointed out. I pointed out the flaw, and 
several other Senators did, too, with 
respect to the presenting clause of the 
Constitution. 

Here we were, about to pass legisla
tion that would give to the enrolling 
clerk of the originating House the au
thority and the power to break down 
an appropriations measure after it has 
passed both Houses in the same form, 
which means the conference report, 
and break that bill down into hun
dreds-as I pointed out with respect to 
the energy and water bill of 1995, it 
would be 2,000-around 2,000 small bills, 
"billettes," and send those to the 
White House. The Senate and the 
House would not have passed any one 
of those bills. Neither the Senate nor 
the House would have passed any one 
of those little "billettes," and they 
would have been sent down to the 
White House, and the White House 
would presumably sign them or veto 
some of them and then they would be 
sent back to the originating body. 

I can just about guarantee the Sen
ator that there will never be an over
ride of any of those little bills, never be 
an override, and some of them may be 
of utmost importance to a region of the 
country or a few of the States or a sin
gle State. 

This is the forum of the States. The 
States are represented in this body. It 
is the only forum in which the States 
are represented as States. And I can 
just about guarantee the Senator that 
not one of those would ever be over
ridden because there would not be the 
national interest in one of those that 
there may be when an entire bill is ve
toed by the President. And without the 
national interest, I pity the poor little 
northeastern region of this country 
that can only muster a few votes in the 
House if the President were, for politi
cal reasons-if the President for politi
cal reasons were to veto some of the 
little "billettes" that were of vital in
terest to the northeast region. The 
northeast region, with its few votes in 
the House, would never be able to mus
ter a two-thirds majority of that body 
to override that bill which would be of 
significance only to a region, or only to 
a few States. 

When I called this measure a mon
~trosity, I aptly named it. I will try to 
search Webster to see if I can find a 
more accurate definition of the meas
ure. But several flaws such as that 
have been found. 

Now, the other side is attempting fre
netically to fix those flaws that have 
been brought out. Just think, as the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
said last night, if this bill were to be 
before the Senate for a few more days, 
how many more flaws would be found. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend from West Virginia if this 
bill were before the Senate, understood 
by people in this body and the Amer-

ican people, we would be going back to 
some other bill. We would be going to 
a rescission bill or we would be getting 
on welfare. This would go back to the 
shop for repair. 

This bill is in bad shape, and it is 
going to be looked on, it is going to be 
looked on with scorn if it passes the 
Senate. We are going to look silly. We 
are going to look like we make speech
es and pass them into law instead of 
legislating. I would say to my friend 
from West Virginia there is another de
fect. 

The Somalia date for a time cer
tain--

Mr. BYRD. Exactly. Exactly. 
Mr. NUNN. On deploying troops last 

year. It was the only way Congress
because the War Powers Act does not 
work. We know that. The Senator from 
West Virginia and I have alluded to 
that, along with the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. WARNER], and others. The 
Somalia restriction about how long 
troops can be deployed abroad, the 
President could veto that the way the 
bill is right now. 

Mr. BYRD. Right. 
Mr. NUNN. That may be worked on. I 

hope that will be corrected. They just 
found out about it. I do not think that 
is what the authors intended. But the 
President could take the line item that 
had Somalia troop deployment in it 
and restrictions on it, veto that, spend 
the money-no power of the purse at 
all in terms of our foreign troops de
ployment. 

Another would be the Hyde amend
ment. Many people in this body are 
very much concerned about the abor
tion question. When we legislate fund
ing restrictions on abortion in this 
body, one way or the other, whether it 
is rape, incest, to protect the life of the 
mother, the President can take the 
money and veto the paragraph. Now, 
unless that is corrected, that is an
other tremendous, tremendous dimin
ishing of congressional power and in
creasing the executive branch power. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NUNN. I hope that will be cor

rected. 
Mr. BYRD. In other words, the Presi

dent may strip out the language that 
imposes a condition and make it a non
condi tiona! appropriation. 

Mr. NUNN. Right. 
Mr. BYRD. Is that correct? 
Mr. NUNN. That is correct. And the 

question now is-I know that my 
friends on the other side from Indiana 
and Arizona are going to try to correct 
that. The Senator from Michigan 
pointed out last night they are going 
to try to correct it. But in correcting 
it, can you correct it and still be able 
to get at earmarks? I do not think so. 
I think when you correct that, you are 
going to have to unwind the earmark 
language, which brings us back. This 
bill needs to be thought through. We 
are talking about serious matters here. 

We are not talking about something 
that is going to be in a 30-second ad or 
a bumper sticker. This is serious busi
ness. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NUNN. We are talking about the 

balance of power between the branches 
of Government. We are talking about 
war powers. We are talking about the 
power of the purse. We are talking 
about serious business. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NUNN. I yield to the Senator 

from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. I do not intend to-this 

will be my last question. 
Would not the President then be 

given a tool whereby he could use the 
vetoed bill and formulate policy? He 
would not be using the veto pen nec
essarily to reduce the deficit. 

Mr. NUNN. Correct. 
Mr. BYRD. He would be using the 

veto pen to formulate national policy. 
We are giving him that kind of power 
in this bill. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is exactly 
right. As this bill is now written, it 
gives the President the ability to legis
late by deletion. 

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely. 
Mr. NUNN. There is no doubt about 

it. I will tell you what else it gives the 
President. We passed a supplemental 
appropriations bill last week that had 
rescissions in it. Some of the Presi
dent's favorite programs were cut. The 
Technology Reinvestment Program 
was cut $200 million, as I recall. Envi
ronmental restoration funds were cut. 
Now this proposal is intended to just 
let him cut spending. That is what the 
authors intend. I know that. But it lets 
him veto rescissions. If we had had this 
in effect last week, the President could 
have vetoed the deletions or the reduc
tions in his own budget and left the in
creases in. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. NUNN. I will be glad to yield. I 
just have brief time remaining, and I 
will yield right at the end of it. 

Mr. McCAIN. I am sorry that the 
Senator will not yield to me as he 
yielded to the Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. NUNN. I say to the Senator, I 
will yield to him when I finish my re
marks. I will be glad to yield, glad to 
have a discussion. I know there is lim
ited time and I have to complete my 
remarks. 

As drafted, Mr. President, the sub
stitute provides: 

The Committee on Appropriations of either 
the House or the Senate shall not report an 
appropriation measure that fails to contain 
such level of detail on the allocation of an 
item of appropriation as is set forth in the 
committee report accompanying such bill. 

The whole thing is tied to the com
mittee report, but there is no require
ment for a committee report. This is 
an empty shell unless the Appropria
tions Committee decides they are just 
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going to send a report to the President, 
incorporate it in a bill, have it en
grossed, and give him a target to either 
increase or decrease spending, change 
policy, whatever he would like to do. 

I know certain provisions are being 
worked out to change. We are on the 
floor of the Senate under a time agree
ment and we are now going to make 
fundamental changes by amendment in 
a bill that is flawed, badly flawed. We 
are going to, in the last hour, deal with 
questions of war powers; we are going 
to deal with questions of whether re
scissions will be deleted. In effect, if 
they can delete a rescission, the Presi
dent has increased the spending. 

The best indictment against this ap
proach comes from the Republican ma
jority on the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, because they brought out 
bills that deal with rescission. The Do
menici bill, now known as the Exon
Daschle bill, that is based on rescis
sions, does not have these flaws in it. It 
does not tie the President's powers to 
i terns in the committee report. If it is 
a letter, if it is a statement of man
agers, the President can delete by re
scission under the Domenici bill. That 
is the bill we ought to be voting for. 

I know the majority is going to vote 
against it, but the majority is going to 
regret this. 

Look at what the majority said in 
Governmental Affairs Committee in 
their report on this bill 10 days ago. 
And this goes right to the heart of the 
way we are now proceeding under this 
substitute. This is a quote from the 
majority report of the Governmental 
Affairs Committee. 

It is possible, although not desirable, to 
apply the state budgeting system to the Fed
eral Government and give Presidents the 
kind of line-item veto available to Gov
ernors. To maximize item-veto authority for 
the President, the details in conference re
ports, agency justification materials, and 
other nonstatutory sources could be trans
ferred to appropriations bills . .. . 

That is precisely what the substitute 
does, precisely. 

However, placing an item in appropriations 
bills would produce an undesirable rigidity 
to agency operations and legislative proce
dures. 

That is a quote. Exactly what this 
bill does. 

If Congress placed items in appropriations 
bills, agencies would have to implement the 
bill precisely as defined in the individual 
items. 

That is exactly what this bill does. 
You talk about tying up the Depart

ment of Defense. This bill is going to 
do more damage to the Department of 
Defense than anything I can imagine. 
They are not going to be able to shift 
money on lapsed contracts or delayed 
contracts with the permission of Con
gress to pay or to have readiness to 
make up for critical shortfalls. 

Last fall, the Republicans com
plained about readiness in the cam
paign. I share some of those concerns. 

We had a committee this week that re
ported at the request of the Senator 
from Arizona. Four retired generals 
talked about the problems with the de
fense budget-not enough funding for 
force structure, not enough funding for 
modernization. 

Now, what are we going to do? We are 
going to take all of this material, if the 
Appropriations Oommittee acts in good 
faith, and we are going to put it into a 
law. They are going to have no flexibil
ity whatsoever unless they come back 
for statutory changes. We are going to 
have the most bogged down legislative 
process that I can imagine in the his
tory of this Republic. We are going to 
have statutory changes by the hun
dreds requested on every single defense 
bill. 

Quoting again from the majority re
port: 

In cases where the specific amounts de
tailed in the appropriations statutes proved 
to be insufficient as the fiscal year pro
gresses, agencies could not spend above the 
specified level. Doing so would violate the 
law. 

Exactly what we are doing in this 
bill. 

I will not quote it because I do not 
have the time this morning, but the 
House Committee on Government Re
form and Oversight, the majority Re
publicans, said the same thing when 
they brought out their rescission bill. 

So we have the absolute, unbeliev
able paradox where the majority re
ports of the Republicans on the Gov
ernmental Affairs Committee, in the 
House and the Senate, have decried the 
very approach that we are now about 
to vote on and pass. And it has all been 
done in the last 2 weeks. 

This is not a Democratic kind of cri
tique. This is a Republican critique of 
the legislation now being presented and 
supported by the majority. 

Continuing to quote the Govern
mental Affairs majority report: 

Agencies and departments would have to 
come to Congress and request supplemental 
funds for some items and rescissions for oth
ers, or request a transfer of funds between 
accounts. Neither the Congress nor the agen
cies want this inflexibility and added work
load for the regular legislative process. 

Mr. President, I will conclude my re
marks very briefly. There are at least 
five serious problems with the proposed 
substitute. 

First, it contains loopholes so large 
that proponents of pork will be able to 
insulate whole barrels of pork from a 
Presidential veto if they choose to do 
so. 

Second, the separate enrollment pro
cedure would allow the President to 
veto funding limitations as well as 
funding amounts, which would inhibit 
the ability of Congress to address le
gitimate policy differences with the 
President. Some examples I have al
ready given are abortion and troop re
strictions on Somalia. He can veto 
those paragraphs. Maybe that will be 

changed, but it is my view that you are 
going to have a hard time changing 
that without deleting the ability of 
Congress to do away with earmarks, 
the very target the Senator from Ari
zona has been shooting at. 

Third, this proposal permits the 
President to increase as well as de
crease spending by allowing him to 
sign into law those portions of an ap
propriations bill that increase spending 
and to veto those portions of an appro
priations bill that rescind or reduce 
spending. 

In other words, if a President chose 
to, under this authority, he could take 
an appropriations bill that had been 
pa~sed by the Congress and he could 
basically increase the amount in that 
appropriations bill by doing away with 
or vetoing the rescissions in that bill 
to reduce funding. 

Mr. President, I hope that will be 
cured. But, again, on something this 
important, to come out here and have 
to cure these absolutely colossal de
fects in this bill in the last few hours is 
really a hard way for me to visualize 
responsible legislation occurring. 

So just the opposite of what the 
sponsors have intended could occur. 

This is just saying to the President: 
We think you are a whole lot better at 
this than we are, so we are giving you 
congressional authority. We are giving 
you the power of the purse to make de
cisions to increase or decrease. You do 
whatever you want. We want you to do 
it, because we have proven that we can
not. 

Mr. President, the other thing this 
bill does not do , it does not go after the 
real problems with our own process-
the real problems the Senator from Ar
izona has pointed out, earmarked 
funds. We could have a point of order 
against that. We could have a point of 
order against an appropriation that 
comes back from the conference that 
was not even in the House bill or the 
Senate bill. We could have a point of 
order on that. But none of that is in 
here. 

We are basically saying, "We cannot 
take care of our problems, so we are 
going to give the President a huge ad
ditional authority." 

Well, the result of that is, believe me, 
within a year, everybody will realize 
what we have done and then we will 
move away from committee reports 
and we will have statements by man
agers. And then there will not be any
thing for the President to veto, and we 
will start the process all over again, 
and we add to the disillusionment of 
the American people. They will finally 
ask: "Can't you guys do anything 
right? We thought we were getting rid 
of spending, but we are not." 

That is what is going to happen if 
this goes into law. If this goes into 
law-and the President says he is going 
to sign whatever we send down there. 
That ought to frighten a few people. 
That ought to make us think. 
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It is a great pleasure to be able to 

vote for darn near anything, knowing 
the President will veto it and you can 
make your speeches and it is not going 
to go into law and you do not have to 
suffer the consequences and the coun
try does not. It is another thing en
tirely when the President says he is 
going to sign it. He is going to sign 
what we send down there on this. And 
I suppose any President would because, 
at least on paper, if it is abided by in 
good faith, we are going to give him 
the largest new hunk of Presidential 
power that we have given any Presi
dent in many, many, many years. 

And then, what we will do, because 
there are loopholes here, we will take 
it away by moving the pork out of the 
reports and moving it into speeches on 
the floor or statements on the floor, 
and we will be right back where we are 
with disillusionment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. McCAIN. Can I ask the Sen a tor 

from Indiana a question? How many 
years has he been on the Senate Armed 
Services Committee? 

Mr. COATS. Six years. 
Mr. McCAIN. Has he ever seen a re

programming request? 
Mr. COATS. I have not. 
Mr. McCAIN. According to the distin

guished ranking leader, who served for 
many years as the chairman, that 
sometimes entails billions of dollars; is 
that correct? 

Mr. COATS. It appears that it does. 
In fact there is--

Mr. McCAIN. Although we never have 
seen them. So if you were the chairman 
of a committee and ranking member 
and you were the only one who made a 
decision on reprogramming, you would 
be very concerned if something like 
thi&-billions of dollars in transfers of 
fund&-was under just your almost di
rect supervision, would you not? 

Mr. COATS. I think the whole pur
pose of this exercise-

Mr. McCAIN. By the way, I am sorry 
I did not have a chance to ask the Sen
ator from. Georgia, has there ever been 
a reprogramming request from the 
Pentagon that says, "We can't spend 
this money, so we would like to give it 
back to the taxpayers"? 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I yield to the 
Senator from Arizona so he may ask 
questions of the Senator from Georgia 
and he may respond without having to 
go through this convoluted procedure. 
In fact, I yield the floor so the Senator 
from Arizona can take the floor to ask 
questions. 

Mr. McCAIN. I appreciate the indul
gence of the Senator from Georgia, who 
has obviously for many years been the 
person who decided whether billions 
would be transferred from one account 
to the other without consultation cer
tainly with these two Senators. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the-
Mr. McCAIN. Let me finish; I will ask 

the question. Has the former chairman 
ever, the distinguished ranking minor
ity of the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, ever seen a reprogramming re
quest that said, "We can't spend this 
money. We'd like to give it back to the 
taxpayers''? 

Mr. NUNN. Let me say to the Sen
ator, all reprogrammings are approved 
by the majority and by the minority. 
That was the case when--

Mr. McCAIN. By the chairman and 
ranking member. 

Mr. NUNN. And staff-
Mr. McCAIN. Neither the Senator 

from Indiana nor I were ever consul ted 
on any of these reprogramming re
quests, him 6 years and me 8 years as 
members of the committee. 

Mr. NUNN. Will the Senator yield for 
me to respond? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes. 
Mr. NUNN. Staff has the responsibil

ity to circulate the reprogramming re
quest to the respective members on 
both sides of the aisle. On the Demo
cratic side of the aisle, we do that. If 
the staff on the Republican side does 
not let the Republican Senators know, 
then if I were a Republican Senator on 
that committee, I would be asking the 
staff some very tough questions. 

We let our members know about re
programming. That is a question that 
is up to the Republicans because the 
chairman or the ranking member on 
the Republican side understands re
programming requests. Many times 
they are pending for 3 weeks to 3 
months. Many times there is tremen
dous discussion. We even have 
reprogrammings that get folded into 
the bill itself because they are con
troversial. 

As the chairman of the committee, I 
never passed a reprogramming request, 
if I had any member interested on my 
side raise an issue, without a full dis
cussion. That is the job of the ranking 
member on the Republican side and the 
staff. 

So I think there are some tough 
questions that ought to be asked of the 
staff on the Republican side if the Sen
ator from Indiana and the Senator 
from Arizona have never seen a re
programming request. Your staff 
signed off on it in your name. 

Mr. McCAIN. It certainly is alarming 
that that kind of responsibility would 
be placed on staff who are not elected 
by anybody. 

Mr. NUNN. This is--
Mr. McCAIN. And the kind of a sys

tem where it is up to one or two mem
bers, the chairman and the ranking 
member, whether they want to notify 
them or not. I have never seen any for
mal procedure or rule in the committee 
that says that. In fact, in other com
mittees, it is commonplace that a 
phone call be sufficient to approve a re
programming. 

Mr. NUNN. That is not the way we do 
it. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator will con
sider answering the question, if he has 
ever seen a reprogramming request 
from the Pentagon that said, "We 
would like to not spend this money and 
send it back to the taxpayers who sent 
us the money." 

Mr. NUNN. I will say to my friend 
from Arizona in response to that, the 
committee has the duty as we see fit to 
turn down reprogrammings, in which 
case the money would not be spent, in 
which case the money could be reallo
cated to any other Department in the 
regular process on the budget bills and 
on the appropriations bills. I thought 
my friend from Arizona just had a 
hearing--

Mr. McCAIN. I am sorry the Senator 
does not choose to answer my question. 
My question is, if I may restate the 
question because, obviously, he did not 
understand it or does not choose to an
swer it: Did the Pentagon ever request 
a reprogramming and say, "We can't 
spend this money in the Pentagon. We 
want it to go back to the taxpayers"? 
That is my question. 

If the Senator does not choose to an
swer that, that is fine. But I hope I 
made myself clear as to what my ques
tion is. 

Mr. NUNN. I understand the question 
completely, and I hope the Senator will 
listen to the answer. I can state it but 
I cannot comprehend it for him. Maybe 
I have been under a false impression. I 
thought the Senator from Arizona and 
my Republican colleagues wanted to 
increase the defense budget. I thought 
my Republican colleagues had that in 
their Contract With America. I 
thought the Senator from Arizona 
wanted more money for defense. And 
now he is saying when a C-17 program 
lapses, do we want to send it back to 
the Treasury, or do we want to put it 
on high defense needs? I have been 
under the mistaken impression that 
the Senator from Arizona was con
cerned about readiness, was concerned 
about modernization and felt there 
were deficient funds in the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. McCAIN. I regret the Senator 
from Georgia will not answer the ques
tion. He is entitled not to answer the 
question. I will repeat it one more 
time, but it is obviou&-I will not waste 
the time of the Senate, because he is 
not going to answer the question. I also 
want to say--

Mr. NUNN. The answer to the ques
tion is the Department of Defense al
ways on reprogrammings asks for the 
money to be shifted to other defense 
needs, and our committee has sup
ported that. 

Mr. McCAIN. Speaking of com
prehension, I say again, has the Sen
ator from Georgia ever heard of a re
programming request where the Penta
gon said, "We can't spend this money. 
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We'd like to give it back to the tax
payers"? 

Mr. NUNN. The answer is no, because 
the Department of Defense has been 
underfunded. 

Mr. McCAIN. Thank you for answer
ing that question. I also regret the fact 
that the Senator from Georgia alleges 
that neither the Senator from Indiana 
nor I understand what we are doing 
here. The Senator from Indiana and I, 
for 8 years, have been involved in this 
issue. We know it very well. It has been 
before the Senate many times, includ
ing 1985. 

I did not accuse the Senator from 
Georgia of not understanding an issue 
when we had different positions. I did 
not accuse the Senator from Georgia of 
not understanding the situation in the 
Persian Gulf when he opposed our mili
tary involvement there. 

The question is not whether we un
derstand it, it is whether we have ale
gitimate difference of opinion here, and 
that is what it is all about. 

I think that the Senator from South 
Dakota raised some legitimate con
cerns. The Senator from West Virginia 
did. But to allege that the Senator 
from Indiana and I do not understand 
what we are doing, I think does not ele
vate the debate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, some of 

the logic and reasoning of those who 
are opposing the line-item veto meas
ure offered by the Senator from Ari
zona and the Senator from Indiana is 
curious. On the one hand, they say that 
the bill is flawed and that if Repub
licans would simply reach out and at
tempt to correct what they perceive to 
be the flaws, we will have a better bill. 

They come to the floor and say, we 
need a line-item veto, we need to have 
a process in place whereby the execu
tive branch has the option or the abil
ity to check the excess spending habits 
of Congress that design spending or tax 
breaks that do not serve a broad pur
pose, and that they support that effort, 
but that some of the provisions of the 
bill, which the Senator from Arizona 
and the Senator from Indiana have of
fered, need to be modified. 

When the points they make are le
gitimate points, because we never 
claimed that our bill was perfect, as no 
one really claims their bill is perfect
that is why we have an amendment 
process, that is why we have a debate 
process-and when a Senator from the 
other side who happens to want to sup
port it but simply wants to strengthen 
the bill points out a particular provi
sion that is not designed or drafted as 
accurately as they think it should be 
suggests that and we agree with them 
that it addresses a problem in a more 
accurate way, then they turn around 
and say, "See, that is proof that the 
bill is flawed." 

Well, what are we to do? On the one 
hand, they criticize us because the bill, 
they say, is flawed and needs to be im
proved. On the other hand, when we 
say, "OK, we'll accept that improve
ment, that's a legitimate improve
ment," they say, "See, there's proof 
that it is flawed; therefore, we can't 
vote for that." That is circular reason
ing and circular logic that this Senator 
finds hard to understand. 

One .of the points that the Senator 
from Georgia has made is that as the 
bill is currently constructed and is cur
rently presented, policy decisions 
would be subject to a Presidential veto 
and, therefore, it would require a two
thirds override. But that issue has been 
debated and discussed at length. An 
amendment has been offered by the 
Senator from Michigan, Senator LEVIN, 
to clarify that that will not happen. It 
has been cosponsored by a Republican 
Senator, the Senator from Alaska, Sen
ator MURKOWSKI. It has been accepted 
by the managers of the bill on both 
sides. It has been accepted by Repub
licans, and it is designed to clarify a 
provision in the original language that 
there is some ambiguity on, or at least 
some are concerned about some ambi
guity. It was never the intent of the 
separate enrollment legislation to sep
arate legislative language, to have leg
islative language vetoed by the Presi
dent. Those were the dollars that are 
attached to it. That was debated at 
length. The Levin-Murkowski amend
ment, which is going to be accepted on 
both sides, clarifies any question in 
that regard. Yet, we find ourselves 
being criticized for a legislation which 
we have agreed to improve and accept 
the amendment of the very Senators 
who have raised the question of criti
cism. 

So I do not understand how our oppo
nents on this issue want us to proceed. 
Do they want us to work with them or 
not? Do they want us to improve the 
bill or not? Do they want us to clarify 
ambiguities or not? If they do-and it 
appears that most do-then others 
should not come to the floor and say, 
see, that points out that the bill is 
flawed. The Murkowski-Levin amend
ment protects all legislative language 
from being separately enrolled and ve
toed. The policy language is protected. 
That is the intent and that is the re
sult of the amendment which has been 
agreed to and will be accepted as soon 
as, procedurally, we can get to that 
point. 

The Senator from Georgia also points 
out that if we go with the separate en
rollment process, it will require an in
flexibility in terms of various agencies 
being able to reprogram funds and, 
therefore, it will hideously confuse the 
legislative process. All it will do is 
change the way in which funds are able 
to be reprogrammed. Instead of the 
current practice of a phone call or a 
letter to a committee chairman and/or 

the ranking member, instead of a proc
ess which involves two, and at most 
four Senators out of 100, we will have a 
process which will involve all 100 Sen
ators. 

We spend a great deal of time 
crafting an authorization for the use of 
funds, and we spend a great deal of 
time appropriating funds for that au
thorization. We spend a great deal of 
time debating those decisions on this 
Senate floor. Clearly, situations and 
circumstances change. So that it is ap
propriate for agencies to come forward 
and say that circumstances have 
changed, spending was greater in this 
area than we anticipated 6 months ago 
when this was negotiated, or spending 
is less in that area, and we would like 
to shift some funds from one area to 
the other. But what will have to take 
place now is that ·that request will 
have to be made available to all 100 
Senators. I think that is appropriate. 

If the reprogramming request was al
ways made on an objective basis, al
ways made for legitimate purposes, I 
think there might be some validity to 
the arguments presented here this 
morning. But I think we all know that 
they are not always made that way, 
that little side deals are concocted and, 
yes, phone calls are made; but phone 
calls are made after hours, and special 
requests are made from certain Mem
bers to other Members for-Heaven for
bid-political purposes, and not nec
essarily for legitimate new expendi
tures or shifted expenditures, but made 
for political purposes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COATS. I yield to the Senator 

from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. I ask my friend, is not 

the issue here programming and notre
programming? The fact is that this 
may be a straw man. We are talking 
about whether we are going to elimi
nate . the waste, and if we want to use 
the word "pork-barrel" spending and 
put some fiscal discipline in the proc
ess. Is that not really what we are talk
ing about here? And the reprogram
ming issue is something that could be 
solved through simple changes in the 
rules or even in how we do business. 

I agree with the Senator from Indi
ana that there are abuses in the re
programming process. That is not real
ly the fundamental issue, and I do not 
think we should be spun off into that 
relatively unimportant side issue as 
compared with the larger argument 
here. And the reason why I think both 
you and I are somewhat agitated is, for 
somebody to say that this is a joke, 
that this is not thought through, that 
we do not know what we are doing-! 
have never accused any opponent on 
this floor of not being serious about an 
issue, nor have I said that a proposal of 
theirs was a joke, nor did I accuse 
them of not thinking through a par
ticular amendment when they had it 
on the floor. 
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I give them credit for having done 

their homework and doing what they 
think is for the good of their State. I 
think it demeans the debate for any
one, either on this side of the issue or 
that side of the issue, to say somebody 
has not thought through an issue, and 
to say somebody is not serious about 
it, and to say that what we have been 
working on for 6 or 8 years is a joke. I 
think it is wrong and it does not do 
anything for the debate. I would be 
glad to and have continued to, since 
last Thursday-and many years be
fore-debate this issue on its merits, 
rather than demeaning the motivation 
or the knowledge or the experience or 
the talent of those who support it, as I 
have not those who are opposed to it 
are. 

I ask the Senator from Indiana if he 
agrees that that might be a good idea 
for us to elevate this debate back to 
where it has been, frankly, up until 
just a short time ago. 

Mr. COATS. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona for his comments. For 
Members to suggest that this is some · 
surprise that is being sprung on Mem
bers of Congress, I simply ask, where 
have they been for the last decade? 
This issue has been debated, the merits 
of this issue have been debated at 
length on the floor. The Senator from 
Arizona and the Senator from Indiana 
have offered time after time various 
proposals to deal with the fun dam en tal 
underlying issue. 

As the Senator from Arizona has 
said, the fundamental underlying issue 
is the ability of Congress, under cur
rent law and current procedures, to 
spend the taxpayers' dollars either in 
appropriated expenditures or in tax 
benefits, in a way that serves no na
tional purpose, in a way that is not 
made available to Members to debate 
and discuss and to cast their yeas or 
nays on that particular item. It is an 
egregious practice that has cost the 
Treasury and the taxpayers tens of bil
lions, if not hundreds of billions of dol
lars. It is, as former President Harry 
Truman said, "legislative blackmail." 

We all know how the process works, 
so we can argue some of the fine details 
about the current practice and what a 
wonderful practice it is, and we can 
even talk about reprogramming. But 
this Congress would easily adapt to and 
accept the requests of various agencies, 
if they were legitimate requests. There 
is nothing to prevent committees from 
routinely reporting out reprogramming 
bills en bloc by voice vote at the end of 
a markup and bringing it to the Sen
ate. There is nothing to prevent rou
tine reprogramming requests from 
being placed on the calendar and pass
ing by voice vote. 

But if a reprogramming request is 
controversial, if a Member of the Sen
ate or a Member of the House wants to 
say, "Wait a minute, what do you 
mean you are shifting that money from 

this account to that account? What do 
you mean there is a problem with 
spending on the C-17," maybe we ought 
to look into that. Why is there a prob
lem? Do we want to routinely, on the 
advice of four Senators, simply say, 
well, that is OK; this program needs 
more money; let us shift it from this 
account to another account? Should 
Members of the Senate have the right 
to say, "May I ask some questions 
about that? Can we debate that on the 
floor? Can we have some light shed on 
the reasons this reprogramming is re
quested?" That is all we are seeking to 
accomplish with this procedure. 

Again, this whole issue comes down 
to status quo versus change. Is there a 
better way to do business? Or do we 
want to do business the old way? Well, 
if business done the old way had been 
satisfactory, if it had not been done in 
a way which demeans the credibility of 
individual Senators and demeans the 
credibility of this institution, we ought 
to stay with it. Unfortunately, it has. 
It is an egregious practice that has 
been abused by Members of the Senate 
and abused by Members of the House. 
And, as I said before, we are not here to 
point fingers. We have all taken advan
tage of this process. 

It is not to our credit that we have 
done so. It is a time-honored-! now 
call a "time dishonored"-practice of 
trying to slip some goodies in for the 
folks back home, or for one individual, 
or a tax break for one person, or one 
special interest. 

Members have spoken eloquently 
about that practice. We read about it 
in the news, hear about it on the news. 
It happens all the time. It is wrong. It 
ought to stop. We are trying to provide 
a tool and basis to allow it to stop. 

For goodness sake, the sky is not 
going to fall on Federal spending if we 
make it a little harder to reprogram 
something, if, instead of just a letter 
that comes over or a phone call be
tween an agency and a couple Members 
of Congress, if we say it will be a little 
bit tougher to make that decision, Con
gress is going to have to look at it a 
little bit longer, Members are going to 
have the right to raise a few questions 
and say, "Is this a legitimate transfer?"' 

I think it is unfortunate that the C-
17-or maybe it is fortunate-the C-17 
is a program that has been in serious 
trouble from the beginning. I am not 
saying we should not have it. I support 
it. I think we all have the right to raise 
questions about whether or not money 
shifted from one account to bail out a 
problem with the C-17 is a legitimate 
shift of money. 

There are ways in which Congress 
can deal with routine, legitimate re
programming requests without tying 
this place in knots. For goodness 
sakes, we are legislators. There are leg
islators here who know more about 
how to expedite and loophole things
they have forgotten more-than this 
Senator can possibly learn. 

My concern is not that this process is 
going to hamstring the process. My 
concern is that people in back rooms 
right now are trying to find end runs 
around what we are trying to do. 

Let Members at least do something. 
Let Members at least make it tougher 
to spend the taxpayers' dollars. Let 
Members give the public a better op
portunity to look at the way we spend. 
Let Members at least put our "yes" or 
"no" on record so that the taxpayers 
and our constituents can hold us ac
countable. Let Members end this prac
tice of saying, "I could not figure out 
what was in the bill because it was 
2,000 pages long and that stuff was bur
ied or slipped in in conference." Let 
Members make it tougher to spend 
money, because we have been irrespon
sible in the way we have spent money 
around here. 

Mr. President, I see there are other 
speakers on the floor. Let me inquire of 
the time allocation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
lNHOFE). The Senator from Indiana has 
361/z minutes remaining; the minority 
leader has 301/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
use my leader time to make comments 
on the Democratic substitute and re
serve the balance of the time allotted 
to the substitute to the distinguished 
ranking member, the manager of our 
bill on our side, the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Georgia raised a number of very helpful 
points. He makes a powerful case for 
the substitute that Democrats have 
proposed. The Senator from Indiana 
has understandably responded as best 
he could to many of these questions. 
The fact remains that there are serious 
concerns about the proposal, as well-in
tended as it might be, that the Repub
licans have offered. 

The Senator from Georgia did a real 
service, I think, in pointing out so well 
what the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee and the Budget Committee have 
said about these proposals. Republicans 
in the Senate have expressed in writing 
fundamental concerns about what the 
proposal now put forth by Senator 
MCCAIN and Senator COATS. 

Senator NUNN has clearly recognized 
what others have recognized-that this 
proposal is flawed. As everyone prob
ably now appreciates, it has a sunset of 
the year 2000. I predict this morning 
that this bill will not last until the 
year 2000, if it were to pass into law. I 
make that prediction. I will predict we 
will be back here at some point before 
the year 2000 to vote on a bill very 
similar, if not identical, to the one 
that we are now proposing, the so
called Domenici-Exon bill. 

I say so in large measure because I 
think many people recognize that in 
spite of the fact that the other side has 
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come a long way on a number of con
cerns that we have expressed over the 
course of this debate, very serious dif
ficulty problems remain. First, there 
are loopholes in the amendment,
there is no requirement that a con
ference report contain a line-item levEJ 
of detail. We can get around the line 
item almost entirely by putting the de
tails in floor statements or letters to 
agency heads. We do not have to put it 
in detail. That is one loophole. 

The alternative to that problem is to 
create so many separate bills, rep
resenting so many thousands of line 
items, that it will make the operation 
of every agency excessively rigid. If 
each item becomes separate law, the ri
gidity of that process becomes so cum
bersome people will say it just is not 
going to work and the whole system 
will break down. 

A third problem is that the President 
can actually increase spending under 
the Dole substitute by vetoing line 
items that actually represent rescis
sions or general reductions. I know 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, Senator LEVIN, is hoping to 
address that concern later on. Perhaps 
we can work something out. 

Mr. President, these are very serious 
concerns. I hope that, as w~ have with 
many of the other concerns raised 
throughout the course of the last sev
eral days, we can address those prior to 
the time we vote on final passage, as
suming the substitute is not passed. I 
am hopeful it will be passed. I will ad
dress my reasons for that hope in just 
a moment. 

Let me also address some of the con
cerns that have, in our view, been ad
dressed at least in part. Our conclusion 
was that the original tax legislation in 
the McCain bill that was originally 
proposed did not go far enough. The 
other side has come a long way in 
meeting some of our concerns in adopt
ing a broad provision allowing the 
President to veto special-interest tax 
breaks. I read a colloquy into the floor 
last night between the Senator from 
Indiana and the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. BRADLEY] about the intention 
of the Senator from Indiana to broaden 
the scope to include the issues that 
were raised on many occasions on this 
floor by the Senator from New Jersey. 

Our amendment is clear and more 
forceful in that regard. We will talk 
about that. The fact is that at least the 
Republicans have begun to accept the 
realization that we do not have a true, 
broad scope in our line-item authority 
unless we have tax breaks on the table 
as well. 

In addition, an amendment by the 
ranking member of the Budget Com
mittee has been adopted that directs 
all savings from the line-item veto to 
deficit reduction. A similar provision 
was in the Domenici-Exon bill but left 
out of the Dole substitute. Now, it is 
back in. We are pleased with that. 

Without this amendment, savings from 
the line-item veto could be used to pay 
for other Government spending. One 
pork-barrel project could be cut to pay 
for another. That will not happen now 
as a result of the legislation offered by 
the Senator from Nebraska. This was a 
truth-in-advertising amendment. If we 
promise deficit reduction, we have to 
deliver it. It ensures that savings from 
vetoes of entitlements and tax breaks 
go to reducing .the deficit as well. So 
that, too, was an improvement. 

Then, of course, I am pleased that 
the amendment by the Senator from 
Wisconsin was adopted to create a 
budget point of order against any non
emergency spending included in an 
emergency supplemental propositions 
bill. This will ensure that 
supplementals are truly used for emer
gencies and are nc>t vehicles for extra
neous projects, as we have seen in our 
recent defense supplemental. 

There are improvements in the legis
lation since Monday. We can be grate
ful for that. The real improvement, the 
real opportunity to make substantive 
progress is to go back to where we 
started, to go back to what the real ex
perts on this issue have proposed for 
many, many years. Senator DOMENICI, 
the chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, and Senator EXON, the ranking 
member, have worked on this issue, as 
has Senator COATS, for a long time. 
Senator DOMENICI and Senator EXON 
have looked at all the alternatives and 
concluded some time ago that the most 
practical approach, the most logical 
way with which to address this issue is 
to suggest a line-item rescission. 

Forty-three States, including South 
Dakota, already have a line-item veto. 
It is time for the Federal Government 
to adopt one as well. 

That bill not only had practicality, 
and it was most likely to be upheld 
constitutionally, but it also included 
the broadest base of a Democratic and 
Republican consensus-broad biparti
san consensus that this was the ap
proach that could actually work. 

I have supported a line-item veto. I 
supported this concept. I cosponsored 
it, as did the majority leader. Many 
others who have cosponsored this legis
lation this morning or this afternoon 
will now have an opportunity to vote 
on a bill that they cosponsored. They 
clearly saw the wisdom in using this 
approach or they would not have co
sponsored it. 

The President has been very helpful 
in advocating a line-item veto, and has 
been helpful in moving this process for
ward. 

When the chairman and the ranking 
member proposed S. 14, obviously they 
felt, and they had good reason to feel, 
that based upon broad bipartisan con
sensus, based upon constitutionality, 
based upon practicality, that we really 
had a bill that we have the confidence 
could be passed. In fact, every single 

Republican who voted supported this 
legislation in a bill that was offered 
last year-by a vote of 342 to 69. That 
was the vote. Mr. President, 169 Repub
lican Members of the House supported 
a bill nearly identical to the substitute 
that we are offering right now. So we 
have every expectation that this bill 
has enjoyed support on a broad, bipar
tisan basis in the past and there ought 
to be no reason why we could not en
sure that the same level of bipartisan 
support could be found again as we 
vote later on this afternoon. 

That is really what we have all said 
we want. We want a line-item veto. We 
want one that is practical. We would 
like one to see broad bipartisan sup
port when it passes. This substitute of
fers all of that and more. Basically, 
there is no secret, no mystery to how 
this works. I talked about this a little 
bit last night, but let me make sure ev
erybody understands how simple the 
process is. That is really one of the ad
vantages to our approach, it is so sim
ple. It gives the President the author
ity to force Congress to vote on spend
ing and tax provisions that he consid
ers wasteful. That is all it does. And it 
sets a timeframe within which that 
must happen. 

We all know the situation now. We 
all recognize that we can ignore line 
i terns as they are rescinded now. There 
is no requirement that Congress needs 
to respond. But our amendment takes 
care of that. Our amendment says, 
within a designated period of time, 20 
days, the President notify Congress 
after passage of a spending or a tax bill 
of the things he wants to see cut. That 
is all he has-20 days. Then 2 days later 
a bill with the President's proposal has 
to be introduced and within 10 days 
after that, the Congress has to vote. 
That is it. 

In 1 month's time it is all over; 20 
days the President has to notify Con
gress. Two days later a bill is intro
duced. And 10 days later it is over. Dur
ing that 10-day period during which 
Congress takes it up, we have 10 hours 
to deal with this issue and be done with 
it. 

Mr. President, it is very clear. Our 
legislation is as simple as simple can 
be. It is constitutional. It is a process 
that would work exceedingly well. We 
know it will work here. 

I believe our amendment has at least 
four advantages over the pending Re
publican substitute. Clearly it is more 
workable; clearly it is more constitu
tional; clearly it protects majority 
rule; and, finally, it leaves no question 
that tax breaks are on the table. It en
sures that tax breaks will be subject to 
review just like any other form of 
spending. 

There is no question about the sim
plicity argument. The Appropriations 
Committee has estimated that 13 ap
propriations bills enacted in fiscal year 
1995, sent down now for 13 signatures, 
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will require 10,000 separate minibills 
under the Dole amendment. So we are 
going to go from 13 bills to 10,000 bills 
in just the appropriations process 
alone. That is what we are talking 
about. Coming on the heels of the Pa
perwork Reduction Act, this legisla
tion goes in exactly the opposite direc
tion. That is, the Republican sub
stitute belies all of our public outcry 
about paperwork and the concerns we 
have raised time and again about how 
we want to reduce paperwork, reduce 
the level of redtape, whether it is in 
passing bills or the effect the bills have 
on people afterward. 

A good example, of course, is the one 
I have raised before. This is a 17-page 
appropriations bill, the Energy and 
Water Appropriations Act of last year. 
It is a bill that has 17 pages. That is all 
it has, 17 pages of line by line appro
priations. This is a simple little docu
ment that for 200 years we have sent 
down to the President for signature 
and that is it. He signs it, he vetoes it, 
it is over. 

Mr. President, this is 1,746 pages. 
This is what we are going to change it 
to if the Dole substitute passes. We are 
going to go from that 17-page bill to 
this. And the whole story is that when 
the President gets it, page by page, one 
after another, he has to get his pen out. 
He will probably have to get hundreds 
of pens out. But he is going to have to 
sign every one of these. 

Of course the distinguished President 
pro tempore, our dear friend, Senator 
STROM THURMOND, will have to sign 
this. The Speaker of the House will 
have to sign it as well. It takes three 
signatures, and this is what we are 
going to be signing: one page after an
other-1,746 pages. Do we really want 
that? Is that really paperwork reduc
tion? Is that simplicity? Is that the 
kind of practical kind of legislating we 
all espouse? I do not think so. I really 
do not think we want to go to 1,746 sep
arate signatures every time we pass a 
simple appropriations bill. 

We have a choice of passing a small 
bill or a large stack of paper. That is 
our choice. And that is just one bill. 

We have also, of course, indicated our 
concern about the constitutionality of 
the Dole substitute. The last time this 
issue came up in committee, the Rules 
Committee in 1985 voted out a similar 
proposal unfavorably by a unanimous 
vote. The separate enrollment proposal 
was considered then, and voted out un
favorably, with the recommendation 
that it should not pass, by a unanimous 
vote, under a Republican Rules Com
mittee chaired by a Republican. The 
constitutionality was raised again and 
again. The view then was what we were 
proposing here was not only imprac
tical but unconstitutional. 

As I said, we are going to address 
that issue of constitutionality with the 
expedited judicial review and I am 
hopeful that at some point in the not 

too distant future the courts will de
termine for us the constitutional via
bility of this approach. As others, espe
cially the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia, have indicated, it is 
going to take more than legislative 
clarification for us to resolve the con
stitutionality questions. I am hopeful 
the concerns raised by the junior Sen
ator from Michigan in his proposed 
amendment will address some of these 
concerns as well. 

But the fact is that, in spite of as 
much legislative clarification as we 
can make, we are still rolling the dice 
when it comes to constitutionality. No 
one can say unequivocally that what 
we are now proposing will pass con
stitutional muster; that we have over
come all of the constitutional hurdles 
that have been raised over and over 
again in spite of the changes we have 
made. As I predicted, this bill will not 
survive until it sunsets. We will not 
have to wait until the year 2000 to re
view this again because whether it is 
the courts or whether it is the Con
gress, somebody is going to come back 
and say: We made a mistake. It may 
take that. But ultimately we are going 
to come back here and address it and I 
am sure at some point that will hap
pen. And certainly the constitutional
ity question is one of the biggest rea
sons why I think it could happen, soon
er or later. 

Mr. President, the third issue has to 
do with majority rule. Our substitute 
protects majority rule. Our substitute 
ensures a central tenent of democracy 
will be here even after this legislation 
passes. Our amendment requires a ma
jority of Congress to approve cuts that 
are proposed by the President, and that 
majority rule has been something we 
have supported for 200 years. Under the 
Dole alternative, the President wins, if 
he gets the support of just one more 
than a third of either House of Con
gress. Either House of Congress can up
hold a Presidential decision. If that 
does not create policymaking poten
tial, if that does not shift the balance 
of power towards the White House, I do 
not know what does. In my 16 years in 
Congress, I have never seen a greater 
opportunity for the President to be
come a legislator than this will provide 
him in the future. 

So I am very hopeful that, as we con
sider the question of Presidential 
power, the balance between the legisla
tive and the executive branches, that 
we recognize the magnitude of the op
portunity the President will have to 
set policy for the first time as a result 
of his ability to line item any one of 
thousands of specific ' provisions that 
may ultimately not only affect spend
ing but affect policy as well. 

The fourth issue, as I said, affects tax 
break language. I indicated that the 
constitutionality question is unclear. 
The tax language is even more unclear. 
The tax language, in spite of the best 

efforts through colloquies and through 
changes in the legislation itself to 
make the tax language clear, is still 
ambiguous. We still are not sure what 
"similarly situated" is. I hope that we 
are not creating a provision that would 
allow us to pass special tax breaks for 
very small groups of people because 
they are "similarly situated." 

I know no one here would support a 
tax break that only went to Members 
of Congress or to members of our staff. 
But under the language, that is a possi
bility. Under the language, "similarly 
situated" could actually mean that we 
are allowing tax breaks that would af
fect a group as small as the Members of 
this body or our staffs to not be subject 
to Presidential review. 

Through the colloquy and assurances 
given to us by others, that is becoming 
less of a threat, I hope. I think we can 
now be somewhat confident that indeed 
it is the view of our colleagues on the 
Republican side that they want broad 
language here, that they anticipate 
having the ability or giving the oppor
tunity to the President to review i terns 
that are broad in their scope. But it is 
a roll of the dice. We are not sure what 
they mean. The language is vague. The 
language in my view is convoluted. We 
can do better than that. The way we do 
it better than that is to pass the Demo
cratic substitute. 

Our language is very clear and very 
direct. It puts special interest tax 
breaks on the table, period. It is over. 
We can be very clear, if the Democratic 
substitute passes, that every special in
terest tax provision is going to be sub
ject to a line-item veto. Every appro
priations bill will be subject to line
item veto. There is no question there. 
So we will not have to roll the dice 
when it comes to the interpretation of 
tax language or constitutionality on 
any of those. 

So, Mr. President, I do not think 
there is any question, I do not think 
there is any doubt, that the Demo
cratic substitute is the superior alter
native. I do not think Senator DOMEN
ICI and Senator DOLE would have spon
sored this legislation had they not had 
confidence that this is a very workable, 
simple, practical, constitutional solu
tion. They would not have put their 
names on a bill if they did not feel that 
good about it. It is workable. It is con
stitutional. It projects majority rule. 
It clearly puts tax breaks on the table. 
It has solved the problem that we have 
raised now for days on this side of the 
aisle. It clarifies our situation while 
protecting our rights. 

So it is that simple. We have an op
portunity to vote on something that 
has history, to vote on something that 
has been carefully considered by two of 
our committees, the Governmental Af
fairs Committee and the Budget Com
mittee. It has a history on both sides of 
the aisle, with our most esteemed lead
ership on both sides of the aisle. So 
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without any doubt, with real expertise, 
our leaders on this issue have come 
forth and produced a document that I 
feel enthusiastic about, that I know 
will work, that I know will found to be 
constitutional. 

So I hope that as we consider our 
vote, and our colleagues will come 
back to their original positions on this 
issue, come back to their original in
terpretation that indeed this does work 
well, and support the Democratic sub
stitute. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, may I ask 

the clerk how much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana has 36Ih minutes, 
and the Senator from Nebraska has 
191h minutes. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you, Mr. President. 
I appreciate the Senator from Indiana 
yielding. 

To review the bidding here on this 
substitute, naturally I support the 
Dole-McCain-Coats line-item veto be
cause I think it represents a better ap
proach, the approach that the Amer
ican people understand. 

In the first place, in civics class in 
the eighth grade, we all learned that a 
veto requires a two-thirds override. 
That is what veto is all about. That is 
what this provision has, unlike the ver
sion offered by the distinguished mi
nority leader, which would only require 
a 50-percent override. That is not what 
we think of when we think of a veto. 
So that is the first important distinc
tion. 

Second, with respect to tax breaks, it 
has never been the concept, in lining 
out pork-barrel spending through the 
line-item veto, that we would add tax 
breaks to the line-item veto legisla
tion. But in order to accommodate 
some of our friends on the other side, 
we did say that if there is an omnibus 
tax bill, and somebody decides to slip 
in a tax break for their friend back 
home, the President could strike that 
out just as he would an item of spend
ing, of pork-barrel spending, because a 
tax break for a very limited group or 
individual would be similar to pork
barrel spending. 

So that is included in the Republican 
version of the line-item veto. 

But what we do not think is appro
priate is to put more than necessary 
roadblocks in the way of reducing 
taxes for all Americans, as the Demo
cratic approach would do. If we are 
going to give Americans a $500 child 
tax credit, or if we are going to provide 
a capital gains tax relief, or reduce the 
marginal rates, we think that is a mat
ter that we ought to be promoting and 

not putting roadblocks in the way. The 
truth is that in most of these major 
tax changes, it is a regular bill that 
comes out of the House and Senate. It 
is subject to Presidential veto, anyway. 
So the President can veto it. It would 
require a two-thirds override by the 
Members of the House and Senate. 

So really, this argument, I think is a 
straw man. On most tax legislation, 
there will be the two-thirds override, 
anyway. On that which does not re
quire that, we should not be throwing 
up more roadblocks in the way of tax 
breaks for the American people except 
for those that represent special inter
ests which are taken care of. 

In some respects, it seems to me that 
the Democrats are not willing to take 
yes for an answer. They wanted the 
issue of the tax breaks included. We did 
it. They wanted the so-called "lock 
box" so that any savings will be ap
plied to deficit reduction. We did that. 
They want to ensure that the President 
could not veto rescissions. We are 
going to be doing that. 

In other words, most of the primary 
concerns that were raised about the 
Republican version of the line-item 
veto have been agreed to. We are tak
ing care of those. Let us take yes for 
an answer. We are willing to make this 
a bipartisan and better bill. 

Of the issues remaining, some are, I 
think, matters of legitimate dispute. 
The issue of reprogramming that the 
Senator from Georgia mentioned I 
think represents a potential problem. 
It . may be somewhat cumbersome. We 
will have to see whether Members of 
the House and the Senate are willing to 
deal with each other in a matter of 
comity and in a matter of expedition in 
getting these rescissions through. But 
there is nothing wrong with having all 
Members of this body consider them as 
opposed to just a few on the commit
tee. So I think that is something we 
will have to see how it works. But it 
should not be a big problem. 

There is the possibility that commit
tees will not provide the specificity 
that is called for in the legislation. 
What this argument assumes is that 
Members of the House and Senate, in 
effect, will cheat; that we will decide 
to get around the line-item veto by not 
putting in the specific line i terns, thus 
for the President to veto if he does not 
like them. 

It is possible that we could try to 
conjure up ways of getting around this. 
That is what happened with the bal
anced budget proposals. That is what 
happened with Gramm-Rudman, and 
with other kinds of legislation. 

I suspect, however, that good faith 
will prevail and that the majority, 
which in fact favors the line-item veto 
and favors it working, will ensure that 
as this legislation does work over the 
next 5 years, it will be handled in such 
a way and will operate in such a way 
that the President will be given the 

ability to line out specific items as is 
the intention under the legislation. 

Of course, with respect to the argu
ment that there is a difference between 
the majority position here of a two
thirds override and the minority view 
that there should only be a 50 percent 
override, that there is a great deal of 
power being given to the President, 
that is a legitimate argument. Reason
able people can differ about this. That 
is why the sunset provision is in the 
legislation. This legislation does not 
automatically continue forever. After 5 
years, it is over, and it will not be re
instituted unless we decide it was a 
good idea and we pass it again. 

That is where this issue can be evalu
ated. And if Presidents have abused 
their authority, I am sure you will not 
see the Senate passing this kind of leg
islation again. But if Presidents have 
done what they should, if they have 
acted responsibly, then I suspect we 
will be reinstituting this legislation. 
That is what sunset is all about. We 
will have an opportunity to look at it. 

So the bottom line, Mr. President, is 
really whether we want to continue to 
conduct business as usual or not. The 
American people obviously do not want 
us to do that. They want us to change 
the way Congress conducts its business 
and the business that it conducts. The 
line-item veto is a significant improve
ment in the way the Congress conducts 
its business. 

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

the Senator from Nebraska to yield me 
5 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
ask the Senator from Indiana if he 
could answer some questions that I 
have. 

Mr. COATS. The Senator from Indi
ana will be happy to try, depending on 
the complexity of the questions. 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, the thrust of my 
questions goes to the issue of whether 
or · not, with the Dole substitute, the 
President would be able to veto any ex
isting entitlement spending. 

Mr. COATS. The answer to that is no. 
Mr. CONRAD. The answer to that is 

no? 
Mr. COATS. No. It only applies to 

new spending. 
Mr. CONRAD. Well, I am interested 

in that response because I really ques
tion whether it is right. I have here the 
Senate committee report on last year's 
V AIHUD appropriations bill. Included 
in this bill was budget authority and 
outlays for veterans' pensions and com
pensation. This indicates that the Sen
ate bill contains $17.6 billion for veter
ans' compensation and pensions. This 
is mandatory spending which nonethe
less gets . included in the V AIHUD 
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spending totals every year. My specific 
question would be, would the spending 
authority for veterans' pensions and 
compensation be enrolled separately 
and subject to Presidential veto under 
the Dole substitute separate enroll
ment bill? 

Mr. COATS. The answer to that-if 
the Senator will yield, Mr. President, 
the answer to that is no, unless it is 
new spending or a change in the bene
fit, it would not be subject to the line
item veto. 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, the difficulty I 
have with that answer is, I say to my 
colleague, these are appropriated enti
tlements. These are entitlements that 
are in appropriations bills, and the 
Dole substitute provides for the sepa
rate enrollment of all appropriated 
measures, does it not? 

Mr. COATS. It does provide for the 
separate enrollment of all appropriated 
measures. But the application of the 
bill, application of the veto, the power 
given to the President only goes to the 
new spending or expansion of benefits 
available under the entitlement pro
gram. 

Mr. CONRAD. So the answer as I hear 
it is that, even though these appro
priated entitlement accounts are in ap
propriations bills, specifically included 
in appropriations, all existing entitle
ment spending would not be subject to 
Presidential veto? 

Mr. COATS. The mandatory spending 
must go out under the law as it is cur
rently written-mandatory spending. 
Only new spending is subject to the 
line-item veto. 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, let me go further 
if I can. For example, then, in last 
year's agriculture appropriations bill 
there was $29 billion provided for the 
Food Stamp Program. Would this 
amount be enrolled separately and 
could the President veto it? 

Mr. COATS. I am sorry; would the 
Senator restate that question? 

Mr. CONRAD. There was in last 
year's agriculture appropriations bill 
$29 billion provided for the Food Stamp 
Program, an entitlement program, but 
it was an appropriated entitlement. 
Would this amount be enrolled sepa
rately and could the President veto it? 

Mr. COATS. The amount appro
priated must go out under the existing 
law. The only way in which the Presi
dent could veto a provision is if the un
derlying law were changed to increase 
the amount of spending as the result of 
an expanded or new benefit. So addi
tional spending to meet the mandatory 
requirement under the law would not 
qualify for a line-item veto. But if 
there were additional spending as the 
result of a change in the underlying 
law which increased spending as a re
sult of that change, that increase is 
subject to the line-item veto. 

Mr. CONRAD. So the Senator is as
serting that only the increase in these 
appropriated entitlements could be 
subject to Presidential veto? 

Mr. COATS. I am sorry; again I was 
speaking to staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the Senator from 
Nebraska if I might have 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I grant 2 additional min
utes, and then I would also like to fol
low up on and try to give my perspec
tive of the very legitimate questions 
that are being asked. 

Two more minutes to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would then ask the 
Senator from Indiana, is the Senator 
from Indiana asserting that only the 
increase in appropriated entitlements 
would be subject to Presidential veto? 

Mr. COATS. The entitlement could 
be separately enrolled and subject to a 
line-item veto, but the funds that were 
obligated to be spent under the law 
would have to be spent. 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, that sounds to 
me like a contradictory answer. How 
could it be that the funds could be 
spent if the President can veto the 
item? 

Mr. COATS. Because it is direct 
spending which comes directly from 
the Treasury, it is a protected expendi
ture under the law. 

Mr. CONRAD. Well, I have great res
ervations about that answer. I would 
ask the Senator from Indiana, are ap
propriated entitlements included in the 
definition of "item" under the terms of 
the Dole substitute? 

Mr. COATS. Any allocation of money 
is an item, so the answer to that is yes. 

Mr. CONRAD. So then that suggests 
to me they would be available for Pres
idential veto under the terms of the 
Dole amendment. 

Mr. COATS. The Senator from Indi
ana would answer as he has answered 
before, that is, that the mandatory 
spending, the amount of dollars ex
pended to fulfill the requirements of 
the law under an entitlement-existing 
requirement of the law under an enti
tlement-would be spent by the Treas
ury in accordance with the law. The 
separate enrollment language relative 
to entitlements applies, in terms of 
spending, in terms of dollars that are 
subject to line-item veto, applies only 
to new spending under a change in the 
law which would change the benefit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. COATS. And if that change in 
the benefit would require increased 
spending. 

Mr. CONRAD. I have run out of time. 
I have other questions I would like to 
pursue. But I just say to my colleague 
and friend, I think we have a real legal 
problem with the definitions. 

Mr. EXON. How much time do we 
have remaining on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 
minutes and fifty seconds. 

Mr. EXON. Let me see if I can begin 
to clear up some of the very legitimate 
questions that have been asked by the 
Senator from North Dakota and others. 
I believe, with all good intentions, 
there has been some confusion here. 
And that is the problem that occurs 
when we have something that comes up 
on Monday and, boom, a cloture mo
tion is filed against it, then the we find 
the bill's language locked in concrete, 
chiseled in stone. 

Certainly, we have made some im
provements on some problems in the 
Dole substitute. And some of the 
amendments that have been addressed 
here are likely to be accepted and to 
improve things. 

I want to go to the heart of the mat
ter that has been brought up by the 
Senator from North Dakota. I think 
the problem is that there has been a 
misinterpretation or a misunderstand
ing on the bill itself. 

I refer to the Dole substitute bill, 
page 5, lines 1 through 6. "The term 
'Item' means---(A) with respect to an 
appropriations measure". And down 
below on line (B), "with respect to an 
authorization measure." 

Now, many of the questions that the 
Senator from North Dakota phrased 
and were answered by our colleague 
from Indiana mixed back and forth the 
difference between appropriations and 
authorizations. 

I simply believe that-and I am not 
for a moment indicating that the Sen
ator from Indiana is trying to mislead 
anyone at all-I just think there is a 
very legitimate difference of opinion. I 
suspect, when this is looked at in ret
rospect, most of the legal scholars will 
agree with the thrust being made by 
the Senator from North Dakota, which 
I think has not been fully appreciated. 

If I can, let me dwell on that a little 
further. 

The Dole substitute would require all 
appropriations items to be enrolled 
separately. Now, remember, that is en
rolled separately. Among the items 
that it would require to be separately 
enrolled are appropriations for pro
grams that many consider entitle
ments. Congress funds these entitle
ments through appropriations acts. 

With respect to these appropriated 
entitlements, the President will be 
able to veto not only new entitlements, 
but also the funding for our existing 
entitlement commitments. And I think 
we should make that abundantly clear 
and have an understanding of that. If 
we want to do that, fine. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. EXON. Certainly. 
Mr. CONRAD. Would not included in 

these categories be such things as 
guaranteed student loans, higher edu
cation facilities loans? 

Mr. EXON. Absolutely, absolutely, 
absolutely. And I have seen your list. 
It is right down the line. 
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Mr. CONRAD. Medicaid, health care 

trust funds, Federal payments to rail
road retirement accounts. 

The President of the United States 
would be able to veto every one of 
these programs, every agriculture pro
gram, including rural electric and tele
phone loans, conservation, temporary 
emergency food assistance programs, 
Federal crop insurance corporation, all 
payments to veterans. 

Would not all these be included? 
Mr. EXON. Absolutely. 
Mr. CONRAD. And yet we cannot 

veto the capital gains tax cut? The 
President cannot veto the capital gains 
tax cut? 

Mr. EXON. He cannot do it. 
Mr. CONRAD. I just say, in conclu

sion, it seems to me it does not make 
much sense. -

Mr. EXON. I say to my friend from 
North Dakota, again, I am not sure 
that that is the intent of the Dole sub
stitute, but that is what the Dole sub
stitute does. 

Mr. COATS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. EXON. I am glad to yield on your 

time. 
Mr. COATS. First of all, it would not 

make sense for the President to do 
that. Theoretically, he could under the 
bill. But it would not have the effect of 
changing expenditures under those en
titlements because those entitlements 
are contractual obligations entered 
into by the United States and they 
must be paid. 

First of all, I do not know why a 
President would want to do that, but 
particularly he would not want to do 
that because he knows it would have 
no legal effect. Those are entitlements 
that have to be paid under a contrac
tual obligation. And while they would 
be separately enrolled and theoreti
cally subject to a Presidential veto, 
such veto could not have legal effect 
because it is a contractual obligation 
which the Treasury must pay. 

It would only apply, as it is stated, to 
new expenditures under entitlements 
or where the benefits package has been 
changed to expand the entitlement. 

Those who suggested this argued, I 
believe rightfully so-and in fact many 
Members on the Democratic side, or 
those opposing this effort-that one of 
the original problems was that it was 
too narrowly drafted; it only applies to 
appropriated expenditures; it did not 
apply to targeted tax benefits and it 
did not apply to entitlements, particu
larly the new entitlements. 

So the habit that Congress has been 
in, even though an entitlement pro
gram is running amok with spending, 
we cannot begin to pay for it without 
incurring substantial additional debt. 
We keep expanding the reach of the en
titlement programs and the benefits 
promised under the entitlement pro
grams. We think those should be sub
ject to a Presidential review and, if 
necessary, veto of that item, and Con-

gress having a greater hurdle to cross 
in terms of passing that with a two
thirds veto. 

Additionally, I trust that President 
Clinton and all the other candidates 
seeking that position would never seek 
to veto these i terns. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend from Indiana. We are talking 
about fine legal points here that, un
fortunately, may have to be decided by 
the courts at some time. 

But let me give you some examples 
about annual appropriations bills and 
the enrollment process that has to do 
with that. 

As the Senator from North Dakota 
has said, the President, under this bill, 
could veto the Commodity Credit Cor
poration fund, the Food Stamp Pro
gram, the Child Nutrition Program, 
the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro
gram, Federal unemployment benefits, 
Medicaid, Federal payments to railroad 
retirement, and a number of other pro
grams under which individuals have 
legal rights to obtain benefits. 

With regard to these programs, the 
separate enrollment procedure-now 
we are going back to that dog in the 
manger again-the separate enrollment 
procedure would allow the President to 
veto the funding for our existing com
mitments. 

So the President could veto the fund
ing, let us say, for Medicaid. I do not 
think he probably would, either, but it 
is a case in point, and only one. But 
what would the beneficiaries then do? 
Well, they, of course, would go to court 
and get an order getting the Govern
ment to pay their benefits. This money 
would then flow from the claims and 
judgments act. As a result, we would 
save no money whatsoever and indeed, 
probably spend much more on legal ex
penses. 

All that I think it points out is how 
poorly drawn this proposition is. It 
should be given much more consider
ation. Rather than rushing the Dole 
substitute through as a solution to all 
of our problems we should go to a sim
plified, direct procedure such as the 
Daschle amendment, which is S. 14. 
Both S. 4, and the enhanced rescission 
bill that the House of Representatives 
has already passed, are better drawn 
and preferable to the Dole substitute 
we are debating here. 

How much time do I have remaining. 
Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nebraska has 61/2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. EXON. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished manager of the bill, 
Mr. EXON. 

I take the floor at this time merely 
to express my support for the sub
stitute that has been offered by Mr. 

Daschle. The Daschle measure provides 
that any rescissions that the President 
may recommend to the Congress will 
receive a vote by the Congress. The 
President's rescissions may be stricken 
but, in being stricken, the rescissions 
will be given a vote. 

Under the current law, when the 
President sends up rescissions, the 
Congress may, by not acting, force the 
President to proceed with the obliga
tions of funds, or the Congress may 
act. The Congress may accept some of 
the President's recommendations, the 
Congress may substitute its own rescis
sions, or it may do nothing, in which 
case, as I say, the President's rec
ommendations will amount to nothing. 
And over the years, Congress has re
scinded, as the record will show, more 
in terms of dollars than the total re
scissions that have been submitted by 
the several Presidents in that period of 
time. 

So the Congress has actually re
scinded more moneys than have been 
requested to be rescinded by the Presi
dents. But under the Daschle sub
stitute, a President may be assured 
that hP. will get a vote, and there is a 
very well-honed, expedited procedure 
set forth in the substitute. If at the end 
of the day, the conference committee is 
unable to meet an agreement-that is 
the final ste~then any Member of ei
ther body may call up the President's 
original rescissions and offer them, and 
the President will be given a vote up or 
down. 

It seems to me that is fair. The 
Daschle substitute does not result in 
any shift of power from the legislative 
branch to the executive. It is clear cut. 
It gives the President the opportunity 
to get a vote. 

Mr. President, I yield myself 1 
minute out of the 2 hours that have 
been yielded to me by special order. 

The President is assured a vote, and 
it seems to me that is fair. That is fair 
to the President. It gives the President 
an opportunity, in the face of changing 
circumstances, to suggest certain re
scissions, which perhaps the Congress 
will agree to. 

So I am 100 percent behind the sub
stitute by Mr. DASCHLE, and I ask 
unanimous consent that my name may 
be added as a cosponsor. 

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while I 
have the floor, where in the pecking 
order is my amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is advised it will come up after we 
adopt the Daschle amendment. 

Please restate the question. 
Mr. BYRD. Where in the regular 

order is the amendment which I have 
had made in order for calling up today? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is advised that will be the next 
amendment following the disposition 
of the Daschle amendment. 
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Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that that amendment that I am quali
fied under the agreement to offer may 
be called up at such time as I wish to 
call it up. I do not wish it to appear in 
the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. COATS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I wonder if I can 
inquire of the Senator, I want to just 
make sure I understand what the Sen
ator from West Virginia has requested. 

I thought I heard the Chair to say 
that under the regular procedure, the 
·next order of business following dis
position of the Daschle amendment 
would be the amendment of the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. COATS. And is the request of the 
Senator from West Virginia that that 
amendment be subject to being called 
up in a different order at the Senator's 
request? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; I am not prepared to 
call it up next, and I merely ask that I 
be allowed to call it up when I am 
ready to call it up. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I would 
have no objection to that within the 
constraints of the overall agreement. 

Mr. BYRD. It certainly would be 
within the constraints of the overall 
agreement. 

Mr. COATS. Can I inquire of the Sen
ator from West Virginia, will he be pre
pared to call up that amendment 
today? 

Mr. BYRD. Well, I may or may not 
be, but I can assure the Senator that 
within the constraints of the overall 
agreement, that amendment will have 
to be called up before the substitute by 
Mr. DOLE is voted on. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly understand that. I guess my con
cern is that the majority leader has in
dicated that it is his intent, and I 
think it was the agreed-upon intent of 
the managers of the bill as well as the 
minority leader, that we conclude all 
action on the line-item veto and bring 
it to final passage today. 

Mr. BYRD. I do not think that was 
the agreement. It was my understand
ing it would be concluded this week. I 
do not think there was any assurance 
that action would be finalized on the 
line-item veto today. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the state
ment of the Senator from West Vir
ginia is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. I will just try to-
Mr. COATS. The original decision did 

carry through until Friday. Given the 
progress that we have made and the 
short list of amendments that was left, 
I guess it was the thinking that it 
could be concluded today, and, obvi
ously, many Members hope that will be 
the case, but it is not determined and 

there is no particular agreement says say, "Aha." See, the question is not 
that it has to be. whether or not the rescission process 

Mr. BYRD. That is right. I have no suggested by the minority leader is 
intention of trying to lay the matter more convenient; the question is not 
over until next week. If I had that in- even whether or not it spends less or 
tention, I would not have agreed to the more money; the question is, How is 
agreement. I have no intention of that. that money spent? The question that 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this Sen- the American taxpayer is raising is: 
ator has no doubt that had the Senator How is my money being spent? They 
from West Virginia wanted to carry care a lot more about the details of the 
this over into next week or even be- specific expenditure than they do the 
yond, he certainly has the ability to do overall total, although I do not mean 
that. I take him at his word and with- to suggest the overall total is not im-
draw my reservation. portant. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. So, if a rescission is brought to the 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without floor and the claim is made that this 

objection, it is so ordered. rescission saves as much money as 
Mr. BYRD. Did the Chair put the what the President requested, it does 

question? not answer the question of how is that 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The money spent. And is it spent for a le

unanimous-consent request has been gitimate purpose? And so we annually 
agreed to. run into the question of the expendi

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair, and I tures for the Lawrence Welk Home-
thank all Senators. the studies that most Americans feel 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who are inappropriate uses of their tax dol-
yields time? lars, the special little projects and 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I inquire spending that goes to benefit maybe a 
as to the time remaining. particular Member of Congress and en-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- hance his or her reelection but really 
ator from Indiana has 271/z minutes left; does nothing for the individuals that 
the Senator from Nebraska has 31/2 the majority in Congress represent. 
minutes left. We annually have to deal with how 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, earlier the money is spent. So it is not just a 
the minority leader, Senator DASCHLE, question of how much; it is how much 
whose amendment is currently pend- is being spent and is that in the tax
ing, once again made the point that the payers' interest? And is there account
complexity of the separate enrollment ability to the Member who has pro
process is a reason to vote against the posed such an expenditure? 
DOLE amendment, because it would Mr. President, last November, anger 
take a fairly simple, several-page piece against this institution burned white 
of legislation that would be sent to the hot. With their votes, the American 
President and translate it into a stack people decisively demonstrated their 
of individually enrolled items, any one deep frustration with the status quo. 
of which or several of which the Presi- Just weeks ago, I suggest that the Sen
dent could veto. ate fueled that anger and betrayed 

The strength, I will suggest, of the their trust by failing to pass a balanced 
separately enrolled procedure is the budget amendment, demonstrating 
very fact that each particular item is that we are an institution more con
separately enrolled into a separate bill. cerned with preserving our power than 
And the purpose of that is so that the with protecting our Nation's posterity. 
Congress, the President, and the Amer- That is really the issue that is before 
ican public knows just exactly what is us today. Are we going to preserve the 
contained in this thin little booklet as status quo? Are we going to preserve 
to how their money is going to be the power of spending, so that we can 
spent. continue to spend the way that we 

It is not a matter of convenience for have spent the taxpayers' dollars in the 
Congress. It will be somewhat less con- past? Or are we going to change the 
venient to go to separate enrollment, procedure so that we can be held more 
although we have demonstrated that accountable to the American taxpayer 
the enrolling clerk now possesses the for how we spend their dollars? That is 
technology through computerization to the question that is before us under the 
process separate enrollment in a very minority leader substitute. Will this 
expeditious way. So it is not the night- institution decide to protect our pow
mare that it might once have been. It ers and preserve the status quo? Or are 
is not the nightmare monstrosity that we willing to take bold steps to end 
has been described. . business as usual? 

I wonder what the American people The Wall Street Journal editorial-
would say if they were polled on the ized, in 1993, expedited rescission, 
question of whether, to determine how which is the minority leader's alter
their tax dollars are spent, they want- native proposal before us that we will 
ed a booklet of about 8 or 10 or 12 pages vote on shortly, an alternative to the 
which talked in very broad categories, tough measure that the President has 
or whether they would like the ability requested, that Senator McCAIN and I 
to see how each particular item is have brought forward. "Expedited re
spent, and they could pull that out and scission," the Wall Street Journal said, 
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"is to the line-item veto what chicory
flavored water is to Colombian coffee. 
It may look the same, but one taste 
tells the difference. A true line-item 
veto," the editorial said, "would mean 
that the President will receive a spend
ing bill from the Congress and would 
have the right to strike out items he 
considered unnecessary spending. Con
gress could restore the spending but 
only by a two-thirds vote of both the 
House and the Senate. The push to re
place the line-item veto with a sham 
substitute is typical of how Congress is 
dealing with reform in this session. It 
is faking it.'' 

The substitute that is offered by the 
minority leader simply does nothing to 
change the way in which we spend peo
ple's money. It does not alter the bal
ance in favor of savings. The same sim
ple majority that voted to spend the 
money in the first place is all that is 
required to continue the spending. Pro
cedure in the minority leader's bill 
says that Members on this floor can 
take the President's rescission which, 
yes, does now have to be brought to a 
vote under expedited rescission, but 
with just a simple majority can strike 
any rescission that the President sends 
up. So the same majority that passed 
the bill in the first place can take the 
President's rescission and strike it. 

Although the title of the minority 
leader's bill is the Legislative Line
Item Veto Act, this is false advertising. 
There is no veto contemplated any
where in the bill, none whatsoever. The 
President is given the chance to veto 
spending, and Congress is not forced to 
muster the two-thirds to override the 
veto. 

In 1992, former President Reagan 
said, "There is talk that the congres
sional leadership may offer the new 
President expedited rescission author
ity. This will not do the job," he said. 
"Although it would permit the Presi
dent to strike budget-busting expendi
tures, they could easily be reinstated 
by a simple majority vote of the Con
gress. A true line-item veto," President 
Reagan said, "must require · a two
thirds vote to override. Not only does 
the substitute fail to give the Presi
dent veto power over spending ac
counts, it does little to address the 
failures of the Impoundment and Con
trol Act.'' 

Since 1974, Congress' record on acting 
on Presidential impoundments has 
been embarrassing. The minority lead
er said as much. By simple inaction, we 
have ignored tens of billions of dollars 
in Presidential requests for rescission 
or impoundment authority. It has been 
the will of Congress not to act. It has 
been the will of Congress to fail to act. 
And Members of the minority leader's 
party have as much as said so. They 
have come down here and said, "We 
have to stop the current practice." The 
problem is, their bill will not stop the 
current practice. All the substitute 

does is expedite a vote. It does nothing 
to change the presumption in favor of 
savings. It takes no step toward restor
ing the impoundment powers which the 
President exercised prior to 1974. And 
since 1974, we have seen rescission after 
rescission after rescission of the Presi
dent rejected by this Congress. 

The separate enrollment legislation 
before us, on the other hand, would re
store authority to the President. It 
would allow him to veto spending and 
require two-thirds of both Houses to 
override it. The substitute offered by 
the minority retains the clirren t proce
dures, with the one exception that Con
gress could no longer bury the im
poundments, but they must vote. 

Quite frankly, Mr. President, their 
idea is too little too late. Nothing but 
the threat of a true line-item veto has 
even prodded their opposing our efforts 
into a vote on expedited rescission. 
Where were they when Senator MCCAIN 
and I were on the floor year after year 
after year offering enhanced rescission, 
offering some way to deal with the 
problem that they all admit exists? A 
handful of Democrats-you can count 
them on one hand-were supporting 
our efforts. Now it is only the legiti
mate, real threat of a true line-item 
veto that brings them to the floor say
ing, "We are for line-item veto, we are 
just not for your line-item veto. Let us 
do it our way." Well, their way basi
cally continues the practice that 
brought us to this place in the first 
place. 

They have never brought up, since 
my time in Congress and in the Sen
ate-or Senator McCAIN's time in Con
gress and the Senate-a freestanding 
bill. The majority leader, Senator 
Mitchell, never brought up a freestand
ing bill to deal with this problem. Ex
pedited rescission does nothing to re
store power to the Executive which 
Congress grabbed in 1974. Congress, 
which chose to spend the money in the 
first place, retains complete control 
under expedited rescission. 

The only argument for expedited re
scission is that it might shame the 
Congress with a public vote. But the 
time for shame is over. With a $4.8 tril
lion debt, with our children facing a 
lifetime tax rate that is unconscion
able, shame is simply not enough. We 
are already shamed. We need more 
than a sense of shame; we need to give 
the Executive power to challenge our 
spending habits. We need a true line
item veto. I urge my colleagues to re
ject the amendment offered by the mi
nority leader and vote for a true line
item veto. 

Mr. President, may I inquire how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana has 131/2 minutes and 
the Senator from Nebraska has 31/2 
minutes. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the junior Senator from 
Arizona for a very detailed exposition 
of our position on this pending amend
ment. 

Have no doubt, this is probably the 
crucial amendment of this debate be
cause we are back, frankly, where we 
were at the beginning of this year, 
when a line-item veto was going to be
come a reality, very frankly, because 
of the results of the November 8 elec
tion. 

As the Senator from Indiana pointed 
out, he and I, for the last 8 years, have 
attempted time after time to bring the 
line-item veto up for debate and 
amendment. If there was a better idea 
on that side as to how to do what the 
distinguished Democratic leader has 
said, and that is, that we all want a 
line-item veto, it is rather amazing to 
me that we were never able to get a 
line-item veto to the floor of this Sen
ate for consideration. Each time, it was 
blocked on a parliamentary tactic 
called a budget point of order, which 
prohibited Members from bringing up 
the amendment. 

With all due respect to my friend 
from South Dakota, I wish that he had 
taken this attitude some years ago. I 
believe that we would have saved the 
American people billions and tens of 
billions of dollars in waste and pork
barrel spending. 

We really are, Mr. President, getting 
down to the crucial aspect of this en
tire issue, as the Senator from Indiana 
said, whether a legislative line-item 
veto will mean the definition that is 
written in the Constitution of what a 
veto is, a two-thirds vote by both 
Houses to override the President's 
veto, or whether it will simply be a ma
jority vote in either House. 

Mr. President, the argument that the 
majority vote in either House will do 
the job flies in the face of the experi
ence that I have had for many years 
now, as I have come down here and 
tried to eliminate clearly, clearly, 
wasteful and unnecessary spending 
that is devoted to the interests of a 
few, rather than the interests of the 
American people. 

I will provide for the RECORD at some 
point the many times I have come here 
and lost amendments to try to remove 
these incredibly unacceptable appro
priations, many times in the most 
egregious manner, stuffed in in con
ference between the two bodies, never 
being brought up in either House. 

Last year, in the V AIHUD conference 
report, there was a couple hundred mil
lion dollars stuffed in at the ver.y end, 
none of which we had ever had any op
portunity to scrutinize or look at. 

Mr. President, that practice will 
stop. That practice will stop. Just by 
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bringing it to the attention of the Sen
ate and by seeking a majority vote to 
overturn it, it is clear that my efforts 
and others, the Senator from Indiana 
and others, have been unsuccessful. It 
took a majority vote of both in order 
to put it in; it seems to me that a ma
jority vote of one House would clearly 
keep it in. 

We really are talking about what a 
line-item veto really is, whether we are 
going to make it-as the President of 
the United States has stated-a strong 
line-item veto which he supports. I am 
a little disappointed that my friends on 
the other side of the aisle do not sup
port the President of the United States 
on their own party's position. 

I would also like to say, Mr. Presi
dent, that the debate we have been in
volved in on this issue-especially the 
thoughtful comments by the Senator 
from South Dakota and the very 
thoughtful and indepth questioning on 
the part of the Senator from West Vir
ginia-! believe, has made a record 
here that will help the people in the fu
ture if we pass this legislation-! be
lieve we will-as to the exact meaning 
of this legislation, what it entails, and 
what is circumscribed by it. 

I think it has been a very heal thy de
bate. I look forward to obviously con
cluding action on this bill in a reason
able time, but at the same time I think 
that perhaps the entire body and 
maybe the Nation have been illumi
nated and informed by this very sig
nificant debate. 

I want to say, again, I respect the 
views of the Senator from West Vir
ginia. I know that they are deeply held 
beliefs. I respect the views of the Sen
ator from South Dakota. I know they 
are deeply held. We have a fundamen
tal difference of opinion here as to 
whether the executive branch should 
have power restored to it. This, in my 
view, was taken away in 1974. 

This is really, fundamentally, what 
this is all about. I believe that the No
vember 8 election clearly showed that 
the American people are sick and tired 
of business as usual in the Congress. If 
we pass this legislation, especially 
after having failed to pass the balanced 
budget amendment, I think that we 
will at least restore some confidence in 
the American people, recognizing that 
it is no panacea. The only real panacea, 
as even the Senator from Georgia said, 
is we have to discipline ourselves. I do 
not see how in the past we have been 
able to discipline ourselves without the 
necessary tools to do so. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
talk about the fact that there are ways 
to get around this. Mr. President, there 
are ways to get around every law we 
pass. There is no better example of 
that than the War Powers Act. This 
body passed the War Powers Act and 
then repassed it over the veto of the 
President. We routinely ignore it. 

I have no doubt, if the Congress of 
the United States wants to ignore the 

line-item veto, they can somehow find 
ways to get around it. What kind of 
message is that we would send to the 
American people? 

The intention of the legislation is 
clear. The provisions of the legislation 
are clear. No, I cannot guarantee the 
American people that we will comply. 
But I suggest that if we do not comply 
with laws that we pass, as we have not 
with the War Powers Act, we do it at 
great risk not only to the institution, 
but to the entire system and fun
damentals of democracy, which is the 
·expectation of the people that sent 
their representatives to Washington 
that we would comply with the laws 
that we pass. 

Mr. President, I want to thank my 
friend from Indiana. I want to thank 
the other participants in this debate, 
and I look forward to continuing it 
after we finish this vote. I do not think 
there should be any doubt in the minds 
of my colleagues that this is really the 
crucial vote of this debate. 

Mr. President, I might suggest to the 
Senator from Nebraska we might move 
to a vote. I think we planned around 
noontime, anyway. 

Mr. EXON. May I inquire how much 
time is left on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi
nority side has 81/2 minutes; the major
ity side has 6 minutes. 

Mr. EXON. I will use at least 3 min
utes, and then maybe we can move on. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, Let me 
sum up, if I might, in the remaining 
time. I will simply say, Mr. President, 
that although I did not support S. 4 in 
its original form-which was very 
much akin to what came over from the 
House of Representatives-! would be 
far more satisfied with S. 4 in its origi
nal form than with what has been put 
together in a hasty fashion, as dem
onstrated by the lengthy debate and 
many amendments that have been ac
cepted with regard to the Dole sub
stitute. 

I will simply say that I suspect that 
there are few times in the history of 
the Congress of the United States when 
the Congress of the United States is 
about to give, in rather shabby fashion, 
give away the prerogative to the Presi
dent of the United States. 

Maybe if this passes, if the Dole 
amendment finally passes, we could 
clean it up in some legitimate way in 
the conference between the House and 
Senate. 

I simply say I cannot understand how 
any true conservative could want to 
give away, to the extent that the Dole 
substitute as originally proposed would 
give away the authority of the powers 
of the purse, to the President of the 
United States, whoever that President 
is. 

Let me sum up some of the advan
tages of the substitute offered by Sen-

ator DASCHLE, which is the original Do
menici-Exon bill. Our substitute allows 
the President to veto part of an appro
priation, giving the President added 
flexibility. Theirs does not. Our sub
stitute allows the President to veto 
pork that is caused by colloquies on 
the floor and other mechanisms, in
cluding measures put in the conference 
report but not forwarded into the lan
guage in the statutes. Theirs does not. 
Our substitute has a clear, broad defi
nition of tax loopholes that plainly 
covers all tax loopholes. The Dole sub
stitute would allow ·the President to 
veto the existing obligation of appro
priated entitlements, leading to legal 
challenges. The Dole substitute raises 
constitutional concerns that do not 
exist with regard to our substitute. 
And our substitute provides an orderly 
procedure. No 10,000 bills, no new bur
dens on the President or the Congress 
or the Members of the Congress who 
have to sign those bills, in contrast to 
the Dole substitute which would make 
a hash of the legislative process. 

In closing-and I ask for an addi
tional! minute if necessary--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ASHCROFT). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator has 30 seconds. 
Mr. EXON. In closing, let me say 

that there are so many things that 
have not been considered. In a short pe
riod of time, we have come up with so 
many shortcomings. One of the most 
important, I think, was demonstrated 
by Senator NUNN when he talked about 
the action of the Senate not long ago 
with regard to the issue in Somalia. 
Here was a situation where we felt that 
Somalia should be put behind us. We 
put in an appropriation and we said 
that appropriation could be used, but 
the troops had to be removed by a spe
cific date-let us say April 1, I do not 
remember what the date was. Under 
the Dole substitute, the President 
could have simply kept the money, ve
toed out the April 1 date, and all of the 
outreach and control that legitimately 
is found in the legislative body would 
go out the window. I do not think that 
is what they intended, but that is what 
happens when you put together legisla
tion in the fashion that this was put 
together. 

I hope we approve the Daschle sub
stitute. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I would 

just point out to my colleague from 
Nebraska, the pending Levin-Murkow
ski amendment will make adjustments 
to take care of the problems which 
have been highlighted time after time 
here. That is why we have bills for con
sideration. That is why we go through 
an amending process, to improve legis
lation. If we did not do that, then 
clearly a bill would be deemed perfect 
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and we would not even have to pass it 
through the floor of the Senate. 

The fact is, though, this legislation 
was not hastily put together. It has 
been considered in its various aspects 
for many, many years dating back to 
1867, I believe it was, when a Member of 
Congress from West Virginia proposed 
a similar separate enrolling legisla
tion. 

We would be glad to consider other 
amendments which would further im
prove this legislation, but we are going 
to get down to, in this vote, whether it 
is a two-thirds majority to override a 
veto of the President by both Houses or 
not. That is really the fundamental 
question that is being asked when we 
consider the Daschle amendment. 

I might remind my colleagues, that 
amendment was overwhelmingly re
jected by the other body in the form of 
the Stenholm amendment. 

Mr. President, I find no further need 
for time, I say to my friend from Ne-
~~ka. · 

I yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rna
jeri ty leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank 
both my colleague from Arizona and 
my colleague from Indiana. I have been 
watching at home on C-SPAN, while 
they have been here in the evening, the 
remarkable work they have been doing. 
I appreciate it very much. No one on 
this side has worked harder and longer 
than the Senator from Arizona and the 
Senator from Indiana on what I think 
now is within · reach. That is the good 
news. 

The good news is, while we may dis
agree on how to achieve it, I think it 
appears we are about ready to give the 
authority that should be provided. I 
guess the disagreement is really what 
constitutes a line-item veto. Our pro
posal would require certain items in 
appropriation, authorization, or tax 
bills to be enrolled as a separate act, 
clearly allowing the President to veto 
these items. And these vetoed meas
ures are then available for consider
ation by Congress as any other vetoed 
measure is today. We can choose to 
override or not. 

In the case of the Daschle proposal, 
the distinguished Democrat leader, 
there are fast-track procedures for con
sideration of the President's proposals 
to rescind, but unlike our proposal, a 
simple majority can defeat the Presi
dent's efforts. Is the Daschle proposal 
better than current law? Probably yes, 
on the margin, as it does require us to 
at least consider the rescission. But it 
also only takes a majority to defeat. In 
the case of our proposal, the Presi
dent's action stands unless two-thirds 
of us overturn that exact decision up or 
down, yes or no. No confusion. I believe 
this is a much stronger test. 

Separate enrollment is not simple. I 
acknowledge that. But I believe we 

should give the President, be it this 
President or any other President, the 
opportunity to use this authority. If it 
is abused, if the executive branch takes 
the opportunity to subvert our inten
tions, we can remove this new author
ity as we have granted it. Of course, 
there is a sunset of the year 2000, so we 
have the time between now and then to 
see how the process works. 

Is our substitute perfect? Probably 
not. But I believe it is much stronger 
and moves us much further in the right 
direction. I hope we may defeat the 
Daschle proposal. Then I am assuming, 
according to my conversations with 
the Democratic leader, we will con
clude action on this bill today. That is 
my understanding and the understand
ing of the Democratic leader, and I 
would like to conclude action on it by 
mid-afternoon so we can move to the 
self-employed tax measure and com
plete action on that tomorrow. Then, 
on Monday, move to the modified mor
atorium on regulations. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com
mend the Democratic leader for his 
substitute line-item veto amendment. 
It strikes the worst features of Senator 
McCAIN's version of a line-item veto 
and the majority leader's separate en
rollment version. Instead, it adds the 
best features of Senator DOMENICI's and 
Senator EXON's original version of a 
line-item veto. 

The Daschle amendment restores ma
jority rule to the line-item veto proc
ess. Under this amendment, the Presi
dent would have 20 days after signing 
an appropriations bill or a revenue bill 
to send Congress a draft bill cancelling 
any line item. Congress then would 
have 10 days to vote on the rescissions 
bill. 

If Congress passes the bill by a sim
ple majority and it is signed by the 
President, all savings must go to re
ducing the deficit. 

This procedure honors the intent of 
our Founders by embracing the fun
damental principle of majority rule. 

By contrast, the McCain bill and the 
Dole substitute would undermine this 
fundamental principle by imposing a 
three-fifths supermajority vote in both 
houses to overturn a line-item veto. 

Our Founders rejected such super
majority voting requirements on mat
ters within Congress' purview. 

James Madison condemned super
majority requirements in Federalist 
Paper No. 58. Madison warned that: 

In all cases where justice or the general 
good might require new laws to be passed, or 
active measures to be pursued, the fun
damental principle of free government would 
be reversed. It would be no longer the major
ity that would rule: the power would be 
transferred to the minority. 

Unfortunately, the McCain bill and 
the Dole substitute would do exactly 
what Madison warned against-it 
would transfer power to a minority in 
either the House or Senate. 

Moreover, supermajority require
ments hurt small States, like Vermont, 
by u·pping the ante to take on the 
President. 

No matter how worthy a project, it 
will be difficult for States with only a 
few Members to overcome a line-item 
veto. 

Under Senator McCain's proposal and 
Senator Dole's substitute, it would re
quire Members from small States to 
convince two-thirds of Members in 
each House to override the President's 
veto for the sake of a project in an
other Member's district. 

With Vermont having only one Rep
resentative in the House, why would 
other Members risk the President's 
wrath to help us with a project vetoed 
by the President? 

The Daschle amendment keeps the 
power of the purse with Congress
where it belongs. 

As the ranking member of the For
eign Operations Subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee, I am fre
quently called upon to travel abroad. 
When I visit emerging democracies, 
one of the universal praises I hear 
about our system of checks and bal
ances is the power to spend residing in 
the legislative branch, not the execu
tive. 

Many officials from new democracies 
believe that a legislature's power over 
the purse is the best weapon to fight 
the tyranny of a dictatorship. 

The McCain line-item veto and the 
Dole substitute hand over the spending 
purse strings to the President. 

The President would have no burden 
of persuasion while a Member would 
have the Herculean task of convincing 
two-thirds of his or her colleagues in 
both Houses to care about the vetoed 
project. It is truly a task for Hercules 
to override a veto. Just look at the 
record-of the 2,513 Presidential vetoes 
in our history, Congress has been able 
to override only 104 times. 

The McCain and Dole supermajority 
veto procedures would fundamentally 
change the balance of powers between 
the two branches and result in a mas
sive shift of power to the executive 
branch from the legislative branch. 

The Daschle amendment, on the 
other hand, maintains the constitu
tional balance between the executive 
and legislative branches. 

For a Presidential rescission to be
come effective, both Houses of Con
gress must approve it within 10 days. 
The burden is on the President to con
vince a simple majority in both the 
House and Senate to agree to his line
item veto. The President is guaranteed 
a vote, and Congress is forced to con
sider the rescission. 

If the President cannot convince a 
majority of us that a targeted project 
is unnecessary and frivolous, then his 
veto should fail. 

Like Senator DOMENICI's original ver
sion, this substitute line-item veto will 
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sunset at the end of the 1998 fiscal 
year. I strongly support a sunset provi
sion since any line-item veto legisla
tion is like walking on Mars-it has 
never been done before. 

Let us try it out for a few years and 
see what happens. 

Senator DASCHLE has improved the 
original Domenici-Exon bill. The 
Daschle substitute protects Social Se
curity-America's true contract with 
its senior citizens. The Daschle amend
ment exempts the administrative ex
penses of Social Security from a line
item veto. 

But the most significant feature of 
the Daschle amendment is that it 
closes a multi-billion-dollar loophole in 
the McCain bill and Dole substitute. 

The McCain bill ignores tax break 
loopholes. And the Dole substitute has 
such a convoluted definition of tax 
breaks that no one knows which tax 
loopholes the President may strike. 

The Daschle substitute fixes these 
flaws by giving the President clear au
thority to target for repeal all wasteful 
tax benefits in revenue bills. 

I find it ironic that the proponents of 
the McCain bill and now the Dole sub
stitute-who claim that their line-item 
veto is the only version that will effec
tively cut pork-barrel programs-are 
afraid to give the President the ability 
to cut pork-barrel tax breaks too. Why 
should the President be given the 
power to veto spending for school 
lunches and not for tax deductions 
claimed by businessmen for three-mar
tini lunches? 

Whether pork-barrel spending is in a 
program or in a tax break, it is still 
wasteful. To paraphrase Gertrude 
Stein: A pork barrel is a pork barrel is 
a pork barrel. 

Over the years, big business and 
other special interests have lobbied 
hard for tax subsidies for specific in
dustries. And, unfortunately, they have 
been successful on occassion. 

These wasteful special interest tax 
subsidies do not increase economic 
growth. To the contrary, wasteful spe
cial interest tax subsidies only add to 
our deficit, which puts a drag on our 
whole economy. 

Like an old-fashioned pork sausage, 
it is amazing what is in our Internal 
Revenue Code. Let me give you an ex
ample of the corporate pork in our tax 
laws today. 

Our tax laws allow U.S. firms to 
delay paying taxes on income earned 
by their foreign subsidiaries until the 
profit is transferred to the United 
States. Many U.S. multi-national cor
porations naturally drag their feet 
when transferring profits back to their 
corporate headquarters to take advan
tage of this special tax break. 

But the millions of small business 
owners-who make up over 95 percent 
of businesses in my home State of Ver
mont-do not have the luxury of pay
ing their taxes later by parking profits 

in a foreign subsidiary. The bipartisan 
Joint Committee on Taxation esti
mates that the U.S. Treasury will lose 
close to $6 billion from this tax loop
hole over the next 5 years. 

The Progressive Policy Institute, a 
middle-of-the-road think tank, along 
with the liberal Center On Budget And 
Policy Priorities and the conservative 
Cato Institute, recently identified 31 
tax subsidies that will cost U.S. tax
payers almost $102 billion over the next 
5 years. A few of these subsidies have 
merit, but many more are just plain 
wasteful. 

Robert Shapiro, the author of the re
port, concluded that "tax subsidies, 
like their counterparts on the spending 
side, reduce economic efficiency.* * *" 
Budget experts on the right, center and 
left all agree that pork-barrel tax loop
holes are just as wasteful as pork-bar
rel programs. 

Not only does the Daschle amend
ment vastly improve the McCain bill 
and Dole substitute, but it also would 
clear up a murky area in the line-item 
veto bill that recently passed the 
House. In the House passed version, 
H.R. 2, the President has authority to 
veto targeted tax benefits, which are 
defined as providing a Federal tax de
duction, credit or concession to 100 or 
fewer beneficiaries. 

Is this definition of targeted tax ben
efits a practical joke by our House col
leagues? I can think of only a handful 
of tax breaks that fit into this very 
narrow definition. 

In fact, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office agreed that defining tar
geted tax breaks in such a limiting 
manner would produce laughable sav
ings. 

The CBO, in typical understatement, 
said that repealing a tax break that 
benfi ts fewer than 100 people is un
likely to generate large savings. 

This extremely limited definition 
would protect almost all wasteful tax 
loopholes and invite tax evasion. 

Any accountant or lawyer worth his 
or her high-priced fee will be able to 
find more than 100 clients who can ben
efit from a tax loophole. If more than 
100 taxpayers can figure out a way to 
shelter their income in a tax loophole, 
the President would not be able to 
touch it. 

The bigger the loophole in terms of 
the number of people who can take ad
vantage of it, the safer it is from being 
cut. 

The Daschle amendment gives the 
President real authority to go after 
wasteful tax breaks. Under the Daschle 
substitute, every wasteful tax break 
would get the same Presidential scru
tiny as every wasteful program. 

I believe the Daschle amendment em
braces the best parts · of various ver
sions of a line-item veto. It honors ma
jority rule. 

It keeps the power of the purse with 
Congress while still giving the Presi-

dent new authority to target wasteful 
spending. It protects Social Security. 
And it gives the President authority to 
target all future tax loopholes for re
peal. 

The Daschle line-item veto sub
stitute is a reasonable and comprehen
sive measure. I urge my colleagues to 
adopt it. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak for a moment on behalf 
of the line-item veto proposal that the 
minority leader has offered. I support 
this reasonable alternative to the so
called separate enrollment line-item 
veto legislation. Just one of a number 
of problems with the separate enroll
ment measure is that it makes funds 
for operating the Social Security Ad
ministration vulnerable to the Presi
dent's line-item veto authority. 

It is clear that the public expects us 
to protect the integrity of the Social 
Security System for current bene
ficiaries and for the millions of current 
workers and employers worried about 
the future of Social Security. The ma
jority leader's separate enrollment pro
posal would not protect Social Secu
rity. A provision, however, in the 
Democratic substitute would exempt 
moneys used to administer· the Social 
Security program from the President's 
line-item veto power. 

This provision is almost identical to 
an amendment that I successfully of
fered to one of the line-item veto bills 
during our recent Governmental Af
fairs Committee markup. This amend
ment was unanimously accepted. The 
Democratic proposal simply states 
that, 

The term "budget item" means an amount, 
in whole or in part, of budget authority pro
vided in an appropriation Act except to fund 
direct spending programs and the adminis
trative expenses of Social Security. 

Under the separate enrollment pro
posal new direct spending for Social 
Security would be subject to the line
item veto. But my primary concern is 
about the annual appropriation that is 
used to administer the Social Security 
program. These funds, for the most 
part, come from the Social Security 
trust funds, are reviewed annually. and 
are appropriated by the Appropriations 
Committees of the Congress. The Presi
dent, armed with line-item veto au
thority, could eliminate, or by 
leveraging a veto, limit these adminis
trative funds. 

As it currently stands, the Social Se
curity Administration's operating 
budget is over $5 billion. The greatest 
portion of these funds come from the 
Social Security trust funds and are 
used to administer the Social Security 
retirement and disability programs. 
Operating expenses for these two pro
grams represent only 0.9 percent of 
total program costs, but are the key to 
effective distribution of Social Secu
rity payments and efficient operation 
of the Social Security system. If we 
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don't have sufficient operating funds to 
properly fulfill the mission of the So
cial Security Administration, we fail 
to honor our commitment to protect 
Social Security. 

One of the many functions carried 
out by the Social Security Administra
tion is to make sure that beneficiary 
checks are correctly calculated and 
promptly mailed out. This is vital to 
the 42.6 million recipients of Social Se
curity who deserve to get their benefits 
on time and also to receive the right 
benefit amount. In my State alone, ac
cording to the Social Security Admin
istration, 489,330 Arkansans receive So
cial Security benefits. This is 20 per
cent of the Arkansas population. I can 
only imagine the outcry and confusion 
if these citizens were to not receive 
their benefits on time due to a Presi
dent's line-item veto of Social Secu
rity. 

Administative funds also ensure that 
citizens who apply for benefits under 
the disability program are reviewed for 
eligibility and that benefit denials can 
be appealed. But perhaps even more 
importantly, these operating funds are 
also used to conduct continuing dis
ability reviews. These reviews are con
ducted to determine if individuals con
tinue to be eligible for disability bene
fits, and, if not, to terminate them 
from the rolls. 

Just yesterday the Subcommittee on 
Social Security of the Senate Finance 
Committee held a hearing on the 
growth in the Social Security disabil
ity program. This growth stems, in 
part, from the lack of resources the So
cial Security Administration currently 
has to conduct these important re
views. The resources provided for the 
Social Security Administration are im
portant to ensure that benefits only go 
to those individuals who are truly eli-
gible. · 

In fact, the General Accounting Of
fice has estimated that administrative 
budget cuts at Social Security have re
sulted in significant reductions in dis
ability reviews and that the failure to 
conduct these reviews will cost the 
trust funds $1.4 billion over 5 years. 

Proper administrative funding also 
means that we can combat fraudulent 
Social Security claims. Social Security 
is not immune to fraud and abuse. 
Without proper funding, it is possible 
that there could be an increase in 
fraudulent claims filed by citizens that 
will try to cheat the system. 

Mr. President, before the committee 
mark-up of the line-item veto legisla
tion my amendment was endorsed by 
the American Association of Retired 
Persons. I have a letter from the AARP 
which makes several important points 
that I would like to emphasize today. 
They point out, and I quote, that "So
cial Security is a self-financed program 
and does not contribute one penny to 
the deficit." They also state "since So
cial Security takes in more revenue 

than is needed to pay benefits, Con
gress deliberately took it off budget in 
order to shield it from unwarranted re
ductions." I ask that the full text of 
this letter be printed in the RECORD 
following my statement. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, by ex

empting Social Security administra
tive funds as in corpora ted in the Demo
cratic amendment, we can honestly tell 
the American people that their Social 
Security checks-are secure and that ad
ministrative functions and services 
will not be interrupted, reduced, or 
eliminated. 

EXHIBIT 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
RETIRED PERSONS, AARP, 
Washington, DC, March 2, 1995. 

Hon. DAVID H. PRYOR, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR PRYOR: The American Asso
ciation of Retired Persons (AARP) supports 
your amendment to S. 4, the "Legislative 
Line Item Veto Act of 1995," that would en
sure that Social Security is exempt from the 
line item veto. Although AARP believes a 
limited line i tern veto or other mechanism 
that allows for appropriate Congressional re
view may be warranted to help control un
justified tax breaks or spending programs, 
we strongly believe that the administrative 
expenses of the Social Security Administra
tion (SSA) should be excluded for the follow
ing reasons: 

Social Security is a self-financed program 
that does not contribute one penny to the 
deficit. In fact , since Social Security takes 
in more revenue than is needed to pay bene
fits, Congress deliberately took it off budget 
in order to shield it from unwarranted reduc-
tions. . . 

SSA's administrative expenses are fi
nanced from the Social Security trust funds. 
These trust funds are financed by the payroll 
tax contributions workers and their employ
ers make. 

SSA's administrative costs are already less 
than 2 percent. Further cuts could harm the 
agency's ability to meet its obligations. 

Cutting SSA's administrative costs does 
not always lead to savings. Past underfund
ing had forced the agency to reduce the num
ber of Continuing Disability Reviews (CDR) 
it conducts. The General Accounting Office 
(GAO) estimates that SSA's failure to con
duct CDRs will cost the trust funds about 
$1.4 billion over 5 years. 

AARP appreciates your commitment to 
the welfare of older Americans and the pro
tection of Social Security. If we can be of 
further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
call me, or have your staff call Evelyn Mor
ton of our Federal Affairs Department at 
(202) 434-3760. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN ROTHER, 

- ' - Director. 
Legislation and Public PoW::y Division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to table the Daschle amendment and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, before we 
call for that, could we maybe make an 

agreement here on what we have left, I 
ask my friend? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to. 
Mr. EXON. According to my list, we 

have the amendment left by Senator 
BYRD, which we talked about a few mo
ments ago. He reserves the right to call 
that up sometime today or tomorrow. 

We have the amendment offered 
by-

Mr. McCAIN. May I interrupt my 
friend for a minute? 

Mr. EXON. Is that right? 
Mr. McCAIN. It is the understanding 

on this side of the aisle, articulated by 
the majority leader, the agreement be
tween the majority leader and Demo
cratic leader was that we could con
clude this bill today. So we may have 
to discuss that. 

Mr. EXON. I would certainly say, at 
least one of the principles in this-! un
derstood there was a goal to conclude 
this today. But I believe Senator BYRD 
is absolutely correct that when he did 
not object earlier, the gentlemen's 
agreement was we would finish it this 
week. So I would say, despite any 
agreement that might have been en
tered into by the majority leader and 
minority leader, that did not receive 
unanimous consent and therefore 
would not be binding. Is that right? 

Mr. McCAIN. I will yield to the ma
jority leader on that one. 

Mr. DOLE. It may not be binding, but 
this is an understanding the two lead
ers had. We will just leave it at that. 

Mr. EXON. I think Senator BYRD 
could adequately defend himself on 
that. 

Mr. DOLE. I am certain he could. 
Mr. EXON. I will not do so. Suffice it 

to say the Byrd amendment then, 
whenever it is called up, is one remain
ing. 

The Levin and Murkowski, two 
amendments, have now been combined 
into one, so we have that one left in ad
dition to Byrd. 

Mr. McCAIN. It is my understanding 
also-! think it is my understanding 
that is acceptable to both sides. Is that 
your understanding? 

Mr. EXON. That is correct. So that 
should be easily taken care of. 

Then we have the Hatch judiciary 
amendment that has not yet been dis
posed of and will likely require a vote. 
Is that the Senator's understanding? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, it is. 
Mr. DOLE. If it is pursued. 
Mr. EXON. And as far as I know, that 

is all I have on my list. Does the Sen
ator have anything else? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, I would say to my 
colleague from Nebraska, the Abraham 
amendment, which I also believe would 
be accepted by both sides. 

Mr. EXON. I missed that. I think 
that is agreed to also. We are pretty 
close. 

Mr. McCAIN. Could I then say to my 
friend from Nebraska, without taking 
much more time of the body, obviously 
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we could finish this today with great 
ease, perhaps by mid-afternoon. So I 
hope the Senator from West Virginia 
might appreciate that and help us 
move forward. But, as my colleague 
said, that is an issue that the Senator 
from West Virginia would want to dis
cuss. 

Does that complete our colloquy? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair rules there was a sufficient sec
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 348 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question occurs 
on the motion to table amendment No. 
348, offered by the minority leader, Mr. 
DASCHLE. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 62, 
nays 38, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Bradley 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
De Wine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Frist 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

[Rollcall Vote No. 112 Leg.) 
YEAS-62 

Gorton Mack 
Graham McCain 
Gramm McConnell 
Grams Murkowski 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Robb 
Heflin Roth 
Helms Santorum 
Hollings Shelby 
Hutchison Simpson 
Inhofe Smith 
Kassebaum Snowe 
Kempthorne Specter 
Kennedy Stevens 
Kerry Thomas 
Kyl Thompson 
Lieberman Thurmond 
Lott Warner 
Lugar 

NAY~38 

Ex on Mikulski 
Feingold Moseley·Braun 
Ford Moynihan 
Glenn Murray 
Harkin Nunn 
Inouye Pel! 
Jeffords Pryor 
Johnston Reid 
Kerrey Rockefeller 
Kohl Sarbanes 
Lauten berg Simon 
Leahy Wellstone 
Levin 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 348) was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COATS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
AMENDMENT NO. 401, AS FURTHER MODIFIED TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment No. 401, and I have 
a further modification of my amend
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modification of 
amendment No. 401 by Senator ABRA
HAM? Without objection, the amend
ment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 401), as further 
modified, is as follows: 

On page 3, line 17, strike everything after 
word "measure" through the word "gen
erally" on page 4, line 14 and insert the fol
lowing in its place: "first passes both Houses 
of Congress in the same form, the Secretary 
of the Senate (in the case of a measure origi
nating in the Senate) or the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives (in the case of a 
measure originating in the House of Rep
resentatives) shall disaggregate the items as 
referenced in Sec. 5(4) and assign each item 
a new bill number. Henceforth each item 
shall be treated as a separate bill to be con
sidered under the following subsections. The 
remainder of the bill not so disaggregated 
shall constitute a separate bill and shall be 
considered with the other disaggregated bills 
pursuant to subsection (b). 

(2) A bill that is required to be 
disaggregated into separate bills pursuant to 
subsection (a)-

(A) shall be disaggregated without sub
stantive revision, and 

(B) shall bear the designation of the meas
ure of which it was an item prior to such 
disaggregation, together with such other 
designation as may be necessary to distin
guish such measure from other measures 
disaggregated pursuant to paragraph (1) with 
respect to the same measure. 

(b) The new bills resulting from the 
disaggregation described in paragraph 1 of 
subsection (a) shall be immediately placed 
on the appropriate calendar in the House of 
origination, and upon passage, placed on the 
appropriate calendar in the other House. 
They shall be the next order of business in 
each House and they shall be considered and 
voted on en bloc and shall not be subject to 
amendment. A motion to proceed to the bills 
shall be nondebatable. Debate in the House 
of Representatives or the Senate on the bills 
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour, 
which shall be divided equally between the 
majority leader and the minority leader. A 
motion further to limit debate is not debat
able. A motion to recommit the bills is not 
in order, and it is not in order to move tore
consider the vote by which the bills are 
agreed to or disagreed to. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the modification is to ad
dress technical concerns which were 
raised by the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia and others. 

These concerns pertain to whether 
parts of a bill that do not constitute an 
item under the definition set out in the 
substitute would have to be 
disaggregated. The effect of this modi
fication is to make clear that only new 
direct spending or new targeted tax 
benefits must be disaggregated. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia for 
raising questions that led to this clari
fication. And I wish to thank my col
leagues from Indiana and Arizona for 
their willingness to work with me on 
this matter. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I call for 
regular order with regard to the Levin 
amendment No. 406. 

Mr. President, I remind my col
leagues that this amendment addresses 
the enrollment restrictions and limita
tions. 

I notice the presence of the Senator 
from New Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, 
on the floor. I know that he wishes to 
address this amendment. I also note 
that the sponsor of the amendment, 
Senator LEVIN, is here, and I believe 
Senator MURKOWSKI, who is a cospon
sor, was here a moment ago. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING O.FFICER. The 

pending question is the Abraham 
amendment, which is amendment No. 
401. 

Mr. EXON. I request that be tempo
rarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Does the Senator from Nebraska in
tend to take up the Abraham amend
ment? 

Mr. EXON. The Abraham amendment 
is being temporarily laid aside at the 
request of myself on behalf of Senator 
BYRD, who wishes to address it before 
it is voted on. I suspect that we will 
have a chance to voice vote that, but 
there has been a request on this side to 
address it before we proceed. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator. 
I do not object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 406 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is now on amendment 
No. 406, offered by the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I just 

had a few questions to ask to try to un
derstand amendment No. 406. I was 
hoping to address those questions to 
one or any of the sponsors. I note the 
Senator from Michigan is here, He has 
previously indicated he would be glad 
to try to 'respond to these questions. 

So let me just state those questions 
and then, if the Senator from Michigan 
or anyone else would want to respond, 
I would appreciate it. 

Let me first just put this in some 
context, because I am trying to under
stand the bill that is pending and also 
understand it in light of this amend
ment. 

As I understand the bill that is pend
ing, it essentially tries to focus in on 
items of appropriation and provides 
that an item of appropriation has to be 
separately enrolled and sent to the 
President in separate form so that the 
President has the discretion to either 
sign or veto that item of appropriation. 

I recognize that it is both items of 
appropriation, and then it is direct 
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spending and one other matter which is 
covered. 

But I guess my concern is this: When 
we get back to the finding of what an 
item of appropriation is, what does the 
term "item" mean? We say that it 
means any numbered section, any un
numbered paragraph, any allocation or 
suballocation of an appropriation. 

And then the amendment that we are 
now discussing tries to write in an ex
ception to that and say, as to items of 
appropriation, that an item: 

Shall not include a provision which does 
not appropriate funds, direct the President 
to expend funds for any specific project, or to 
create an express or implied obligation to ex
pend funds and-

(i) rescinds or cancels existing budget au
thority; 

(ii) only limits conditions, or otherwise re
stricts the President's authority to spend 
otherwise appropriated funds; or; 

(iii) conditions on an item of appropriation 
not involving a positive allocation of funds 
by explicitly prohibiting the use of any 
funds . 

That is complicated to me, Mr. Presi
dent. I may be the only Member of the 
Senate who has difficulty understand
ing that, but, I have to tell you, I have 
some difficulty. 

Let me just ask a couple of ques
tions. 

First of all, what happens to all of 
these that we are talking about here, 
all the items which are not included in 
the definition of i terns? For example, 
what happens to the limits, conditions, 
or other restrictions on the President's 
authority to spend otherwise obligated 
funds? 

If those are not to be enrolled as sep
arate items and sent to the President 
for his signature, what does happen to 
them? Is there anybody-the Senator 
from Michigan or anyone else-who 
would like to respond to that question? 

Mr. LEVIN. Let me first back up and 
then attempt to answer the Senator's 
question. 

The problem that this amendment 
addresses is that there are many i terns 
under the definition in the bill which 
are not spending items, which are not 
items where Congress is adding on 
funds, where we are not appropriating 
money, but where we are restricting or 
rescinding or limiting, where we are 
saying, "None of the funds appro
priated in this bill may be spent to 
keep troops" in a certain country after 
a certain date, or where we are saying, 
"No more than," a certain amount of 
dollars, "can be spent on travel," or we 
are saying, "None of the money that 
has been appropriated here can be 
spent on first-class travel," or where 
we are saying, "Not to exceed," a cer
tain amount, "could be spent on con
sultants." 

Where Congress in an appropriations 
bill, which we do all the time, is re
stricting the use of funds by the execu
tive branch or limiting the use of funds 
by the executive branch, if those re-

strictions and limits are i terns, then to 
give the President that special veto 
power, if he uses it, will not save the 
Treasury any money but will give the 
President more flexibility exactly the 
opposite way than we intend. 

So we will have failed in restricting 
the use of funds and we will not have 
benefited the Treasury one dollar. That 
is the problem that is sought to be ad
dressed by this amendment. 

So in order to avoid at least some of 
that, as much as we can, as much as we 
were able to get cleared and support 
on, what we are saying is, in the cases 
enumerated here, those are not to be 
treated as separate items. That is the 
background of it. 

The Senator then says, "Well, how 
will they be treated?" I have a twofold 
answer. One is that they will be at
tached to the item to which they re
late. 

For instance, if you say, "Here is $10 
million, HUD, but no more than $1 mil
lion may be spent for" a particular 

. purpose, the "but not more than $1 
million for" a particular purpose, 
would then, my intention is, be at
tached to the larger item. It would not 
be an allocation or a suballocation in 
the words of the bill. It would be con
nected to the larger i tern that other
wise it would be separated from. 

Now, if for some reason you cannot 
do that-and there may be cir
cumstances that you cannot do that
then, as I understand the bill, there 
will be a place where all the items that 
are not separated out and separately 
enrolled will be packaged together. I do 
not know what that paragraph would 
be called, but there will necessarily be 
such a paragraph, and these i terns 
would then be part of that paragraph. 

Let me say to my friend from New 
Mexico, I have a lot of problems with 
this bill and with the separate enroll
ment. I think we are going to find very 
soon that this is not going to work 
very well for lots of reasons. And I 
think one of them is going to be the en
rollment process itself and the fact 
that then, after they are separately en
rolled under the Abraham amendment, 
they would come back to us, they are 
unamendable, up or down, so forth, and 
we are going to be sending the Presi
dent a thousand bills to sign instead of 
one. I do not know how the President 
can even veto an appropriations bill 
under this approach . . If he wants to 
veto the whole appropriations bill, 
there is no bill to veto. He would have 
to veto 1,000 bills. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. LEVIN. Yes. 
Mr. McCAIN. Back on the question 

that the Senator from New Mexico 
asked, can I ask him for a practical ex
ample and how this amendment would 
address it, if that would be agreeable? 

Mr. LEVIN. I will be happy to accept 
that, but I want to be sure first that I 

have done the best job I can in address
ing the Senator's question. 

I happen to agree with, I think, the 
thrust of the questions, that we are 
going to have a huge amount of prac
tical problems, in any event, I believe, 
with the separate enrollment process. 
What my amendment may do is create 
an additional- could be--an additional 
practical problem so that there will be 
51 practical problems instead of 50. But 
what it is aimed at is a very critical 
substantive point, and that is the 
power of the purse of the U.S. Con
gress. 

We have used the power of the purse 
throughout history to be sure that the 
President did not exceed certain limits 
that the Congress has set. We do it all 
the time. We say, "No later than" a 
certain date. "None of the funds in this 
bill may be used to keep troops in So
malia after" a certain date. That is an 
absolutely essential congressional 
power, and we should not give that up. 

We are giving up some power in this 
bill in order to gain some money for 
the Treasury, in order to limit spend
ing which Congress asks. So there is a 
tradeoff. Are we willing to give the Ex
ecutive additional power in order tore
duce the additional spending which 
Congress sometimes puts in appropria
tions bills? But in these cases in this 
amendment, there is no additional 
spending. This is limits on spending. 
This is where we rescind spending. This 
is where we restrict spending, and in 
those cases, it hopefully is not our in
tention to be giving power to the Presi
dent to override our policy where there 
is no gain to the Treasury. 

So my answer is twofold: One, that 
the intent of this amendment is that 
the restriction be connected to the ap
propriation item it refers to, and where 
that is impossible, that it would then 
be packaged with any other parts of 
that bill before it became subbills and 
pieces of bills, and so forth. 

I tried to answer the question, and I 
now yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McCAIN. I do not want to take 
the time of the Senator from New Mex
ico. A couple of practical examples 
have been raised. For example, I ask 
the Senator from Michigan, suppose 
that the appropriations bill said $10 
million for aid to El Salvador but no 
funds for any military training. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wonder if the 
Senator from Arizona will allow me to 
answer that question as a cosponsor of 
this amendment. I have a specific ex
ample that will hopefully enlighten 
and address that question . . 

On a defense appropriations bill, say 
we have a provision that provides fund
ing for the Department of Defense for 
military personnel, $75 billion, pro
vided that none of the funds appro
priated will be available to deploy 
United States Armed Forces to partici
pate in the implementation of a peace 
settlement in Bosnia unless previously 
authorized by Congress. 
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Under the Dole substitute, the Presi

dent basically gets two bills. The first 
would be a bill to appropriate $75 bil
lion for military personnel. The second 
would bar United States troops in 
Bosnia peacekeeping. The President 
can sign bill 1 and veto bill 2. He, thus, 
will be able to receive the $75 billion 
without restriction and can send troops 
to Bosnia without congressional ap
proval. 

Under the amendment of the Senator 
from Michigan and myself, the Presi
dent gets one bill. Since the restriction 
in the appropriations bill completely 
bars the use of any funds in Bosnia 
peacekeeping, the President gets only 
one bill which contains the appropria
tion of $75 billion and the Bosnia re
striction. 

So that is the intent and an example 
specifically. The President must either 
sign the bill and accept the Bosnia re
striction, or he must veto the bill and 
not have the $75 billion available. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, can I 
just ask a follow-up question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 
where in the amendment or the bill 
does it say what the Senator from 
Alaska just described? As I see it, the 
condition that none of the funds in this 
bill can be spent to support activities 
in Bosnia, or whatever the condition 
would be, might just as easily be sepa
rately enrolled, along with a lot of 
other conditions. 

I do not see why you could not have, 
as a result of this process, in the de
fense area, for example, 2,000 bills go to 
the President. Each one of those would 
be bills that qualified under the defini
tion in here for "item." 

Then you could have another bill go 
to the President which incorporated all 
of the various conditions that Congress 
has put on the President in the expend
iture, and one of them would say you 
cannot do anything more to enforce 
the Endangered Species Act. We adopt
ed that last Thursday. Another would 
say you cannot spend more on the B-2. 
Another would say you cannot go into 
Bosnia. We can add those together and 
put them into a bill-I think that is 
permitted under this-and send it to 
the President and the President could 
veto it. He gets his money and he does 
not get any restrictions. What is wrong 
with that? Does it say that cannot be 
done? 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It is in the amend
ment as offered by the Senator from 
Michigan and myself, specifically stat
ing that "conditions on an item of ap
propriation not involving a positive al
location of funds by explicitly prohibit
ing the use of any funds." That is the 
amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. But, Mr. President, 
the condition that we are talking 
about has to be enrolled someplace, if 
it is going to become law. It has to be 

sent to the President if it is going to 
become law, and he has to sign it if it 
is going to become law. I am just ask
ing, is there anything in this amend
ment or this bill which keeps us, the 
Congress-or the appropriators, more 
specifically, because they are the ones 
who determine this-from just saying, 
OK, we are going to take all of these 
restrictions and we are going to pack
age them together and send them up 
there and call them a bill, just like we 
call each item a bill? That would be a 
natural thing to do if we want to get it 
to the President for signature. 

Mr. LEVIN. If the Senator will yield, 
is he saying that right now we could do 
that, and this amendment does not pre
vent that same thing from happening? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Yes, we could do 
that now. This amendment, as I read 
it, and this bill, as I read it, calls for 
the separate enrollment of the specific 
dollar allocations or appropriations, so 
that the President can cross out the al
locations or appropriations. There are 
a lot of conditions we stick into appro
priations bills which are not tied to a 
specific allocation or appropriation. 
When we adopted, last Thursday, the 
prohibition against doing anything 
more to enforce the Endangered Spe
cies Act-or whatever the precise lan
guage of the Hutchison amendment 
was-why would that not be a separate 
item? 

Mr. LEVIN. This amendment does 
not cure that problem. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. So you are saying 
that there are conditions which would 
be enrolled separately from the appro
priation itself and which would go to 
the President, and he could either defer 
to the Congress and say they do not 
want me to do anything more on the 
Endangered Species Act, therefore, I 
will sign their bill; or he could say, I 
am going to veto that part and use the 
money that they have appropriated as 
I see fit? 

Mr. LEVIN. Well, the amendment ad
dresses those situations where there is 
a limitation, a condition, or a restric
tion on the President's authority to 
spend otherwise appropriated funds. If 
there is no appropriated fund in that 
bill, then it could not be attached to 
that. You would not be addressing the 
problem the Senator raises. But that 
exists right now. That is a problem 
that exists right now. This amendment 
does not solve, at all, all of the prob
lems with this bill, or all of the cir
cumstances under which we now legis
late. What this does is what I have de
scribed. 

If we say to the President, here is 
$100 billion for the United States 
Army, and none of these funds may be 
used to have any of these soldiers in 
Somalia after a certain date, this 
would require, under this amendment, 
that the restriction on the funds in 
that bill be connected to it, or else we 
are giving the President power without 

any benefit to the Treasury. If you 
allow him to veto the restriction, he 
then has the $100 billion unrestricted, 
the Treasury has not gained a penny, 
and we have lost our policy. 

The Congress will have ceded to the 
President that power of the purse, with 
no financial benefit whatsoever. And I 
happen to have great problems with 
the Dole substitute. There are all kinds 
of problems, I believe, with the sepa
rate enrollment which this amendment 
does not solve, including, I believe, the 
one the Senator from New Mexico has 
come up with. If we are going to have 
separate enrollments, which I oppose
r think they are unconstitutional, un
wise, and everything else-at least we 
should not be giving up the power of 
the purse, where there is no benefit to 
the Treasury, where it is a restriction 
on spending. 

I have used the example-and I will 
use it again-where we give an agency 
money and say: This is for your general 
operations, but you may not spend 
more than $10 million on consultants. I 
.do not think there is any intent-there 
should not be in this amendment, and I 
will make sure there is no intent-to 
let the President separately veto the 
restriction on the use of consultants 
and then have all the money without 
such restriction. 

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 

let me once again go at this and see if 
I am clear. I am concerned about this. 
Under the existing procedure-and it 
has lots of flaws, and I am as critical of 
it as many in this body are-we send 
the President a bill and it has money 
appropriated and it has conditions at
tached, and those are all together; the 
President either takes it or leaves it 
and, clearly, there are major defi
ciencies with that system. 

What I am concerned about with this 
amendment and this new bill that we 
are talking about here is that we are 
requiring that the dollar figures be sep
arately presented as bills. And it would 
seem logical to me that if those are all 
items that are separately presented, 
any conditions we want to attach to 
the expenditure might be a separate 
bill, as well, might be presented as a 
separate bill, and we might put them 
all together. 1 do not know what we 
would call it, but that might be the re
sult. The President would have the 
choice of vetoing each and every appro
priation, and then he would be pre
sented with sort of a catch-all remain
der kind of a bill which has all these 
conditions in it. And there would be a 
great incentive on the part of the 
President to say, . "I will sign every
thing but the conditions. I do not like 
Congress telling me what to do. They 
do not know anything about Bosnia up 
in Congress.'' 

Mr. McCAIN. If the Senator will 
yield, I do not believe Congress would 
be so foolish as to enroll it that way 
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because it would leave it as a target. 
The Congress would enroll the restrict
ing language along with the money, so 
that the President had no choice. I can
not imagine that the Congress, if they 
wanted restrictions enforced, would 
have one line i tern with the money and 
some in a different paragraph-al
though the language of the Senator 
from Michigan also provides for that, 
as well. 

So this bill provides for the fencing 
language, and the amendment provides 
for the fencing language that affects 
that appropriation to go together and 
be inseparable. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, if I 
may ask the Senator from New Mexico 
a question. In my colloquy, which is 
going to be made a part of the RECORD, 
with the Senator from Alaska, we 
make it clear that where you cannot 
connect · a restriction to an appropria
tion, it would be put in the kind of 
package that the Senator from New 
Mexico describes. There is no other 
way to do it. But why should we, be
cause there is no alternative but to do 
it that way. Where there is no appro
priation to connect the restriction, 
why should we give up the congres
sional power to restrict, limit, and re
scind the use of funds, where there is 
no benefit to the Treasury, just be
cause it is impossible to add all restric
tions to an appropriation? To connect 
all of the limits to an appropriation 
does not mean we should not try where 
there is an appropriation in the bill to 
do so? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Well, Madam Presi
dent, let me try to put this in into spe
cifics here, and see if I understand it. 
As I understand it, what the Senator 
from illinois and the Senator from Ari
zona are saying is that if we put a gen
eral restriction on a bill which cannot 
be tied to a specific appropriation, then 
that could be, or should be, separately 
enrolled as another bill, along, perhaps, 
with other restrictions. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, there
strictions which are not tied to specific 
appropriations would necessarily have 
to go in somewhere. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. So they would go 
into another bill, which the President 
could either sign or veto, so that any 
condition that is not tied to a specific 
appropriation would be there for the 
President to sign or veto as he saw fit. 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. And there would be 

some incentive. 
Mr. LEVIN. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me ask the Sen

ator from Michigan another question: 
Taking the example that the Senator 
from Arizona was referring to, suppose 
in the defense appropriation bill we 
were to say, "Of the funds appropriated 
in this bill, not more than $100 million 
can be spent by the Department of De
fense to go into Bosnia unless and until 
the President certifies to the Con-

gress"-whatever. That would be the 
provision. 

Now, the Senator is saying that 
would be separately enrolled if we had 
that kind of a reference to a specific 
amount of money, which was the top 
amount that could be spent out of a 
much larger appropriation? 

Is that a separate item which would 
then be enrolled? 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, if I 
might say, the conditions that would 
be tied to any specific amount of 
money are inseparable. 

Mr. LEVIN. Inseparable. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 

my question, though, the money ref
erence in the example I just gave is not 
a reference that appropriates money. 

We have a bill that says we will give 
the Department of Defense $250 billion; 
that is the appropriations language. 
Then we put in a provision that says 
not more than $100 million of the funds 
appropriated in this bill can be spent 
for activities in Bosnia. 

Is that a separate item? 
Mr. McCAIN. That is correct, but if it 

has restricted language associated with 
it, then that language is associated 
with it, also. 

Wherever there is a line where money 
is mentioned, that is a separate item. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. That, to my mind, 
would be a restriction. That would be a 
limit or condition or otherwise restrict 
the President's authority to spend, be
cause it would say, "You cannot spend 
more than $100 million." 

Mr. LEVIN. Of money appropriated 
herein. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. To do anything-of 
money appropriated herein-to do any
thing in Bosnia, and we are saying that · 
is something that would not be submit
ted to the President as a separate bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 
Would the Senator want it to be? 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I do not know. I am 

trying to understand what the Presi
dent is ultimately going to be pre
sented with. 

Mr. LEVIN. I have a lot of problems 
with this bill, as the Senator knows, 
for exactly that same reason. It is our 
effort here to tie the restriction to the 
appropriation. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, if 
that is the case that we are trying to 
tie the restriction to the appropriation 
so as to keep the President from 
vetoing the legislation separately, 
what is meant by the phrase "other
wise appropriated funds"? 

It says here, "only limits, conditions, 
or otherwise restricts the President's 
authority to spend otherwise appro
priated funds." Does that mean I can 
put a restriction in the defense bill 
which relates to funds appropriated in 
the energy and water appropriations 
bill? Is that what that means? 

Why do we in tend to exempt from 
this separate enrollment process lim
its, conditions, and restrictions on the 

President's authority to spend other
wise appropriated funds? Why is that? I 
do not understand. . 

Mr. LEVIN. The provision that the 
Senator is referring to is not a provi
sion which appropriates funds. If it 
were, it would have to be separately 
enrolled. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. So the point is not 
to require that the limits and condi
tions and restrictions on the Presi
dent's authority apply to funds appro
priated in other bills; it is rather to re
quire that the limits, conditions, and 
restrictions on the President's author
ity instead apply to funds that are in a 
separately enrolled portion of the bill. 
Is that what it is? 

Mr. LEVIN. If they are already to
gether, then there is no need for this 
paragraph. This paragraph only says 
that we will not separately enroll the 
restriction where we can link it to an 
appropriation. If we cannot link it to 
an appropriation, if it is in another 
bill, it will then have to either be sepa
rately enrolled or packaged as a sepa
rate enrollment. 

There is no cure for that problem 
under the current law. That is a pro b
lem which exists in our current law, 
that we restrict in one appropriation 
bill the President's authority to spend 
money in another appropriation bill. 
This does not solve that problem. It 
does not worsen the problem. 

In other words, this does not do a lot 
of the things that I think the Senator 
would like to see done. It does not do a 
lot of the things I would like to see 
done. What it does do is make sure that 
where there is a restriction on an ap
propriation in a bill, that we do not 
separate the restriction from the ap
propriation, because then again we 
would be giving up a power over the 
purse for no advantage to the Treas
ury. 

Where we can do that, we should do 
that. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, 
let me go at this slightly differently. 
And I am not trying to delay my col
leagues here. I do have legitimate ques
tions that I wanted to ask. 

If I could get one other example for 
the Senator from Michigan to respond 
to. Considering this option, "Of the $1 
billion appropriated for research and 
development, not more than $100 mil
lion shall be spent on" a specific 
project. Is that an earmark? I guess 
that is the question. Even though it 
does not mandate that $100 million be 
spent, it is a strong signal by the Con
gress that we intend that $100 million 
be available and spent. Is that an ear
mark which we are trying to eliminate 
by this legislation? 

Mr. LEVIN. The language of the 
amendment is that if it does not create 
an expressed or implied obligation to 
spend the $100 million, then the answer 
would be "no." 

Now, in my judgment, the way that 
was read, the answer would be "no." 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. So the view of the 

Senator from Michigan is that that 
kind of a proviso does not constitute 
an implied obligation to expend those 
funds? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is right. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me ask, on the 

third subsection of this where it talks 
about-again, we are trying to define 
items and saying that items do not in
clude condition&-language which 
"conditions on an item of appropria
tion not involving a positive allocation 
of funds." 

Madam President, my concern is that 
I thought all items of appropriation 
were, by definition, positive alloca
tions of funds. That is what I thought 
an appropriation was. It was an alloca
tion of funds for a purpose. 

Here we are saying that we are not 
going to include in the definition of 
item language which "conditions on an 
item of appropriation not involving a 
positive allocation of funds . * * * " I do 
not understand that language. It 
sounds to me entirely contradictory. I 
am obviously missing something. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may respond, 
it is the implied purpose that no money 
can be spent. It says "not involving a 
positive allocation of funds and explic
itly prohibiting the use of any funds." 
Does that answer the question? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Madam President, I 
guess I still have a concern in talking 
about language that "conditions * * * 
an item of appropriation not involving 
a positive allocation of funds ." I did 
not know there were any items of ap
propriation that did not involve posi
tive allocations of funds. I thought-

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If I may respond, 
my example given on the Department 
of Defense of $75 billion provided that 
none of the funds appropriated be 
available to deploy Armed Forces to 
participate in implementation. None of 
the funds. 

Mr. McCAIN. May I add to that? It 
refers to any " conditions on an item." 
Not to the item, I say to the Senator 
from New Mexico; any "conditions on 
an item of appropriation not involving 
a positive allocation of funds." 

There are many conditions that are 
placed that do not have anything to do 
with allocation of funds. We are talk
ing about the condition, not the item, 
in the amendment. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. All right. Let me 
ask one other question here, Madam 
President, just to try to get a clear no
tion. The language of the amendment 
talks about language which " rescinds 
or cancels existing budget authority." 
I guess I have two questions on that. 

What do we mean by "existing" and 
what do we mean by " budget author
ity"? Are we talking about just this 
current fiscal year's rescissions? And, 
if so, is it appropriate to just limit or 
just exclude from the definition of 
"item" rescissions of budget author
ity? Or should we also be excluding 

from the definition of "items" rescis
sions of appropriations, as well? 

Mr. LEVIN. First of all, to answer 
question No. 1, it is not limited to the 
current year. Second, appropriations, 
as I understand it, are a budget author
ity. The words "budget authority" in
clude appropriations, I am informed by 
the technical experts here on our staff. 
It surely is intended to include appro
priations. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. So it would not be 
limited just to the current fiscal year; 
is that correct, Madam President? 

Mr. LEVIN. That is correct. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. And therefore a 5-

year budget resolution is what would 
be the determining factor, is that 
right, in whether or not a rescission 
would be exempt from the definition of 
"item" for purposes of this section? 

Mr. LEVIN. It would cover the rescis
sion of existing budget authority for 
whatever year that it has been adopt
ed. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. OK. 
Madam President, I have delayed the 

Senate long enough. Let me just con
clude by making a general statement. 

I think what we are faced with, with 
this amendment-and I think it is a 
conscientious effort by the Senator 
from Michigan and the Senator from 
Alaska to come up with some way of 
sorting out a separation of the appro
priating process from the policy
making process. That is what they are 
trying to do here, as I understand it. 
They are trying to preserve to the Con
gress the ability to make policy while 
granting to the President dramatic 
new powers with regard to the actual 
appropriating of funds or the preven
tion of funds from being appropriated. 
That is what I understand is going on. 

I think it is very, very difficult to 
sort those things out. I think it is very 
difficult to grant to the President one 
power and reserve to the Congress the 
accompanying power-which is what 
this amendment is trying to do. I think 
it may go a short distance in getting us 
to that, but I think the grant of au
thority, if the bill which is pending be
fore us is adopted, as I gather it is 
going to be-the grant of authority is 
broad and the President, I think, would 
find that he has very broad authority 
to countermand policy decisions by the 
Congress through the use of this new 
veto power that we would be granting 
in this legislation. 

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, first 

let me say I agree with my friend from 
New Mexico. This is an effort here to 
not give to the President, to avoid giv
ing to the President, power which does 
not lead to a reduction in spending. 
The purpose of the line-item veto is to 
try to give the President additional au
thority over spending where the Con
gress adds spending. But where the 

Congress is restricting spending, limit
ing spending, rescinding spending, con
ditioning spending for policy purposes 
that we believe are good and valid, we 
surely do not want to give the Presi
dent the veto authority over those re
strictions, limitations, conditions, and 
rescissions. 

The Senator from New Mexico is ex
actly right. That is the purpose of this 
amendment. 

I do not support the underlying sub
stitute to which this amendment will 
hopefully be attached. I think we are 
going to create an absolute nightmare 
for the legislative process, for the exec
utive branch, in splintering up an ap
propriations bill into all kinds of 
shards and little pieces. But it appears 
clear that is what the Senate is about 
to do. I do not support that approach. 

But if we are going to do that, for 
heaven's sake, let us not go beyond the 
purpose of a line-item veto, which is to 
give the President, presumably, the au
thority to veto additional spending. 
Let us not give the President the au
thority to wipe out our restrictions on 
spending. Let us not give the President 
that additional authority to wipe out 
our conditions on spending, our rescis
sions of spending. There is no reason to 
do that. 

While this only cures one of the prob
lems, in my book, with the underlying 
substitute-and there are plenty of 
others that give me cause to oppose the 
underlying substitute-! think we sure
ly ought to do this much, and do what 
we can to avoid unintended con
sequences. 

I believe the sponsors of the underly
ing substitute support this because it 
is not their intention to give· the Presi
dent authority to wipe out our restric
tions on spending and our rescissions of 
spending. Since that is not, I hope, 
their intent, we can do the best we can 
to correct the bill in this regard. But 
without this amendment, the bill 
would give the President a separate 
piece of a bill, of an appropriations bill, 
and that piece would have just the lim
itation or just the restriction or just 
the condition, allowing the President 
to separately veto that and then to be 
able to spend all of the money without 
restriction. 

So I think the Senator from New 
Mexico pointed out what the purpose of 
the amendment is and is accurate in 
saying it does not solve a number of 
additional problems. I would agree 
with him. But it does solve some of the 
problems. I hope it will be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 
would like to thank Senator BINGAMAN 
for bringing these issues to the atten
tion of this body as we are considering 
it. I think there will be significant 
questions. As the Senator from New 
Mexico pointed out, this is a very sig
nificant and fundamental change in the 
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way that business is done. So these ex
amples, and the questions that are in 
the RECORD, I think, will be helpful 
when we proceed-! put that perhaps a 
little too optimistically-when we pro
ceed to implement the line-item veto. I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico. 

I would like to point out that, as I 
said earlier, we have proved to any
one's satisfaction here that the Con
gress can ignore or violate any law 
that it passes. The most outstanding 
example, of course, is the War Powers 
Act. The Congress of the United States, 
over the veto of the President of the 
United States, passed the War Powers 
Act. We routinely ignore that legisla
tion-routinely; perhaps one of the 
most fundamental principles of the 
separation of powers as embodied in 
our Constitution. 

So I am fully aware that if the Con
gress wants to violate this law when we 
pass it, they can. They can find loop
holes. They can find ways around it. 
But this language in the Levin-Mur
kowski amendment I think makes it 
very clear that the President of the 
United States cannot and should not be 
able to veto an item of condition or 
money-moneys that the Congress ap
propriated under those conditions, and 
be able to separate the two. I think 
this amendment is very clear in that 
direction. 

Senator LEVIN very thoughtfully 
points out other problems he has with 
the bill. I think many of those prob
lems are legitimate. I had a long ex
change yesterday with Senator BYRD, 
who raised some legitimate concerns. 

But I believe there are two ways to 
look at this legislation. One is to go at 
what the intent is, what the language 
is, what I think is very clear and has 
been interpreted on this floor as to 
what it is. Or we can go at it and say 
we will find some loopholes here and 
we will appropriate $50 billion-$234 bil
lion for defense, period; or maybe even 
break it up into the Army, Navy, Ma
rine Corps, and Air Force. 

We can also better shape legislation 
so the intent of legislation is clear, so 
it is very easy to enroll and, frankly, 
Madam President, with some of the ex
traneous matter. taken out of it which 
I believe will make these bills much 
smaller than they are today, because I 
do not think we get away with some of 
the items that are now put in which 
some of us only discover weeks or 
man ths after the passage of the legisla
tion. Items that are put in in con
ference between the two bodies, no 
Members except those members of the 
conference, a small number of people, 
ever see until we are presented with 
that legislation, and we only have two 
choices: yes or no, up or down on that 
bill. That is not what the participation 
of Members of the body in shaping leg
islation is all about, in my view. 

So I again want to thank the Senator 
from Michigan. I think it is particu-

larly interesting that the Senator from 
Michigan opposes this bill, yet he is 
willing to spend an enormous amount 
of time and energy in trying to make 
this bill better. 

My sincere appreciation goes to the 
Senator from Michigan for his at
tempts and for what I think he and the 
Senator from Alaska have done. Frank
ly, that is what the amending process 
on the floor of the Senate is all about: 
to make legislation better. The Sen
ator from Michigan saw a potential se
rious problem. I believe that nis 
amendment addresses the vast major
ity of it. 

Madam President, I yield. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, let me 

thank my friend from Arizona, first of 
all, for his comments and for his sup
port. I want to thank Senator MURKOW
SKI because he also noted a very sig
nificant problem with this approach. 
We worked out this common solution 
to it. 

I thank Senator EXON for his cospon
sorship and support. 

Madam President, I also thank the 
Senator from New Mexico. He raises 
some very important questions which 
will help create a record which, hope
fully, will in turn help to implement 
this legislation, if it is ever passed. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President, 

I have worked with the distinguished 
senior Senator from Michigan, Senator 
LEVIN, in developing some examples of 
the implications of amendment No. 406. 
I think these examples provide our col
leagues with a clearer picture of the 
limitations that will be imposed on en
rolling line i terns. 

Mr. LEVIN. I appreciate the help of 
my colleague from Alaska in develop
ing these examples and I ·believe they 
reflect our intent in drafting this 
amendment. 

Example I: Absolute funding prohibi
tion as part of an appropriation; a De
fense appropriations bill contains a 
provision that provides: 

Funding for the Department of De
fense: For military personnel $75 bil
lion: Provided that none of the funds 
appropriated be available to deploy 
United States Armed Forces to partici
pate in the implementation of a peace 
settlement in Bosnia unless previously 
authorized by Congress. Under the 
pending substitute, the President 
would be presented with two bills: 

Bill 1 appropriates $75 billion for 
military personnel. 

Bill 2 bars United States troops in 
Bosnia peacekeeping. 

The President can sign bill 1 and veto 
bill 2. He thus will be able to receive 
the $75 billion without restriction and 
could send troops to Bosnia without 
congressional approval. 

Under our amendment, the President 
receives one bill: 

Since the restriction in the appro
priations bill completely bars the use 

of any funds in Bosnia peacekeeping, 
the President would receive only one 
bill which contains the appropriation 
of $75 billion along with the Bosnia re
striction. The President must either 
sign the bill and accept the Bosnia re
striction or he must veto the bill and 
not have the $75 billion available. 

Example II: Funding Prohibition as a 
Free Standing Provision; other limits 
and conditions on appropriations are 
frequently placed at the end of an ap
propriations bill. For example, in last 
year's Commerce, Justice appropria
tions bill, provisions were included pro
hibiting the expenditure of funds for 
specific purposes including: publicity 
and propaganda purposes not author
ized by the Congress; expenditures for 
consulting services that are not a mat
ter of public record; the purchase of 
certain equipment outside the United 
States; and the implementation of cer
tain EEOC harassment guidelines based 
on religion. 

Similarly, last year's Defense appro
priations bill contained provisions pro
hibiting the expenditure of any funds 
for specific purposes, including: To 
build a specific radar system; to estab
lish or support a specific type of main
tenance support activity for the B-2 
bomber; or to carry out specified re
search projects involving the use of 
animals. 

Other examples of limits and condi
tions on appropriation that are free 
standing sections within an appropria
tions bill include last week's Defense 
supplemental bill passed by the Senate. 
Section 108 contains a requirement 
that none of the funds appropriated by 
the act may be made available for op
erations in Haiti more than 60 days 
after the date of enactment, unless the 
President complies with specified re
porting requirements. 

Under the substitute, as originally 
drafted, each of these limitations 
would be placed in a separate bill, and 
could be vetoed by the President. For 
example, the President could sign the 
supplemental appropriation bill provid
ing the money for operations in Haiti 
and veto the limitation. 

Under our amendment, the general 
limitations in a bill would not be 
items, and would be enrolled together 
in a single bill. Thus the limitation on 
funds for Haiti would not be a separate 
item. Because it pertains to multiple 
appropriations, it would be enrolled 
with the general limitations described 
above. 

Example III: Limitation and condi
tions; a V A-HUD bill appropriates $350 
million for research and development 
activities including procurement of 
laboratory equipment and supplies and 
repair and renovation of facilities. A 
proviso in that bill states that no more 
than $55 million of these funds shall be 
available for procurement of labora
tory equipment. The proviso does not 
mandate that money be spent on lab
oratory equipment. Nor should it be 
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considered as creating an express or 
implied obligation to expand funds. It 
only provides that if the administra
tion chooses to spend money on such 
equipment, it can expend no more than 
$55 million. 

The President would receive only one 
bill containing the $350 million appro
priation along with the restriction lim
iting the amount of money that can be 
expended for procurement of labora
tory equipment. 

Similarly, a provision stating that 
"not to exceed $8,000" of an overall ap
propriation may be expended for offi
cial reception and representation ex
penses would be enrolled with the ap
propriation that is so limited, and not 
as a separate bill. 

Example IV: Implicit obligation to 
spend; the same legislation as in exam
ple II appropriates $350 million for pro
curement of laboratory equipment, 
supplies, repair and renovation of fa
cilities contains a proviso that three 
research facilities be constructed in a 
particular State at a cost of no more 
than $30 million. Such a condition 
would not be covered under our amend
ment. That's because the proviso re
quires the construction of such facili
ties and therefore implicitly obligates 
the expenditure of funds. 

The President would receive two 
bills. One would contain the $350 mil
lion appropriation for laboratory 
equipment, supplies, repair and renova
tion of facilities. The second bill would 
contain the provision specifying that 
three research facilities be constructed 
in a particular State at a cost of no 
more than $30 million. The President 
could sign or veto the first bill and 
could sign or veto the second bill. 

Mr. EXON. Madam President, I thank 
my friend and colleague from Michi
gan. I think this is a very, very good 
amendment. It certainly does not cover 
all of the concerns I have in this area, 
but a considerable number of those 
concerns. 

I am very pleased to be a cosponsor 
of the amendment, and once again I ap
preciate my colleague's attention to 
the details. I think the amendment 
makes the proposition, although I still 
have some concerns, much more palat
able. I thank him for offering the 
amendment. I believe we are ready to 
act on it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I was 

admonished yesterday by the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia 
that it is not appropriate to say I move 
the amendment. I do not say that. But 
I note that there is no further debate 
at this time as far as I can tell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 406) to No . 347 
was agreed to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I say 
to my colleague and friend from Ne
braska that it is my understanding, 
now that this amendment has been 
taken care of, that Senator HATCH is 
now ready to propose an amendment. I 
believe that he may decide to withdraw 
that amendment. 

Then remaining, as far as I can ascer
tain, will be the Abraham amendment 
which I believe Senator BYRD wanted 
discussed, and then finally the Byrd 
amendment itself. 

So perhaps we could notify the Sen
ator from West Virginia that his in
volvement on the two remaining 
amendments will be what remains after 
Senator Hatch finishes. 

Mr. EXON. We will certainly tell the 
Senator from West Virginia what is 
taking place so that he will be fully ad
vised. My conversations with him indi
cated that he may want to make some 
comments with regard to the amend
ment that is going to be discussed by 
our colleague from Utah. 

Also, the Senator from Arizona is 
correct. I believe very likely we could 
agree to the Abraham amendment that 
Senator BYRD wanted to talk on. I do 
not know what his position is. But he 
wants to talk on it. After we dispose in 
some fashion of the Hatch amendment, 
the only thing, as the Senator from Ar
izona said, that I know of is the Abra
ham amendment that Senator BYRD 
wishes to address, and the Byrd amend
ment itself. I think that indicates that 
we have moved in great fashion by 
working together in moving this. We 
are much further along than most of us 
thought we would be on Tuesday last. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend from 
Nebraska for his totally cooperative 
spirit in this effort. Perhaps Senator 
BYRD would want Senator ABRAHAM on 
the floor when he discusses his amend
ment. So perhaps we can coordinate 
that. 

Mr. EXON. Senator ABRAHAM told me 
about one-half hour ago that he, by ne
cessity, had to leave the Hill and would 
be back in about an hour, which I 
thought would be around 2 o'clock or 
something like that. He asked me to 
tell Senator BYRD that he was sorry 
that he had to leave. So we will pass 
along the information to Senator BYRD 
on the fact that Senator ABRAHAM will 
be back around 2, and whether or not 
he wants to come up and talk about 
the next business, the amendment by 
the Senator from Utah, and we will see 
that all parties are properly advised. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I 

note the presence of the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
on the floor. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah. 

AMENDMENT NO. 407 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I call 
up amendment No. 407. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
amendment is the pending question at 
this time. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, my amendment to 

the Dole substitute version of S. 4 ex
cludes i terns of appropriation for the 
judicial branch from enrollment as sep
arate measures prior to presentment to 
the President. It provides instead that 
items of appropriation for the judicial 
branch shall be enrolled together in a 
single measure. This amendment would 
help ensure the independence of the ju
diciary from the executive branch, and 
would not detract from what this bill 
seeks to accomplish. 

The amendment is designed to pro
tect the judicial branch from attempts 
by the President to influence or punish 
the judiciary-or otherwise undermine 
its independence as a co-equal branch 
of Government-through exercising the 
line-item veto power with respect to 
particular judicial appropriations. 
While I would hope that no President 
would think to exercise the line-item 
veto in such a manner, it remains a 
very real threat that we can easily 
safeguard against at this stage through 
adopting this amendment. 

The amendment I propose would do 
that by excluding items of appropria
tion for the judicial branch from en
rollment as separate measures for pre
sentment to the President. The excep
tion would cover all salaries and ex
penses related to the operation and ad
ministration of the Federal courts. The 
exception would not extend to court
house construction, which does not ap
pear in the judiciary's budget and 
which would remain subject to the 
line-item veto. Under my amendment, 
if any of the covered i terns appeared in 
an appropriations measure, those items 
would be enrolled together into a sin
gle measure. 

The amendment is carefully crafted 
to avoid creating a loophole through 
which other expenses could be shielded 
from the line-item veto. A budgetary 
i tern would only qualify for the excep
tion from separate enrollment if it is 
for one of the functions of the judiciary 
as those are listed or described in the 
current appropriations act. Thus, Con
gress could not seek to hide an item 
from the line-item veto by slipping it 
into the judiciary's budget. 

I believe that the judiciary needs this 
protection. In the absence of this ex
ception, the judicial branch would be 
particularly vulnerable to the Presi
dent's whim. In one form or another, 
the executive branch is the largest liti
gator in the Federal courts. Federal 
courts frequently weigh in on the legal
ity of executive branch action. It is not 
difficult to appreciate how the judicial 



8890 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 23, 1995 
branch would be vulnerable to the line
item veto because of that. Perhaps 
more important, the judiciary would be 
relatively powerless to defend itself 
compared with the legislature. Al
though a President could conceivably 
use the line-item veto to target par
ticular functions of the legislative 
branch, Congress would have a keen in
terest in defending itself against such a 
veto if it believed the veto unwise, and 
would have at its disposal the direct 
means through which to override a 
Presidential veto. The judicial branch, 
however, cannot defend itself. 

John Adams stated that "The judi
cial power ought to be distinct from 
both the legislative and executive, and 
independent upon both, so that it may 
be a check upon both." Just as the ju
diciary is separate from the executive 
and legislative powers in our constitu
tional system, so its independence 
should be safeguarded through the 
budgetary process on which it depends. 

Current law already protects the ju
diciary's budget from Presidential ac
tion, in large part to insulate the judi
ciary from political manipulation 
through the budget process. By statute 
[31 U.S.C. § 1105(b)], the Judicial 
branch's budget is accorded protection 
from Presidential alteration. When the 
President transmits a proposed Federal 
budget to Congress, the President must 
forward the judicial branch's proposed 
budget to Congress unchanged. That 
process has been in operation since 
1939. It was adopted in part because of 
unilateral action taken by the execu
tive branch in the 1930's to cut the ju
diciary's funding. The Chairman of the 
Judicial Conference, Chief Judge Gil
bert Merritt of the U.S. Court of Ap
peals for the Sixth Circuit, testified be
fore the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee, that in the 1930's executive 
branch action forced the firing of court 
staff and cut in half the salaries of 
judges' secretaries. That kind of action 
to influence our Federal judges cannot 
be tolerated, and it should not be al
lowed to creep back into the system. 

Under the present system, that does 
not mean that the judiciary is immune 
from budget cuts. The judiciary must 
independently justify its budget to 
Congress, and must operate within the 
budget appropriated for it. It would 
continue to do so under the amend
ment I propose. In addition, Congress 
would continue to be as free to legis
late the judiciary's budget under my 
amendment as it is today. The Presi
dent would also remain free to veto the 
Judiciary's entire budget. To subject 
the judiciary's budget to separate en
rollment, however, risks undermining 
the current approach- and the balance 
of power between the executive and ju
dicial branches-and risks exposing the 
judiciary to targeted, politically moti
vated retaliation. The President should 
no t be permitted to veto specific appro
priations for the judiciary where those 

appropriations have been carefully 
shielded from Presidential alteration 
in the first place. 

Moreover, an exception for the judi
ciary would have virtually no impact 
on the Federal budget. The entire 
budget for the judiciary is two-tenths 
of 1 percent of the entire Federal budg
et. While the judiciary could be dev
astated by the line-item veto if por
tions of its budget were subject to sep
arate enrollment, subjecting it to the 
line-item veto could not possibly have 
any significant impact in terms of 
budget reduction. 

Normally, I would say subject every 
line item covered by the bill to Presi
dential veto. But I believe that an ex
ception for the judicial branch is 
uniquely warranted on principle. The 
judiciary is a separate and co-equal 
branch of Government that does not 
have the institutional power to look 
after itself under separate enrollment. 
The Congress can safeguard itself 
through the use of the veto override 
process. The judiciary, however, pos
sesses no similar safeguard. 

To be sure, Congress would have the 
authority to override a veto of any 
item in the judiciary's budget. I feel 
very strongly, however, that the judici
ary should not be placed in the position 
of depending on that action. That is 
too slender a reed on which to rest the 
independence of the judiciary. · This 
amendment will better ensure the judi
ciary's independence and protect it as a 
co-equal branch of Government. 

Mr. President, my amendment does 
not alter the basic operation of the un
derlying legislation. Nor would its 
adoption be a precedent justifying 
other exceptions: no other entity or 
part of our system of Government 
funded by Congress stands on the same 
footing as the Federal Judiciary, a co
equal branch of the central Govern
ment. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
acknowledging the status of the judici
ary as a branch of Government co
equal in status to the Congress and the 
President, and will support this amend
ment. 

Let me give my colleagues a hypo
thetical which illustrates my concern. 
It involves private property rights. 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Federal Circuit is a separate line item, 
currently at $13 million. Among other 
matters, this court currently handles 
all appeals in property rights cases 
under the takings clause of the fifth 
amendment. Suppose this court hands 
down a string of cases favoring prop
erty owners, and against the Federal 
Government. Suppose further that this 
angers the President. Without my 
amendment, he could veto the $13 mil
lion line item- with the exception of 
the salaries of the judges, which the 
constitution protects, return it to Con
gress, and object that the item should 
be reduced to $10 million, citing, not 

the private property rights cases, but 
some ostensible good Government, 
cost-saving reason. Now, Congress can 
either override the veto or pass a new 
bill giving this court only $10 million, 
hampering its ability to function. Or 
worse yet, the President could veto it 
all and just take the whole $13 million. 

What is likely to happen? Most 
Americans, and probably most Mem
bers of Congress, have never heard of 
this court. No one is going to get 
worked up about this unknown court 
and $3 million. The judges of the court 
are hamstrung from speaking frankly 
and accusing the President of under
mining them because he dislikes their 
opinions-that gets them too involved 
in the political process. 

We do not want judges moving back 
and forth in accordance with every 
blink or whimsy of the President of the 
United States or the Congress also. We 
want judges judging things on the mer
its, the way they should be judging 
matters. 

Moreover, if enough congressional 
members of the President's party share 
his disapproval of how this court has 
ruled on these matters, a two thirds 
override will not happen. Congress will 
be forced to cut the court's budget and 
the independence of the judiciary has 
been undermined. 

If all of the judicial branch's appro
priations are in one bill, however, in
cluding the Supreme Court, the other 
courts of appeal, the district courts, 
and so on, the President couldn't get 
away with this. We all know what the 
Supreme Court and the other courts 
do. If the President wanted to tamper 
with the Court of Appeals for the Fed
eral Circuit, he would have to veto the 
Supreme Court's funding and the fund
ing of all of the other Federal courts. 
This would alarm people. I doubt very 
much that a President would veto a 
$2.7 billion bill for the sake of knock
ing out $3 million for this obscure 
court. If he does so, I think Congress 
would override it so the Supreme 
Court, for example, is able to function. 

I make this argument only in defense 
of a coequal branch of Government 
which has no direct means of protect
ing itself. I am not being critical of the 
line-item veto in other contexts, and I 
will support it. 

I understand that Senator BYRD 
would like to speak on this amend
ment, so I will yield the floor at this 
time before making any further mo
tions on it. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. It is my understanding 

that the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] wanted to 
speak as if in morning business for 10 
minutes. Would it be agreeable-

Mr. HATCH. That is certainly agree
able with me. 

Mr. BYRD. With the Senator from 
Utah? If Mr. SIMPSON would like to 
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come down now, I would like to ask 
some questions of the distinguished 
Senator from Utah but I do not want to 
be in a position of keeping Mr. SIMPSON 
waiting. If it does not inconvenience 
the distinguished Senator from Utah, I 
would be happy to wait until the Sen
ator from Wyoming makes his state
ment. 

Mr. HATCH. That will be fine. I need 
to go to another meeting for a few min
utes anyway. And I will come right 
back as soon as I am through. · 

Mr. BYRD. All right. 
Could we get the yeas and nays on 

the Senator's amendment now? 
Mr. HATCH. I would prefer to wait, 

holding out on the yeas and nays for 
just a short period. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Mr. HATCH. If the Senator desires 

them, we will get them. 
Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Madam President, the distinguished 

Senator from Utah has to be off the 
floor for a few minutes to attend a 
press conference. I would prefer that he 
be here. I do have a few things to say 
about this amendment and I have some 
questions to ask. So I would prefer to 
suggest the absence of a quorum and 
give the Senator an opportunity to at
tend the press conference. 

In the meantime, if the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] 
could be contacted, he perhaps could 
make his statement before further dis
cussion on this amendment. 

So, unless the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona or any other Senator 
wishes to speak, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Hatch-Roth amendment. 
This amendment would exempt por
tions of the budget used to support the 
Federal judiciary from the line-item 
veto by directing that the entire appro
priation for the judicial branch be en
rolled in a single bill. 

From the outset, I want to make it 
clear that I support the idea of the 
line-item veto. I believe that it . is im
portant to give the President the au
thority to selectively eliminate ex
penditures of taxpayer funds which are 
not in the public interest. I believe the 
legislation we are considering will do 
that, and that this legislation is a big 
step toward fiscal responsibility. 

But when it comes to the funding of 
the Federal judiciary, we are dealing 
with very sensitive constitutional is
sues. An independent Federal judiciary 
was so important to the Founders that 
the Constitution itself not only gives 

Federal judges lifetime tenure, it spe
cifically prohibits any reduction of sal
ary during a Federal judge's term of of
fice. 

Our amendment would exempt the 
Federal judiciary from the line-item 
veto. Unless this amendment is adopt
ed, the vast majority of the judiciary's 
appropriations would be subject to a 
line-item veto by the President. Only 
the salaries of article II and bank
ruptcy judges and retirement-related 
programs would be excluded. 

If the Founders were concerned 
enough about the independence of the 
Federal judiciary to .prohibit reduc
tions in salary during a judge's tenure, 
we ought now to be extremely cautious 
about giving the executive branch the 
power to exert pressure on the judicial 
branch by the withholding funds for 
necessary judicial staff salaries, equip
ment or communications, for example. 
Of course, I am not asserting that this 
President, or any President, would use 
the line-item veto authority granted 
by this bill to exert such improper 
pressure, but the fact is that the power 
to do so would exist under this bill. We 
should keep in mind that the Executive 
branch always has more lawsuits pend
ing in the Federal courts than any 
other litigant. 

Since 1939 the Budget and Account
ing Act has provided that requests for 
appropriations for the judicial branch 
shall be submitted to the President and 
transmitted by him to Congress "with
out change" [31 USC 1105 (b)]. This leg
islation was adopted because of the in
evitable conflicts that arose in having 
the Department of Justice cut funds re
quested by the judiciary before the ju
dicial budget was submitted to Con
gress. That legislation is still in effect. 
It seems anomalous to prohibit the ex
ecutive branch from changing the judi
ciary's budget prior to submission to 
Congress, but then to give the Presi
dent unilateral authority to revise an 
enacted budget. 

Does this mean that if our amend
ment is adopted the Judiciary gets a 
free ride to spend as much as it likes? 
Of course not. The judicial budget 
would still be subject to congressional 
approval and Presidential veto, just as 
it is now. Moreover, it should be noted 
that the judiciary's budget does not in
clude funding for courthouse construc
tion. Budget requests and appropria
tions for building construction are 
within the province of the executive 
branch and the Congress, and are not 
affected by our amendment since the 
judiciary has no role in the funding of 
such construction. 

For all these reasons, this amend
ment makes a great deal of sense. It is 
the prudent and responsible thing to 
do, and I urge its adoption. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amend
ment by Mr. HATCH reads as follows: 

On page 3, line 21, after "separately" insert 
"except for items of appropriation provided 
for the judicial branch, which shall be en
rolled together in a single measure. For pur
poses of this paragraph, the terms 'items of 
appropriation provided for the judicial 
branch' means only those functions and ex
penditures that are currently included in the 
appropriations accounts of the judiciary, as 
those accounts are listed and described in 
the Department of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related Appropria
tions Act." 

May I ask the very distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
the author of this amendment, why are 
we seeking to exempt the judiciary 
from the four corners of the measure 
that has been introduced by Mr. DOLE 
as a substitute for S. 4? 

Why do we seek to exempt the judici
ary from the reaches, from the require
ments of the substitute? Why should 
the judiciary be exempted? I know 
these are questions that not many Sen
ators are very likely to come to the 
floor and ask, but I think they should 
be asked. I would like to have the dis
tinguished Senator's response to that 
ruestion. 

Mr. HATCH. I think it is a good ques
tion. Of course, keep in mind that the 
judiciary is one of the three separated 
powers in our Constitution. The execu
tive branch of Government has plenty 
of power under this amendment to veto 
the line items. The legislative branch 
has the power to send the appropria-· 
tions bills and other bills to the execu
tive branch in and of its own; if items 
are vetoed, the legislative branch can 
defend itself by, of course, overriding 
that veto. The judicial branch, how
ever, has no power under the line-item 
veto in comparison with the other two. 

Without a judicial branch exception 
to separate enrollment, the judiciary is 
more vulnerable than the other two co
equal branches of Government. 

Under the line-item veto, the judici
ary could be highly vulnerable to tar
geted budget cuts if its budget were 
subject to separate enrollment. Con
gress, as I have said, can protect itself 
from such use of the line-item veto 
through the legislative process in over
riding a Presidential veto. The judici
ary, however, does not have··the means 
to protect itself. 

In order to preserve the judiciary's 
place as a coequal branch of Govern
ment, the appropriations items in the 
judiciary's budget should be excluded 
from separate enrollment and should 
instead be enrolled as a separate meas
ure. 
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Let me just say this. The exception 

that we are asking for-and I am a sup
porter of the line-item veto measure 
before this body-the exception I am 
asking for would cover all salaries and 
expenses related to the operation and 
administration of the Federal courts. 
It would not extend to courthouse con
struction, which does not appear in the 
judiciary's budget, and which would re
main subject to the line-item veto. 

Under my amendment, if any of the 
covered i terns appeared in an appro
priations measure, those items would 
be enrolled together into a single 
measure. 

We feel we have carefully crafted the 
amendment to avoid creating loopholes 
through which other expenses could be 
shielded from the line-item veto. A 
budgetary item would only qualify for 
exemption from separate enrollment if 
it is for one of the functions of the ju
diciary as those are listed and de
scribed in the current appropriations 
act. 

Thus, Congress could not seek to hide 
an item from a line-ite{Il veto by slip
ping it into the judiciary's budget. We 
feel this is an appropriate thing to do 
since the judicial branch of Govern
ment is a co-equal, separate branch of 
Government and is supposed to be kept 
out of politics. 

If, for instance, we allow line-item 
vetoes on salaries and the administra
tion of the courts, then it seems to me 
almost impossible to keep the judges 
out of politics. That is not the direc
tion we want to go. And, frankly, I 
think this an appropriate amendment 
under those circumstances. 

Mr. BYRD. Well, Mr. President, I cer
tainly respect the views of the distin
guished Senator in this area, as well as 
in all other areas. I have had a long 
and cordial association with the distin
guished Senator from Utah that ex
tends over a period of many years. I sat 
on 1 the Judiciary Committee at one 
time with the Senator, and he is a very 
distinguished chairman of that com
mittee. 

But here we are, we are purporting to 
send to the President legislation that 
will allow the President to veto any 
one, or more, of the hundreds, perhaps 
even thousands of minibills-or 
"billettes," as I prefer to call them
which will flood the President's desk as 
a result of the requirements of this 
substitute by Mr. DOLE. 

It seems to me that all of the 
branches of Government should be gov
erned equally in the enrollment of 
"billettes," thus giving the President 
an opportunity, if he thinks there 
should be reduced expenditures in any 
of the accounts, with respect to any of 
the items, allocations, suballocation 
sections or paragraphs. It seems to me 
that the taxpayers would expect to be 
fully protected with reference to all 
three branches of Government and not 
just two, not just the executive branch 
and the legislative branch. 

For all practical purposes, I would 
imagine that the President, in line
iteming the "billettes," will probably 
not be very severe with respect to 
items that are in the executive branch. 
If the judicial branch is to be exempt
ed, then it further seems to me that 
the legislative branch is the one branch 
of the three that is going to feel the 
fall of the scimitar, the fall of the ax. 
It is going to be the object of the wet 
veto pen of a President. 

So while I realize that most Sen
ators, maybe all except one, will vote 
for this amendment--! start out by pre
suming that I will be the only Senator 
that will vote against it. I presume all 
of the other Senators will vote for it. 
But that does not trouble me in the 
least. I have been in that situation be
fore. I cannot believe that justice is 
being done in relation to this hurriedly 
written substitute, which was appar
ently cut and pasted together over the 
spread of a few hours, brought in here, 
laid down on Monday of this week, and 
upon which immediately was trained 
the cloture-motion gun. I cannot be
lieve that justice is really being done 
with this piece of legislation on such 
short notice and under such limita
tions of the time. 

I agree with the Senator and recog
nize what he says with respect to the 
independence of the judiciary. I fully 
agree with the need for the judiciary to 
be independent. I do not quarrel with 
that at all. The constitutional Framers 
thought likewise, and rightly and wise
ly. There is nothing we can do with re
gard to the salaries of judges. Under 
the Constitution, they cannot be re
duced. And I call attention to history 
in this regard, which is anathema, ap
parently, to a good many Members of 
the legislative branch. I am not just re
stricting my statement to this House. 
But history is something that, if we 
read it all, it must be a revisionist his
tory. It cannot be the history that I 
studied. It cannot be Muzzey's history, 
because that history is not politically 
correct. Muzzey. The very first sen
tence of Muzzey says: "America is the 
child of Europe," or something to that 
effect. Of course, that is politically in
correct today to say that. But inas
much as you cannot teach an old dog 
new tricks, I still believe in Muzzey. 

I studied Muzzey by the old kerosene 
lamp back in the hills of West Virginia, 
Mercer County. I memorized my his
tory lessons at night by the light of 
that old kerosene lamp. So I remember 
that the Founding Fathers decided 
that the judiciary should be independ
ent, and they were preeminently cor
rect in that they had studied history 
also, and they, I am sure, noted that in 
the Act of Settlement in 1701. May I 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN]. that the Eng
lish Declaration of Rights became the 
English Bill of Rights in 1689. In that 
English Declaration of Rights, there 

were certain provisions to which Wil
liam ill of Orange and Mary II had to 
agree before Parliament would make 
them joint sovereigns. Can you imag
ine that? Can you imagine Parliament 
saying to these two eminent person
ages, "You will have to agree to this 
Declaration of Rights before we, the 
Members of Parliament, will enthrone 
you. Before we will put that crown on 
your heads, you will have to agree with 
these provisions, one of which is that 
judges shall enjoy life tenure. They 
cannot be derobed or defrocked or lose 
their capacity as judges just by the 
whim and fancy of the king. They are 
there on their good behavior." So Wil
liam and Mary agreed to the provisions 
that were laid out in that Declaration 
of Rights. 

Another provision in the Declaration 
of Rights was that the Members of Par
liament had the right of speech, right 
to free speech. They could not be ques
tioned in any other place. We have the 
same provisions in our own Constitu
tion to protect us, the Members of the 
U.S. Senate. We can say whatever we 
want on this floor. I can criticize the 
President of the United States, and 
there is not a thing he can do about 
what I say. There is not a thing any
body else can do about it. I have the 
right of freedom of speech right here on 
this floor, and I have no compunction 
with criticizing, in a constructive way, 
a king, a shah, a prince, or a President. 
Those are rights that were won for 
Englishmen, by Englishmen over a pe
riod of centuries. 

That is one of the things I am con
cerned about in the so-called line-item 
veto. This is not a line-item veto. One 
of the things that concerned me about 
the line-item veto is the fact that a 
President might be able to cower a 
Member of the Congress, and cause 
that Member to be inhibited from voic
ing critic ism of the President for fear 
that a project or program affecting the 
Member's State or the Member's dis
trict--talking about a Member of the 
other body- would be jeopardized if 
that Member were to speak critically 
of the President. 

So to that extent, it is not a measur
able extent, but to that extent, a Mem
ber may be to some extent inhibited 
from exercising his freedom of speech. 
So these are just a few of the things 
that I call attention to that have been 
derived from the English Bill of Rights, 
the English constitution. 

The English constitution is an un
written constitution except that it is 
composed of various documents, the 
Magna Carta, the Petition of Right, 
Declaration of Rights, other important 
documents, statutes, court cases, cus
toms, traditions, and so on. All these 
things go up to make the English con
stitution, the British constitution. 

I am sure such a law would not be 
constitutional, but I would like to see 
a law that would place a requirement 
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on every Member of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives to study 
American history and to study the his
tory of England. Why? Because not 
only was England the mother country 
of our early forebears for the most 
part-Benjamin Franklin's father was 
an immigrant from England; Robert 
Morris, the financier of the Revolution 
was from England; and James Wilson, 
one of the delegates of the Convention 
on the Constitution from Pennsylva
nia, was born in Scotland. 

What I am saying is that every Mem
ber of this body ought to have a great
er appreciation of the American Con
stitution. He should note the phrases 
and the clauses that are in the Amer
ican Constitution that have their roots 
deeply embedded in the soil of the Eng
lish constitution. Many of those rights 
were gained by Englishmen after cen
turies of struggle. Many of them were 
won at the top of the sword. 

So I will save any filibuster on this 
matter until later, if I am forced to. If 
I should be forced to have to filibuster, 
I think most Members recognize by 
now that I would not have to carry a 
bundle of notes to the floor. As long as 
my poor old feet that have been carry
ing me around now for more than 77 
years are able to stand on this soft 
landing, but I recognize and fully sup
port the independence of the judiciary. 

I hope that the author of the amend
ment has not grown tired already of 
what is just the beginning of what I 
want to say, and asks about this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I was going to ask the 
distinguished Senator what is meant 
by the words "currently included." I 
will read the sentence again: "For pur
poses of this paragraph, the term items 
of appropriations provided for the judi
cial branch, means only those func
tions and expenditures that are cur
rently included in the appropriations 
accounts and the Judiciary ... " 

''Currently included,'' only those 
that are currently included in the ap
propriations accounts of the judiciary 
as those accounts are listed and de
scribed in the Department of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the judici
ary and related agencies of the appro
priations act. 

I promise the distinguished Senator I 
will repress my appetite for launching 
into the vast realms of history during 
the remainder of my discussion of this 
amendment. What is meant by those 
words "For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term items of appropriations pro
vide for the judicial branch means only 
those functions and expenditures that 
are currently included in the appro
priations accounts of the judiciary." 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, my dis
tinguished colleague is as knowledge
able as anybody on the history of this 
body with respect to appropriations. 

Of course, he is currently the ranking 
member of that committee and he has 
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chaired that committee. He knows 
what we are trying to do with that lan
guage. We are trying to define the ex
emption so that this will not become a 
loophole through which Congress could 
avoid a Presidential veto. 

As I have explained, we believe that 
the judiciary, which is a truly sepa
rated power and a co-equal branch of 
Government, has no real power unless 
it starts to politicize itself. I think 
that is what would happen if this 
amendment is not adopted and the 
line-item veto passes. If we do not give 
some protection here, we will politicize 
the judiciary. 

I think we need to have this protec
tion. What this amendment does is 
take the vulnerable judicial branch, 
which is a small percentage of the 
budget, and exclude it from separate 
enrollment. We exclude it in accord
ance with the language in this amend
ment, with reference to appropriations 
for the judiciary as listed and described 
in the Department of Commerce, Jus
tice, State, and Judiciary and related 
agencies Appropriations Act of 1995. 

We define it in that way so that we 
limit it so that there are no loopholes. 
We think it is a crucial matter. It is 
critical to do this because it is such a 
small part of the budget yet so easily 
politically manipulable. I do not want 
the courts manipulated, not by the 
Presidents, not by the Congress, not by 
anybody. 

Mr. BYRD. But the Senator has not 
answered my question. What do the 
words "currently included in the ap
propriations accounts" mean? What 
about new functions? 

Mr. HATCH. They would not be cov
ered. 

Mr. BYRD. New functions would not 
be covered. 

Mr. HATCH. Just the ones currently 
covered. We want to have a definition 
in time, so if we are going to add fea
tures, they would not be covered. They 
could be enrolled as a separate item. 

Mr. BYRD. Let us take a look at 
what those current items are, what we 
are talking about. 

Mr. HATCH. Maybe I could-will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I would like to point 
out an error that appears to me imme
diately. 

Mr. HATCH. OK. 
Mr. BYRD. Which again-which 

again is indicative of the hurry in 
which this substitute was put together. 

The Senator's amendment refers to 
Public Law 104-317. It refers to the De
partment of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary and Related Agen
cies Appropriations Act. 

Mr. HATCH. I agree with the Sen
ator. It ought to be 103. 

Mr. BYRD. It has the wrong citation 
here. 

Mr. HATCH. It ought to be 103-317. 
Mr. BYRD. Error. Instead of Public 

Law 104-317, it is 103-317. 

That is a minor error. But just think 
of the thousands of errors that will be 
committed in the name of the enrolling 
clerk of the originating body once this 
monstrosity becomes law. That is just 
a small error. That can be cured easily 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. That is a technical 

error. I think that can be easily rem
edied. 

But let me just say this--
Mr. BYRD. Would the Senator like 

right now by unanimous consent to 
cure that error? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. I ask unanimous 
consent it be cured at this time and it 
be modified. 

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

The amendment (No. 407), as modi
fied, is as follows: 

On page 3, line 21, after "separately" insert 
",except for items of appropriation provided 
for the judicial branch, which shall be en
rolled together in a single measure. For pur
poses of this paragraph, the term 'items of 
appropriation provided for the judicial 
branch' means only those functions and ex
penditures that are currently included in the 
appropriations accounts of the judiciary, as 
those accounts are listed and described in 
the Department of Commerce, Justice and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1995 (Public Law 103-
317)". 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if I could, 
with the forbearance of my colleague 
from West Virginia-he asked the ques
tion what really is covered here. Let 
me just cover it briefly. 

The judiciary's budget is broken up 
into a number of sections and sub
sections. In the Judiciary Appropria
tions Act for 1995, the current act that 
is being referenced in the amendment
those accounts are, 1995 amounts, as 
follows: 

First, Supreme Court of the United 
States. The 1995 appropriation is $27 
million, which is almost a minuscule 
amount when you look at the total 
Federal budget of the United States. 

Second, Court of Appeals for the Fed
eral Circuit. Their appropriation is $13 
million. 

Third, the U.S. Court of Inter
national Trade's appropriation is $12 
million. 

Fourth, the courts of appeals, the 
district courts, and the other judicial 
services. This account covers the sala
ries and expenses of all Federal district 
courts, courts of appeals, and bank
ruptcy judges. This account also in
cludes subaccounts for defender serv
ices, fees of jurors and commissioners, 
and court security. Salaries and ex
penses equals $2.340 billion; fees of ju
rors and commissioners equals $59 mil
lion; court security equals $97 million; 
defender services equals $250 million. 

Fifth, the Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts' appropriation is $48 
million. 
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Sixth, the Federal Judicial Center's 

appropriation is $19 million. 
Seventh, the judicial retirement 

funds are $28 million. 
Eighth, the U.S. Sentencing Commis

sion's appropriation is $9 million. 
This amendment only involves the 

judiciary's total 1995 budget, which is 
$2.9 billion. That is two-tenths of 1 per
cent of the Federal budget. 

I would like my colleagues to note 
the salaries and retirement expenses 
for article. ill Federal judges are con
stitutionally mandated expenses. 

The question might be, why should 
the exception be linked to today's judi
cial expenditures? What if there are 
technological changes or substantial 
changes in the organization of the 
courts? Could that not mean in the fu
ture some central judicial functions 
would be left out? 

If I interpret the question of the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia, 
it is along those lines. I would respond 
this way: The judicial expenses in
cluded today are broad enough that 
they should cover most technological 
advances that might have an impact on 
the courts and court support services. 
As for any fundamental organizational 
changes in the courts, I agree that cer
tain changes might in fact be so fun
damental that they would be left out. 
If that is the case, however, the defini
tion of the excepted judicial expenses 
for purposes of separate enrollment 
could be amended by statute to accom
modate any fundamental changes. 

I do not foresee that as being likely, 
however, since most changes in court 
organization and operation would in
volve the types of services that are cur
rently embodied in the appropriations 
process. 

Again, I commend the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia and the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon and 
other members of the Appropriations 
Committee for handling these matters 
as well as they have. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

What about these items that are in 
the Department of Commerce, Justice 
and State, Judiciary and Related Agen
cies, 1995 Appropriations, and 1994 Sup
plemental Appropriations? What about 
such items as these: 

$2,340,127,000 (including the purchase of 
firearms and ammunition); of which not to 
exceed $14,454,000 shall remain available 
until expended for space alteration projects; 
of which not to exceed $11 million shall re
main available until expended for furniture 
and furnishings related to new space alter
ations and construction projects; and of 
which $500,000 is to remain available until 
expended for acquisition of books, periodi
cals, and newspapers, and all other legal ref
erence materials, including subscriptions. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 
chicken feed here, I realize that. But 
we are also talking about taxpayers' 
money. We are going to send to the 
President thousands of little billettes 

every year, any one of which he may 
line-item out. He can veto it. Any one 
of the legislative branch's items he can 
strike. 

Under the amendment of the distin
guished Senator, as far as the judicial 
branch is concerned, everything is to 
be in one package. That package is not 
to be broken down. The enrolling clerk 
can go out and take a walk. He gets a 
rest. When he comes to that item he 
will not have to worry about breaking 
those out and enrolling those several 
little billettes. 

But to the taxpayer, $11 million is $11 
million. The President might feel he 
ought to save some money and the ju
dicial branch should not be exempt. 
Money is tight. We have a $5 trillion 
debt. The interest on the debt is run
ning over $200 billion a year. The Presi
dent may feel-and perhaps with good 
reason-that some of those items ought 
to be questioned. He may feel they 
ought to be reduced. There is $11 mil
lion that 
... shall remain available until expended 

for furniture and furnishings related to new 
space alterations and construction projects; 
and of which $500,000 is to remain available 
until ... all other legal reference materials, 
including subscriptions. 

I realize that the judges have to con
tinue to read books, periodicals, and 
newspapers, and there may need to be 
some space alterations, and so on. But 
the President may feel that this is too 
much money. 

Why should he not have the same au
thority and rights to scrutinize the 
budget for the judicial branch and 
question those items, and even strike 
them out? He could strike them out. If 
Congress does not want to override the 
veto, or if it cannot, it could pass a 
new bill. Instead of providing $11 mil
lion, it might provide half of that. 

So the Senator's amendment, it 
seems to me, would let the judiciary go 
scot-free with no questions asked. The 
judicial branch is to be a preferential 
branch. The fact is that it is to be an 
independent branch. There is no reason 
why it should be a preferential branch 
when it comes to the line-item veto. It 
is a preferential branch under the Con
stitution by virtue of the fact that the 
salaries, title ill judges' salaries, can
not be cut. 

How many Senators are aware of 
that? How many Senators are aware 
that when judges retire, they retire at 
full salary? How many Senators are 
aware that judges do not pay one thin 
dime into their retirement-not 10 
cents, not one copper penny, not one 
Indian head penny do the judges pay 
into their retirement. When they re
tire, they get full pay. 

President Nixon talked once upon a 
time about nominating me to the Su
preme Court of the United States. I 
was flattered by his consideration. 
That may be one reason why President 
Nixon is my favorite Republican Presi-

dent during my lifetime. But I decided 
that was not the place for me. But, gee 
whiz. I would not have to pay anything 
into the retirement. I could retire at 
full pay. I would not have to run in any 
election. I would not have to worry 
about those 30-second ads, would not 
have to raise any money for elections, 
would not have to purchase the serv
ices of consultants, and would not have 
to undergo the negative ads. I some
times wonder if I did not make a mis
take. No, I did not make a mistake. I 
like the legislative arena. I do not like 
to be quite that independent. I do not 
want to be quite that independent. 

That is not said in derogation of the 
judges. We have to have them. They 
have to be independent. But we are 
talking about a matter here that goes 
to the heart of the legislative power of 
the purse. We are going to some extent 
to shift the power over the purse from 
the legislative branch, where it has 
been reposed for 206 years, since the be
ginning of this Republic, we are going 
to expand the powers of the President 
and, of course, we do not operate in a 
vacuum when we expand the power of 
the President. In this sense, we are 
going to lessen the powers of the legis
lative branch. 

Looking further, under "defender 
services." 

. .. provided that not to exceed $19.8 mil
lion shall be available for Death Penalty Re
source Centers. 

I do not know. Who am I to say that 
every President, Republican or Demo
crat, is going to be in favor of Death 
Penalty Resource Centers? Does that 
have anything to do with the independ
ence of judges? Does that have any
thing to do with the independence of 
judges? Death Penalty Resource Cen
ters? Suppose the President wants to 
whack that $19.8 million. That is not 
going to interfere with the independ
ence of the -judges, is it? 

Let the RECORD show that there is no 
answer, no response. 

Let us go down to the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts. 
There we find advertising and rent in 
the District of Columbia and elsewhere, 
$47.5 million, of which not to exceed 
$7,500 is authorized for "official recep
tion and representation expenses." 

What is that? What is meant by "offi
cial reception and representation ex
penses"? Does that mean we can spend 
money on throwing a party, treating 
people to a few cocktails? 

I cannot believe that if the President 
wanted to cut that item, that he would 
be impa1rmg the independence of 
judges. What about those people up 
there in the hills of West Virginia, who 
help to pay the taxes? I believe they 
would say, "Well, we are going to have 
this so-called line-item veto; why 
should we exempt moneys for official 
receptions and representation expenses 
in the judiciary, or in the legislative 
account, or in the executive branch? 
Why should that be exempted?" 
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Then there is the Federal Judicial 

Center. I see under "General Provi
sions, the Judiciary," section 304: 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
law, the salaries and expenses and appropria
tions for district courts, courts of appeals, 
and other judicial services shall be available 
for official reception and representation ex
penses. 

Here is another of the same item, 
"Official reception and representation 
expenses" of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States, provided that such 
available funds shall not exceed $10,000. 

Well, $10,000 is $10,000, whether it is 
in the judicial branch or whether it is 
in the legislative branch; $10,000. You 
cannot brush that aside with a wink 
and a nod. That is $10,000. That is more 
than some people earn in a year in this 
country. Yet, under the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator 
from Utah, the President cannot touch 
that. The President cannot touch that 
item because it is in the judicial 
branch. 

Why should we give this kind of pref
erential treatment to the judicial 
branch in a line-item veto bill? For one 
thing, it is not a line-item veto. But we 
will be truly approving exempting one 
of the three branches of Government. 
That has nothing to do with the inde
pendence of judges. 

I have as much respect for the mem
bers of the judicial branch of the Gov
ernment as anybody else does here. I 
have some very, very good friends. As a 
matter of fact, Mr. Nixon appointed 
one of my very best friends to be a Fed
eral district judge. That is another rea
son I liked Mr. Nixon. He was a Repub
lican President who nominated a 
Democratic judge, and he has been a 
good judge, an excellent judge. He is 
now on the circuit court of appeals. I 
have other friends. 

I am not out to whack the judges. 
But I want to see justice done. Jus
tice-that is what the judicial system 
is all about; rendering of justice. So 
why not do justice to the taxpayers in 
making subject to the wet veto pen, 
the wet and ready veto pen of the 
President of the United States, when 
we send all of this multitude of little 
orphan billettes down to President of 
the United States? 

I suppose my questions are being 
viewed as rhetorical questions, because 
I hear no answers. 

Let me ask the distinguished Senator 
from Utah a question that cannot be 
viewed as a rhetorical question. 

In section 303 of Public Law 103-317 
there is a provision that reads as fol
lows: 

Not to exceed 5 percent of any appropria
tion made available for the current fiscal 
year for the Judiciary in this Act may be 
transferred between such appropriations, but 
no such appropriation, except as otherwise 
specifically provided, shall be increased by 
more than 10 percent by any such transfers. 

What will happen to that provision in 
section 303? Does this mean that the 

judiciary would be the only branch 
that would still have the benefit of re
programming authority? As Senator 
NUNN stated this morning and on yes
terday and as I stated a few days ago 
our concerns with respect to re
programming and how there can no 
longer be reprogramming done, if the 
substitute amendment becomes law, 
there cannot be any more reprogram
ming. If agencies get stuck with the 
need to reprogram moneys, they will 
just have to come back to the Congress 
and there will have to be a new law 
passed. 

But now what about this provision 
here that gives the judiciary the au
thority to transfer-not to exceed 5 
percent of any appropriation made 
available for the current fiscal year for 
the judiciary in this act may be trans
ferred between such appropriations? 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I was just going to say, as 
I see it, as I understand the amend
ment by Mr. HATCH-then I will yield
as I understand the amendment by Mr. 
HATCH, the judiciary is going to be ex
empt from the claws and clutches and 
jaws and teeth of this substitute. And 
if it is thus exempt, are we to under
stand that the judiciary would be able 
to continue to reprogram, it would be 
able to continue to make transfers be
tween appropriations? Am I correct? 

Mr. HATCH. If the future appropria
tions bills have section similar to sec
tion 303 in them, it would work the 
same way as it will in fiscal year 1995. 

Mr. McCAIN. Will the distinguished 
Senator yield for just one question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I promised to yield. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I have had several re

quests from my colleagues who are in
terested in what the legislative sched
ule is going to be. Does the Senator by 
chance have an estimate as to how 
much longer he is going to be with the 
Senator from Utah on this issue? I am 
not trying to in any way curtail the 
Senator's in-depth discussion, but I 
would just wondered if he had any esti
mate on it? 

Mr. BYRD. I do not have any esti
mate on the time. I certainly do not in
tend to take all afternoon on this one 
i tern. I am just curious as to the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. I assure the Senator I will 

not be long. 
Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD. As a matter of fact, I 

have already asked enough questions 
to indicate that we cannot expect full 
justice, we cannot expect equal treat
ment under the law among the various 
branches of the Government if the 
amendment by Mr. HATCH is agreed to 
here. 

Let's see now. Where was I? Back on 
section 303. 

So what we are saying then, if I may 
ask the distinguished Senator from 

Utah, with respect to the Department 
of Defense, with respect to the Depart
ment of Justice, with respect to the 
FBI, with respect to any of these other 
departments, while they will not be al
lowed to transfer moneys from one ac
count to another, while they will not 
be allowed to reprogram, they will no 
longer be allowed to come to the Con
gress, to the chairmen of the Appro
priations and Armed Services Commit
tees and the ranking members and ask 
permission to reprogram certain mon
eys, the Justice Department can go on 
its merry way and continue-the judi
ciary, not the Department of Justice. I 
am sorry about the Department of Jus
tice. It will not be able to do that. The 
crime fighting departments, the FBI, 
and so on, will not be able to transfer 
between appropriations that are made 
available. Yet, the judiciary can go on 
its merry way-the judiciary, not the 
Justice Department, the judiciary will 
be able to continue to transfer between 
appropriations. 

Mr. HATCH. As long as future bills 
have this provision in them, that is 
true. We have the right as a Congress 
to not give them that power. In other 
words, the full judiciary, a little over 
$2 billion-two-tenths of 1 percent of 
the total Federal budget -will be sub
ject to congressional review every 
year. U Congress decides, as it did in 
this particular instance, in Public Law 
103-317, to have a section 303, then it 
can. But if Congress decides not to 
have a section 303, Congress has the 
power to stop the judiciary from hav
ing that right that is defined in section 
303. 

Mr. BYRD. Do I hear the distin
guished Senator saying that notwith
standing the passage of the Dole sub
stitute, notwithstanding it is agreed to 
in conference, if it is, notwithstanding 
that the conference reports go down to 
the President untrammeled, un
changed, unblemished, and unstained, 
that Congress can come along next 
year without the Senator's amend
ment-could Congress then next year 
write into the appropriations act, the 
act making appropriations for the judi
ciary, could Congress write into that 
act next year section 303 that not to 
exceed 5 percent of any appropriations 
made available may be transferred
notwithstanding that the Dole sub
stitute becomes the law of the land, 
can Congress thwart that act next year 
by writing into the appropriations for 
the judiciary this language that allows 
the judiciary to transfer moneys? 

Mr. HATCH. It is my understanding 
Congress can do whatever it wants to. 
All the rest of the provisions would be 
subject to the line-item veto except for 
the judiciary's budget as we have de
fined it. 

Mr. BYRD. Then if Congress can do 
that in the case of the judiciary, next 
year under the influence of Senator 
NUNN and Senator STEVENS, Senator 
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INOUYE, Senators who are most knowl
edgeable with respect to defense appro
priations and needs of the country, 
Congress can come along next year and 
write into the appropriations for the 
Department of Defense language that 
will allow the Department of Defense 
to continue to reprogram as in the 
past? 

Mr. HATCH. Not as in the past. If the 
President has the veto, the President 
has a right to veto or not to veto. Con
gress can do pretty well what it wants 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. So the President could 
veto? 

Mr. HATCH. The President could 
veto. 

Mr. BYRD. Could the President veto 
a congressional approval of transfer of 
authority? 

Mr. HATCH. As in section 303? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. The President could 

veto that by vetoing the complete judi
cial appropriations bill. He would have 
to veto the whole bill. 

Mr. BYRD. He would have to veto the 
whole bill? 

Mr. HATCH. He could not line item 
that one. 

Mr. BYRD. He could not? 
Mr. HATCH. Not under my amend

ment. 
Mr. BYRD. He could not line item 

that one item out? 
Mr. HATCH. That is right. If the Con

gress chooses to put it in there, then, 
under my amendment as I have crafted 
it, if Congress chooses to do that, then 
the President could not line item it 
out. The only way he could get it out 
would be to veto the whole bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Could he do the same 
with respect to the defense appropria
tions bill? 

Mr. HATCH. He could line i tern out 
any provision. 

Mr. BYRD. He could line item any 
provision out of that one? 

Mr. HATCH. Right. 
Mr. BYRD. But he could not line 

item any provision out of appropria
tions for the judiciary? 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 
But if he line items the defense ap

propriations bill, Congress is here to 
protect defense appropriations. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
(Mr. GREGG assumed the chair.) 
Mr. HATCH. If he line i terns a pro vi

sion, a small, obscure provision in the 
judiciary, a coequal branch of Govern
ment that has no real ability to defend 
itself, Congress may not feel the need 
to do so. And if that is so, the judiciary 
could suffer some crippling line-item 
vetoes if we get a President who acts 
officiously, or who is mad at the judici
ary for one reason or another, or who 
wants to give them a rough time. 
There would not be the same lack of 
vulnerability that, say, the Defense De
partment would have. 

Mr. BYRD. I am not sure the Senator 
and I are talking on the same wave 

length. I think he is talking with re
spect to his amendment, if his amend
ment is agreed to. But I am asking a 
question notwithstanding his amend
ment. 

Mr. HATCH. If my amendment is not 
agreed to, then the President would 
have the right to line item any aspect 
of the judiciary as well. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. Which I think would be 

very detrimental to the judicial system 
of this country. 

Mr. BYRD. Congress is responsible 
for the appropriations for the judici
ary, as well. 

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator would 
yield, as much as I respect the Depart
ment of Defense, it is not a co-equal 
branch of Government. The judiciary 
is. We are trying to keep the judiciary 
less political than the other two 
branches. That is the reason I would 
like - to have this protection. It is a 
very small part of the appropriations 
process. 

And if a President feels strongly 
about some aspect of the judiciary, the 
President can veto the whole judiciary 
bill. But at that point I think Congress 
will come back and defend the judicial 
system. 

Mr. BYRD. Why does the Senator not 
include in his amendment the Justice 
Department? Why does he not include 
the law enforcement arm? Why does he 
not include the FBI? Why does he just 
single out the judicial branch? 

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will let 
me answer, I believe the reason we 
have not done that is because we be
lieve that the executive branch of Gov
ernment is very capable of defending 
itself. 

Those branches are not the judicial 
branch, which is supposed to be the 
least political branch of Government. I 
believe we ought to keep the judiciary 
as separate, as distinct, and as apoliti
cal as we possibly can. 

Mr. BYRD. Well, I respect the Sen
ator's viewpoint. I share with him the 
belief in the need for complete inde
pendence on the part of judges. But I 
cannot understand how, in protecting 
that independence, we need to protect 
items such as furniture, recreation, 
moneys for travel, limousine service. 
Such items are subject to the veto pen 
of the President when it comes to the 
legislative branch and when it comes 
to the executive branch, so he is going 
to look twice or three times before he 
vetoes something that pertains to the 
White House or certain other areas of 
the legislative branch. 

The legislative branch appropriations 
is less than the appropriation for the 
judiciary, is it not? 

Mr. HATCH. I think that is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. I believe the Senator said 

the appropriation for the judiciary is 
$2.9 billion? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes, $2.9 billion. 
Mr. BYRD. And he spoke of that as a 

rather small amount, not exactly triv-

ial, but a small amount. Yet, for the 
legislative bran<;h, I am advised, the 
total is $2.3 billion. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. HATCH. Well, I do not think any

body in his or her right mind believes 
that the legislative branch would not 
fight with all of its power to sustain its 
own branch of Government. But who 
fights for the judiciary if the judiciary 
branch has been treated unfairly by the 
President for some political reason? I 
am hopeful that no President would be 
that way, but we have all seen some 
pretty petty things in this town. 

I just want to make sure that this 
very small, coequal branch of Govern
ment-which is small but is important 
as the least political branch of Govern
ment-is kept that way. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I cannot 
think of any Senator who has merited 
the Purple Heart for standing up for 
the legislative branch in recent years. 
As a matter of fact, it has been pretty 
much open season on the legislative 
branch around here. We enjoy self-flag
ellation, nicking our skins, cutting our 
throats. 

I thank the distinguished Senator for 
his patience and his responses. He is 
sincere, he is conscientious, and he be
lieves in what he is saying and what he 
is doing. 

I happen to be one who believes that 
we should not give the judicial branch 
this kind of preferential recognition in 
a bill of this kind. We are talking 
about a so-called line-item veto in 
which the items in the legislative ap
propriations bill would be subjected to 
the scrutiny of the Chief Executive. 

There is no reason that is contained 
within the four corners of the legisla
tion, no reason, there is nothing in 
there that will keep the President from 
lining out items in the legislative ap
propriation. He will have that right. He 
can line them out. True, Congress may, 
if it ever returns to its senses, develop 
the courage to override one of those ve
toes by the President. But it has been 
pretty much bereft of reason in late 
years and I doubt that it would have 
the collective guts to muster two
thirds vote. 

I think that the judicial branch 
should undergo the same scrutiny as 
any other branch. 

Mr. BROWN. Will the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; I am about ready to 
yield the floor, but I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BROWN. I do not mean to inter
rupt the distinguished Senator. My 
hope was to take 2 or 3 minutes to ex
plain the new NATO Participation Act. 
I was wondering if there would be a 
point that the Senator might yield for 
me to do that. I do not wish to inter
rupt his flow of thoughts on this sub
ject matter. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will not 

detain the Senator. 
I did want to make one other point, 

and that is that the amendment by Mr. 
HATCH not only puts the judiciary in a 
preferential position, it also provides 
the loophole against the requirement 
that every appropriation account be di
vided into separate bills, including 
i terns in the accompanying report. 

Let us take courthouses, for example. 
Ordinarily, I believe, they are included 
in the Treasury-Postal bill. They are 
included in the Treasury-Postal appro
priations bill, and under the so-called 
line-item veto legislation that the Sen
ate will be voting on, that bill will be 
subjected to the scrutiny and possible 
vetoing by the President of certain line 
items which could include courthouses. 
There is nothing to protect them. 

But it seems to me that if the amend
ment by the distinguished Senator 
from Utah is agreed to, which will pro
tect the judicial branch against vetoes 
of i terns, it would not take long around 
here for ingenious minds to decide that 
if so-and-so wants a courthouse to put 
it into the judiciary appropriation, put 
it in there, because it will be scot-free, 
there could be no tampering with that, 
there could be no vetoing of i terns 
there. 

So then that will open up a loophole 
whereby Senators may get courthouses 
in their States under the loophole. I 
would be surprised if that is beyond the 
reach of the ingenious brains of Mem
bers of this body. 

But this legislation opens up a loop
hole there. I bet we will start seeing 
Federal courthouses with earmarks 
showing up under the judiciary if this 
exemption is allowed to create such a 
loophole. 

So the judiciary then would be the 
only part of Government allowed tore
tain reprogramming authority. 

The Senator has been very patient, if 
he wishes to respond; if not, I will yield 
the floor. 

Mr. HATCH. May I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum for a minute? 

Mr. BYRD. I will yield for that pur
pose, yes. 

Mr. HATCH. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed as in morning business for 5 
minutes concerning the NATO Partici
pation Act Amendments of 1995. 

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

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. BROWN and Mr. 

SIMON pertaining to the introduction of 

S. 602 are located in today's RECORD 
under "Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.") 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am very 
serious about this amendment. I think 
it is a correct amendment and a good 
amendment. I would like to go forward 
with a vote on it. 

I have to say that a number of my 
colleagues have requested that I with
draw the amendment. I ask my dear 
friend from West Virginia if he would 
have any objection to my withdrawing 
the amendment at this time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I think 
this would be the first time in my 
going on 37 years in the U.S. Senate 
that I would object to withdrawing an 
amendment. I do not like to object to 
a Senator otherwise having the right 
to withdraw an amendment. 

In this case, I will object to with
drawing the amendment, and I will in
sist on a yea and nay vote on the 
amendment. It is not that I think I 
have any chance of carrying the 
amendment. It is not that at all. I do 
not know whether I will get another 
vote besides my own. But I think the 
U.S. Senate ought to be ready and will
ing to have a showdown as to whether 
or not we believe there is a special 
branch of Government that is above 
and beyond the other two and as to 
whether or not the appropriations for 
that branch ought to be exempt from 
the scrutiny and the possible veto by a 
President of certain items in an appro
priation bill which the President may, 
with every justification, feel ought to 
be vetoed. 

And so I do object to withdrawing the 
amendment. I apologize to t he Senator. 

Mr. HATCH. I think the Benator has 
every right to do so. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Utah has the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. I believe the Senator 

has every right to do so. I am dis
appointed that he has. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have 
joined my colleague Senator HATCH of 
Utah in proposing an amendment to ex
empt items of appropriations provided 
for the judicial branch from enrollment 
in separate bills for presentment to the 
President. 

The doctrine of separation of powers 
recognizes the importance of protect
ing the judicial branch of government 
against improper interference from the 
legislative or executive branch. This 
doctrine is recognized in article ill of 
the Constitution which protects sala
ries of article III judges. 

Similarly the Budget and Accounting 
Act provides that requests for appro
priations for the judicial branch shall 
be submitted to the president and 
transmitted by him to Congress with
out change. Thus it would be inconsist
ent to prohibit the President from 
changing the budget of the judicial 
branch prior to submission to the Con-

gress, but then by the line-item veto 
legislation to give the President the 
authority to change the judiciary's ap
propriation line-by-line. 

A little history may help explain the 
basis for our bipartisan amendment. 
Congress created the Administrative 
Office of the U.S. Courts in 1939 which 
now has the responsibility for budget 
submissions through the President and 
on to the Congress. Prior to that time 
budget submissions were provided by 
the Department of Justice, which is an 
executive branch agency. During the 
1930's, according to testimony given to 
the Senate Governmental Affairs Com
mittee by Chief Judge Gilbert Merritt, 
chairman of the executive committee 
of the Judicial Conference of the Unit
ed States, the Justice Department 
often rejected the judicial branch's re
quests for funds, denied requests for 
new judges, cut travel funds, and de
nied other requests for appropriate 
staff support. 

Congress reacted to this situation by 
creating the Administrative Office of 
the U.S. Courts and by directing it to 
submit the budget of the judiciary 
without change by the executive 
branch. Congress acted to protect the 
independence of the judicial branch, 
and I believe this protection should 
continue. 

The protection should continue be
cause often the executive branch of 
government is a litigant, both as plain
tiff and defendant, in lawsuits in the 
Federal courts. Subtle or otherwise, 
the judiciary should be insulated from 
undue presssure from the executive 
branch. 

Further, and most importantly, we 
are not giving the judicial branch a 
blank check for any appropriation it 
wants. The judiciary's budget will con
tinue to be subjected to full congres
sional review and scrutiny. The judi
cial branch will still have to appear be
fore the Appropriations Committee and 
defend its budget request, and we in 
Congress can amend or change that re
quest as we deem necessary. 

I believe that failure to exempt the 
judicial branch from the provisions of 
the pending line-item veto legislation 
will do violence to the separation of 
powers that was established by our 
Founding Fathers who wrote the Con
stitution. 

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas, the majority leader, 
is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I happen to 
believe that we are going to have a 
line-item veto that will apply to every
one. I listened to the arguments of the 
Senator from West Virginia. I agreed 
with him before he made his state
ment. I have already had a call from a 
friend of mine who is a Federal judge 
who said, "Leave us out." Why not 
leave somebody else out? This is seri
ous business, in my view, and if we are 
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serious, everything has to be on the 
table from A to Z, with the exception 
of Social Security. Therefore, I am 
constrained to move to table the 
amendment of my colleague from 
Utah, my good friend-or former good 
friend-and I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Before we vote on the mo

tion, would the majority leader allow 
me to say I had no idea the majority 
leader was going to support my posi
tion on this. If I had known that, I 
would not have said that in all likeli
hood mine would be the only vote 
against the amendment. I do appre
ciate it. 

Mr. DOLE. I hope we have a major
ity--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 
want the Senator to be broken off in 
the middle of a sentence. 

Mr. DOLE. If my colleague will yield, 
I think it is pretty hard to make an ar
gument that we ought to exempt the 
judiciary. I know we have separation of 
powers, but we are all spending the 
taxpayers' money. 

Mr. BYRD. Exactly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 85, 
nays 15, as follows: 

Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Daschle 
De Wine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ex on 
Faircloth 

[Rollcall Vote No. 113 Leg.] 

YEA~ 

Feinstein Mack 
Ford McCain 
Frist McConnell 
Glenn Mikulski 
Gorton Moseley-Braun 
Graham Moynihan 
Gramm Murkowski 
Grams Murray 
Grassley Nickles 
Gregg Nunn 
Harkin Packwood 
Hollings Pell 
Hutchison Pressler 
Inhofe Reid 
Inouye Robb 

·Jeffords Rockefeller 
Johnston Santo rum 
Kassebaum Sarbanes 
Kempthorne Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Kyl Snowe 
Lauten berg Stevens 
Leahy Thomas 
Levin Thurmond 
Lieberman Warner 
Lott 
Lugar 

Abraham 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bumpers 
Feingold 

NAYS-15 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Kennedy 

Pryor 
Roth 
Specter 
Thompson 
Wellstone 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 407), as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNlliAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, for 

the second time in less than 1 month, 
the Senate is confronted with a pro
posal to alter our constitutional sys
tem in the name of fiscal responsibil
ity. On March 2, the Senate declined to 
adopt a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. Today, we are consid
ering a proposal which, although not 
drafted as an amendment to the Con
stitution, nonetheless has important 
and far-reaching constitutional impli
cations. 

The separate enrollment bill would 
have Congress surrender fun dam en tal 
constitutional prerogatives to the Ex
ecutive. I hope the Senate will recog
nize the constitutional and practical 
defects of this proposal, and I hope we 
will again have the wisdom to say no. 

Just as importantly, I would hope 
the Senate would consider the prac
tical consequences of this radical pro
posal. I would have the temerity to 
suggest that the White House pay heed 
as well. 

In 1986, on the occasion of the bicen
tennial of the U.S. Constitution, I had 
the honor to deliver a lecture at the 
Smithsonian Institution entitled, 
"'The New Science of Politics' and the 
Old Art of Governing." I take the lib
erty of repeating the opening passages. 

Anyone who has studied American govern
ment or taken some part in its affairs will 
often have asked: "How goes the science of 
the thing?" 

As we approach the bicentennial of the 
Constitution, which is not to say our Inde
pendence, but our form of government, 
leafing through "The Federalist Papers," 
pondering the unexampled endurance of the 
Constitutional arrangements put in place in 
those years, we are reminded of the role the 
"new science of politics," as the founders 
liked to call it, played in devising those ar
rangements. 

It appears to me that the significance of 
this bicentennial is predicated on the extent 
to which the perception is widened that the 
government of the United States was not 
fashioned out of "self-evident truths," but 
rather was the work of scholar-statesmen 
who had studied hard, learned much, and be
lieved they had come upon some principles
uniformities-in human behavior which 
made possible the reintroduction of repub
lican government nearly two millennia after 
Caesar had ended the experiment. 

We may doubt that the bicentennial dis
cussion will attain to anything like the level 
of discourse two centuries ago. We are short 
on Madisons and Hamiltons and Jays. But it 
is possible to hope that we may acquire a 
more general understanding of what it was 
those men were discoursing about. Else all 
will be lost to fireworks and faith healing. 

The argument was whether government 
could be founded on scientific principles; 
those who said it could be, won. 

At the risk of reproach from persons more 
learned than I, let me state in summary the 
intellectual dilemma of that time. The vic
tors in the Revolution could agree that no 
one wanted another monarchy in line with 
the long melimcholy succession since Caesar. 
Yet given what Madison termed "the fugi
tive and turbulent existence of * * * ancient 
republics," who could dare to suggest that a 
modern republic could hope for anything bet
ter? 

Madison could. And why? Because study 
had produced new knowledge, which could 
now be put to use. To cite Martin Diamond: 

"This great new claim rested upon a new 
and aggressively more 'realistic' idea of 
human nature. Ancient and medieval 
thought and practice were said to have failed 
disastrously by clinging to illusions regard
ing how men ought to be. Instead, the new 
science would take man as he actually is, 
would accept as primary in his nature the 
self-interestedness and passion displayed by 
all men everywhere and, precisely on that 
basis, would work out decent political solu
tions." 

This was a declaration of intellectual inde
pendence equal in audacity to anything done 
in 1776. Until then, with but a few excep
tions, the whole of political thought turned 
on ways to inculcate virtue in a small class 
that would govern. But, wrote Madison, "if 
men were angels, no government would be 
necessary." Alas, we would have to work 
with the material at hand. Not pretty, but 
something far more important: predictable. 
Thus, men could be relied upon to be selfish; 
nay, rapacious. Very well: "Ambition must 
be made to counteract ambition." Where
upon we derive the central principle of the 
Constitution, the various devices which in 
Madison's formulation, offset "by opposite 
and rival interests, the defect of better mo
tives." 

The lecture thereupon considered the 
development of what seemed to me to 
be the "defining failure of the Reagan 
era * * * that of political economy." 
Specifically, the accumulation in a 
brief span of a huge national debt, 
much at variance with any peacetime 
period in our then two-century experi
ence. That debt has continued to grow, 
largely the result of compound inter
est, and is the presumed motivating 
factor behind the legislation before us 
now. Even as it was the concern that 
led to the proposed balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution, which 
we dealt with recently. 

In point of fact, that era is behind us. 
In 1993, the Congress enacted the Omni
bus Budget Reconciliation Act which 
provided for deficit reduction over a 5-
year period of some $500 billion-the 
largest deficit reduction measure in 
the half-century since the deficit was 
reduced following the end of World War 
II. Such was the size of the program 
cuts and-yes-tax increases provided 
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in the 1993 legislation that interest 
rates fell sharply-the so-called deficit 
premium dropping off dramatically. 
The result was lower debt service and a 
cumulative deficit reduction of near to 
$600 billion. 

Citizens who might wonder at this 
will recall how many individuals, their 
neighbors, themselves perhaps, refi
nanced their mortgages following the 
1993 legislation and the sharp drop in 
interest rates. That affected our costs 
as well-our costs, their costs, the 
costs of Government. 

In consequence of this, Mr. President, 
we have in fact returned to a primary 
surplus in this year's budget. A pri
mary surplus or primary deficit is de
fined as the difference between reve
nues and outlays for purposes other 
than debt service. 

I pointed this out on February 8 in 
the course of the debate on the bal
anced budget, to wit: Spending on Gov
ernment programs is less than taxes 
for the first time since the 1960's. 

May I repeat that. Spending on Gov
ernment programs is less than taxes 
for the first time since the 1960's. 

Not a bad performance. But how did 
it come about? 

Given the critical issue that con
fronts us, I will be candid with the Sen
ate. More, perhaps, than is usual; more, 
perhaps, than is prudent. 

In 1993, I was chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee. The task of rais
ing taxes by a quarter of a trillion dol
lars, and the lion's share of an equal 
amount in spending cuts, thus fell to 
our committees and to its chairman. 

How did we do it? We did it the way 
the Framers of the American Constitu
tion envisioned. We made accommoda
tions that made up for the defect of 
better motives. 

Item. Gasoline and diesel fuel taxes 
were raised 4.3 cents per gallon. Offset. 
Airlines were given a 2-year exemption 
from the increased tax. We also took 
away the tax benefits previously ac
corded exporters of raw timber. 

Item. The business meal tax deduc
tion was reduced from 80 percent to 50 
percent. Offset. Restaurant owners 
were given a tax credit for the FICA 
tax they are required to pay on their 
employees' tips. 

I could go on at some length. But 
there must be a point where prudence 
intervenes. I simply make a point 
known to every experienced legislator 
in the Congress. Compromise and 
trade-offs are the key. 

And now I make the further point. If 
these exchanges cannot be sealed in 
legislation-all or nothing- the accom
modations will be vastly more dif
ficult, if not indeed impossible to 
reach. 

The chairman will say to a Senator: 
"If you will go along with this provi
sion not much to your liking, we will 
be able to get you another provision 
that will in some measure make up for 
what you legitimately consider a loss. " 

But what if the other Senator knows 
that his or her provision will end up as 
a separate item of legislation which 
could very well be vetoed? 

Answer. There would be no deal. 
Which is to say, no deficit reduction. 

Even as we have shown that we areca
pable of deficit reduction, and only 
have to keep at it for another 5 years 
or so to erase the legacy of the 1980's. 

Those are the practical consider
ations. But now to the constitutional 
ones, which are scarcely impractical. 

The Framers were well aware of the · 
importance of the power of the purse, 
and accordingly made the conscious de
cision to vest this power in the branch 
of government closest to the people: 
Congress. In Federalist No. 58, James 
Madison wrote: 

This power over the purse may, in fact , be 
regarded as the most complete and effectual 
weapon with which any constitution can arm 
the immediate representatives of the people, 
for obtaining a redress of every grievance, 
and for carrying into effect every just and 
salutary measure. 

According to Madison's notes of the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787, 
Roger Sherman of Connecticut said 
that: 

In making laws regard should be had to the 
sense of the people who are bound by them 
and it is more probable that a single man 
should mistake or betray this sense than the 
legislature. 

Thus, article I, section 9 of our Con
stitution plainly states: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law. 

In a brilliant article on the power of 
the purse in the Georgia Law Review in 
1986, Judge Abner J. Mikva then of the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia Circuit, now counsel to 
President Clinton, wrote 

. . . if we wish to live in a pluralistic and 
free society, we will strive to ensure that 
Congress retains exclusive control of the na
tion's purse. Only in that event will the deli
cate balance of our constitutional structure 
be preserved. 

I do hope Judge Mikva has not for
gotten his paper. 

The line-item veto legislation before 
us would disturb-profoundly disturb
that delicate balance. It would have us 
deviate from the explicit procedures 
for passage and enactment, or veto, of 
legislation, set forth in detail in article 
I, section 7, which states: 

Every Bill which shall have passed the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
shall, before it becomes a Law, be presented 
to the President of the United States; If he 
approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall 
return it, with his Objections to that House 
in which it shall have originated, who shall 
enter the Objections at large on their Jour
nal, and proceed to reconsider i t . If after 
such Reconsideration two thirds of that 
House shall agree to pass the Bill, it shall be 
sent, together with the Objections, to the 
other House, by which it shall likewise be re
considered, and if approved by two thirds of 
that House, it shall become a Law. 

The Supreme Court has referred to 
this part of article I, section 7 as "a 
single, finely wrought and exhaustively 
considered procedure." There is noth
ing ambiguous about it, nor is there 
any uncertainty about why the Fram
ers vested the power of the purse in 
Congress. 

Why, then, are we now giving serious 
consideration to measures that would 
radically alter our constitutional pro
cedures? 

The line-item veto is not a new idea. 
President Ulysses S. Grant first pro
posed it in 1873. In 1876, Representative 
Charles James Faulkner of West Vir
ginia introduced an amendment to the 
Constitution to provide for a line-item 
veto. Some 150 line-item veto bills have 
been introduced in the interim, but 
Congress has never seen fit to adopt 
any of them. 

Today we are told that cir
cumstances, including the failure of 
the balanced budget amendment, have 
given the line-item veto a new urgency. 
It is argued that we need this because 
congressional spending and the na
tional debt are out of control-pre
cisely the same rationale offered by 
proponents of the balanced budget 
amendment. And mistaken for the 
same reasons. 

We ought to be asking ourselves how 
and when these deficits were created, 
and whether they are permanent fea
tures of our governmental operations, 
or merely temporary. After a month of 
debate on the balanced budget amend
ment, I would hope the Senate knows 
the answers to these questions. 

The point has been made over and 
over again on this floor by the Senator 
from New York, and by the distin
guished Senators from West Virginia 
and Maryland, our revered Senator 
ROBERT C. BYRD and Senator PAUL 
SARBANES. Insofar as the national debt 
is a problem in our fiscal affairs, it is 
a problem that was created-in some 
measure intentionally-during the 
1980's, the single decade of the 1980's. I 
do not wish to belabor this point. The 
facts have been well documented by 
David Stockman, President Reagan's 
Budget Director, by the journalist and 
historian Haynes Johnson, and others. 
It ought to be considered well-settled 
by now. The debt accumulated during 
the Reagan era was an historical anom
aly. Again, were it not for the interest 
on the deficits created during those 
years, the Federal budget would be in 
balance today. If we recognize this, we 
will realize there is no need for the leg
islation before us. 

Even if there were a need for a line
item veto, the separate enrollment leg
islation is surely unconstitutional. It 
would require the enrolling clerks to 
dismantle bills passed by the House 
and Senate before the bills are pre
sented to the President, as provided by 
the Constitution. You do not need to be 
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a constitutional scholar, or even a law
yer, to recognize that this procedure 
would violate the Constitution. 

The presentment clause in article I, 
section 7 requires "every Bill which 
shall have passed the House · of Rep
resentatives and the Senate" to "be 
presented to the President" before it 
becomes a law. Under this provision of 
the Constitution, the bill presented to 
the President must be the same bill 
passed by Congress-not a series of 
smaller bilis created by the enrolling 
clerks, or "billettes," as they have 
been called by our learned colleague· 
from West Virginia. The separate en
rollment proposal would delegate to 
the House and Senate enrolling clerks 
a legislative function explicitly as
signed to Congress by article I: decid
ing what bills say. 

The Association of the Bar of the 
City of New York recently produced an 
exhaustive analysis of the constitu
tionality of the line-item veto. The as
sociation's report was written by David 
P. Felsher and edited by Daniel J. 
Capra, who is chairman of the associa
tion's committee on Federal legisla
tion. The report finds that under either 
"enhanced rescission" or "separate en
rollment," the President would in ef
fect be authorized to restructure legis
lation after its passage by Congress. 
This is unconstitutional because it is 
the province of Congress and Congress 
alone, to determine the contents of 
bills; the sole power of the President 
under the article I, section 7 is to sign 
or veto legislation. According to the 
association's analysis, "it is irrelevant 
whether the itemization needed to im
plement the line-item veto is effec
tuated by the President or the enroll
ment clerk in Congress." 

I might add that this opinion is 
shared by other prominent constitu
tional scholars, including Prof. Mi
chael J. Gerhardt of Cornell Law 
School, who has written me to say that 
the "separate enrollment" legislation 
is unconstitutional because it 
... effectively enables the President to 

make affirmative budgetary choices that the 
Framers definitely did not want him to 
make. 

These scholars have concluded that 
"separate enrollment" is unconstitu
tional because the Supreme Court has 
been scrupulous in requiring strict ad
herence to the legislative procedures 
set forth in Article I. In INS versus 
Chadha in 1983, the Court struck down 
a statutory provision that permitted 
one House of Congress to exercise a 
"legislative veto." Chief Justice Burg
er wrote that the requirements of arti
cle I, and I quote: 

. .. were intended to erect enduring checks 
on each Branch and to protect the people 
from the improvident exercise of power by 
mandating certain prescribed steps. To pre
serve those checks, and maintain the separa
tion of powers, the carefully defined limits 
on the power of each Branch must not be 
eroded. 

And there I end the passage from 
Chief Justice Burger. Three years 
later, in Bowsher versus Synar, the 
Court invalidated the provision in the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit con
trol law giving the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States authority to 
execute spending reductions under the 
act. The Court held that this violated 
the separation of powers because it 
vested an executive branch function in 
a legislative branch official. "Underly
ing both decisions," according to a 
Congressional Research Service analy
sis, "was the premise * * * that 'the 
powers delegated to the three branches 
are functionally identifiable,' distinct, 
and definable." I should add that a sec
ond en bloc vote on the itemized mini
bills would not cure the constitutional 
defects of this proposal. I refer of 
course to an amendment offered to this 
legislation yesterday. A second en bloc 
vote on the itemized mini-bills would 
not cure the constitutional defect of 
this proposal. We vote on one bill at a 
time in the U.S. Senate. Professor 
Gerhardt of Cornell has said that a sep
arate vote would have to be taken on 
each of those bills in order to satisfy 
Article I. 

If we wish to enact legislation in 
which we passed a bill for each i tern of 
the kind now put together in an appro
priations bill, that would be perfectly 
constitutional. It would require us to 
pass perhaps 10,000 bills a year, which 
we could do, but it would be constitu
tional. What you cannot do is pass 
10,000 bills with one vote. 

Clearly, the great weight of author
ity indicates that "separate enroll
ment" is unconstitutional. Yet even if 
it is not, it is still a bad idea. Its pro
ponents argue that 43 Governors have 
used this power to great effect in the 
States. This argument demands closer 
scrutiny. 

Recall that a similar claim was made 
during our debate on the balanced 
budget amendment: that balanced 
budget requirements have enforced fis
cal discipline in the States. But word 
eventually got out that this was not 
quite true: States also have capital 
budgets which are not required to be 
balanced which are, by definition, fi
nanced by debt, even as they return 
benefits over time. Claims about the 
effectiveness of the line-item veto in 
the States may be equally misleading. 

The late, beloved Prof. Aaron 
Wildavsky of the University of Califor
nia at Berkeley wrote in 1985, with 
characteristic insight, that much of 
the "savings" attributed to use of the 
line-item veto in the States may be il
lusory. He cited the experience of 
Pennsylvania, where one study found 
that spending bills were deliberately 
inflated in order to compensate for ex
pected item vetoes, or simply to serve 
political ends. Thus it does not nec
essarily follow that X million dollars 
are "saved" merely because a Governor 

line-item vetoes that amount. They 
were not meant to be enacted in the 
first place. 

Dr. Louis Fisher of the Congressional 
Research Service and Prof. Neal Devins 
of the Marshall-Wythe School of Law 
at William and Mary concur in 
Wildavsky's assessment, writing that 
"[g]ubernatorial reductions may mere
ly cancel spending that the legislature 
added because the governor possessed 
item veto authority." Fisher and 
Devins conclude that " * * * the avail
ability of an item veto allows legisla
tors to shift more of the responsibility 
for the fiscal process to the Execu
tive,'' instead of keeping it in the Con
gress where it belongs and where, in 
1993, we showed we could exercise sue? 
responsibility. If I may say, Mr. Presi
dent, without meaning in any way to 
be partisan, every vote for the 1993 $600 
billion deficit reduction measure came 
from this side of the aisle. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, Senator 
HATFIELD, testified along the same 
lines before the Judiciary Committee 
in 1984 of his experience with the line
item veto when he was Governor of Or
egon: 

We also know that the legislators in States 
which have the line-item veto routinely 
"pad" their budgets, and that was my experi
ence, with projects which they expect, or 
even want their Governors to veto. It is a 
wonderful way for a Democrat-controlled 
legislature, that I had, to put a Republican 
Governor on the spot: Let him be the one to 
line-item these issues that were either po
litically popular, or very emotional. 

There is no reason to think these 
problems would be avoided at the Fed
eral level if we adopt the line-item 
veto. If the state experience is any in
dication, the line-item veto might even 
create more difficulty in the Federal 
budget process. This has been our 
science of politics, this has been our 
experience of politics. 

The substitute amendment before us 
will not impose discipline on Congress. 
Nor will it erase the national debt. It is 
very likely unconstitutional. It will 
undoubtedly be litigated, and the 
courts will have to decide. 

I have great confidence that they will 
decide the measure before us is uncon
stitutional and the entire exercise will 
have been for nothing. 

I hope the Senate will say no to sepa
rate enrollment. I hope the Senate will 
decline this invitation to relinquish 
important constitutional prerogatives 
to the executive branch. It was why the 
American Government came into 
being, Mr. President, in response to 
what we saw as the abuses in fiscal 
matters of the executive branch in 
Great Britain. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from Prof. Michael 
J. Gerhardt of Cornell Law School and 
the report of the Association of the Bar 
of the City of New York, of which Dan
iel J. Capra is chair, be printed in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CORNELL LAW SCHOOL, 
March 20, 1995. 

Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNlllAN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: I greatly appre
ciate the chance to express my opinion on 
the constitutionality of a proposed scheme 
directing the clerk of the House in which an 
appropriation bill or joint resolution origi
nates to disassemble the measure and enroll 
each item as a separate bill or joint resolu
tion, which is then presented to the Presi
dent for approval or disapproval. AsJ explain 
below, I consider this proposal to be uncon
stitutional because it (1) violates Article I by 
allowing the President to sign or veto a 
measure in a form never actually by both 
houses of the Congress; (2) involves an ille
gitimate attempt by the Congress to redefine 
statutorily the constitutional term "Bill"; 
(3) contravenes both Supreme Court author
ity severely restricting congressional discre
tion to delegate a core legislative or law
making function and longstanding congres
sional understanding of the prerequisites for 
a legitimate bill; and (4) radically alters the 
fundamental balance of power between the 
Congress and the President on budgetary 
matters. 

At the outset, I find that merely describing 
the proposal's intended operation dem
onstrates its basic constitutional short
comings. Suppose that an appropriation bill 
containing 200 separate appropriation items, 
which was considered and passed by both 
Houses as a single, whole bill, would be 
translated at the enrollment stage into 200 
separate bills for presentment and veto pur
poses. Yet, none of those 200 bills would have 
ever been separately considered, voted on, or 
passed by the two Houses of Congress. The 
problem is that Congress cannot pass or 
enact 200 separate appropriation bills with
out subjecting each of those 200 bills to the 
full deliberative processes of the two Houses. 
The enrollment procedure is simply not a 
part of the carefully designed procedures for 
lawmaking set forth in Article I. 

More specifically, the proposal violates the 
plain language of the presentment clauses of 
Article I. According to the latter, a bill or 
resolution that is to be presented to the 
President can become a law only if it has 
"passed the House of Representatives and 
the Senate." 1 The purposes of this require
ment were to circumscribe Congress's law
making powers and to define the scope of the 
President's veto authority. It tortures the 
English language, however, to maintain 
that, in the hypothetical above, both the 
House of Representatives and the Senate ac
tually passed 200 separate bills. A frag
mented bill that is never subjected for con
sideration and approval by both Houses of 
Congress is not a bill or resolution within 
the plain and original meaning of the pre
sentment clauses. 

Moreover, the framers deliberately re
stricted the President's role in the lawmak
ing process to a qualified negative rather 
than to have him exercise an affirmative 
power to redraft or reconfigure a bill. Be
cause the President is able under the pro
posal to pick and choose which budgetary 
items he would like to see enacted, the pro
posal allows him to sign various items into 
law in forms or configurations never actu
ally approved as such by both houses of Con
gress. This kind of lawmaking by the Presi-

Footnotes at end of article. 

dent clearly violates Article I, section 1, 
which grants "[a]ll legislative powers" to 
Congress, and Article I, section 7, which 
gives Congress the discretion to package 
bills as it sees fit. 

The proposal effectively enables the Presi
dent to make affirmative budgetary choices 
that the framers definitely did not want him 
to make. The framers deliberately chose to 
place the power of the purse outside of the 
executive because they feared the con
sequences of centralizing the powers of the 
purse and the sword. As James Madison 
wrote in the Federalist No. 58, "This power 
of the purse may. in fact, be regarded as the 
most complete and effectual weapon with 
which any constitution can arm the imme
diate representatives of the people."2 Every 
Congress (until perhaps this most recent 
one)--as well as all of the early presidents, 
for that matter-have shared the under
standing that only Congress has the author
ity to decide how to package legislation, 
that this authority is a crucial component of 
checks and balances, and that the Presi
dent's veto authority is strictly a qualified 
negative power that enables him to strike 
down but not to reconfigure whatever the 
majorities of both Houses have sent to him 
as a bill. 

Another major constitutional deficiency 
with the proposal is that the enrollment 
process-the phase in which the proposal al
lows for the fragmentation of a bill to 
occur-is not mentioned in the Constitution 
as a step in the bicameral development of a 
bill or resolution to be presented to the 
President. Nor it is considered an aspect of 
the "step-by-step, deliberate and delibera
tive process" by which the two Houses con
sider and pass a legitimate bill or resolu
tion.3 Enrollment is supposed to be merely 
the meticulous preparation of "the final 
form of the bill, as it was agreed to by both 
Houses, for presentation to the President." 4 

Yet, when an enrolling clerk disassembles a 
unitary appropriations bill passed by both 
Houses and rewrites it into many separate 
bills, the clerk is not enrolling what was in 
fact "agreed to by both Houses." Rather, the 
clerk is dividing the bill into 200 separate 
bills-a task that can only be performed by 
both Houses, acting in the customary bi
cameral manner. 

In addition, Congress's delegation of its au
thority to enact each item of a bill into sepa
rate bills is illegitimate. The basic decision 
whether to adopt and then present one or 
many bills to the President is a legislative 
choice that is, according to the Supreme 
Court, the "kind of decision that can be im
plemented only in accordance with the pro
cedures set out in Article I." s Congress can
not delegate to an enrolling clerk the core 
legislative function of deciding how many 
appropriation bills will be presented to the 
President or the form each of those bills 
should take. 

The seminal case on this point is INS v. 
Chadha,s whose reasoning is directly applica
ble to the proposal under consideration. 
Chadha held that Congress cannot delegate 
to a single house any kind of legislative 
function that must be performed by both 
Houses, such as the enactment of a bill or 
resolution that changes the status quo or af
fects the interests of those outside the legis
lature. Because an appropriation obviously 
affects existing relationships, it is the kind 
of legislative judgment both as to form and 
substance that Congress cannot delegate to 
an enrollment clerk. The proposal deals with 
an integral part of the deliberative bi
cameral process. As the Court explained, 

"[t]he President's participation in the legis
lative process was to protect the Executive 
branch from Congress and to protect the 
whole people from improvident laws. The di
vision of the Congress into two distinctive 
bodies assures that the legislative power 
would be exercised only after opportunity for 
full study and debate in separate settings. 
The President's unilateral veto power, in 
turn, was limited by the power of two-thirds 
of both Houses of Congress to overrule a veto 
thereby precluding final arbitrary action of 
one person. It emerges clearly that the pre
scription for legislation in article I rep
resents the framers' decision that the legis
lative power of the federal government be ex
ercised in accord with a single, finely 
wrought and exhaustively considered, proce
dure."7 

Undoubtedly, the proposal would also sig
nificantly alter the balance of power be
tween the President and Congress. The pro
posal would expand presidential involvement 
in the legislative process beyond what the 
framers intended. Such aggrandizement 
would be at the expense of Congress, which 
would lose its basic authority to present ap
propriation bills to the President in the pre
cise configuration or compromises produced 
by the deliberative processes of the two 
Houses. The proposal would demote Con
gress, which the Constitution makes the 
master of the purse, to the role of giving fis
cal advice that the President would be effec
tively free to disregard. The framers granted 
the President no such special veto power 
over appropriation bills, despite their aware
ness that the insistence of colonial assem
blies that their spending bills could not be 
amended once they had passed the lower 
house had greatly enhanced the growth of 
legislative power.o 

The proponents of separate enrollment 
argue, however, that the parsing and refor
mulating of bills by an enrolling clerk in
volves ministerial rather than legislative 
tasks. The problem with this contention is 
that Congress simply does not have the con
stitutional authority to redefine the nec
essary ingredients for legislative action for 
its own convenience. No case makes this 
point more clearly than Chadha, in which 
the Supreme Court declared that any action 
deemed legislative must be undertaken 
"only in accordance with the procedures set 
forth in article I." 9 Unless both houses of 
Congress have enacted each item in an ap
propriations bill as separate bills, it would 
be unconstitutional for a clerk of either 
House to do so and to submit his handiwork 
as a "Bill" to the President for approval or 
disapproval . 

In summary, the explicit prescription for 
lawmaking set forth in detail in Article I, 
whereby Congress is allowed to present to 
the President only those bills that have been 
subjected to the full deliberative process of 
both Houses, cannot be amended by legisla
tion, as this proposal tries to do. Nor can 
Congress, by statute, redefine the constitu
tional term "Bill" to include each and every 
item in a duly enacted unitary bill. This con
clusion is supported by the plain and original 
meaning of Article I, longstanding congres
sional understanding, and clearly applicable 
Supreme Court authority. 

It has been a privilege for me to share my 
opinions about this proposed law with you. If 
you have any other questions or if you need 
any further analysis, please do not hesitate 
to let me know. 

Very truly yours, 
MICHAEL J. GERHARDT, 

Visiting Professor. 
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THE ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR 
OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, 

New York, NY, February 24, 1995. 
ReLine-item Veto Legislation. 
Hon. DANIEL P. MOYNIHAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: I am the Chair 
of the Committee on Federal Legislation of 
the Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York. Our Committee, after exhaustive re
search, has reached the conclusion that leg
islation providing for a line-item veto is pro
hibited by at least three provisions of the 
Constitution. We hope that you will consider 
the unconstitutionality of line-item veto 
legislation in your upcoming deliberations in 
the Senate. 

Very truly yours, 
DANIEL J. CAPRA, 

Professor of Law, 
Fordham Law School. 

REVISITING THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
(By the Committee on Federal Legislation 

Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York) 

INTRODUCTION 
During the last two decades every Presi

dent and Congress has attempted to reform 
the federal budgeting process. The 104th Con
gress and President Clinton are no exception. 
One perennial proposal has been to provide 
the President with a line item veto. This 
Committee last reported on a legislative line 
item veto eight years ago.1 Without coming 
to any conclusion at that time, this commit
tee did believe that there existed substantial 
practical, and possibly constitutional, im
pediments to the implementation of a line 
item veto. This Committee has revisited the 
issue because the proposed legislation, H.R. 
2, differs in some respects from the line item 
veto previously analyzed by this Committee 
and because the changed political environ
ment may allow the line item veto to finally 
pass; indeed, as of this writing, the line-item 
veto has been passed by the House of Rep
resentatives and is pending in the Senate. 

We conclude that a line-item veto may not 
be implemented by statute. Rather, the Con
stitution must be amended, because a Presi
dential line item veto would fundamentally 
alter the legislative and veto process cur
rently written into the Constitution and 
would unduly limit the power of Congress to 
enact legislation. 

ITEM VETOES GENERALLY 
The line item veto, or more precisely des

ignated, the item veto, is a device that 
would, if enacted, enable the President to 
veto particular items in a bill without hav
ing to veto the entire bill. In theory, an item 
veto- would enable the President to accept 
bills without having to accept expensive rid
ers. Such riders are typically attached 
though the process of "log-rolling." Pro
ponents believe that an item veto would sig
nificantly reduce Congressional spending 

Footnotes at end of article . 

while simultaneously allowing the President 
to sign otherwise desirable bills.2 

For over one hundred years, Congress has 
considered and consistently rejected at
tempts to provide the President with a line 
item veto. These repeated rejections have 
been based on the belief that the item veto 
would gravely undermine the fiscal author
ity of Congress and would greatly augment 
the ability of the President to impose his po
litical agenda on the nation.3 

There is legitimate concern that if an item 
veto were implemented, the results might be 
the opposite of what was intended. Profes
sors Crain and Miller indicate that a line
i tern veto would lead to an increase in undis
ciplined federal spending: 

"With the item veto at its disposal, the ex
ecutive branch assumes more responsibility 
for eliminating wasteful spending programs. 
This invites legislative irresponsibility be
cause legislators will tend to rely on the ex
ecutive branch to cut out wasteful provisions 
with the item veto. By discouraging legisla
tive discipline, critics argue that the item 
veto actually could discourage fiscal effi
ciency.4 

Even if the line-item veto would improve 
fiscal efficiency, any improvement could 
come at the expense of disturbing a healthy 
tension between the Legislative and Execu
tive branches. There is a real danger that the 
item veto might be used to promote Execu
tive branch interests unrelated to the budg
etary process. A President could use the 
item veto to punish those who oppose him 
(by singling out an opponent's project for a 
veto), or he might use the veto as a "club" 
to promote partisan causes generally. 

Each member of Congress represents and is 
answerable to a local constituency, while the 
President has a national constituency. This 
difference in representative basis results in a 
different cost-benefit analysis for legislation 
and ultimately different policy choices. The 
President therefore considers the interests of 
a larger and more diverse group than an indi
vidual member of Congress when taking posi
tions on budgetary matters. Congress, like 
any legislature, is an institution that is con
ducive to vote trading and log-rolling activi
ties. To be enacted into law, any proposed 
legislation requires that a majority coalition 
be formed. Consequently, members of Con
gress often engage in cooperative legislative 
activities in order to further their individual 
agendas. As a result of this "horse trading," 
aggregate spending levels tend to be greater 
than they would be otherwise.s The line-item 
veto would undoubtedly alter this process. 

Advocates of the item veto often justify 
their positions by claiming: (1) the favorable 
experience of 43 states that provide their 
governors with an item veto; (2) the inability 
of Congress to curb its own spending ex
cesses; and (3) modern congressional tech
niques (e.g. riders and eleventh hour omni
bus appropriations bills) that create "veto
proof' legislation-i.e., a bill which, if ve
toed in its entirety, could effectively shut 
down the federal government.6 -

In contrast, opponents of the item veto 
argue: that the state analogy is inapplicable 
(or at the very least, of limited applicability) 
to the federal situation; that the federal 
packaging of appropriations bills is not ame
nable to the effective use of an item veto; 
that the vast majority of federal expendi
tures are mandatory and would be immune 
from the item veto; and that an item veto 
would substantially alter the Separation of 
Powers Doctrine written into the Constitu
tion.7 

At least 43 states have enacted line item 
vetoes in an effort to give their governors 

some control over spending. This has enabled 
some states, at least on the face of it, to save 
significant sums of money.8 To date, none of 
those 43 states has acted to repeal those pro
visions. Despite these positive indicators, 
the state experience is not dispositive of 
whether a line-item veto is workable on the 
federal level. First, state constitutions differ 
significantly from each other and from the 
Federal Constitution. As two commentators 
have stated, "[t]here is a much greater state 
bias against legislatures than exists at the 
national level."9 Second, state budgetary in
stitutions and procedures vary in key re
spects from each other and from those in the 
Federal government.1o Third, appropriat~ons 
bills in the states are structured to facilitate 
item vetoes by governors. In contrast, Con
gressional appropriations bills contain rel
atively few items, rendering the utility of 
the line item veto (for anything other than 
political coercion of individual legislators) 
more suspect.n Fourth, legislators in states 
which have an item veto have been known to 
"routinely 'pad' their budgets," resulting in 
savings that are illusory.I2 Fifth, the item 
veto functions more as a partisan political 
tool, increasing tensions between governors 
and state legislatures, than as an effective 
means for reducing expenditures. In fact, the 
experience in at least one state suggests that 
"the President may use the item veto to con
trol a Congress dominated by [the] opposing 
political party."13 Sixth, because judicial in
terpretation, at the state level, has yet to 
delineate the scope of the item veto powers 
possessed by the various governors, caution 
is necessary before an item veto is adopted 
at the Federallevel.14 Seventh, the item veto 
could accelerate the use of budgetary leger
demain, i.e., accounting tricks such as mov
ing items off budget or privatizing various 
programs. 

The argument that an item veto would 
help Congress curb its spending excesses is, 
we believe, overstated.l5 Currently, only 39 
percent of the Federal budget may be classi
fied as "discretionary spending" and subject 
to the Congressional appropriations process. 
This figure is expected to decline even fur
ther. By the year 2003 interest and manda
tory spending will account for more than 72 
percent of the Federal budget, thus leaving 
only 28 percent for discretionary spending.1s 
On the other hand, in order to be reelected, 
members of Congress will often log-roll legis
lation they desire into the budget in order to 
get their pet projects approved. Their deci
sions to increase spending will often be cam
ouflaged by the creation of automatic spend
ing increases in various entitlement pro
grams.l7 

Despite the suggestion that the advent of 
omnibus legislation makes the President's 
use of his (or her) veto too costly, it appears 
that when a President has been willing to 
use the veto power, that President has 
gained tremendous negotiating leverage over 
Congress. For example, when President 
Reagan vetoed two omnibus measures in 
1982, parts of the Federal government were 
shut down. Consequently, Congress was 
forced to revise those bills to comply with 
his wishes.IB 

As a result, in later years, President 
Reagan merely had to threaten to use his 
veto in order to win important concessions 
from Congress. Because President Reagan 
was willing to and did use his veto power, 
the "all or nothing" stakes of omnibus legis
lation actually increased rather than de
creased his power relative to Congress with 
respect to the content of legislation. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE LINE-ITEM VETO 
We expressed concerns above that the line

item veto was an unnecessary measure that 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 8903 
might in fact be counterproductive in ob
taining fiscal efficiency, and that it might be 
unfairly used by the President to punish par
ticular members of Congress. Yet even if the 
line-item veto made sense as a policy mat
ter, it should not be adopted, because it vio
lates several provisions of the Constitution. 
What follows is a discussion of the Constitu
tional provisions which are in conflict with 
the line-item veto. 

VETO PROCEDURES 

Article 1, Section 7, clause 2 of the Con
stitution sets forth, in considerable detail, 
the procedure for exercising and overriding 
the President's veto of legislation. The pro
cedures set forth in H.R. 2 do not conform 
with these constitutional requirements. 

Section 7 of Article I of the Constitution 
provides, in pertinent part, that: 

"Every Bill which shall have passed the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
shall, before it becomes a law, be presented 
to the President of the United States: If he 
approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall 
return it, with his Objections to that House 
in which it shall have originated, who shall 
enter the Objections at large on their Jour
nal, and proceed to reconsider it. If after 
such Reconsideration two thirds of that 
House shall agree to pass the Bill, it shall be 
sent, together with the Objections, to the 
other House, by which it shall likewise be re
considered, and if approved by two thirds of 
that House, it shall become law .... " 

Under the proposed line-item veto, a dif
ferent "bill" would be enacted than was pre
sented to the President. Furthermore, sub
section 5(a) of H.R. 2 provides that 
"[w]henever the President rescinds any 
budget authority ... or vetoes any provi
sion as provided in this Act, the President 
shall transmit to both Houses of Congress a 
special message ... " Subsection 5(b) re
quires that each special message be trans
mitted to both Houses on the same day. 

Thus H.R. 2 appears to directly contradict 
section 7 in several ways. First, and most 
importantly, Section 7 contemplates that 
the Bill be either approved or disapproved in 
its entirety by the President. Under the Con
stitution, when the President approves a bill, 
he signs "it." When he disapproves of a bill 
he is not permitted to rewrite it-that may 
only be done by Congress through the legis
lative process. The Constitution does not 
permit the President to rewrite the bill ex
cept to the extent that Congress incor
porates his Objections into a new or amended 
bill. Rather, in connection with a non-ap
proved bill, the Constitution directs the 
President to return the bill in its entirety, 
together with his objections to the House 
that originated the bill. At that point that 
House, and not both Houses, shall enter the 
President's objections into its Journal. The 
Constitution then instructs that House, and 
not both Houses, to reconsider the bill. 
Under the Constitution, it is only after that 
House has reconsidered it, and only if two 
thirds of its members agree to pass the bill, 
that it shall be sent, along with the Presi
dent's objections, to the other House, where 
it shall be reconsidered. It is only after re
consideration of the Bill by the second 
House, and only if approved by two thirds of 
the members of that second House, that a 
non-approved bill can become law. 

In sum, Article I, Section 7 prohibits par
tial vetoes. The literal language of the sec
ond clause of this section strongly suggests 
that bills are to be approved, disapproved 
and reconsidered in toto and not in part. 
This is apparent from the repeated use of the 
terms "it or its"-12 times, "the bill"-2 

times, and "reconsider or reconsideration"-
3 times, and from the context in which those 
terms are used. Both "it" and "the Bill" 
refer to "Every Bill which shall have passed 
the House of Representatives and the Sen
ate." They do not refer to any modified or 
amended version of the bill and do not refer 
to portions of any bills passed by both 
Houses. Consequently, pursuant to Section 7, 
a non-approved bill is returned to Congress 
for reconsideration. The President does not 
return a modified version. He is instructed to 
return the bill passed by the House and the 
Senate along with his Objections thereto. It 
is the bicamerally passed bill that is recon
sidered. Various forms of the word "recon
sider" are used not once but three times to 
refer to "it" or "the bill" in connection with 
the return to Congress of a non-approved 
bill. Furthermore, the framers and ratifiers 
did not choose various forms of the words 
amend, change, alter, modify, or some simi
lar word. Instead they chose to provide that 
Congress could "reconsider" a non-approved 
bill, in order to give Congress a chance to ap
prove the bill as it was originally passed, to 
modify it or to pass a completely new bill. 

The veto provision is one of the most de
tailed and precisely worded provisions in the 
entire Constitution. This suggests that the 
procedures outlined therein should be care
fully followed and not artfully evaded.19 

Considering America's history, it is re
markable that the Constitutional Conven
tion of 1787 included any kind of veto power 
for the President. Before the American Revo
lution, legislative acts of the colonies were 
subject to two vetoes. Both the Governor of 
the colony and the King of England could 
veto legislation. Both vetoes were absolute 
and not subject to override by the legisla
tures. It is not surprising that the colonists 
resented these veto powers.20 In fact, the 
first two grievances listed in the Declaration 
of Independence deal with this issue. They 
are: that "He [George III] has refused his as
sent to laws ... He has forbidden his Gov
ernors to pass. . . . " It is thus clear that, 
during and immediately after the American 
Revolution, there was a strong disposition 
against any Executive veto power.2t We be
lieve that a strict construction of the de
tailed veto provisions in the Constitution is 
consistent with the intent of the Framers to 
provide a relatively limited, rather than gen
erous, veto power. 
BICAMERAL AND PRESENTMENT REQUIREMENTS 

One of the most troubling aspects of any 
item veto bill is that an item veto would 
augment the President's veto power by per
mitting him to veto appropriation bills that 
were never considered by the House or the 
Senate in such fragmented form. Executive 
veto power over part of a Bill is, in this re
spect, inconsistent with the bicameral and 
presentment requirements of the Constitu
tion. As the Supreme Court pointed out in 
I.N.S. v. Chadha,22 legislative actions require 
approval of both Houses, in a bicameral fash
ion, and presentment to the President. There 
is no language in the presentment clause, or 
anywhere else in the Constitution, that per
mits the President to approve or veto a bill 
other than in the form in which it passed 
both Houses and was presented to him. As 
Professor Gressman puts it: "The Present
ment Clauses state that the bill which is to 
be presented to the President, the bill he 
may veto or approve, is the bill 'which shall 
have passed the House of Representatives 
and the Senate.'" 23 

Under Chadha, when a legislative power is 
exercised-such as in the case of a one House 
veto-the legislative act is subject to the ex-

plicit provisions of the presentment clauses, 
Article 1, section 7, clause 2 and 3, and the 
bicameral requirement of Article 1, section 1 
and Article I, section 7, clause 2. With a line
item veto, the President clearly would be ex
ercising legislative power insofar as he per
forms the legislative act of determining the 
final content of an appropriations bill and 
does not merely accept or reject the bill as a 
unit. It is irrelevant whether the itemization 
needed to implement the line item veto is ef
fectuated by the President or the enrollment 
clerk in Congress. The effect is the same. A 
line item veto will permit the President to 
restructure legislation after its passage. If 
the President were to exercise an item veto, 
the bill that would be enacted into law would 
not have been voted upon and passed by the 
two Houses of Congress. One bill would be 
passed by the two Houses of Congress and 
presented to the President and a second bill 
would end up being enacted into law without 
passage by both Houses of Congress and pre
sentment to the President. As the Supreme 
Court explained in Chadha, a law enacted 
pursuant to this process would be unconsti
tutional because it failed to pass both House 
of Congress and was not presented to the 
President after such passage. 

It is true that H.R. 2 subsection 3(a) per
mits an item veto to be overridden by way of 
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill. How
ever, while a rescission/receipts disapproval 
bill can restore the legislation to what it was 
before the exercise of the line item veto, a 
problem is created because it is the Presi
dent who actually changed the law and not 
both Houses of Congress with the approval of 
the President. 

Moreover, as a practical matter, the legis
lative option of promulgating a rescission/re
ceipts disapproval bill is made difficult by 
the provisions of H.R. 2. Such a bill must re
instate all of the items vetoed. Thus, if the 
President vetoes several items from a single 
bill, the practical reality is that a rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill is unlikely to be 
forthcoming from Congress. And even if such 
a bill is passed, the President can veto that 
bill, and a two-thirds vote in each House of 
Congress is required to overcome that veto. 
Furthermore, under H.R. 2, unless Congress 
overrides the President's veto of a rescission/ 
receipts disapproval bill within the time 
specified in the statute, the rescission of dis
cretionary budget authority or the veto of a 
targeted tax benefit becomes effective. Thus, 
the veto of the rescission/receipts dis
approval does not trigger a reconsideration 
of a law passed by Congress and vetoed by 
the President, but rather triggers the auto
matic implementation of a law presented by 
the President to Congress unless Congress 
enacts another law. This stands the Con
stitutionally-mandated legislative process 
on its head. 

THE RULES CLAUSE 

The Rules Clause of Article I of the Con
stitution provides that "Each House may de
termine the Rules of its Proceedings .... "24 
We believe that a line-item veto is inconsist
ent with the Rules Clause. Under a line-item 
veto, the form, content and subject matter of 
bills will be determined by someone other 
than the members of the House and Senate. 

Moreover, Subsection 5 of H.R. 2, which 
deals with "Consideration in the Senate" 
and "Points of Order," appears to explicitly 
violate the Rules Clause by controlling Con
gress' internal rules and procedures. For ex
ample, Subsection 5(d) of this bill attempts 
to limit debate on rescission/receipts dis
approval bills, debatable motions and ap
peals in connection therewith. it also pro
vides that a motion to further limit debate is 
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not debatable and a motion to recommit is 
not in order.25 Such a provision imposes an 
obvious limitation on the rulemaking au
thority of each House of Congress. 

It is true that, to the extent item-veto leg
islation imposes limitations on Congres
sional rule-making, it is a self-inflicted 
wound. Congress, if it passes the line-item 
veto, will have constricted its own rule
making authority. Yet the Rules Clause does 
not permit such a self-inflicted limitation on 
Congressional authority. It has been settled 
law for more than a century that: 

"The power to make rules is not one which 
once exercised is exhausted. It is a continu
ous power, always subject to be exercised by 
the house, and within the limitations sug
gested, absolute and beyond the challenge of 
any other body or tribunal.26 " 

Thus each House has the power and author
ity to set its own rules regarding a variety of 
internal matters. The problem with passing 
legislation that restricts the rulemaking 
power of either House is that the legislation 
is passed by both Houses and can only be ab
rogated through subsequent legislation by 
both Houses. This is inconsistent with the 
Rules Clause, which provides that each 
House has the authority to determine "its" 
own proceedings. Legislation affecting the 
internal rulemaking power of either House 
results in one House of Congress ceding con
trol over its internal rules to the other 
House. The power granted in the Rules 
Clause was granted to each House of Con
gress in order to make the legislative powers 
of each House more effective. That power 
may not be channelled or regulated by a 
statute passed by both Houses and signed by 
the President. As one commentator has stat
ed, the Rulemaking power " granted in the 
Constitution is above all law, and cannot be 
taken away or impaired by any law."27 

THE APPROPRIATIONS CLAUSE 

In addition to all the constitutional con
cerns addressed above, an appropriations bill 
that is modified by an item veto is probably 
unconstitutional on another ground as well: 
the "approved" appropriations would not be 
approved "by law" as required section 9 of 
Article I of the Constitution. That section 
provides that: "No Money shall be drawn 
from the Treasury, but in Consequence of 
Appropriations made by Law." The problem 
created by a line-item veto is that the re
sulting appropriations would not be made by 
law, but rather would be made by the Presi
dent with the tacit approval of Congress. 

THE POWER OF THE PURSE BELONGS TO 
CONGRESS 

Providing an item veto to the President 
could fundamentally alter the balance of 
power between Congress and the President. 
Commentators have stated: 

"the adoption of what might appear to be 
a relatively modest reform proposal could re
sult in a radical redistribution of constitu
tional power * * * At stake are the power 
relationships between the executive and leg
islative branches, the exercise of Congress' 
historic power over the purse, and the rel
ative abilities of each branch to establish 
budgetary priOrities." 28 

The Constitution places the "power of the 
purse" in the hands of Congress and outside 
the grasp of the President because of the fear 
of combining the power of the purse with the 
power of the sword.29 Section 9 of Article I of 
the Constitution provides that "No money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in con
sequence of appropriations made by law." 
James Madison wrote that " [t]his power of 
the purse may, in fact, be regarded as the 

most complete and effectual weapon with 
which any constitution can arm the imme
diate representatives of the people."30 

Roger Sherman said at the Constitutional 
convention that "[i]n making laws regard 
should be had to the sense of the people who 
are bound by them and it is more probable 
that a single man should mistake or betray 
this sense than the legislature." These words 
apply in the area of fiscal decisions where 
the decisions regarding taxation and spend
ing depend on the government having taken 
into account the diverse interests of its citi
zens. No institution is better suited, able or 
willing to accommodate these diverse inter
ests than Congress. Based upon this view, the 
Framers chose to give supremacy in budg
etary power to Congress. In fact, only the 
House-the chamber closest to the 
electroate-was given the right to initiate 
revenue bills. Clearly, the Framers believed 
that decisions affecting the pocketbooks of 
the citizens should be made by the govern
mental institution that is closest to them.31 

All this does not mean that the President 
is prohibited from taking an active role in 
Congress' appropriations decisions. For ex
ample Article IT provides that the President 
may recommend to Congress measures that 
he deems "necessary and expedient." And of 
course the President possesses a qualified 
veto over all legislation, including appro
priations measures. 

Nevertheless, with respect to the budget, 
under the Constitution, the President's role 
is subordinate to that of Congress. Despite 
the President's recommendation and veto 
powers, it is Congress that must make the 
final decisions regarding funding levels and 
the expenditure of appropriated funds. It is 
Congress that must decide the extent to 
which the President's views and proposals 
are accepted. Budgetary "reform" that in
creases the President's power at the expense 
of Congress would alter this scheme and 
therefore should be disfavored. 

In considering whether Congress may cede 
any of the Power of the Purse to the Execu
tive, Chief Justice Taft states that: 

"it is a breach of the National fundamental 
law if Congress gives up its legislative power 
and transfers it to the President ... This is 
not to say that the three branches are not 
coordinate parts of one government and that 
each in the field of its duties may not invoke 
the action of the two other branches in so far 
as the action invoked shall not be an as
sumption of the constitutional field of action 
of another branch." 32 

It could be argued that a line-item veto 
does not in fact cede legislative power over 
the purse to the President, given the fact 
that the President already has the power to 
veto appropriations legislation in its en
tirety. The fact is, however, that the ability 
to veto specific items in a larger bill will 
definitely increase Executive control of the 
budget process, at the expense of legislative 
prerogative; indeed, that is the very reason 
that supporters are pushing for a line-item 
veto. 

The legislative process is a complex, politi
cally-driven process; one item often gets 
passed in "trade" for another as part of a 
general piece of legislation. This kind of 
"horse-trading" or "log-rolling" was clearly 
not unknown to the Founders of the Con
stitution. To the contrary, legislative bar
gaining is essential to the Constitutionally
mandated process and to Congressional con
trol over the purse.33 

The line-item veto would upset this care
fully-calibrated legislative process by allow
ing the Executive to pluck out a piece of the 

Congressionally-passed puzzle and reject it. 
The line-item veto is therefore qualitatively 
different from the veto power enacted in the 
Constitution. It represents an aggressive ex
tension of the veto power, and therefore con
tradicts the qualified use of the veto power 
that was envisioned by the Framers. 

CONCLUSION 
Because the line-item veto conflicts with 

the veto provisions of the Constitution, with 
the Rules Clause, with the bicameral and 
presentment clauses, and with the suprem
acy of Congress over fiscal matters, we con
clude that the line-item veto may only be 
enacted through Constitutional amendment. 
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Mr. COATS. Mr. President, it is al
ways enlightening listening to the Sen
ator from New York. He always pre
sents a thoroughly researched and 
thoroughly examined and well-articu
lated argument for his positions. And I 
enjoy his presentations immensely. 

As the Senator from New York 
knows, there is a difference of opinion 
on the constitutionality of separate en
rollment. Distinguished constitutional 
scholars have come to opposite conclu
sions, one of which is Laurence Tribe, a 
constitutional scholar frequently 
quoted by members of both parties, but 
particularly by members of the party 
of the Senator from New York. The 
American Law Institute and Congres
sional Research Service have given in
dication that they believe the separate 
enrollment procedure is constitutional, 
and Senator BIDEN, currently a Mem
ber of this body and ranking member of 
Judiciary, has argued articulately for 
the constitutionality of such proce
dure. 

So, clearly, there are opinions on 
both sides of this issue. Ultimately, of 
course, the court will make that deter
mination. We have adopted expedited 
procedures, traditional procedures of 
which that determination can be made. 
This Senator hopes and trusts that the 
opinions of Mr. Tribe and Senator 
BIDEN, the American Law Institute, 
and others, will prevail and be persua
sive with the courts. But we will find 
out in due course what that is. 

I thank the Senator from New York 
for his contributions, which are always 
valuable contributions and thought
provoking contributions. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator will 
yield for a question, I am sure the Sen
ator would agree that when the Court 
decides, we will abide by the decision. 
That is the great fact of the American 
Government. 

Mr. COATS. There is no dispute on 
that point. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana has the floor. 
Mr. COATS. I would like to yield the 

floor if the Senator from West Virginia 
seeks the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York for his very scholarly statement 
today. I am only sorry that more Sen
ators are not on the floor to have heard 
what the Senator had to say. We know 
what the Constitution says, and the 
Constitution says "every bill which 
shall have passed." Constitutional 
scholars may differ, but I think that 
we have to retreat to the Constitution 
itself, first of all, to attempt to con
strue and interpret that document and 
read the plain language of the Con
stitution itself. 

We have, as Senators, a responsibil
ity to make some judgment ourselves 
as to the constitutionality of a meas
ure before we pass on it. In the final 
analysis, it will be the courts that will 
decide. But we cannot pass that cup to 
others. We have to make that judg
ment here. 

I read the letter by Professor Tribe. 
It was written 2 years ago, I believe, to 
Senator BILL BRADLEY, if I am not mis
taken. I have great respect for Profes
sor Tribe. But I must say, I was dis
appointed in reading that letter. I was 
disappointed that such an eminent 
scholar of the Constitution would take 
that view of this measure. I say that 
with apologies to Professor Tribe. He is 
a constitutional scholar and I am not. 
But I was astonished that he took that 
view and indicated that in his judg
ment that would pass the constitu
tional test. 

I thank the Senator from New York 
for his statement here today, in which 
he pointed to the acknowledged Father 
of the Constitution, James Madison, 
who in Federalist Papers No. 58 said, 
''This power over the purse may, in 
fact, be regarded as the most complete 
and effectual weapon with which any 
Constitution can arm the immediate 
representatives of the people * * *" Is 
that not what he said? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. This power over the 

purse. What escapes my comprehension 
is how we, as Senators, can so lightly 
pass that cup; how we can so lightly 
vote to transfer some of that power 
over the purse to the Executive. 
Whether he be a Democrat or a Repub
lican, I have never wavered in my oppo
sition to the line-item veto. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the distin
guished and revered Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BYRD. I am delighted to. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would he happen to 

know that in the 1988 text of "Amer
ican Constitutional Law," which Pro
fessor Tribe wrote, he stated that sepa-

rate enrollment was probably unconsti
tutional? 

Mr. BYRD. Was probably? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Probably unconsti

tutional. I think he was right then. 
Mr. BYRD. Well, that statement is in 

stark contrast to the letter which I be
lieve he wrote to Senator BIDEN. 

The Senator from New York, who has 
A heart as stout as the Irish oak 
And as pure as the Lakes of Killarney 

has taken the right stand in my judg
ment. He took the right stand on the 
"unbalanced budget amendment," 
commonly referred to as the balanced 
budget amendment. And he has 
unwaveringly defended the position 
that that document which has come to 
bear the aura of immortality should 
not be demeaned and debased and, as a 
matter of fact, defaced by such an 
amendment. 

He takes the right stand today. He is 
a man of obstinate veracity. I appre
ciate the fact that he has taken the 
time here today to make this state
ment. I wish all Senators heard it. I 
hope they will read it. I heard part of 
it. It will be my intention to read Sen
ator MOYNIHAN's statement, and I will 
keep it. I thank the distinguished Sen
ator for his service. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I believe 
the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan wanted to modify his amendment. 
Has he modified it? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. l\1r. President, I have 
modified it. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let me 
compliment the Senator on having im
proved the language of the amendment. 
I certainly have no objection to adopt
ing the amendment on voice vote. 

It is an improvement. He has contrib
uted a very worthwhile service. I just 
wan ted to compliment him and say 
that even though his action constitutes 
an improvement, this piece of legisla
tion is beyond the stage of improving 
in such a way that it will not impair 
the power of the purse which, under the 
Constitution, has been lodged in the 
legislative branch. 

If the Senator wishes to have a voice 
vote on his amendment, I yield for that 
purpose. 
AMENDMENT NO. 401 , AS FURTHER MODIFIED TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
would call up amendment No. 401. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia 
for the comments he made yesterday 
and the questions which he raised with 
respect to this amendment. I appre
ciate his help on that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

So the amendment (No. 401) was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 350 TO AMENDMENT NO. 347 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of savings 
achieved through lowering the discre
tionary spending caps to offset revenue de
creases subject to pay-as-you-go require
ments) 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have an 

amendment at the desk which has been 
qualified for a call up. I shall call it up 
at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Amendment numbered 350: 
At the appropriate plaQe insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. • USE OF THE REDUCTIONS IN DISCRE· 

TIONARY SPENDING CAPS. 
(A) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT.-
(1) BUDGET RESOLUTIONS AND LEGISLA

TION.-Section 301 of the Congressional Budg
et Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

" (j) USE OF REDUCTIONS IN DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING CAPS.-It shall not be in order in 
the Senate or House of Representatives to 
consider any concurrent resolution on the 
budget, bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report that decreases 
the discretionary spending limits unless the 
concurrent resolution on the budget, bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con
ference report provides that such decrease 
may only be· used for deficit reduction and 
may not be used to offset all or part of an in
crease in direct spending or decrease in re
ceipts under section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1974." . 

(2) SIXTY VOTE POINT OF ORDER.-Sub
sections (c) and (d) of section 904 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 are amended by 
inserting "301(j)," after "301(i).". 

(b) GRAMM-RUDMAN.-Section 252 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

" (f) USE OF REDUCTIONS IN DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING CAPS.-A decrease in the discre
tionary spending limits may only be used for 
deficit reduction and may not be used to off
set all or part of an increase in direct spend
ing or decrease in receipts under this sec
tion.''. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). The Senator from West Vir
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. I thank the able clerk for 
reading the amendment in its entirety. 

Mr. President, I am one Senator who 
believes that it would be foolhardy to 
enact tax cut legislation this year. In
stead, I believe that we should con
centrate all of our efforts and our re
sources toward reducing the deficit. I 
am aware that President Clinton has 
called for a middle-class tax cut and I 
am sorry that he did so. I am aware 
that the so-called Contract With Amer
ica pledges a much larger tax cut than 
that which has been called for by Presi
dent Clinton. 

The so-called Contract With America 
pledges a much larger tax cut, would be 
mostly for America's wealthiest tax
payers. I am opposed to both of those 
proposals because I believe that deficit 
reduction ought to be our first priority 
at this time. 

I think the President was on the 
right track when he worked with the 
Democratic leadership in the 103d Con
gress to enact a budget deficit reduc
tion package that amounted to some
where between $400 and $500 billion 
over a period of 5 years. He was on the 
right track. He should have stayed on 
that track. 

According to the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities, the tax bill 
passed by the House Ways and Means 
Committee would reduce revenues by 
nearly $180 billion over the next 5 
years. That, I believe, is bad fiscal pol
icy. 

Here we are, we are debating today, 
and we have been debating since Mon
day, a piece of legislation that purports 
to do something about the budget defi
cit. It purports to do something about 
the budget deficits. "Oh, we have to do 
something to get these deficits under 
control. We have to do something 
about our horrendous budget deficits. 
We have to put the tools in the hands 
of the President of the United States. 
We have to give him the line-item 
veto." 

President Reagan often said, "Give 
me the line-item veto. When I was Gov
ernor of California I had the line-item 
veto. Give me the line-item veto. I will 
take on the challenge. I will make the 
cuts." 

And I hear-it is only hearsay, or 
"read-say," I hear and I read that the 
so-called Contract With America-if I 
ever refer to that as a "Contract With 
America'' I hope the Official Reporters 
will make a correction in my tran
script, to put the words "so-called" as 
antecedents to the words "Contract 
With America." 

The so-called Contract With Amer
ica, I understand-! hear and I read
that one of the planks in that so-called 
contract is a line-item veto. So the so
called Contract With America purports 
that a line-item veto should be placed 
in the hands of the Chief Executive. We 
have all these fine new Senators who 
have come in here, 11 of them, 11 new 
Senators, all Republican Senators. I 
get the impression that these, not only 
new Senators but several of the Sen
ators who have been around here long 
enough to know better, consider that 
as a conservative position. I know 
there are some real conservatives on 
that side of the aisle, but I am at a loss 
to understand how a true conservative 
can advocate giving to the President a 
line-item veto and can advocate a bal
anced budget amendment to the Con
stitution. 

I have been around here now 36 years 
in this body, going on my 37th year. I 
have known a lot of conservatives, con
servative Senators, conservative Re
publicans. I cannot imagine the con
servative Republican Senators who 
were in this body when I came here 36 
years ago advocating a line-item veto, 
advocating a balanced budget amend-

ment to the Constitution. I cannot be
lieve that Norris Cotton, George Aiken, 
or Everett Dirksen, or Bob Taft, I can
not believe that Senators of that day 
would not roll over in their tombs 
today if they heard what I have been 
hearing. Conservative Senator&-this is 
the great conservative cause. "Stand 
up for the conservative cause. Put in 
the President's hand a line-item veto. 
Power of the purse vested in the legis
lative branch? Why, article I, section 9 
of the Constitution-! don't believe a 
word of it. I don't believe that the 
Framers of the Constitution knew 
what they were doing when they wrote 
into the Constitution section 9 of arti
cle I, which says, 'No money shall be 
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con
sequence of Appropriations made by 
Law.' And, of course, the first article, 
the first sentence in the Constitution 
tells us who makes the laws. 'All legis
lative Powers herein granted shall be 
vested in the Congress of the United 
States, which shall consist of a Senate 
and House of Represen ta ti ves.' '' 

And here we are, we are being told 
that the conservatives-this is sup
posed to be this great new revolution 
here being carried on by the conserv
atives, being brought to the floor of 
both Houses, this new revolution-the 
conservatives are out to advocate that 
the constitutional framers were not as 
wise as we had been heretofore taught 
they were, and that the President of 
the United States should have part of 
the power over the purse; we should 
place in his hands the line-item veto. 

I wish that Henry Clay were still in 
the Senate. I wish that Henry Clay 
were still in the Senate. 

It is kind of old fashioned around 
here, I know, to go back and read the 
old dusty records of the Congresses of 
yesteryears. But I hold in my hand 
here some pages from the Congres
sional Globe containing sketches of the 
debates and proceedings of the Second 
Session of the 27th Congress, volume 
11, Blair and Rives, editors, City of 
Washington, printed at the Globe office 
for the editors in 1842, exactly 153 years 
ago. And the date, to be very exact, 
was January 24, 1842. 

Let us see what old Henry Clay said. 
I do not use that word as a word of dis
respect. I am getting along in years 
myself and I expect I am older today 
than Henry Clay was-I know by a long 
shot-than he was when he spoke in the 
Senate. Let us see what Henry Clay 
had to say. 

He was not talking about the line
item veto. He was talking about the 
veto, the veto, which we all know is in 
the Constitution. Here is what Mr. 
Clay said. I will not read his whole 
speech. I had thought, if I were forced 
to stand on my feet and take a good bit 
of the Senate's time I just might read 
the whole speech of Henry Clay, but I 
will not do that. Just a little of it will 
give you the flavor. Here is what he 
said in part. 
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After speaking of the veto power generally, 

and more particularly of its exercise by a 
late President of the United States, the 
speech proceeded to say .... 

You see, this is the reporter of the 
Congressional Globe who is writing in 
the third person, so he is saying this is 
what Mr. Clay had to say. The Official 
Reporter today will not refer to the 
Senators as in the third person. 

''After speaking of the veto power 
generally and more particularly of its 
exercise by a late President of the 
United States, the speech proceeded to 
say"-now this is Henry Clay. This is 
not ROBERT C. BYRD. This is Henry 
Clay. 

The first and in my opinion the most im
portant object which should engage the seri
ous attention of a new administration is that 
of circumscribing the executive power and 
throwing around it such limitations and 
safeguards as will render it no longer dan
gerous to the public liberties. 

Hear me: Henry Clay. We do not hear 
talk in the Senate about public lib
erties anymore. We do not talk about 
the liberties, the people's liberties any
more. We only talk about what is good 
for the next election. What party is 
going to prevail in the next election. 
Who is going to get the upper hand in 
the next election. There is no time and 
no place here to talk about the people's 
liberties. 

With the view, therefore, to the fundamen
tal character of the government itself, and 
especially of the executive branch, it seems 
to me ... 

This is Henry Clay of Kentucky. 
... to me that either by amendments of 

the Constitution, when they are necessary, 
or by remedial legislation when the object 
falls within the scope of the powers of Con
gress, there should be, first, a provision to 
render a person ineligible to the office of the 
President of the United States after a service 
of one term. 

Not "three strikes and you are out." 
One term, then you are out. 

Second, that the veto power ... 
Listen to this. 
Second, that the veto power should be 

more precisely defined and be subjected to 
further limitations and qualifications. 

He is not talking about broadening 
the veto power. He is not saying that 
we should give the Chief Executive a 
line-item veto. Clay thinks that the 
framers went too far in giving the 
President the veto and requiring that, 
if a veto is overridden, it be overridden 
by two-thirds vote. 

It was his purpose ... 
This is the reporter again talking in 

the third person. 
It was his purpose
Meaning Clay's purpose. 

to go but very briefly into the history and 
origin of the veto power. It was known to all 
to have originated in the institution of the 
tribunitian power in ancient Rome; 

Well, sweet speak of rhetoric. Here is 
a man 153 years ago who is talking 
about the tribunitian power in ancient 

Rome. I have been talking about that 
also. 

Senators could learn a little more 
about the tribunitian power in ancient 
Rome. 

Henry Clay said. 
... that it was seized upon and perverted 

to purposes of ambition when the empire was 
established under Augustus; and that it had 
not been finally abolished until the reign of 
Constantine. There could be no doubt that it 
had been introduced from the practice under 
the empire into the monarchies of Europe, in 
most of which, in some form or other some 
modification or other, it was now to be 
found. But, although it existed in the na
tional codes, the power had not, in the case 
of Great Britain, been exercised for a cen
tury and a half past; and, if he was correctly 
informed on the subject, it had, in the 
French monarchy, never been exercised at 
all. During the memorable period of the 
French Revolution, when a new Constitution 
was under consideration, this subject of the 
veto power has been largely discussed, and 
had agitated the whole country. Everyone 
must recollect how it had been turned 
against the unfortunate Louis XIV. 

Well, that is an error. The official re
porters made an error in the Congres
sional Globe when they referred to 
Louis XIV. Clay was talking about 
Louis XVI. He was not talking about 
Louis XIV. He was talking about Louis 
XVI. It is easy to see how a mistake 
can be made. Instead of XVI the official 
reporter wrote XIV. But be that as it 
may. 

... Louis XVI, who had been held up to the 
ridicule by the populace, under the title of 
"Monsieur Veto", as his wife, the Queen, had 
been called "Madame Veto" ... 

So it had to be Louis XVI. 
... although, after much difficulty, the 

power had finally found a place in the con
stitution, not a solitary instance had oc
curred of its actual exercise. Under the colo
nial state of this country, the power was 
transplanted from the experience which had 
been had of it in Europe, to the laws relating 
to the colonies, and that in a double form, 
for there was a veto of the Colonial Governor 
and also a veto of the Crown. 

Clay went on to say that: 
No doubt the idea of engrafting this power 

upon our own Constitution was adopted by 
the Convention from having always found it 
as a power recognized in European Govern
ments, just as it had been derived by them 
from the practice and history of Rome. At 
all events, the power was inserted as one fea
ture, not only in the general Constitution of 
the Federal Government, but also in the 
Constitutions of a portion of the States. 

I will not tire Senators with reading 
from the Congressional Globe and read
ing from the words of one of the all
time great Senators. His picture is out 
here in the anteroom where we meet 
with constituents; Henry Clay. 

Anyone at all acquainted with the contem
poraneous history of the Constitution must 
know that one great and radical error which 
possessed the minds of the wise men who 
drew up that instrument was an apprehen
sion that the executive department of the 
then proposed government would be too fee
ble to contend successfully in a struggle with 
the power of the legislature. Hence, it was 

found that various expedients had been pro
posed in the convention with the avowed 
purpose of strengthening the executive arm. 

And the Federalist Papers so state 
that one reason why the President, 
why the Executive was given the veto, 
was to protect himself and his office 
from the incursions by the legislative 
branch. 

All these propositions had their origin in 
the one prevailing idea: that of the weakness 
of the Executive and its incompetence to de
fend itself against the encroachments of leg
islative domination and dictation. 

It was an axiom in all three governments 
that the three great departments-legisla
tive, executive and judicial-should ever be 
kept separate and distinct, and a govern
ment was the most perfect when most in 
conformity with this fundamental principle. 
But it was said that the framers of our Con
stitution had nevertheless been induced to 
place the veto upon the list of executive pow
ers by two considerations. The first was a de
sire to protect the executive against the 
powers of the legislative branch, and the 
other was a prudent wish to guard the coun
try against the injurious effects of crude and 
hasty legislation. But where was the neces
sity? Clay asked. Where was the necessity to 
protect the executive against the legislative 
department? Were not both bound by the sol
emn oath to support the Constitution? The 
judiciary had no veto. If the argument was a 
sound one, why was not the same protection 
extended to the judiciary also? 

Ah, Clay speaks of the solemn oath 
to which we swear with our hands on 
God's gospel and our other hand raised 
to Almighty God. We do not pay much 
attention to our oaths anymore. But 
Clay evidently felt differently about it. 

Some of the pages are gone from my 
faxed copy of the Congressional Globe. 
But I will continue reading excerpts 
from the same speech by Clay on the 
abolition of the veto power in the Sen
ate January 24, 1842. 

Clay had hitherto viewed the veto power 
simply in its numerical weight, in the aggre
gate votes of the two Houses; but there was 
another and far more important point of 
view in which it ought to be considered. He 
contended, that practically, and in effect, 
the veto, armed with such a qualification as 
now accompanied it in the Constitution, was 
neither more nor less than an absolute 
power. It was virtually an unqualified nega
tive on the legislation of Congress. 

That was Henry Clay. 
In such circumstances, when all the per

sonal influence, the official patronage, and 
the reasoning which accompanied the veto, 
were added to the substantial weight of the 
veto itself, every man acquainted with 
human nature would be ready to admit, that 
if nothing could set it aside but a vote of 
two-thirds in both Houses, it might as well 
have been made absolute at once. 

And there have been only 104 vetoes 
in the history of this Republic that 
have been overridden-104 in 206 years. 
So it is virtually an absolute veto. 
Think of what it will mean. I daresay, 
once this legislation becomes law, if it 
ever does become law, which God 
avert-! wish it would not be done with 
my help--1 daresay there will not be 
any vetoes of i terns, any vetoes of 
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these little orphan "billettes." I dare
say that there will not be any vetoes 
overridden because not one of those lit
tle orphan "billettes" will have the 
pressure and the power that may be 
brought to bear on a matter of national 
significance. 

Little West Virginia in the House of 
Representatives has three votes. There 
are many other States likewise that 
are represented by few in numbers in 
the other body. And as I have already 
said, let something be of interest-take 
the Northeast region here because 
there are a cluster of States up there, 
very important States. Most of them 
were States before the Constitution ex
isted. They had a part to play in writ
ing that Constitution and a part to 
play in the revolution, the Revolution
ary War. But if there is something in 
an appropriation bill that is of major 
significance to those few little States 
but not of importance to the rest of the 
Union, it would be very, very difficult 
for those few States to muster the 
votes necessary to override a Presi
dential veto of some of the little or
phan "billettes" that will parade 
across the President's desk once this 
piece of legislation is enacted. 

Mr. Clay contended, that really and in 
practice this veto power drew after it the 
power of initiating laws, and in its effect 
must ultimately amount to conferring on 
the executive the entire legislative power of 
the Government. 

You wait until he gets this. Clay in 
his dreams probably would never have 
conceived of such a massive transfer of 
power of the purse that we are about to 
enact here. He was talking about the 
veto that is in the Constitution, which 
has been in there for 206 years, which 
was thoroughly discussed at the Con
vention, thoroughly discussed in the 
ratifying conventions of the States. He 
could not have dreamed of this kind of 
veto that we are about to hand to the 
President. 

With the power to initiate and the power 
to consummate legislation, to give vitality 
and vigor to every law, or to strike it dead-

Or to strike it dead. 
at his pleasure, the President must ulti
mately become the ruler of the nation. 

And he will also become the ruler of 
the Members of the House and Senate. 
Bow down to this new Caesar, bow 
down to this power. I wish there were a 
Henry Clay in this body today. 

Mr. Clay warned the nation, that if this 
veto power was not arrested, if it were not 
either abolished or at least limited and cir
cumscribed, in process of time, and that be
fore another such period had elapsed as had 
intervened since the Revolution, the whole 
legislation of this country could become to 
be prepared at the White House, or in one or 
other of the Executive departments, and 
would come down to Congress in the shape of 
bills for them to register, and pass through 
the forms of legislation, just as had once 
been done in the ancient courts of France. 

There was the voice of prophecy. 
There, there, was the security, [Clay said] 

and not in this miserable despotic veto 
power of the President of the United States. 

That is what he thought of the veto 
power, "the miserable despotic veto 
power of the President of the United 
States." 

You might take a mechanic from the ave
nue and make him President, and he would 
instantly be surrounded with the power and 
influence of his office ... 

The unpretending name, President of the 
United States, was no security against the 
extent or the abuse of power ... Whether he 
were called emperor, dictator, king, lib
erator, protector, sultan, or President, of the 
United States was of no consequence at all. 
Look at his power; that was what we had to 
guard against. The most tremendous power 
known to antiquity was the shortest in dura
tion. 

That was the power of the dictator. 
Under the Republic, a dictator was cho
sen for a maximum of 6 months or 
until such time as the crisis for which 
the dictator was chosen had run its 
course, whichever was the lessor. 
Cincinnatus was chosen dictator be
cause there was a Roman general 
whose army was surrounded by the 
tribes of the east. Cincinnatus heeded 
the call, took off his toga, took on the 
cloak of the dictator, defeated the 
enemy in 16 days, gave up the dictator
ship, and went back to plowing with 
his oxen on his little 3-acre farm beside 
the Tiber. 

But what power he had. He had all 
the power, omnipotent power, over 
every man, woman, boy, and girl in 
Rome while he was dictator. He could 
execute without trial; all power. So the 
dictatorship of Rome continued but for 
a brief period. Yet, while it lasted, the 
whole state was in his hands. He did 
whatever he pleased, whether it was 
life, liberty, or property. 

I will close with this last extract of 
the speech of Clay on January 24, 1842. 

"Before the power should be utterly 
abolished, he"-meaning Clay
"deemed it prudent, that an experi
ment should be made in a modified 
form; and instead of requiring a major
ity of two-thirds of both Houses to su
persede the veto of the President, he 
thought it sufficient to require the 
concurrence of a majority of the whole 
number of members elected to each 
House of Congress." 

So that was Henry Clay, one of the 
great trio of all time, one of the Mem
bers of the Senate when it was in its 
golden age. 

What would he say today? What 
would he say today of this hydra-head
ed dragon? We are about to sow the 
dragon's teeth and the country will 
reap the whirlwind. 

Where are the true conservatives of 
today? You are looking at one. I am a 
conservative when it comes to preserv
ing the constitutional system, the Con
stitution of the United States. I am not 
above many. I have voted for five 
amendments, as I have said. But never 
would I vote-I would be shot before a 
firing squad before I would vote-to de
stroy the structure of this Constitu
tion. 

Talk about our children and grand
children. We shed crocodile tears about 
children and grandchildren when it 
comes to reducing the budget deficit. 
Well, then, let us start helping our 
children by taking a forthright stand 
against the tax cut. 

If we want to really help our children 
and grandchildren, let us take a stand 
against a tax cut. 

It would put us in the hole by an
other $180 billion in this year's 5-year 
budget resolution before we even start 
to work on a plan to reduce the deficit. 
To make matters· worse, these revenue 
losses would skyrocket over the subse
quent 5 years to $450 billion, making 
total revenue losses over the next 10 
years equal $630 billion. Ultimately, 
when all of the provisions of the House 
Ways and Means Committee bill are 
phased in-now this is the so-called 
contract with America-the revenue 
losses every year would be more than 
$110 billion. 

Who would get the lion's share of the 
benefits of these tax cuts? Again, ac
cording to the latest analysis by the 
Center on Budget and Policy priorities, 
these large revenue losses, which would 
total $630 billion over the next 10 years, 
are largely attributable to provisions 
that heavily benefit upper-income 
households and large corporations. 

In fact, according to a Treasury De
partment analysis, less than 16 percent 
of the benefits of the fully phased-in 
tax provisions as passed by the House 
Ways and Means Committee would go 
to the 60 percent of all families with in
comes below $50,000. The top 1 percent 
of families with incomes of $350,000 or 
more a year would receive 20 percent of 
the tax benefits, while more than half 
of the tax goodies would go to the top 
12 percent of families-those with in
comes over $100,000 per year. 

Of the major provisions in the House 
Ways and Means Committee bill, the 
changes in IRA's capital gains tax
ation, and the taxation of Social Secu
rity income are heavily tilted in favor 
of high-income people. 

Past analyses indicate that about 95 
percent of the benefits from the cur
rent IRA proposal would go to the top 
fifth of the population. 

According to an analysis by the 
Treasury Department, over half the 
benefits from the House Ways and 
Means Committee's capital gains pro
visions would go to the wealthiest 3 
percent of families who have incomes 
over $200,000, while three-fourths of the 
benefits would go to the top 12 percent 
of families who have incomes over 
$100,000 a year; and the House Ways and 
Means Committee's reduction in the 
proportion of Social Security benefits 
that are subject to taxation would give 
a tax break to the top 13 percent of So
cial Security beneficiaries. 

Similarly, the changes proposed by 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
in rates of depreciation and the repeal 
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of the corporate Alternative Minimum 
Tax would substantially reduce taxes 
paid by the Nation's largest corpora
tions. 

All of these new tax breaks, Mr. 
President, will have to be paid for. 
Over the next 5 years alone, we would 
have to find $180 billion in spending 
cuts; $630 billion over the next 10 years; 
and, every year thereafter, $110 billion 
per year in cuts in order to bankroll 
these subsidies for the well off people 
in this country. That level of cuts 
would have to be made if we were to 
enact the House Ways and Means Com
mittee tax bill. Having made these 
cuts, we will just be breaking even. We 
will not have reduced the deficit at all. 
We have heard all this crying out here 
on the Senate Floor over the cruel ef
fects of budget deficits on our children 
and grandchildren. Yet, when it comes 
right down to it, the grandchildren do 
not vote so we will just wait a little 
longer to get serious about the deficit. 
Meanwhile we can dole out a little 
more tax pork for the privileged few. 

It is silly; utter folly. They talk, on 
the one hand, about reducing these 
deficits so that we can finally get down 
to paying something on the principal of 
the debt, stop having to pay interest on 
that debt, reduce the deficits, take de
fense off the table-do not touch de
fense--even increase defense, and, at 
the same time, balance the budget and, 
lo and behold, enact a tax cut. Enact a 
tax cut-what a joke. 

I like to vote for tax cuts. That is 
easy. That does not take any courage. 

Where are these cuts to come from? 
The Ways and Means Committee will 
not tell us the specifics; but, according 
to a Washington Post article of March 
17, 1995, the House Budget Committee 
has approved the "broad outlines of 
$190 billion in spending cuts over the 
next 5 years "-for what?-" to finance 
a massive GOP tax cut. Nearly half the 
reductions would come from Welfare 
and Medicare and the rest from hun
dreds of other government programs 
and foreign aid." So, we cut programs 
for the poor, we cut programs for the 
sick, we cut programs for the elderly. 
For what? So that another Rolls Royce 
can appear in the driveway of some fat 
cat. Well, that ought to get your blood 
pressure up. I have no problem with the 
idea of slicing foreign aid, but the sav
ings ought to go toward reducing the 
deficit. 

That same Washington Post article 
also lists what are called "suggestions 
in the House Budget Committee's pro
posal to cut discretionary spending by 
$100 billion over 5 years." 

I ask unanimous consent to print 
this article in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 17, 1995] 
HOUSE PANEL PLANS BIG SPENDING CUT&-
$190 BILLION WOULD OFFSET TAX BREAKS 

(By Eric Pianin and Dan Morgan) 
The House Budget Committee yesterday 

approved by the broad outlines of $190 billion 
in spending cuts over the next five years to 
finance a massive GOP tax cut. Nearly half 
the reductions would come from welfare and 
Medicare and the rest from hundreds of other 
government programs and foreign aid. 

Budget Committee Chairman John R. Ka
sich (R-Ohio) boasted that his plan would as
sure that Republicans fully pay for a tax 
package providing three times as much relief 
as one proposed by President Clinton and 
begin to put the government on "the glide 
path" to a balanced budget. 

Republicans issued the proposals hours be
fore the House passed a separate bill that 
would pare $17.1 billion from the current 
budget. Republicans had pledged that all the 
long-term savings from that package would 
go for deficit reduction and not to help pay 
for their tax cut. But early yesterday, Ka
sich acknowledged that the promise had been 
nothing more than a "game" to attract con
servative Democratic support for the bill, 
provoking a storm on the floor of the House. 

The House approved the spending-cut pack
age, 227 to 200, despite widspread defections 
by fiscally conservative Democrats who 
claimed they had been duped. The uproar 
further soured Republican-Democratic rela
tions and distracted from the COP leader
ship's message that they were paying for tax 
relief with "real" spendng cuts. 

"They lied in order to pass a bill they 
couldn't pass otherwise," Minority Leader 
Richard A. Gephardt (D-Mo.) said. 

Yesterday's contentious, sometimes con
fusing budget drama underscored the House 
Republicans' challenge in juggling a number 
of converging fiscal initiatives-proposing a 
huge tax cut just as they are promising a 
balanced budget-with time running out on 
their 100-day "Contract With America" time
table. 

The $17.1 billion spending-cut package ini
tially was devised by Republicans to offset 
the cost of disaster relief for California and 
to make a down payment on the cost of the 
tax package, although later they promised to 
use most of it for deficit reduction. Sepa
rately, Kasich and his staff prepared the plan 
for $190 billion of spending cuts to finance 
the bulk of the tax cuts, along with a 10-page 
list of "illustrative Republican spending 
cuts" to show where most of those savings 
could be found. The five-year plan would 
take effect in 1996. 

In the coming weeks, Kasich must also 
complete work on yet another initiative, a 
seven-year plan for balancing the budget. All 
told, GOP leaders must come up with as 
much as $1.2 trillion of cuts and savings to 
eliminate the deficit and pay for the tax cuts 
by 2002, as they have pledged to do. 

Meanwhile, about 100 moderate and fiscally 
conservative Republicans have joined in a 
mini-revolt aimed at forcing the leadership 
to peel back the cost of the proposed $500-
per-child tax credit-the most expensive 
piece of the GOP tax plan-and target the 
benefits more narrowly to middle-class fami
lies. 

The Republicans have signed a letter cir
culated by freshman Rep. Greg Ganske 
(Iowa) and House Agriculture Committee 
Chairman Pat Roberts (Kan.) asking Speaker 
Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) to assure a floor vote 
on cutting the maximum income of eligible 
families from $200,000 a year to $95,000 ac
cording to several signers. 

"We took a little bit silly passing tax cuts 
when we don't have any money," said Rep. 
Ray LaHood (R-Ill.), who declined to sign the 
Contract With America because he opposes 
its tax cuts. 

Yesterday, Sens. Dan Coats (R-Ind.) and 
Rod Grams (R-Minn.) introduced a $500-per
child tax credit proposal that is similar to 
the version approved by the House Ways and 
Means Committee earlier this week and pro
vides benefits to families making up to 
$200,000 a year. 

While the drive for a major tax cut contin
ues to enjoy widespread support among 
House Republicans, Democrats and Senate 
Republicans are wary of devoting precious 
resources to a tax cut when polls indicate 
that voters are more concerned about deficit 
reduction and many economists say a tax 
cut is a bad idea. 

But House GOP leaders refuse to back 
down on their campaign pledge to slash taxes 
for families and businesses, and yesterday 
Kasich unveiled his blueprint for financing 
the package. 

About $100 billion of the proposed savings 
would be achieved by extending and lowering 
legally mandated limits on discretionary 
spending over the next five years and leaving 
it up to the appropriate House committees to 
determine where the specific cuts would be 
made. 

Suggestions in the House Budget 
Committee's proposal to cut discre
tionary spending by $100 billion over 
five years: 

Budget committee's five-year plan 
[In billions of dollars] 

Reduce funding for ineffective 
training and employment pro-
grams...... .. ................................... 9.3 

Eliminate Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7.2 

Reduce federal agency overhead ..... 5.0 
Reduce violent crime trust fund ..... 5.0 
Terminate support for the Inter-

national Development Associa-
tion ...................... ..... ................... 2.8 

Cut funding to Agency for Inter-
national Development .............. .. . 2.7 

Repeal the Davis-Bacon Act (sets 
wages for federal contracts in 
construction industry) .......... .. . .. . . 2.6 

Cut National Institutes of Health 
funding by 5 percent .................... 2.5 

Reduce energy supply research and 
development ................................ 2.3 

Reduce mass transit operating sub-
sidies, capital grants ................... 2.3 

Eliminate programs in National 
Telecommunications and Infor-
mation Administration ............... 2.2 

Phase out Amtrak operating sub-
sidies ............................................ 1.6 

Phase out funding of Legal Services 
Corp. ............................................ 1.6 

Reform management of NASA's 
human space flight programs . . . .. . 1.5 

Terminate funding for the National 
Endowments for the Arts and Hu-
manities ....... .. ........ ......... ............. 1.4 

Place five-year moratorium on con
struction, acquisition of federal 
buildings .. . . .. ... . . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . . . .. . . . 1.3 

Restructure National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration .. ..... 1.2 

Eliminate the Economic Develop-
ment Administration ................... 1.2 

Eliminate the U.S. Travel and 
Tourism Administration and 
trade promotion .. . . . . . . . .. . . .. ... ... . .. . . . 1.1 

Privatize the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting . .. ... . . . . ... . . .. .. . . . .. . .. 1.0 
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Reduce programs in vocational and 

adult education ............ ... ... ......... . 
here they are going to whittle out ·ss 

0.9 billion from the trust fund. 
Reduce assistance to Eastern Eu-

rope, former Soviet Union ..... .. ... . 
Eliminate wasteful rehabilitation 

of severely distressed public 
housing ... ..... .... ..... ................. ..... . 

Reduce funding for ineffective train-
0·8 ing and employment programs. Well, it 

says "ineffective." Whether or not they 
0.8 are ineffective we will know. 

Cut contributions to international 
peacekeeping ....... .... ... ..... .... .. .... . . 

Reduce funding for Goals 2000 and 
School in Work programs .... .... ... . 

Reduce funding for construction of 
Agriculture, Interior facilities 
and trails ... ......... ... ................ ... .. . 

Reduce domestic volunteer pro-
grams ............. ... .. ..... ...... ........... .. . 

Reduce Energy Department's fossil 
energy research and development 

Eliminate Low Income Home Energy 
0.8 Assistance Program; cut National In

stitutes of Health funding by 5 percent; 
0.7 reduce energy supply research and de

velopment; reduce mass transit operat
ing subsidies; phase out Amtrak oper-

0·7 ating subsidies; phase out funding of 
0.7 Legal Services Corporation, and so on 

and so on and so on. 

Apply cost-benefit test to 
Superfund projects .. ... ... .. ......... ... . 

Reduce · General Accounting Office 

0.7 Reduce programs in vocational and 
adult education; cut contributions to 

0.5 international peacekeeping; reduce 

funding by 15 percent .................. . 
Cut number of political appointees 
Reduce Peace Corps funding .......... . 

funds for Goals 2000 and school-in-work 0·3 programs; reduce funding for construc-
0·2 tion of agriculture/interior facilities 0.2 

Replace dollar bills with dollar 
coins .............. .... ...... ..... .............. . 

Eliminate Small Business Adminis
tration's tree planting program 

0.1 
and trails. 

Mr. President, we saw what happened 
in 1981 under President Reagan's poli
cies. He blew into town preaching defi-

(in millions of dollars) ...... .... .... .. . 
Terminate State justice Institute 

(in millions of dollars) ....... ... .. .... . 54 
Other programs (in billions of dol-

lars) ..... .. .. ... .... ....... .......... .... ....... . 37.0 

75 cit reduction and promising to balance 
the Federal budget while, at the same 
time, proposing to increase defense 
spending and to cut taxes. Congress 
gave him what he asked for, and I gave 
him what he asked for. Total ...... .. .... .. .. ......... ......... ....... 100.4 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in other 
words, the House Budget Committee 
has proposed a list of suggested discre
tionary spending cuts, totaling $100 bil
lion over the next 5 years, which would 
be used, not for deficit reduction, but 
to pay for more than half of the 5-year 
cost of the tax breaks proposed by the 
House Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. President, the use of cuts in dis
cretionary spending to pay for tax cuts 
is not permitted under the provisions 
of the Budget Enforcement Act. Rath
er, that act sets annual discretionary 
spending limits which, if they are ex
ceeded, will cause across-the-board se
questers sufficient to ensure that total 
discretionary spending stays within 
the caps. Similarly, pay-as-you-go pro
cedures in section 252 of the Budget En
forcement Act control mandatory 
spending and taxes. This is good policy 
because domestic discretionary spend
ing, in large measure, goes to benefit 
the Nation in general. It should not be 
allowed to be ravaged in order to pay 
for tax favors--tax favors--for the well
to-do. 

What the House Republicans are ac
tually proposing will require a change 
in the Budget Enforcement Act to fol
low reductions in discretionary spend
ing limitations to be used to pay for 
tax cuts for the wealthy. That is bad 
policy. That is not just some obscure 
Budget Act process change. That is bad 
policy, and it ought not be sanctioned. 

I note among the suggestions here, 
one, reduce violent crime trust fund, $5 
billion. It was my proposal that we 
have a crime trust fund, and I think I 
found $21 billion or $22 billion or $23 
billion to put in that trust fund when 
we passed the crime bill-$30 billion. So 

The people of West Virginia said, "He 
is a new boy on the block, help him, 
give him a chance." So I did. I voted to 
give him what he asked for. We passed 
his massive tax cuts in 1981, and I have 
been kicking myself ever since. 

We passed his massive tax cuts in 
1981, which cut revenues by $2.1 trillion 
over the following 10 years. We pro
vided huge increases in defense spend
ing as well, and I went along with that. 
I voted for everything he asked for. I 
wanted to give him a chance. That is 
what my constituents told me to do. 
Supply-side economics, we were told, 
would kick in as a result of the tax 
cuts, and we would actually see more 
revenues coming into the Treasury 
than would have come in without the 
tax cuts. We were going to "grow our 
way" out of our deficit problem. But, it 
did not happen. Instead, we saw a 
string of budget deficits which were by 
far the largest in the history or the Na
tion. Those deficits of President Rea
gan's 8 years were only exceeded by 
President Bush's deficits, which stand 
as the largest in history. It should be 
clear that supply-side economics is a 
failed theory, and David Stockman 
knew it and said it in writing. It was 
bogus baloney. It was a flop and it was 
highly detrimental to this Nation. 

It is why we are in this debate right 
today. It is why we are in the pickle 
that we are in right today, because out 
of that colossal mistake that we made 
came the largest budget deficits, a 
quadrupling of the national debt and 
the pressure for a line-item veto and 
for constitutional amendments to bal
ance the budget. That is why we are in 
this pickle. They brought us to this. 
We would not be debating a line-item 

veto here today if we had not gotten 
caught up in that trap, that quad
rupling the debt. 

We are now being asked by the Re
publican leadership in the House to go 
down that same road again. 

It is really quite unbelievable, but 
that is what the proponents of the huge 
tax cut believe. Talk about disregard
ing history. Talk about a flat learning 
curve. We have not learned anything 
from recent history. Some have not 
picked up a thing from the nightmare 
of the 1980's. This so-called Contract 
With America calls for massive tax 
cuts, increases in defense spending, and 
a balanced Federal budget by the year 
2002. Even if defense spending is not in
creased, the House Ways and Means 
Committee's tax cuts will cost $630 bil
lion over the 10 years. That cost will 
have to be paid for, along with over $1 
trillion in additional spending cuts, in 
order to balance the Federal Budget by 
the year 2002. 

Well, I made that mistake in 1981. 
But this is one Senator who is not pre
pared to make the same mistake again. 
I do not intend to vote for any tax cuts 
this year-not President Clinton's and 
not the House Ways and Means Com
mittee's proposal. 

We say we are for deficit reduction, 
and I am for deficit reduction. I am for 
cutting spending where we can do so in 
a fair and equitable manner and at the 
same time deal with our investment 
deficit in this country. We have not 
only a trade deficit, not only a fiscal 
deficit, but we also have an investment 
deficit, an infrastructure deficit. 

I am opposed to enacting spending 
cuts to pay for tax giveaways. Any sav
ings we can make should go toward re
ducing our deficit not lining some
body's pockets. 

My amendment provides that it shall 
not be in order in the Senate or House 
of Representatives to consider 

Any concurrent resolution on the budget, 
bill, joint resolution, amendment, motion, or 
conference report that decreases the discre
tionary spending limits unless the concur
rent resolution on the budget, bill, joint res
olution, amendment, motion, or conference 
report provides that such decrease may only 
be used for deficit reduction and may not be 
used to offset all or part of an increase in di
rect spending or decrease in tax receipts 
under section 252 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1974. 

My amendment also creates a re
quirement that a waiver would require 
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
Senators duly chosen and sworn, as 
would an appeal of the ruling of the 
chair. 

I urge Senators to support the 
amendment. If the rhetoric about bal
ancing the budget which has been flow
ing fast and thick in this Congress 
since we convened is to be believed, we 
need to take this important step. 

Any private citizen paying attention 
will know that these huge deficits will 
never be reduced if we are subsidizing 
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wealthy tax payers with back-loaded 
tax cuts at the same time we are try
ing to reduce the deficit. 

How ironic that we are voting before 
this day is over, voting to shift the 
control of the purse, vested in the 
hands of the people's representatives in 
Congress, voting to shift that power to 
an executive, in the name of reducing 
deficits, in the name of balancing the 
budget on the one hand and, on the 
other, let flow from our lips the utter 
folly of advocating a tax cut. For what 
reason? To get votes. 

Let us not stretch our already fragile 
credibility to the breaking point by 
continuing to pretend that these obvi
ously incompatible goals-massive tax 
breaks and reduced deficits-can ever 
by reconciled in the real world. 

AMENDMENT NO. 350, AS MODIFIED TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. President, on page 2, line 10, I 
modify my amendment and I ask unan
imous consent to modify it by striking 
... 1974" and inserting "1985." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 350), as modi

fied, is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the follow

ing: 
SEC. • USE OF THE REDUCTIONS IN DISCRE· 

TIONARY SPENDING CAPS. 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT.-
(1) BUDGET RESOLUTIONS AND LEGISLA

TION.-Section 301 of the Congressional Budg
et Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(j) USE OF REDUCTIONS IN DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING CAPS.-It shall not be in order in 
the Senate or House of Representatives to 
consider any concurrent resolution on the 
budget, bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report that decreases 
the discretionary spending limits unless the 
concurrent resolution on the budget, bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con
ference report provides that such decrease 
may only be used for deficit reduction and 
may not be used to offset all or part of an in
crease in direct spending or decrease in re
ceipts under section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985.". 

(2) SIXTY VOTE POINT OF ORDER.-Sub
sections (c) and (d) of section 904 of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 are amended by 
inserting "301(j)," after "301(i)". 

(b) GRAMM-RUDMAN.-Section 252 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(f) USE OF REDUCTIONS IN DISCRETIONARY 
SPENDING CAPS.-A decrease in the discre
tionary spending limits may only be used for 
deficit reduction and may not be used to off
set all or part of an increase in direct spend
ing or decrease in receipts under this sec
tion.". 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have been 

listening with keen interest to the ex
cellent remarks made by my great 

friend and colleague from West Vir
ginia. I want to compliment him, once 
again, for being able to seize the key 
elements that tell the truth as it is. I 
am rising now principally to support 
the amendment that has been offered 
by the senior Senator from West Vir
ginia and to address what he had to say 
about the history of the lack of fiscal 
management. I think it points out just 
how important the amendment he is of
fering tonight and why it belongs on 
the important piece of legislation be
fore us. 

This amendment would strengthen 
and reinforce the pay-as-you-go re
quirements in the current budget law. 
And certainly, Mr. President, I think it 
deserves our support. If only we had 
something like this during those other 
times when we went down that rosy 
scenario road that the Senator from 
West Virginia outlined. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to discuss the logic of supporting the 
current law, which fits right in with 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. President, the current law re
quires the Government to account for 
annual appropriations spending sepa
rately from permanent changes in 
taxes and entitlements. It is unwise for 
the Government to use savings prom
ised by budget process changes to pay 
for tax cuts or entitlement expansions, 
which, by their very nature, are perma
nent and require no additional congres
sional action. They, theoretically, are 
there forever. 

Under section 251 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act, annual caps on budget authority 
and outlays limit discretionary spend
ing. Pay-as-you-go procedures in sec
tion 252 of the act control mandatory 
spending and taxes. The law setting 
forth these pay-as-you-go procedures 
does not, in any way, mention changes 
in the discretionary spending limits. 

The appropriations caps constrain 
the total amount of money that the 
Congress may appropriate. They do 
not, by themselves, spend money, nor 
can anyone know that they will save 
money until Congress has enacted 
every appropriations bill for the year 
in question. The Congressional Budget 
Office scores only actual appropria
tions, because they provide the actual 
authority to spend. Changes in the 
caps, on the other hand, do not yield 
immediate budgetary savings. If Con
gress reduces the caps, subsequent ap
propriations bills, later appropriations, 
after-the-fact appropriations are the 
ones that determine whether or not we 
live up to the goals that we have out
lined. 

The amount saved would not be 
available. I emphasize that again, Mr. 
President. The amount saved would not 
be available to offset legislative 
changes in entitlements or taxes. 

The Congressional Budget Office thus 
believes that it cannot include cap re-

ductions on the pay-as-you-go score
card without a change in the law. 
Sound reasons for support of the struc
ture of the law-that is important. 
That is sound reasoning. Congress ap
propriates spending, year by year, one 
year at a time. 

Entitlement spending and tax cuts, 
on the other hand, often go on and on 
and on forever unless Congress . takes 
an affirmative action to trim them 
back. To rely on budget processes, 
changes that promise to constrain ap
propriations in future years to pay for 
tax cuts or entitlement expenses, is 
like buying an unaffordable new house 
based on the expectation that a person 
is going to get a substantial raise each 
and every year that follows. It might 
work. But then again, Mr. President, it 
might not. Most times, it has not 
worked. We should not base our Na
tion's fiscal policy on such promises 
and guesswork. 

Under the current law, rewards fol
low responsibility. The law holds ap
propriated spending responsible for 
breaches of the appropriation caps, and 
holds legislation under the jurisdiction 
of authorizing committees responsible 
for entitlement and tax law changes 
that do not pay for themselves. Allow
ing committees of the Congress other 
than the Appropriations Committee to 
get credit for reducing appropriation 
caps will encourage those committees 
to look to the appropriated spending 
rather than to themselves for deficit 
reduction. 

The law links deficit reduction bur
dens and benefits, and we should keep 
it that way. 

A few days ago, the House Budget 
Committee reported out a piece of leg
islation that would have allowed future 
reductions in appropriation caps to be 
counted to offset the tax cuts, those 
tax cuts that Senator BYRD outlined 
just a few moments ago. 

My concern is, what is to stop the 
House Budget Committee from includ
ing such a provision in the budget reso
lution that they may report next year? 
The amendment by the Senator from 
West Virginia would ensure-! repeat, 
Mr. President-the amendment offered 
by the Senator from West Virginia 
would ensure that they could not profit 
from such a provision that on its face 
is so phony. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
West Virginia would help to ensure 
that any savings achieved from lower
ing the appropriation caps would go to 
deficit reductions. We all know now 
and we all understand that that was 
the reason for the caps in the first in
stance, to try to bring sanity to the fis
cal irresponsibility we have experi
enced for far too long. The appropria
tion caps under this bill would go to 
deficit reduction. I suggest that that is 
the way it should be. 

The amendment offered by the Sen
ator from West Virginia simply would 
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make it more difficult to alter the ex
isting law. He would preserve the pay
as-you-go procedure that has served 
Congress so well over the past few 
years, and make sure they are effective 
in the future. 

Mr. President, I urge Senators to 
support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

just read the amendment from the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia. 
I regret, Senator ExoN, that I did not 
get to hear your entire argument. 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
Senate should adopt the Byrd amend
ment because I think it is redundant, 
and I do not think we need it. I would 
like to explain why. 

On the 28th day of February of this 
year, in response to an inquiry that I 
as chairman of the Budget Committee 
made to the Congressional Budget Of
fice, in the last correspondence signed 
by Robert Reischauer as Director, in 
response to two questions, the second 
of which was: Can legislation that re
duces the discretionary limits-that is, 
the caps-be counted on the pay-as
you-go scoreboard? 

Now, essentially, this question is an
swered in a rather lengthy paragraph 
which I will read shortly. Essentially, 
it says "No." 

Now, what has happened is in the 1990 
summit, followed by a reconciliation 
bill later on, the U.S. Congress distin
guished appropriated accounts from 
taxes and entitlements and mandatory 
spending in two very fundamental 
ways. 

First, as to appropriated accounts, 
they were to be governed and con
trolled by a mechanism called caps. 
That means that literally, until 1998, 
there is an actual dollar number al
ready existing for all of the appro
priated accounts including defense. So 
we add them all up, Senator EXON, and 
there is a literal dollar number. Later 
on, from time to time, we might 
change those caps. But they are, none
theless, caps. 

What happens is that if we break 
those caps the budget is held harmless 
and returned to .that level by a seques
ter, an automatic across-the-board cut 
of appropriated accounts. 

If we come in under those caps then 
that money does not go on any 
scorekeeping card nor is it counted as 
a reduction in the caps unless you do 
that, and until the year's end nothing 
happens to that money because it is 
still subject to appropriation under the 
caps. 

Now, that is one way of treating the 
combination of defense spending and 
appropriated domestic money. That is 
how it is treated. 

Now, the rest of Government-that 
is, entitlement and taxes-are treated 

differently. They are treated under lan
guage called pay-as-you-go. Let me 
read what the Director of the OMB has 
to say about pay-go accounts. 

Here is where I think our good friend, 
Senator BYRD, got the idea that we 
needed to put a new law in place. Un
less it is to tweak the House, because 
they went through an exercise of say
ing they were going to pay for taxes 
with appropriated accounts. CBO says 
they cannot do that. 

This is the CBO Director's response 
to that question. One, the Office of 
Management and Budget contends that 
current law allows a reduction in 
spending limits to offset increases in 
spending or losses of receipts on the 
pay-as-you-go scoreboard. 

The Congressional Budget Office dis
agrees. The current budget enforce
ment process reflects a clear decision 
by the lawmakers that discretionary 
spending-a subject matter of Senator 
BYRD's amendment-that discretionary 
spending would be subject to different 
budgetary control mechanisms than 
would be applied to mandatory spend
ing and receipts or taxes. 

Under current law [law that is in effect to
night] discretionary spending is limited by 
annual caps on budget authority and out
lays. If enacted, discretionary appropriations 
for any year exceed either cap, an across-the
board sequestration of nonexempt appropria
tions would lower discretionary spending to 
the level of the caps. 

I stated that a little while ago. Now 
it is being stated in the language of the 
CBO director, Dr. Robert Reischauer: 

Mandatory spending and revenues are con
trolled by pay-as-you-go procedures. Under 
PAYGO, OMB and CBO track all mandatory 
spending and revenue legislation enacted 
since the BEA. If at the end of a session of 
Congress such legislation has, in total, in
creased the deficit for the current and budg
et years, spending for nonexempt mandatory 
programs is cut by the amount of the in
crease. Section 252 of the Balanced Budget 
Act, which governs enforcement of the 
P A YGO procedures, does not refer in any 
way to changes in the discretionary spending 
limits. 

Which is what is worrying the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia: 

The limits on discretionary spending in
cluded in the BEA and OBRA-93 constrain 
the overall amount of money that the Con
gress may appropriate in a given year. They 
do not by themselves create new budget au
thority or outlays, and CBO and OMB have 
not reflected the limits in their scorekeeping 
systems. CBO scores only actual appropria
tions, because they provide the authority to 
spend. Changes to the discretionary spending 
limits thus do not yield immediate budg
etary savings. If the discretionacy spending 
limits were reduced, the savings would be 
achieved through subsequent appropriations 
bills, but the amounts saved would not auto
matically be available to offset legislative 
changes in mandatory spending or receipts. 

That is the answer to the question 
and why we do not need the amend
ment. Let me repeat: 

If the discretionary spending limits were 
reduced, the savings would be achieved 

through subsequent appropriations bills, but 
the amounts saved would not automatically 
be available to offset legislative changes in 
mandatory spending or receipts. Therefore, 
CBO believes that reductions in the discre
tionary spending limits cannot be included 
on the PAYGO scorecard without a change in 
law. 

I hope this information has been sat
isfactory, he says to me, writing this 
letter. 

Mr. President, I have the greatest re
spect for the Senator from West Vir
ginia. And I have great, great empathy 
and concurrence with the notion he is 
trying to achieve. The budget resolu
tion produced by the Senator from New 
Mexico, coming out of our Senate com
mittee, will follow this law. If we re
duce the discretionary caps the money 
allegedly saved will not be available 
for the pay-as-you-go scoreboard, 
which is the only place it could have 
gone to make room for tax cuts. And it 
does not go there. It does not go there 
by law. 

So there is not any need to now say 
you cannot use savings by reducing the 
caps to offset taxes because that is the 
law. That is what the director of CBO 
says. That is what our Parliamentarian 
is going to say. I do not think there is 
any doubt about it. A point of order 
will lie, and we do not need to create it 
in a new piece of legislation because it 
already would lie if you attempted to 
offset in some way the savings that 
will come from reducing appropriations 
to pay for tax cuts. 

Incidentally, if there really was rea
son to do this it would be because the 
President of the United States-and 
that is stated in this letter, implicitly, 
at least-made a mistake. He found 
room in his budget to pay for his so
called middle-class tax cuts by cutting 
appropriated accounts-lowering the 
caps. As a matter of fact he made two 
mistakes. 

First is, he cannot do that. You need 
to get a waiver here. It should not be in 
a budget without a clear statement 
that I need a 60-yote waiver in the Sen
ate because the law prohibits me from 
doing that. That is one mistake. 

The second mistake, he used phony 
numbers. First he increased the caps 
impropitiously, in a manner not pre
scribed by law. And then he reduced 
the caps to count some savings. And 
then he counted the savings to pay for 
the tax cuts. Every single step of that 
is either illegal or phony or a combina
tion thereof. 

That is not going to happen in a 
budget resolution in the Senate be
cause it will get caught right here on 
the floor. If I try to do it when I put 
that budget resolution up there for de
bate, Senator BYRD will get it. He will 
stand right up and say, "You cannot do 
that." So let me suggest, he is not 
going to get a chance to do that be
cause I am not going to do that. I will 
not bring a budget resolution to the 
floor of the U.S. Senate as chairman of 
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a committee that flies smack in the 
face of this letter from the Congres
sional Budget Office that says that is 
not the law. 

So, if anybody needed any assurance 
that is not the way we are going to do 
it here, you got it right now, because 
we are not going to do it that way. 

Well, I should not say it. If 61 Sen
ators want to vote that we do it that 
way, we will do it that way, the 61 
votes are prescribed in this amendment 
also as a way to waive it. You do not 
need that either. 

So I regret coming down here. I think 
I made a case, however, and I do not 
think I harmed Senator BYRD's posi
tion at all because I think he makes 
the right point. But I do not think we 
need the amendment. Frankly, if there 
is anything else we have to do by way 
of amending the Budget Act we are 
going to have some more hearings. I 
have committed it to the Budget Com
mittee. We will get onto some other 
changes in the Budget Impoundment 
Act. There are a lot people want to do. 
Besides, I am not at all sure-! say to 
my friends on the other side-how soon 
this line-item veto will get out of con
ference. There are some very big dif
ferences between this bill as it leaves 
the U.S. Senate and the bill that the 
U.S. House of Representatives passed. 
There are very, very big differences. 

As a matter of fact, I think we will 
have a budget resolution on the floor, I 
say to my friend, Senator BYRD, before 
that conference report will ever get 
back. So this amendment, if it is on 
there, is not going to help that situa
tion. But I am here to say I am going 
to try to help because I do not have to 
give a speech as to why, why we should 
not use appropriated accounts, the 
Paygo accounts. We went through that. 
We spent weeks on end figuring this 
out. There is no intention whatsoever 
to use discretionary programs of this 
country to pay for tax cuts or entitle
ment increases, and I do not think that 
is the way it is going to be. 

And I do not think that is the way it 
is going to be. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I have no doubt that the 

distinguished Senator from New Mex
ico means exactly what he says. He has 
no intention of doing that. That is not 
what the House is saying. The House 
wants to change the law. I do not want 
to see the law changed. I think we 
ought to have this amendment. This 
would also apply to any reductions in 
the discretionary spending limits 
which might occur pursuant to any 
budget resolution in the future. 

The Senator from New Mexico agrees 
that the summit agreement-we were 
both there-and resulting Budget En
forcement Act do not allow domestic 
spending cuts to be used for pay-go. 
This amendment will make it perfectly 

clear that any reductions in discre
tionary spending limits will be used for 
one purpose only, deficit reduction. 

Does the Senator from New Mexico 
agree that that should be the case? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Did I yield for a 
question? I thought I still had the 
floor. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator does. 
Mr. DOMENICI. The reason I say that 

is that I am supposed to be somewhere 
in a minute. I want to get the floor 
back, and then I will yield very quick
ly. 

Let me just make this point. There 
have been some discussions on the floor 
of the Senate about the amendment 
that is going to pass, the line-item veto 
that is going to pass. There has been 
some discussion about how different it 
was in the original Domenici-Exon 
line-item veto. Let me just say there is 
one aspect to this line-item veto that 
the American people ought to under
stand, and that Senators ought to un
derstand. 

First, I will premise it on the follow
ing. None of us really knows whether 
this will be a significant shift of power, 
whether Presidents now or in the fu
ture will use line-item veto to gain 
some significant leverage that they 
should not have or a myriad of other 
concerns that are on the side of those 
who are reluctant to vote for this. 

But I might suggest there has been 
one exchange made in the Budget Com
mittee and carried over here, and even 
made a little better. That is a sunset 
provision. This bill, as it leaves here in 
a compromise between the distin
guished Senator from Arizona and the 
Senator from New Mexico, carries a 5-
year sunset. That means that if we 
look at this maybe in 3 years and it is 
not working too well, or in 4 years, 
clearly when that 5th year comes, it is 
gone. If Presidents in the meantime 
choose to make it this big power shift, 
you see that this sunset means that we 
do not have to send them anything. 

But if we send them a new bill, there 
will not be any law on the books. So 
they will not have the veto pen out to 
make us do it their way. That is if we 
are going to pass another law to 
change it or modify it. I think every
body should know that. That is a bit of 
protection for the uncertainties that 
come with legislation of this type. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank you for that. 

That is the only good provision in this 
package that we are about to vote on 
tonight; the only good provision. I 
fully support that provision. 

But I call attention to the distin
guished Senator's statement in the 
"Report on the Legislative Line-Item 
Veto Act of 1995." Senator DOMENICI, 
according to this statement, "The Ad
ditional Views of Senator Pete V. Do
menici"-I do not know what the "V." 

stands for; I want Pete to tell me what 
that is: 

I do not support S. 4 because I believe it 
will delegate too much authority to the 
President over the control of the budget ... 

I do not believe he supported S. 4. I 
think that S. 14, which represented his 
views, is the bill that we ought to be 
passing. And that is the bill with some 
important additions that the distin
guished minority leader introduced as 
a substitute. He included the additions 
on taxes as well, which was an im
provement. I am sorry that the Sen
ator objected to that. But I ·supported 
that measure when the distinguished 
Senator's committee reported it out. 

I thank the Senator. I am glad that 
there is that sunset provision: 

Boast not thyself of tomorrow, for thou 
knowest not what a day may bring forth. 

I do not know whether I will be here 
5 years from now. None of us know. Not 
any man or woman in this Chamber 
can foresee whether he in truth will be 
here when that 5 years rolls around. 
But that is within my present term, 
and although I intend to be running 
that period, planning that year for the 
next election, the next year, I cannot 
boast myself of tomorrow because I do 
not know what a day may bring forth. 

But I hope I am here when that sun
set provision runs out because I want 
to do everything I can to see that this 
monstrosity does not have a future life, 
as much as I do believe in a future life. 

While I am on any feet, I want to 
compliment the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona. He has fought for this 
legislation over the years. I do not 
think this is the legislation he really 
wants. It is not the legislation that he 
agrees that he has expressed support 
for over the years, but he is about to 
achieve a victory of sorts. 

I compliment him on a job well done. 
I thank the distinguished Senator 

from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 

to the Senator, the "V." in my name is 
my mother's maiden name. Her father 
was named Pete-like me-Vichi, V-i-c
h-i. She wanted so much to have as 
much of her father as she could. She 
gave me his first name, and she gave 
me his initial, and then my father in
sisted that I, nonetheless, have his 
name. So that is where it came from. 

Mr. President, I want to make one 
other comment. The legislation is dif
ferent in another way. The sunset is 
brief. It is 1 year shorter than pre
viously reported out of the committee. 
But there is another thing. I know this 
would never be enough to convince the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia. But this does make it such that 
individual vetoes can be voted on sepa
rately in the U.S. Senate. They do not 
have to be packaged, as in the original 
McCain proposal or the original Do
menici proposal. 

And, in a sense, for those who do not 
like the line-item veto, or are worried 



8914 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 23, 1995 
about it or frightened of it, that is 
thought to be a little better protection 
than if you have to vote, like the mili
tary BRAC Commission, take it or 
leave it. At least you can take one at 
a time. That is one other aspect of this 
that I thought we ought to put on 
record as being different and changing 
things a bit. 

I yield the floor. 
Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, before my 

good friend and colleague leaves the 
floor-! know he has another matter
! just wanted to make a few brief com
ments. First, that I have had a very 
close relationship with the chairman of 
the Budget Committee for a long, long 
time. Although we do not always agree, 
we have a good working relationship 
that is going to carry through in the 
future. I hope to try to solve the mam
moth problems that are going to be 
pushed off on the Budget Committee, 
and to help where the decisions have to 
be made. 

I have listened to the statements he 
made in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from West Vir
ginia. I listened very carefully to the 
quotes he made by the former CBO Di
rector, Dr. Reischauer, who is no 
longer there. We have a new CBO Di
rector now. I agree, I think, almost 
word for word, paragraph by paragraph, 
point by point, with everything the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
said. ·Then why are we arguing? We are 
arguing because the chairman seems to 
feel that just because we have a policy 
that has existed in the past, that that 
is going to continue to be the policy in 
the future. 

Senator BYRD, I think, has no quarrel 
with what the Senator from New Mex
ico is saying. We have no quarrel with 
what Senator DOMENICI says he intends 
to do. Senator BYRD has a quarrel, and 
I have a quarrel, and I think you, Sen
ator DOMENICI, have a quarrel with 
what is going on on the other side of 
the Hill. 

What we are trying to do-since this 
measure that is going to pass is going 
to be the law of the land-is to put into 
place, in law, once again now, provi
sions to tell the House of Representa
tives that we are not going to allow 
them to continue what they are doing, 
which is in violation of what Dr. 
Reischauer previously said. 

I think we all agree. I think what we 
are simply saying to my friend, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, is 
if you agree with Dr. Reischauer, then 
you agree with Senator BYRD. The only 
disagreement you seem to have is that 
it is redundant and it is not necessary. 

I would simply say that I really 
think this amendment is obviously 
necessary, given what is going on in 
the House of Representatives today in 
that Budget Committee. And we have a 
new director over there of the Congres
sional Budget Office. What is to stop 

the Budget Committee from telling the 
Congressional Budget Office to do dif
ferently in the budget resolution than 
what Dr. Reischauer had indicated ear
lier, as was extensively and accurately 
quoted by the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. 

I would simply say that I believe we 
are talking by each other as we do 
often times here in this body. As near 
as I can tell, Senator DOMENICI, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Senator BYRD, myself, and many oth
ers all agree. And if the only reason 
not to adopt the Byrd amendment is 
because it is redundant, then this is 
the time when redundancy is vitally 
important because of what is going on 
in the House of Representatives. The 
House's recent actions are anything 
but redundant with regard to what we 
have done in the past. 

All Senator BYRD is trying to do with 
this amendment-and I am surprised 
that there is opposition on the other 
side-is to say, let us keep doing busi
ness the same way we have done it in 
the past. Some people say you do not 
have to say that because it is redun
dant. 

Well, just look at what is going on in 
the House of Representatives today. 
They are making cuts in vi tal pro
grams for infants and children and 
mothers and senior citizens, and all the 
underprivileged of the Nation, for the 
purpose of putting in a tax cut that 
benefits primarily the wealthiest citi
zens of this Nation. They are only 
going to be able to do that over there 
if they make some changes in the rules 
and regulations that we have followed 
in the past. · 

What Senator BYRD is simply saying, 
I say to my colleagues on both sides of 
this aisle, is let us not fool ourselves 
again. Let us not go down that path 
that we did in the 1980's by charting 
new courses and going through rosy 
scenarios and inventing systems such 
as what-I have always called the 
laughable curve. I think it was really 
the Laffer curve, but I called it the 
laughable curve. The laughable curve 
in the 1980's is back with us once again 
under a different name. It is rosy sce
nario. It is changing the rules. 

All that Senator BYRD's amendment 
tries to do, and I think the chairman of 
the Budget Committee agrees with it, 
if I heard him correctly-and he is a 
very honest and honorable man-is let 
us leave things the way they are. In 
this very important new piece of legis
lation that in some form is going to be
come the law of the land let us say 
once again that we are not going to be 
carried off course, and that we are 
going to be using the cuts that we 
make to reduce the deficit and not to 
irresponsibly, irrationaly, and unrea
sonably make tax cuts that even the 
Senate committees run by Republicans 
on this side of the Capitol, indicate do 
not make sense. 

The Byrd amendment makes sense. It 
is in keeping with what I think is the 
feeling of my chairman, Senator Do
MENICI of the Budget Committee. I can
not see why we are arguing about 
something that we seem to all agree 
with. If the only argument not to ac
cept the Byrd amendment is that it is 
redundant, then it is the type of redun
dancy, Mr. President, that we need. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I understand that the 

Democratic leader would like to speak 
on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Thank you, Mr. 
President. Let me commend the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska for his 
comments. I feel very strongly about 
this issue as well. And I commend the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia for offering the amendment. 

It is appropriate that this is the last 
amendment. It is appropriate in part 
because the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia has made it clear all 
along that there are some very fun
damental concerns here, and one of the 
biggest concerns we have is the vagary 
of the legislation to begin with. There 
is a vagary on what the scope of tax 
legislation is. There is a vagary on its 
constitutionality. There is a vagary, 
frankly, on the balance of power, as the 
Senator from New Mexico just indi
cated. We are not sure what this is 
going to do. We are not sure just how 
much of a shift down to the White 
House this may represent. There is cer
tainly a vagary with regard to the de
gree of practicality or of the prudence 
in taking a simple bill and making it 
1,500 or 2,000 pages. There is a lot of va
gary here. But how ironic it would be if 
in the interest of deficit reduction, 
with all the other vagaries, we did not 
even know this was going to reduce the 
deficit, we had no idea whether or not 
ultimately we were going to accom
plish what I thought brought us here in 
the first place, which is to reduce the 
deficit. That would be the ultimate 
irony. 

All the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia is saying is let us be true 
to our goal. If we are going to do this, 
let us be absolutely certain there is no 
mistake about why we are doing it. Be
fore we vote on final passage, regard
less of what assurances we may be 
given by CBO, regardless of what budg
etary guidelines normally we must fol
low-as the Senator from Nebraska has 
so appropriately said, we do not know 
what is coming over from the other 
side. We do not know how many times 
things may come over from the other 
side that will dictate a situation that 
could otherwise undermine the intent 
of this legislation. 

So let us be clear. This is our last op
portunity to say with an exclamation 
point, "Here is why we are doing it. 
This is why it is important." If we are 
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going to line-item veto specific provi
sions in the bill, then it better be des
ignated for one purpose and one pur
pose only. Regardless of the agenda in 
the Contract With America, regardless 
of what intentions the House may 
have, we now know that it is going to 
go to deficit reduction because of the 
Byrd amendment. 

So I think it is very appropriate that 
this is the last amendment because it 
ought to clarify with no equivocation 
why we have spent the last week debat
ing line-item veto. 

We are not supporting a line-item 
veto because we want to offer an agen
da for tax reform or tax cuts, for tax 
cuts that we may not want. That is not 
why we are doing this. We do not want 
to provide more opportunities to cut 
taxes and create even greater imbal
ance between the wealthy and the mid
dle class in this country. That ought to 
be a fight for another day. What we are 
here for is to reduce the deficit. What 
we are here for is to be absolutely cer
tain that if we have de signa ted the 
President with new powers, we under
stand what those powers are for. It is 
to reduce the deficit and nothing else. 

So I hope that colleagues on both 
side of the aisle, regardless of whether 
they think we have said it loudly 
enough or clearly enough, can appre
ciate the concern for vagary once more 
in this legislation. 

The courts are going to determine 
whether or not this is constitutional. 
Ultimately, we will probably be able to 
determine what kind of a shift in the 
balance of power results. The courts 
will also determine, I suppose, what 
will happen with regard to the scope of 
tax legislation, but we ought to be the 
ones to determine for what the line
i tern veto is going to be used. And if we 
determine it, we have our opportunity 
with this amendment to say it is going 
to be used for deficit reduction and 
that is it. 

So, Mr. President, there is nothing 
more to say than that. The purpose of 
this amendment is very clear. Again, 
as so many amendments that we have 
offered have attempted to do, we are 
trying to improve this legislation in a 
way that allows us the confidence that, 
indeed, we are doing what we say we 
want to do. 

So I commend the distinguished Sen
ator from West Virginia for the amend
ment. I am very hopeful that in an 
overwhelming bipartisan consensus we 
can adopt it before this bill is enacted 
into law. And with that I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will 

be very brief in my remarks. 
I first want to rise in support of the 

Byrd amendment. As everyone here 
knows, the House Budget Committee 
last week proposed a change in the 

Budget Act that would permit reduc
tions in discretionary spending to be 
used to offset lost revenues resulting 
from tax cuts, rather than to reduce 
the deficit. This is one of the most irre
sponsible proposals I have seen since 
coming to the U.S. Senate. Everyone in 
Congress speaks loudly and clearly 
about the need for spending cuts in 
order to reduce the deficit. However, 
one of the first things the new Repub
lican majority in Congress has pro
posed is to, rather than reducing the 
deficit, cut spending on programs that 
help some of the neediest people in the 
country so that we can pay for tax cuts 
for some of the wealthiest people in 
America. 

I heard the distinguished Chairman 
of the Budget Committee, Senator Do
MENICI, argue that the Byrd amend
ment would replicate current law. 
While that might be technically true, 
given the House Budget Committee's 
actions last week, the Senate needs to 
go on record in opposition to using 
spending cuts to pay for tax cuts. 
These cuts must, and should, be used to 
reduce the deficit. I urge my colleagues 
to support the Byrd amendment. 

I also would like to spend a few min
utes discussing the Dole line-item veto 
proposal that will be voted on tonight. 
I want to pay tribute to my esteemed 
colleague from West Virginia, Senator 
BYRD, who, in my opinion, is always on 
the side of the angels when it comes to 
assaults on the Constitution, always on 
the side of the angels in understanding 
what James Madison and John Jay and 
Alexander Hamilton meant when they 
talked about the separation of powers. 

The first time I ever heard that ex
pression I was in the ninth grade. The 
concept of separation of powers was re
fined for me somewhat when I read the 
Federalist Papers for the first time 
when I was an undergraduate student 
at the University of Arkansas. Then I 
went off to law school and studied a 
full course in constitutional law and 
almost a full course on the Federalist 
Papers. It is a tragedy that every high 
school student in this country does not 
have at least one semester on that sa
cred document called the U.S. Con
stitution. 

John Jay, Alexander Hamilton, and 
James Madison created the concept of 
the separation of powers as a method of 
protecting the public. They put it in 
the Constitution because it was an im
portant idea that should not get swept 
away with a momentary trendy, popu
lar idea. So here we are with a very 
momentary, popular, trendy idea that 
could very well be an unmitigated dis
aster for the country-the Dole line 
item veto proposal. 

I remember when I was Governor of 
Arkansas 250 magnificent prints of a 
mockingbird showed up to be signed by 
the Governors of the five States that 
had the mockingbird as their State 
bird. When these prints arrived I spent 

all night long signing my name 250 
times on those prints. And of the 250, I 
got 50, Preston Smith in Texas got 50, 
the other three Governors got 50, They 
all spent all night long signing their 
names, too. 

We are going to see similar signing 
ceremonies if the Dole proposal ever 
becomes law. Poor President Clinton. 
He does not sleep very much as it is. I 
have known him for years. He gets by 
on less sleep than anybody I have ever 
known, but he cannot get by with the 
2 hours a night that will be left if he is 
forced to sign all those billettes ·sent 
up by Congress. 

Mr. President, I would not be sur
prised if within 2 years from this mo
ment, the Dole proposal will have been 
found to be such a disaster, so unwork
able, there would be a clamor to repeal 
it. 

Mr. President, I went to Wake Forest 
3 or 4 weeks ago to speak at a convoca
tion of their law school. The subject of 
my speech was on the "Trivialization 
of the United States Constitution." 
While we are not dealing with a con
stitutional amendment today, we are 
dealing with an assault on the Con
stitution. 

I voted for Senator HATCH's amend
ment to try to retain some semblance 
of the constitutional balance or power. 
Can you imagine what FDR would have 
done when he called the Supreme Court 
those nine old men who kept striking 
down the laws that he was trying to 
get passed to get this country moving 
again-nine old men. He detested them. 
He wan ted to pack · the Court by put
ting six more members on the bench. 
At first, everybody thought that was 
pretty good idea. Just like at first ev
erybody thinks the Dole proposal is a 
good idea. All of the sudden, the people 
of this country decided that was one 
thing they did not want FDR to have 
the authority to do. 

But can you imagine the President of 
the United States having a line-item 
veto on the Supreme Court? The Con
stitution would prohibit him from cut
ting their salaries, but he could sure 
turn the lights out. He can cut the heat 
off. James Madison would just be 
whirling in his grave if he knew this 
debate was going on. 

We, as Members of Congress are not 
perfect. There is plenty of pork to go 
around. Anybody who beats his chest 
on the floor of this body and says, "I'm 
above that" is not being entirely truth
ful. All you would have to do is ask 
that Senator how he or she voted on 
the space station. That is the biggest 
piece of pork in the history of the 
world. How did they vote on the super 
collider, the second biggest piece of 
pork in the' history of world? How did 
they vote on that $400 million wind 
tunnel the other day, the third biggest 
piece of pork? No, it is that little Sl 
million lab down in some poor rural 
state that is pork. 
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So, Mr. President, as I say, we are 

not perfect. 
But we have been doing some things 

right. Over the last several years we 
have taken a number of concrete steps 
in an effort to deal with the deficit. If 
we are serious about the deficit, we 
need to agree to work in a bipartisan 
manner and say to the American peo
ple, "Yes, we are going to get the defi
cit under control and we are not going 
to squander the opportunity to get the 
deficit under control by putting out a 
politically inspired tax cut to people 
who do not want it." 

So we have a golden opportunity. 
And instead we are squandering it with 
another assault on the Constitution by 
shifting the power of the purse to the 
executive branch. We want the Presi
dent to be king. 

The one thing the Founding Fathers 
in 1787 said in Philadelphia, "We have 
had enough kings. We don't want any 
more kings. We are going to have a 
President." 

And until this moment, they have 
succeeded magnificently. We have had 
42 Presidents and no kings. I wonder 
how much longer that is going to last. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays on the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, on be

half the chairman of the Budget Com
mittee, I make a motion to table the 
Byrd amendment, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Arizona to table 
the amendment of the Senator from 
West Virginia. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen

ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] and the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] is absent on 
official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 48, as follows: 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 48, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Leg.) 
YEAS-49 

Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 

Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
De Wine 

Dole Kempthorne Santo rum 
Domenic1 Kyl Shelby 
Faircloth Lott Simpson 
Frist Lugar Smith 
Gorton Mack Snowe 
Grams McCain Specter 
Grassley McConnell Thomas 
Gregg Murkowski Thompson 
Hatch Nickles Thurmond 
Hutchison Packwood Warner 
Inhofe Pressler 
Kassebaum Roth 

NAYS-48 
Akaka Feinstein Leahy 
Baucus Ford Levin 
Bid en Glenn Lieberman 
Bingaman Graham Mikulski 
Boxer Harkin Moseley-Braun 
Bradley Hatfield Moynihan 
Breaux Heflin Murray 
Bryan Hollings Nunn 
Bumpers Inouye Pell 
Byrd Jeffords Pryor 
Conrad Johnston Reid 
Daschle Kennedy Robb 
Dodd Kerrey Rockefeller 
Dorgan Kerry Sarbanes 
Ex on Kohl Simon 
Feingold Lauten berg Wellstone 

NOT VOTING-3 
Gramm Helms Stevens 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 350), as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COATS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 347 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the separate enrollment 
bill offered by Majority Leader DOLE 
because I do not believe that it rep
resents a true compromise. I cannot 
support legislation that requires a two
thirds vote of both Houses of Congress 
to disapprove a presidential item veto 
because I see it as an unwarranted tilt
ing of the balance of power away from 
Congress-the branch of government 
that is closest to the people. 

I believe that separate enrollment 
legislation would be both unconstitu
tional and unduly burdensome. This 
bill requires the enrolling clerk to en
roll each individual item in appropria
tions bills or legislation that includes 
new entitlement spending or a new tar
geted tax benefit. The definition of a 
targeted tax benefit is ambiguous, and 
the application of new entitlement 
spending is unclear. 

What is clear is that this slice and 
dice approach could break up one bill 
into more than 2,000 separate pieces of 
legislation. As Senator BYRD noted, if 
separate enrollment requirements had 
been in place last year, it would have 
required the President to review 9,625 
separate appropriations measures, in
stead of just 13 appropriations bills. 
Separate enrollment would surely be a 
boon to the Presidential pen manufac
turers industry, but a logistical night
mare for everyone else. 

I have always been very concerned 
about line-item veto legislation. But, I 
could support a reasonable version this 

year because of the environment in 
which we now find ourselves. 

We recently completed a lengthy de
bate on the balanced budget amend
ment. That proposal failed-fortu
nately, in my view. But at least five 
other Constitutional amendments-on 
tax limitation, term limits, unfunded 
mandates, school prayer and flag burn
ing-are waiting in the wings. 

The new Congressional leadership has 
expressed an unprecedented desire to 
enact the Republican agenda not only 
in statute, but into the permanent 
Constitution of the Nation. 

This is the context in which I am 
willing to support statutory changes 
that I might not otherwise have en
dorsed. In contrast to Constitutional 
amendments, we can easily change 
statutory language if we find that it 
has not met our expectations or has 
had unintended consequences. 

I support the substitute offered by 
Senator DASCHLE. I believe it is a rea
sonable line-item veto alternative. It 
requires both Houses of Congress to 
vote on a President's rescission list and 
sets up a fast-track procedure to en
sure that a vote occurs in a prompt and 
timely manner. 

My change of heart is not based on a 
belief that strengthened line-item au
thority will be effective in curbing 
spending. It is based on a willingness to 
give a reasonable measure a try. 

Line-item veto legislation has always 
been trumpeted as a critical tool to re
duce the deficit. Its supporters argue 
that any Constitutional concerns are 
eclipsed by the need to rein in a free
spending Congress. They argue by 
anecdote that strengthened rescission 
authority is essential to impose fiscal 
discipline and eliminate egregious 
pork-barrel spending. There is, how
ever, little evidence that line-item au
thority reduces spending in any signifi
cant way. 

Here is what the experts have to say. 
According to the Congressional Budget 
Office: "* * * the potential for the 
i tern veto to decrease the deficit is un
certain." The General Accounting Of
fice states: "* * * rescissions cannot be 
expected to serve as a significant defi
cit reduction or spending limitation 
tool." 

If one doubts the effect of rescissions 
on the Federal budget, we can look to 
the example of the States. Forty-three 
States grant their governors line-item 
veto authority. Studies have shown 
that less than 1 percent of budgetary 
savings is typically achieved by these 
States through the item veto. The 
State of Wisconsin-which has one of 
the most generous i tern vetoes in the 
Nation-is a good case study. An analy
sis of 542 line-item vetoes in Wisconsin 
found that budget savings attributable 
to the Governor's use of item veto au
thority ranged from only .006 percent 
to 2.5 percent. 

Former President Ronald Reagan was 
one of the most vocal champions of a 
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line-item veto. In fact, in honor of his 
persistent support, the House passed 
its line-item bill on his birthday. The 
fact is, however, that when the former 
President was Governor of California, 
he used his line-item authority to re
scind an average of less than 2 percent 
of the State's budget. 

While its impact on spending levels is 
likely to be small, the DOLE legislation 
raises important Constitutional sepa
ration of powers questions. Granting 
new rescission authority would shift 
the delicate balance of powers our 
founders established, and would inordi
nately increase Presidential power over 
spending priorities. 

The framers did not flip a coin to 
divvy up powers among our three 
branches of government. They were fa
miliar with tyranny and were con
cerned about vesting too much power 
in the hands of any one person. They 
believed that the Nation's priorities 
should be determined by a large and 
highly accountable body of representa
tives. They wanted Congress to make 
public policy by deciding whether and 
how much money should be allocated. 
So they specifically gran ted the power 
of the purse to Congress-not to the 
President. 

In Federalist 58, James Madison 
wrote: 

This power over the purse may, in fact, be 
regarded as the most complete and effectual 
weapon with which any constitution can arm 
the immediate representatives of the people, 
for obtaining a redress of every grievance, 
and for carrying into effect every just and 
salutary measure. 

Strengthening the President's power 
over the purse could yield dangerous 
and unintended consequences. Ex
panded line-item authority could be 
used to arm-twist individual legislators 
into adhering to the president's politi
cal priorities. Legislators could be co
erced into supporting policy positions 
out of fear for vital projects in their 
State or district. 

It is clear that granting greater line
item authority increases an executive's 
say over not just how much money will 
be spent but also over what will be 
spent. In the hands of a creative and 
aggressive chief executive, this power 
could be wielded to subvert the most 
basic decisions and policies of the leg
islature. 

The line-item veto can be taken tori
diculous extremes by strong chief ex
ecutives. In Wisconsin, Governor 
Tommy Thompson has exercised his 
generous line-item authority on some 
1500 occasions. Governor Thompson has 
been unafraid to wield his veto pen, 
and he has been imaginative in doing 
so. He has gone so far as to delete indi
vidual letters, words and lines from the 
budget to stand the legislature's intent 
on its head. 

The Governor's prolific and inventive 
use of the line-item veto attracted a 
great deal of attention in his State-so 

much so that Wisconsin citizens voted 
to amend the State constitution to bar 
the Governor's use of the so-called 
"Vanna White Veto." It was so named 
because Governor Thompson used his 
veto to imitate the "Wheel of Fortune" 
star who came to fame by flipping let
ters. 

Here are just a few ex&.mples. In one 
instance, Governor Thompson was sent 
a bill establishing a 48-hour maximum 
detention for certain juvenile offend
ers. He creatively used his line-item 
veto authority to increase that limit to 
10 days. 

In another instance, the Governor 
gutted a $650,000 clean energy rebate 
program by eliminating all the words 
except "$50,000" and "program", there
by providing $50,000 for an unspecified 
program-mystery pork, you might 
say. On two occasions, he used his line
item authority to raise taxes. 

On yet another occasion, Governor 
Thompson redirected $83 million of a 
$183 million property tax relief meas
ure to the State's general fund for 
other purposes. As one member of the 
State assembly pointed out, such ac
tions have resulted in the Governor lit
erally vetoing budget items into exist
ence. 

While Governor Thompson has been 
somewhat more inventive than his 
predecessors in exercising item veto 
authority, his intent has been the same 
as his fellow governors. A 12-year study 
of the State's item veto revealed that 
Wisconsin's Governors were likely to 
use the authority to pursue their own 
policies or political goals-but not to 
reduce spending. 

Wisconsin is not alone; The Congres
sional Budget Office recently con
cluded that "although the item veto 
may affect State budgets, it is more 
likely to substitute the Governor's pri
orities for those of the legislature than 
it is to reduce spending." 

While much has been made about the 
need to increase the President's rescis
sion authority, all evidence suggests 
that current authority works quite 
well. 

In the 20-year history of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Con
trol Act of 1974, Congress has enacted 
more than $92 billion in rescissions, 
compared to $72 billion requested by 
six Presidents. This point bears repeat
ing: Congress has rescinded $20 billion 
more in spending than requested by 
Presidents over the last two decades. 

Earlier this month, one likely Presi
dential candidate announced that he 
would not seek his party's nomination. 
Explaining his decision, he declared 
that he wanted to focus on real eco
nomic issues, but that his party was 
more in teres ted in gimmicks and pro
cedural issues. That candidate was 
none other than Jack Kemp. 

I believe that the line-item veto is 
just one more procedural duck designed 
to serve as a substitute for the difficult 

and painful budget choices needed to 
balance the budget. 

In less than 2 weeks, the Senate 
Budget Committee is required by law 
to report a budget resolution. All evi
dence suggests that our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have no in
tention of meeting this statutory dead
line. Apparently, when the Congres
sional Compliance Act was signed into 
law earlier this year requiring Con
gress to abide by all laws it imposes on 
everyone else, the new majority put in 
a hidden rider exempting Congress 
from obeying its own internal laws. 

The 104th Congress has now been in 
session for 12 weeks. At least two
thirds of the Senate's time has been oc
cupied considering process changes 
that would make none of the difficult 
and painful decisions needed to put our 
fiscal house in order. 

Members of Congress have had ample 
opportunity to bemoan the economic 
illnesses our country faces and offer 
seemingly painless magic potions to 
cure them. Most of these proposed 
cures have been worse than the disease. 
And all have been lacking in the basic 
political leadership and courage that is 
necessary to solve our problems. 

At the end of the day-balanced 
budget amendment, or no balanced 
budget amendment, line-item veto or 
no line-item veto-we have to roll up 
our sleeves and get to work. 

I am willing to support a reasonable 
line-item veto proposal. I can support 
one that guarantees the President a 
majority vote. But I cannot support 
any line-item proposal that hands the 
President plus a small minority in ei
ther House of Congress the power to 
govern. 

I am not willing to undermine the 
delicate balance of powers created by 
our Founding Fathers in our zeal tore
spond to a contemporary economic 
problem. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, there 
has been uncertainty expressed regard
ing some of the language contained in 
the Dole line-item veto substitute. It is 
important to clarify the language in 
order to give guidance to those who 
will be responsible for implementing it. 

The major area of uncertainty has 
surrounded the definition of targeted 
tax benefit under the Dole substitute 
and, in particular, the meaning of 
"similarly situated taxpayers." I would 
like to enter into the RECORD a few 
comments to further clarify this issue. 

It has been suggested that "similarly 
situated taxpayers" may refer to tax
payers who are engaged in a particular 
activity. Democrats would not disagree 
with this as one interpretation of the 
language. 

As I did last night, I would like to 
take an example because I believe this 
helps focus the discussion. Speaking in 
generalities can only get us so far, and, 
as I said, it is important that we pro
vide some specific guidance for those 
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who will be implementing this lan
guage. 

Suppose that a proposal is raised to 
provide a tax credit for research ex
penses incurred by companies promot
ing conservative causes. I don't believe 
anyone would argue that this proposal 
should not be a subject to scrutiny 
under the line-item veto legislation. 
Everyone would agree that a tax bene
fit solely for companies that do re
search in an effort to promote a spe
cific cause is a special interest tax 
break. And, as a special interest tax 
break, it ought to be subject to pos
sible line-item veto. 

But, what if someone were to say, 
"Compared to those taxpayers who pro
mote conservative causes, there is no 
special treatment here." In other 
words, what if we define "engaged in a 
particular activity" as the identical 
activity for which the special tax break 
is given. Clearly, this leads to a ludi
crous result, and clearly that is not 
what is intended. 

Again, common sense dictates that 
the particular activity to which the 
measure should be compared is busi
ness research or some broader activity. 
When this is the comparison group, 
then we obtain the right result-that 
is, that the provision is subject to po
tential line-item veto. 

Let me turn another point of clari
fication, relating to the application of 
the Dole substitute to direct spending 
measures. Again, it is important that 
we make these clarifications for those 
who will be charged with implementing 
this legislation. 

Nowhere in the language of the Dole 
substitute does it say that application 
of the line-item veto will be restricted 
to increases in direct spending. Both 
decreases in spending and increases in 
spending, therefore, potentially will be 
subject to the veto pen. 

The result is that the Dole language 
would treat direct spending differently 
from targeted tax benefits. A reduction 
in entitlement spending would be sub
ject to potential line-item veto, where
as a tax increase clearly would not be 
subject to line-item veto. 

There are the points of clarification I 
wished to make at this time for the 
RECORD. It is my hope and intention 
that these will provide adequate guid
ance to those in both Chambers who 
will face the important task of inter
preting and implementing the line
item veto legislation we enact. 

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer my strong support 
for line-item veto legislation, and spe
cifically the Dole substitute amend
ment before us today. I would like to 
thank the Majority Leader and my col
leagues Senator McCAIN, and Senator 
COATS for their leadership and hard 
work in drafting a compromise bill 
that has gained wide support in the 
Senate. I believe the Dole amendment 
is good legislation. I hope that my col-

leagues on the other side of the aisle 
will join me in supporting this impor
tant piece of legislation granting line-

. item veto authority for the President. 
In light of our Nation's $4.8 trillion 

public debt, which is $18,500 for every 
American, I believe enacting line-item 
veto legislation would be an important 
step to reduce Federal deficit spending. 
Obviously, line-item veto legislation 
by itself would not eliminate our year
ly budget deficits, but it would create a 
critical link in our efforts to control 
and effectively reduce the enormous 
public debt. I am committed to getting 
our Nation's fiscal problems under con
trol and I believe line-item veto legis
lation would help accomplish this dif
ficult, yet attainable, goal. 

Whether the Senate approves en
hanced rescission, expedited rescission, 
or separate enrollment, any of these 
approaches would strengthen the abil
ity the President has to rescind Fed
eral spending or targeted tax benefits. 

The central message I hear every day 
from Idahoans is to reduce Federal 
spending, balance the budget and lower 
the national debt. But above all they 
want Congress to eliminate pork-barrel 
spending. American taxpayers are tired 
of watching the Federal Government 
waste their hard earned tax dollars on 
unnecessary projects which are not of a 
national concern. 

Mr. President, I would like to share 
with you a sample of some of the com
ments I received from Idahoans during 
the 104th Congress in support of enact
ing line-item veto legislation: 

Recently the house passed a measure to 
allow the line-item veto for the President. 
This is something I feel we desperately need 
in order to eliminate much of the "pork" 
that is added to large bills as they proceed 
through the process. I realize that I may not 
understand all the implications this power 
might lend to the executive branch but I feel 
at least it is better than the uncontrolled be
havior that is now practiced by members of 
the Congressional branch. If individual 
States need such pork, let that State pay for 
it. I respectfully request that you pass this 
measure-Joy C. Roberts, Eagle, Idaho 

I believe this measure would discourage 
the funding of unnecessary programs and re
duce government waste-Marc Banner, 
Boise, Idaho 

Line item veto is mandatory to bring back 
responsible government-Richard Lewis, Po
catello, Idaho 

This would help eliminate many partisan 
and/or irresponsible clauses passing through 
on the shirt tails of otherwise responsible 
legislat[ion]-Bill Trammel, Boise, Idaho 

Under the Dole amendment, once an 
appropriation bill, authorizing bill, or 
any resolution providing direct spend
ing or targeted tax benefits passes the 
Senate then each i tern in the bill or 
resolution will be enrolled as a sepa
rate bill or joint resolution. The re
spective committees will report the 
bills with great detail so that each 
item may be separately enrolled. With 
the President's existing Constitution 
authority to veto bills, he will be able 

to review each item in detail and veto 
any provision separately enrolled. 

Opponents of line-item veto legisla
tion believe Congress would unneces
sarily grant the President too much 
power, therefore upsetting the legisla
tive and executive branches' balance of 
power. Moreover, opponents fear the 
President will use this line-item veto 
power to coerce Members of Congress. 
There is concern the President would 
be inclined to target funding of par
ticular interest to Members' States as 
pork-barrel spending and threaten to 
line-item veto it to gain support for an 
administration objective. I believe 
line-item veto legislation will hold the 
President more accountable to Federal 
spending programs. The President and 
Congress will be forced to work to
gether on spending programs. 

Enacting line-item veto authority for 
the President is a top priority of the 
Republican leadership in the 104th Con
gress. Forty three States provide their 
Governors with some type of line-i tern 
veto legislation because it works. 
Idaho is one of these States. 

Last January, during President Clin
ton's State of the Union Address he 
urged Congress to send him line-i tern 
veto legislation for his approval. Var
ious line-item veto bills have been in
troduced and voted on in previous Con
gresses, at times when we had a Presi
dent who wanted line-item veto au
thority, but a Congress not willing to 
give him the power. Today, however, 
we have a President who wants a line
item veto authority, constituents who 
demand it, and a Congress willing to 
give him the power. It is time for the 
Senate to do the responsible thing and 
pass the line-item veto. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the Dole substitute to the 
McCain-Coats Legislative Line-Item 
Veto Act of 1995. 

I do not feel it necessary to revisit, 
here, the stores of dubious spending 
programs, whether on cranberries, 
bees, helium, or whatever, that unfor
tunately find their way into legislation 
and our bloated Federal budget. 

I will, however, repeat what we all 
know, or at least should know: that we 
desperately need to regain control over 
our spending so that we can stop add
ing to our country's huge and explod
ing deficit. We must use every means 
at our disposal to eliminate unneces
sary spending, including Presidential 
vetoes of particular spending programs 
that have been inserted into larger 
bills. 

Those who argue that this bill im
properly hands excessive power to the 
President ignore the history of Con
gress' budgeting process or fail to come 
to grips with its effects on our spend
ing habits. 

During the early years of our Repub
lic Congress' appropriations comprised 
all of four or five pages. Back in the 
1940's and 1950's, however, Congress de
veloped the habit of putting riders, in 
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reality spending programs irrelevant to 
the underlying legislation, on our bills. 
It was the funding for these riders that 
Presidents impounded, and it was in 
1974, after Congress took away the 
President's impoundment power, that 
the legislature began earmarking all 
funding. 

At that point Congress began to pass 
appropriations bills, laws, and enabling 
legislation of hundreds of pages in 
length. 

The word "omnibus" no longer finds 
its way into legislation, but many of 
the so-called laws Congress passes ac
tually are bundles of laws and appro
priations put together for reasons of 
political convenience. 

During most of the 19th and part of 
the 20th century, Congress passed 
shorter, more precise, and concise laws 
that only aimed to accomplish particu
lar goals-setting or better yet elimi
nating a particular tariff, paying an in
dividual for a particular service, and so 
on. We also put fewer burdens on our 
people in the form of taxes and regula
tions. 

It is simply unrealistic to pretend 
that the legislation that generally 
comes out of Congress today represents 
unitary legislation. 

In some ways, perhaps, our society 
requires more complex legislation-to, 
for example, set forth a complete pro
gram that has a number of distinct but 
mutually dependent elements. But too 
many of us have come to use complex 
legislation as a form of cover under 
which we can hide pork for our con
stituents. This is wrong, and it should 
be stopped. 

The line-item veto essentially re
turns to the President a power he al
ready has-that of reviewing legisla
tion and vetoing it if he finds it im
proper. Discrete programs and appro
priations still would be sent to the 
President as before, only now the 
President would be able to approve or 
disapprove of each of them, even when 
bundled together into a large, more 
disparate bill. 

The line-item veto would provide us 
with an important tool in combating 
hidden pork and yet maintain an ap
propriate balance of power-with a leg
islative process under which the Presi
dent may review and even veto any 
piece of discrete congressional action, 
and under which we in Congress may, if 
two-thirds of us agree that we should, 
override that veto. 

Far from taking away our proper leg
islative function, this line-item veto 
ensures that we will scrutinize every 
piece of legislation, every program and 
spending proposal, to see to it that it is 
in the interest of the American people. 
We must restore discipline to our budg
eting process and this regulation re
quires that we examine every proposal 
that affects the budget to make sure 
that it is both worth the cost and nec
essary. 

With a line-item veto in effect Con
gress no longer will reach compromises 
by giving everyone the spending pro
grams they want because a third party, 
the President, will hold an effective 
veto power over each element of that 
compromise. Instead of being forced to 
choose between accepting a good pro
gram that has been stuffed with pork 
or vetoing the entire bill, the President 
now will be able to slice away the pork, 
leaving the program itself intact. 

In this way the President, once 
again, can serve as a check on over
spending by Congress, without taking 
away our constitutional right and duty 
to consider and enact legislation in the 
interest of the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, in Sep

tember, the Congress will vote to in
crease the U.S. Government's borrow
ing authority to over $5 trillion-a re
grettable but necessary step to keep 
our Government afloat. The tragic 
truth is, uncontrolled Federal spending 
has effectively saddled every man, 
woman and child in this country with 
$18,000 worth of debt. And, deficits con
tinue to pile up at a rate of more than 
$200 billion per year with no end in 
sight. 

In short, Congress' appetite for 
spending more than the Treasury takes 
in, has created a deficit situation that 
is snowballing out of control. Today, 
the interest charge alone on our na
tional debt consumes 15 percent of our 
annual Federal budget. In my view, the 
deficit crisis is our most significant, 
and distressing national problem. Ab
sent swift action, our children will in
herit a legacy of debt that will reduce 
their standard of living, and eclipse the 
American dream. 

While the line item veto on its own 
will not substantially reduce these 
deficits, it is an important check on 
special interest spending that today 
finds its way in to dozens of bills signed 
into law each year. The substitute 
amendment we are debating today, 
which has been spons.ored by the distin
guished Majority Leader, Senator 
DOLE, would give the President badly 
needed authority to veto special inter
est spending provisions and tax expend
itures buried in important legislation, 
without having to veto the overall 
measure. 

In effect, rather than receiving a sin
gle bill, the President would receive a 
series of mini-bills contained within an 
overall bill. He could then surgically 
remove or veto narrow special interest 
provisions, and sign the remainder into 
law. The Dole substitute would require 
that all new direct spending provisions, 
appropriations measures and targeted 
tax expenditures contained within each 
bill be enrolled as separate items to 
give the President this surgical, or 
line-item veto authority. The Congress 
could override vetoes with which it dis
agreed by a two-thirds vote of both 
houses. 

The Dole amendment would give the 
President the authority to excise pork 
barrel projects and tax breaks intended 
to benefit narrow constituencies. Im
portantly, it would also enable the 
President to veto new direct spending 
programs which programs operate 
without the need for annual appropria
tions. 

During my tenure as Governor of 
Rhode Island from 1962 to 1968, there 
were many occasions when I wished I'd 
had a line-item veto. The situation I 
faced then was identical to the problem 
the President confronts today at the 
national level. Narrow special interest 
provisions, which could not survive on 
their own merits, are inserted into 
critical legislation, leaving the Presi
dent with a Hobson's choice: Veto ur
gently needed legislation, or swallow 
the offending provisions to advance the 
greater good. The line-item veto is the 
right prescription for this problem. 

Many have expressed concern that 
giving the President this new author
ity would undermine the "power of the 
purse" delegated to the legislative 
branch under the Constitution. While 
this concern maybe overstated, there is 
no question--this is a bitter pill for 
the Congress to swallow. But it's a rec
ognition that the legislative branch 
cannot put its fiscal house in order, 
and that additional checks are needed. 
Wisely, the Dole amendment includes a 
4-year sunset provision, so that we are 
not committing ourselves to an irre
versible course of action. 

In closing, I want to commend the 
majority leader, Senator DoLE, as well 
as Senators MCCAIN and DOMENICI for 
working together to develop the Dole 
substitute to S. 14. I strongly support 
this amendment and hope that the Sen
ate will adopt this measure with a sub
stantial bipartisan vote. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
long believed that giving the President 
the capability to exercise a line-item 
veto will be helpful in preventing some 
of the unsupportable spending projects 
that are put in appropriations bills 
without notice, public debate, or hear
ings. 

I voted for the Daschle proposal for a 
line-item veto today, and I am also 
voting for the Dole proposal to give the 
President the line-item veto authority. 

The Daschle proposal contains two 
provisions that were, in my opinion, 
preferable to the Dole proposal. The 
Daschle proposal had a broader provi
sion on the line-item veto for tax 
items. Also, the Daschle proposal 
called for a majority override on the 
vetoed provision. The Dole proposal re
quires a two-thirds vote to override the 
line-item veto. Both of the provisions 
in the Daschle bill are preferable to 
me. 

However, the Daschle bill did not re
ceive sufficient votes for passage. 

Therefore, I am voting for the Dole 
proposal. I want the Senate to pass a 
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line-item veto bill this session of Con
gress, and this is a way to get that 
done. 

The Dole proposal does contain a pro
vision for the veto of certain tax provi
sions. I believe that is an improvement 
over previous versions. 

Although the separate enrollment re
quirements of the Dole bill may be 
cumbersome, I have supported that ap
proach in my cosponsorship of the 
Bradley bill in the last session of Con
gress. It is, if not the preferred ap
proach, still a reasonable one. 

I want to be clear that I don't think 
the line-item veto will have much af
fect on the size of the Federal deficit. 
But, in real ways, it will bring more 
discipline to congressional spending. 
And for that reason I believe it is good 
public policy. 

The line-item veto is one part of a se
ries of reforms that I believe are nec
essary to change the spending habits in 
Congress. That is the reason I voted 
yes on both the Daschle and the Dole 
proposals for a line-item veto. 

AMENDMENT NO. 347, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
nrevious order, amendment No. 347, as 
amended, is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 347), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, as I un
derstand the parliamentary situation, 
under the previous unanimous-consent 
agreement, Mr. BYRD is going to speak 
for up to 2 hours. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 
up to 2 hours of debate under the con
trol of the senior Senator from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have 
discussed the unanimous-consent 
agreement with Senator BYRD and he 
has agreed to allow a new unanimous
consent agreement that would allow 
for 5 minutes for the Senator from Ari
zona, myself; followed by 5 minutes by 
the Senator from Indiana, Senator 
COATS; and, of course, whatever leader 
time he wishes to consume. 

So I ask unanimous consent that, in 
addition to the 2 hours controlled by 
Senator BYRD, following the 2 hours 
controlled by Senator BYRD, there be 5 
minutes for the Senator from Ne
braska, 5 minutes for the Senator from 
Arizona, and 5 minutes for the Senator 
from Indiana. 

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. Pending the presence of Sen
ator BYRD, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, I un
derstand the Senator from Nebraska 
has been allotted 5 minutes. I would 
like to take that 5 minutes at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor is recognized. · 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I will vote 
for final passage of the Dole line-item 
veto substitute. As my colleagues well 
know, I would have preferred another 
version of the legislation, namely S. 14, 
which I cosponsored with the distin
guished Republican and Democratic 
leaders and the chairman of the Budget 
Committee. 

However, S. 14 was not meant to be. 
We had a vote earlier today to sub
stituteS. 14 for the so-called Dole com
promise. Unfortunately, S. 14's sup
porters, of which I am one, did not 
carry the day. 

All vote tallies aside, I still believe 
with all of my heart that S. 14 is a bet
ter bill. As one of its architects, I can 
say that it is a cleaner bill. It is con
structed on sound footing. It is a sim
ple bill without the unwieldy contrap
tions that complicate and weigh down 
the Dole substitute. It is a bill that can 
weather a constitutional challenge. 

Yet, I tell my colleagues today that I 
will vote for the Dole substitute. I will 
vote for it as our only chance to win a 
line-item veto. I will vote for it as a 
last resort to cut pork-barrel spending. 

Mr. President, I can support this bill 
because it is much improved over its 
original version. In spite of the haste 
and pressure to ram this legislation 
through this body, the Senate worked 
its will in a number of areas. Through 
the amendment process, we made this a 
better bill. We made it a bill that Sen
ators from both sides of the aisle can 
support-albeit reluctantly. 

I am pleased to see that many of the 
concepts that I proposed in S.14 have 
found their way into the Dole sub
stitute. The bill now contains a sunset 
provision. It now addresses the critical 
areas of targeted tax benefits and enti
tlements. 

However, we are not yet in the win
ner's circle. We will have enormous 
hurdles to clear in conference. I hope 
they are not insurmountable. I hope 
that reason and bipartisanship can con
spire to produce a conference report 
that the Senate can support, and as a 
Senate conferee one that I can support 
when we take the final action on this 
proposition when the conference report 
is returned to the Senate. 

In conclusion, this is not an enthu
siastic vote I cast today. I have lis
tened with great interest to my col-

leagues who oppose this bill. I share 
many of their concerns. I share many 
of their suspicions. 

I am still leery of the cumbersome 
separate enrollment process that was 
tossed into the pot at the last minute. 
I wish we could have had a thorough 
hearing on it. Separate enrollment 
could turn into the dreaded hydra of 
which Senator BYRD warns. There are 
also serious constitutional consider
ations which I believe could haunt us 
for years to come. Fortunately, we now 
have a sunset provision that will allow 
Congress to revisit this legislation in 5 
years. 

But, Mr. President, I will vote for 
this bill because it's our only hope for 
a line-item veto. There is a certain 
irony not lost on this Senator. Just as 
the President often has to accept the 
bad with the good in a critical spending 
bill, so must I accept the bad with the 
good in this bill. 

Mr. President, I wish we did not need 
a line-item veto at all. I wish Congress 
had the raw courage to make the sound 
fiscal decisions that would make this 
bill unnecessary. But a rising deficit 
and a nearly $5 trillion debt under
scores the necessity of this legislation. 

No, this bill will not balance the 
budget. No, this bill will not eradicate 
the national debt. No, this bill will not 
solve all of our problems with a wave of 
the hand. No, this legislation is not 
perfect, but it is one important step to 
blot out the red ink. It is one impor
tant step to put an end to out-of-con
trol spending that is bleeding future 
generations dry. It is one important 
step to change the Nation's wasteful 
spending habits. And that is how we 
will solve our Nation's fiscal ills-one 
step at a time. I ask my colleagues to 
join with me today and take this first 
crucial step. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
West Virginia now controls 2 hours. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to yield some time, if Senators 
wish. I ask the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN] how much 
he needs? 

I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. I 
thank the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. President, I think it is appro
priate for the President to be able to 
single out spending items that he be
lieves to be wasteful, and to require a 
separate congressional vote on those 
items. For that reason, I was support
ive of a bill similar to that originally 
introduced by Senators DOMENICI and 
EXON. That is why I also voted for the 
bill that was introduced by the Demo
cratic leader. However, I cannot vote 
for the bill before us for three reasons. 

First, I believe the bill is unconstitu
tional. The Constitution specifies the 
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mechanism by which laws are made. 
This bill establishes a different mecha
nism. We cannot do that. We cannot 
amend the Constitution by legislation. 

Second, the bill would cut up legisla
tion into pieces which standing alone 
are bits and pieces. 

In a statement earlier this week I 
went through a sample piece of legisla
tion that the Senator from Indiana had 
put together as a test run of how the 
bill would work, and the results speak 
for themselves. The bits and pieces 
that result would be standing alone, as 
they are left to do, would be incompre
hensible and would bear no relation
ship to the bill that was passed by the 
Congress. 

Finally, Mr. President, the bill does 
not achieve its intended purpose of en
abling the President to cut spending by 
vetoing earmarks. I do not think most 
of our colleagues even realize that. But 
under the Dole substitute, unlike the 
original S. 4 or S. 14, if the President 
vetoes an earmark, he will not save the 
taxpayers a dime. He still has the ap
propriations to spend. He will just 
spend it for something other than the 
purpose specified by Congress. 

The Constitution establishes the 
method by which laws are enacted and 
repealed. It specifies how a bill be
comes law. It says that when a bill is 
passed by both Houses of Congress, it 
must go to the President. It does not 
have an exception. The bill before us 
would attempt to carve out an excep
tion. The House bill, which is passed by 
both Houses, would not under this sub
stitute go to the President. Instead, it 
gets carved up into bits and pieces, and 
the bits and pieces go to the President. 
We cannot amend the bits and pieces. 
We cannot refer the bits and pieces 
back to committee. The bits and pieces 
go to the President as if they were bills 
passed by the Congress, although the 
Congress never legislated on those bits 
and pieces the way we legislate on any 
bill by having it introduced, having it 
go through a committee process, a 
hearing process, an amendment proc
ess, a motion process, a conference 
process. The bill which we passed does 
not go to the President. The bills 
which he is given to sign have never 
been passed by us. That violates the 
Constitution. We cannot do that. 

What is ironic here also is if the 
President wants to sign a bill in its en
tirety, an appropriations bill, he can
not do so. He does not have a bill to 
sign. The bill disappeared. It was splin
tered into shards. Under this process, if 
the President wants to sign the bill, an 
appropriations bill which has been 
splintered into 500 parts, he cannot 
sign the bill. He has to sign 500 pieces 
of the bill even if he wants to sign the 
whole appropriations. If he . wants to 
veto the entire appropriations bill, he 
cannot veto the entire appropriations 
bill. The President has vetoed appro
priations bills in their entirety. Presi-

dents under this approach cannot, but 
would have to veto each of the shards, 
each of the bits and pieces that were 
submitted to the President. 

I wonder if my time is up? I wonder 
if the Senator from West Virginia 
would yield me 1 additional minute? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 2 additional min
utes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Laurence 
Tribe, who is a constitutional expert, 
has been quoted on this floor. I was 
somewhat surprised by his most recent 
statement about this. 

The Assistant Attorney General for 
interpreting the Constitution under 
the Bush administration concluded
his name was Timothy Flannigan-con
cluded that you cannot have separate 
enrollment. This was the Bush Assist
ant Attorney General. In his view, the 
Constitution "requires that the bill be 
presented to the President as passed by 
the Congress." 

Separate enrollment is unconstitu
tional. 

I believe Mr. Dellinger, President 
Clinton's Assistant Attorney General, 
in his statement in his most recent let
ter says that the best reading of the 
Constitution is that separate enroll
ment does not work. But what is inter
esting was Laurence Tribe's earlier 
opinion which I want to just briefly 
read, because, while Laurence Tribe is, 
indeed, a constitutional expert, a few 
years before his current opinion, he 
wrote a book. In that book called 
"American Constitutional Law," this 
is what Professor Tribe wrote. 

The core issue is whether Congress may 
statutorily expand the meaning of the term 
" Bill"-which denotes a singular piece of 
legislation in the form in which it was ap
proved by Congres&-by defining as a sepa
rate "Bill" each and every item, paragraph, 
or section contained within a single bill that 
has passed both Houses as an entirety. The 
method would be to direct the enrolling 
clerk of the House where the bill originates 
to disassemble a bill and enrol each num
bered section and unnumbered paragraph as 
a separate bill or joint resolution for presen
tation to the President in compliance with 
clauses 2 and 3 of section 7 of article I. But 
it is far from certain whether the myriad 
bills thus presented to the President could be 
said to have been considered, voted on, and 
passed by the two Houses in accord with the 
Constitution's "single, finely wrought and 
exhaustively considered procedure." The 
choice of whether to adopt and submit one 
appropriations bill or a hundred, and the de
cision as to the form the bill or bills should 
take, might well be deemed the "kind of 
decision[s] that can be implemented only in 
accordance with the procedures set out in ar
ticle I." And delegation to an enrolling clerk 
in either house of the power to make deci
sions which would otherwise be part and par
cel of the political, deliberative, and legisla
tive process is constitutionally suspect. 

Mr. President, I think it is appro
priate for the President to be able to 
single out spending items that he be
lieves to be wasteful, and to require a 
separate congressional vc:te on those 
items. For that reason, I was prepared 

to vote in favor of a bill similar to that 
originally introduced by Senators Do
MENICI and EXON. That is also why I 
voted for the substitute proposed by 
the Democratic leader. 

However, I cannot vote for the bill 
before us for three reasons. 

First, the bill is unconstitutional. 
The Constitution specifies the mecha
nism by which laws are made; this bill 
purports to establish a different mech
anism. We can not do that. We can not 
amend the Constitution by legislation. 

Second, the bill would cut up legisla
tion and cut it in pieces which standing 
alone are gibberish. In a statement ear
lier this week, I went through a sample 
piece of legislation that the Senator 
from Indiana had put together as a test 
run of how this bill would work. I 
think the results speak for themselves. 
The hundreds of bits and pieces of a bill 
that result would be incomprehensible 
and would bear no relationship to the 
one bill Congress actually passed. 

Finally, the bill does not achieve its 
intended purpose of enabling the Presi
dent to cut spending by vetoing ear
marks. I do not think most of my col
leagues realize that. Under the Dole 
substitute-unlike the original S. 4 or 
S. 14-if the President vetoes an ear
mark, he will not save the taxpayers a 
dime. He will still spend the money; he 
will just spend it for something other 
than the purpose specified by Congress. 

So while I support the version of a 
line i tern that comports with the re
quirements of the Constitution and the 
system of checks and balances estab
lished by our Founding Fathers, the 
bill before us fails that fundamental 
test. 

The Constitution establishes the 
method by which laws are enacted and 
repealed. It specifies that a bill be
comes law when it is passed by both 
Houses of Congress and signed by the 
President, or, if the bill is vetoed by 
the President, when that veto is over
ridden by a two-thirds vote in each 
House. This bill purports to create a 
third way by which laws can be made, 
by giving the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives and the Secretary of 
the Senate the power to take a bill 
passsed by both Houses of Congress and 
disaggregate it. 

Despite the efforts of the sponsors, 
that is simply not consistent with what 
the Constitution requires. Article I, 
section 7 of the Constitution states 
that "Every bill which shall have 
passed the House of Representatives 
and the Senate" shall be presented to 
the President for signature. It does not 
say that some bills shall be presented 
to the President for signature. 

So here we have an appropriations 
bill that has passed both Houses of 
Congress. Under the substitute before 
us, it does not go to the President. It 
goes to the Clerk of the House and the 
Secretary of the Senate instead, to 
tear it up into different bills. That is 
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not the procedures established in the 
Constitution. The Constitution says 
that every bill passed by Congress shall 
be sent to the President for signature 
or veto. It does not give us leeway to 
pass a bill and then hide it and try to 
pass something else. 

The President, if he wanted to sign 
that appropriations bill in its entirety, 
could not do so. To achieve the same 
result, he would have to sign hundreds 
of different bills. If we wanted to veto 
it in its entirety, he could not do so. To 
achieve the same result, he would have 
to veto hundreds of different bills. 

But suppose the President went 
ahead and vetoed each of the hundreds 
of little bills. The Constitution says 
that he shall return each bill, with his 
objections, to the House in which it 
originated, which "shall proceed to re
consideration.'' The Constitution then 
provides that we must have a recorded 
override vote on each such bill. The 
Constitution states: 

[l]n all such Cases, the Votes of both 
Houses shall be determined by Yeas and 
Nays, and the Names of the Persons voting 
for and against the Bill shall be entered on 
the Journal of each House respectively. 

So we cannot have a voice vote on 
veto overrides, and we cannot do it en 
bloc. The Constitution says that we 
shall act on each bill vetoed by the 
President, and we shall do it by re
corded vote. So if the President vetoes 
500 little bills, we have to have 500 re
corded votes. 

Simply put, Mr. President, the proce
dure that this bill would put us 
through is a charade. It is a fiction, de
signed to pretend that we have passed 
bills that we did not write, did not in
troduce, did not report out of commit
tee, did not debate on the floor, could 
not amend, and did not have any legiti
mate opportunity to vote on. 

Here is how the procedure would 
work. We would go through the entire 
legislative process of introducing legis
lation, reporting it out of committee, 
amending it, voting it through both 
Houses, going through a conference, 
approving a final product-a single ap
propriation bill. 

Further, this bill passed both Houses 
in identical form. Under the Constitu
tion, it is supposed to be sent to the 
President. But that is not what we are 
going to do. 

Instead, we will give the bill to the 
Clerk of the House or the Secretary of 
the Senate, and tell . them to 
disaggregate it into hundreds of dif
ferent bills. The Clerk and the Sec
retary, who are not elected at all, but 
are appointed officials of the majority 
party in each House, would be directed 
to take the careful work of the Con
gress-a bill which, under the Constitu
tion is supposed to be sent to the Presi
dent-and tear it up into shreds. 

This process of splintering a bill 
would involve a substantial exercise of 
discretion. The enrolling clerks would 

have to determine which provisions are 
tax expenditures. They would have to 
decide if these provisions affect a lim
ited group of taxpayers differently 
from other, similarly situated people? 
What, exactly is a "limited group" of 
taxpayers? Who is "similarly situ
ated"? How do we expect the enrolling 
clerks to know? 

The enrolling clerks would have to 
determine which pieces of a paragraph, 
or a single sentence, contain alloca
tions or suballocations of appropria
tions. They would have to decide where 
in a sentence to stop one bill, and start 
another. They would have to decide 
whether a provision is an allocation of 
funds creating a positive obligation to 
expend funds, or simply a limitation on 
funds. 

These are all legislative tasks, but 
they would be performed by an enroll
ing clerk, not by the Congress as the 
Constitution provides. We are supposed 
to make these legislative decisions, not 
the enrolling clerks. 

When the clerks have done their 
work, these shreds of the bill we passed 
would then be brought back to the 
House or Senate for what is called a 
vote en bloc. This vote is a charade. A 
Member who objected to one or more of 
the new bills would not have an oppor
tunity to vote against them. No Mem
ber would have any opportunity to 
offer a motion to recommit. No Mem
ber would have any opportunity to 
offer an amendment. No Member would 
have any opportunity to offer an objec
tion. No Member would even have the 
opportunity to correct an error in the 
shredding process. 

The only recourse that we would 
have, if we had a problem with any of 
the bills, for any reason, would be to 
vote against the entire package of 
disaggregated bills. And what would 
happen if we were to reject this prod
uct of the enrolling clerks? We would 
not have any opportunity to vote on a 
corrected product. We would have to 
start the entire legislative process 
over. 

The absence of any opportunity at all 
for Members to correct errors made in 
the process of disaggregation gives the 
Secretary and the Clerk extraordinary 
powers and raises the potential for real 
mischief by appointed officials. 

This is not the legislative processes
tablished in the Constitution. It is a 
charade, designed to create the appear
ance that we have complied with the 
constitutional requirements. That is 
not good enough. The Constitution 
says that a bill passed by both Houses 
of Congress shall be sent to the Presi
dent for signature. There are no excep
tions for momentarily convenient ends. 
This bill does not comply with that re
quirement. 

The Supreme Court said in the 
Chadha that we cannot amend the Con
stitution by legislation. The Court ex
plained: 

The explicit prescription for legislation ac
tion contained in Article I cannot be amend
ed by legislation .... The legislative steps 
outlined in Article I are not empty formali
ties; they were designed to assure that both 
Houses of Congress and the President par
ticipate in the exercise of lawmaking au
thority. 

The Court explained its decision as 
follows: 

The bicameral requirement, the Present
ment Clauses, the President's veto, and Con
gress' power to override a veto were intended 
to erect enduring checks on each Branch and 
to protect the people from the improvident 
ex·ercise of power by mandating certain pre
scribed steps. To preserve those checks, and 
maintain the separation of powers, the care
fully defined limits on the power of each 
Branch must not be eroded .... With all the 
obvious flaws of delay, untidiness, and poten
tial for abuse, we have not yet found a better 
way to preserve freedom than by making the 
exercise of power subject to the carefully 
crafted restraints spelled out in the Con
stitution. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote 
against the measure before us because 
it is unconstitutional. 

Second, I oppose the bill, because it 
would turn carefully considered pieces 
of legislation into gibberish. Earlier 
this week, I showed my colleague a 
document prepared for the Senate en
rolling clerk, at the request of the Sen
ator from Indiana, as a test run of how 
this bill would work in practice. 

What the enrolling clerk put to
gether was one appropriations bill, cut 
up into separate pieces as required by 
the measure before us. He produced a 
stack of paper 3 inches thick, contain
ing 582 separate bills, each of which 
would be separately enrolled, signed by 
the Speaker of the House and the 
President of the Senate, and sent to 
the President for signature. 

As I pointed out at that time, many 
of these so-called bills are, standing by 
themselves, simply gibberish. For ex
ample, I read one, which states, in its 
entirety: 

of which $200,000 shall be available pursu
ant to subtitle B of title I of said Act, and 

That is it. That's the entire text of 
the bill, which we are going to send to 
the President for signature. Who is au
thorized to spend this money? What are 
they authorized to spend it for? What 
account does it come from? $200,000 out 
of what appropriation? "Subititle B of 
title I" of what act? It makes no sense. 
And there are hundreds more bills that 
are equally incomprehensible. This is 
not the enrolling clerk's fault-he just 
did what the bill directed him to do. 

This is not supposed to be a jigsaw 
puzzle, Mr. President. It is legislation. 
Each of these sentences I read the 
other day is an independent, freestand
ing bill, to be sent to the President for 
signature. After they are pulled out of 
a bill and separately enrolled, not one 
of them means a thing. The measure 
before us would result in a product 
that simply makes no sense. 
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Finally, Mr. President, I oppose this 

bill, because it would give the Presi
dent extraordinary powers, without 
achieving its stated purpose of allow
ing the President to cut spending by 
vetoing earmarks. 

I do note that the proposal before us 
has been improved by the amendment 
that I offered with the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] and the Sen
ator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON]. Under 
the substitute originally introduced by 
the majority leader, the President 
could have used his line item veto 
power to increase spending or to veto 
restrictions on spending. 

Under the substitute, as originally 
proposed, the President could have 
used his line-item veto power to reject 
rescissions and cancellations of spend
ing. He could have used this power to 
veto limitations and conditions placed 
on an appropriation, without vetoing 
the appropriations itself. In other 
words, he could veto the limitations, 
and spend all of the money anyway. 
The President could have rejected pro
visions in appropriations bills that at
tempt to reduce Government waste. He 
could have vetoed limitations on 
spending for consultants, for entertain
ment of Government officials, for Gov
ernment travel. That means he could 
have spent more money for these pur
poses. 

Fortunately, we have corrected part 
of the problem. Under the Levin-Mur
kowski-Exon amendment, items of the 
type I have just described would not be 
separately enrolled. The President 
would no longer be able to veto rescis
sions or cancellations of funds. He 
would no longer be able to veto restric
tions on appropriations and still spend 
the money. He could no longer spend 
money for purposes inconsistent with 
the specific intent of the Congress. 

That was an important amendment, 
but my colleagues should be under no 
illusion that we have eliminated the 
problems with this bill. We have done 
the best that we could with a flawed 
approach, but the approach remains se
riously flawed. 

Despite the adoption of the Levin
Murkowski-Exon amendment, the sub
stitute before us gives the President 
broad powers to substitute his personal 
priorities for the budgetary priorities 
voted by the Congress. If, for example, 
we were to require the President to 
spend a specified amount appropriated 
funds for the Strategic Defense Initia
tive, or a particular approach to SDI, 
the President could veto that require
ment and spend the money based on his 
own personal priori ties. 

Moreover, the substitute before us 
would cede this power to the President 
without giving him the authority to 
save the taxpayers money by eliminat
ing an earmark. Despite the extraor
dinary powers given to the President 
by this bill, when it comes to cutting 
spending, it is weaker than either of 

the two bills reported out of the Budg
et and Governmental Affairs Commit
tees. 

How can that be? How can a bill that 
gives S'o much power to the President 
give him so little power to reduce 
spending? 

First, this substitute gives the Presi
dent the power only to veto, not to re
duce, an appropriation. So while the 
President is given great power to veto 
an earmark within an appropriation, 
he would not thereby reduce the appro
priation itself, unless he were prepared 
to veto the entire ·appropriation. 

Here is where we need to understand 
what an earmark is. An earmark is not 
an appropriation. It does not give the 
President any additional power to 
spend money; it simply says that of the 
money already appropriated, a certain 
amount must be spent for a specified 
purpose. This is what we call an alloca
tion or suballocation of an appropria
tion. Here's how it works. 

We start with an appropriation. For 
example, the following: "The following 
funds are appropriated: For the purpose 
of program X, $600 million.'' 

We then want to specify more pre
cisely how that money will be spent, so 
we have an allocation. For example: 
"of which $20 million shall be available 
for purpose A; $12 million shall be 
available for purpose B; $15 million 
shall be available for purpose C; etc." 

That is an allocation of an appropria
tion. If one of these allocations is fur
ther divided into pieces, that would be 
a suballocation. 

Now, let us look at the difference be
tween the two bills reported out of 
Committee and the Dole substitute. 
The two reported bills both took the 
rescission approach. They authorized 
the President, subject to certain limi
tations, to rescind any amount of budg
et authority provided in an appropria
tion. That means that the President 
could veto all or part of an appropria
tion. 

In the case of the example I just 
gave, if the President decides that the 
$20 million for project A was a wasteful 
earmark, he could rescind the budget 
authority for that project. Under ei
ther of the two rescission bills, the 
President would, in effect, put a blue 
pencil through that $20 million. At the 
same time, and this is the important 
part, the President would also reduce 
the overall $600 million appropriated 
for purpose X by the same $20 million. 

The appropriation would be reduced 
to $580 million, and we would have a 
real cut in spending. In fact, both bills 
contain a so-called lock-box amend
ment, under which the money re
scinded by the President could not be 
spent for any other purpose. That 
means we would really reduce Govern
ment spending. 

But now let us look at what the Dole 
substitute does. Under this substitute, 
the $600 million appropriation and each 

of the allocations of that appropriation 
are enrolled as separate bills. If the 
President decides that the $20 million 
for project A is wasteful, he can veto 
the bill containing that allocation. 

But what happens to the $600 million 
appropriation if he vetoes the alloca
tion? That appropriation is in a sepa
rate bill. He can not reduce it by $20 
million as he could under the bills re
ported from Committee; he must either 
sign it or veto the whole thing. If he 
vetoes it, he is rejecting not only the 
wasteful earmark, but the entire pro
gram to which it is attached. If he 
signs it, however, he will not have 
saved a dime by vetoing the earmark. 

So under substitute amendment be
fore us, the President can veto an ear
mark, but it will not do the taxpayers 
any good, because that will not reduce 
the appropriation. We will still have 
the same amount of spending that we 
would have had without the veto. 
There is no money to put in to a 
lockbox, because spending has not been 
reduced by a dime. The only difference 
is that the President will spend the 
money on his own pet project, instead 
of the project specified by Congress. 

Let us look at a classic earmark. We 
could have an appropriation for post of
fice construction, with allocations for 
specific post offices to be built in spe
cific locations. That is what we are 
after in this bill, and I do not have a 
great problem with giving the Presi
dent the power to veto those earmarks. 
But I will say, Mr. President, that I 
would prefer a rescission bill, which 
gives the money back to the taxpayers, 
over this bill, which leaves the appro
priation intact for the President to 
spend on post offices of his own choos
ing. 

Mr. President, some Senators appear 
to be under the misapprehension that 
the substitute before us would enable 
to President to cut spending by vetoing 
an earmark. In fact, it does not. The 
original version of S. 4 would have en
abled the President to do that. The Do
menici bill would enable the President 
to do that. The Daschle substitute 
would enable the President to do that. 
But the Dole substitute does not. 
Under the Dole substitute, if the Presi
dent vetos an earmark-or an alloca
tion, as it is called in the bill-he can 
still spend the money, unless he vetoes 
the entire appropriation, which may 
cover many worthwhile projects in ad
dition to the earmark. 

Some will say that, even so, we 
would be better off without the ear
mark. 

But not all allocations and suballoca
tions are "earmarks". Many are basic 
statements of congressional priorities, 
and many place important conditions, 
limitations, and restrictions on presi
dential spending. 

Let us look at some real world appro
priations, with their allocations and 
suballocations. I gave a few examples 
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yesterday, all from last year's appro- In short, Mr. President, the sub
priations bill for Commerce, Justice stitute before us is likely to do little 
and State. Let me go through them good, and a lot of harm. In particular, 
again, to explain what the President the power given to the President to 
can do, and what happens to the veto allocations and suballocations 
money. will enable him to substitute his own 

One example I gave was the so-called personal priorities for those estab
bill which would state: "of which lished in bills passed by Congress, but 
$200,000 shall be available pursuant to will not save the taxpayers a dime, be
subtitle B Title I of such Act". Let us cause unless the underlying appropria
set aside the fact that, standing by it- tion is vetoed, the money will still be 
self, this is gibberish, and assume that spent. 
the appropriating committees will fig- This provision is well-intended. The 
ure out a way to write this so that it sponsors of the substitute undoubtedly 
makes sense. What does it do? think that they are striking out at ear-

Here is the answer. Last year's bill marks. But they have missed the mark. 
appropriated $62 million for State and Mr. President, I will vote against this 
Local Narcotics Control and Justice bill, because it is unconstitutional. I 
Assistance under the Omnibus Crime will vote against it, because it would 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. turn bills carefully considered and 
The largest allocation out of that ap- passed by the congress into gibberish. 
propriation was $50 million for state And r will vote it because for all this 
and local law enforcement programs. trouble, we would not even succeed in 
The $200,000 was an allocation for en- giving the President the power in
forcement of anti-car theft provisions tended, to cut spending by eliminating 
for preventing motor vehicle theft. earmarked funds. r urge my colleagues 

The $50 million allocated for State to join me in opposing this bill. 
and local law enforcement programs I thank the Senator from west Vir
and the $200,000 for enforcement of ginia, not just for yielding time but for 
anti-car theft provisions was a state- his stalwart defense of the Constitu
ment of congressional priorities. We tion. The spirit of Henry Clay is on this 
determined that the anti-car theft pro- floor. 1 thank the Senator from West 
gram was a relatively minor priority, 
compared to the assistance provided to Virginia for the kind of defense of the 
state and local law enforcement pro- Constitution which Henry Clay put up 
grams. That is what we do in appro- when he was here. 
priations bills. We establish priorities. Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 

Under the bills reported out of com- Senator from Michigan for his most 
mittee, the President could rescind the generous and charitable words. I deeply 
$200,000 allocation and save that money appreciate them. I am flattered by 
for the taxpayers. But he can't do that them. 
under the Dole substitute. The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 

Under the bills reported out of com- PELL], did he wish time? 
mittee, the President could rescind the Mr. PELL. Thr~e minut~s. 
$200,000 allocation and save that money Mr. BYRD. I yield 3 mmutes to Mr. 
for the taxpayers. B~t he can't do that . PETLhL. PRES G OFFICER Th S _ 
under the Dole substitute. e !DIN · e en 

Under the substitute the President ator from Rhode Island. 
could veto the $50 miliion allocation Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I find my
the $200 000 allocation or both but self in opposition to the line item-veto 
that wo~ld have no eff~ct on the 'over- legislation before us, both on philo
all appropriation of $62 million. The sophical as well as practical grounds. 
President would still be required to Philosophically, I simply believe that 
spend that money; he could simply sub- Congress should be extremely chary in 
stitute his own priorities for those es- yielding its power of the purse to the 
tablished by Congress. Perhaps he executive branch. I hold this view on 
thinks the car theft program is more the basis of my Senate service under 
important than local law enforcement; eight Presidents of both parties during 
he could reverse the allocations. But he my 34 years in the Senate, and not
would not save any money without withstanding the cordial relationships 
vetoing the full appropriation. I have had with all of them. 

These priorities are no small matter. The fact is that the executive branch, 
In the last Congress for example, we under our Constitution, quite properly 
spent weeks fighting over the relative is a separate power center with its own 
priority to be given in the crime bill to agenda and its own priorities. !nevi
hiring additional cops, building addi- tably, it will seek and use any addi
tional prisons, and establishing crime tiona! power to achieve its objectives. 
prevention programs. We will undoubt- And the pending grant of veto power 
edly refight some of those battles in over specific items, I fear, will surely 
this Congress. But unless we are very, give even the most benign and well roo
very careful about the way we write tivated Chief Executive a new means 
our appropriations bills, the President for exercising undue influence and co
could use the veto power provided in ercion over individual members of the 
this legislation to reverse our prior- legislative branch. 
ities. Moreover, he could do it without So my preference would be to simply 
saving the taxpayers a dime. retain the present system of Presi-

dential recommendation of rescissions. 
I fully recognize that under that sys
tem our appropriations bills do some
times cater to narrow special interests. 
It was for that reason that I favored 
the substitute offered by the minority 
leader to require congressional action, 
by majority vote, on proposed rescis
sions. It is unfortunate that the major
ity saw fit to withdraw its support for 
the earlier version of this approach, as 
originally proposed by Senator DOMEN
ICI. 

It is even more regrettable that the 
·only viable compromise that could be 
devised involves the dismemberment of 
all appropriations bills into hundreds 
of separate bills. Quite apart from the 
constitutional questions which have 
been raised with respect to the form of 
presentation of bills, the compromise 
is mind boggling in its complexity. 

Separate enrollment, it seems to me, 
is so cumbersome and unwieldy as to 
invite ridicule on this body for even 
considering it. More to the point, it in
vites bureaucratic confusion or at 
worst tampering with the legislative 
process. It is the kind of jerry-built so
lution which seems almost certain to 
spawn more problems than it was de
signed to fix. We should reject it, or 
failing that, hope that the conferees in 
their wisdom will set it aside. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land [Mr. SARBANES], 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
thank the very distinguished and able 
Senator from West Virginia for yield
ing me time. 

I wish to join my colleague from 
Michigan in the comments he made a 
few moments ago in expressing my 
deepest appreciation to the Senator 
from West Virginia for the very strong 
fight he has been making in the Cham
ber on this issue and on other issues 
which touch the Constitution of the 
United States. He has been a true 
champion of our Constitution and the 
Nation is in his debt. 

I am deeply troubled that this body 
appears to be into the symbolism but 
not the reality of addressing important 
national problems. There is a dedicated 
craftsmanship in dealing with problems 
of public policy which members of a 
legislative body are supposed to bring 
to the task. Anyone can stand up and 
thump their chest and holler there is a 
problem and we need to have a re
sponse. 

The real question is will the response 
be a sensible one? Will it in fact, in 
real practical terms, improve the situ
ation? Too few want to face those ques
tions and deal with them in a tough
minded way. Witness the proposal be
fore us. The Congress is going to send 
thousands of little "billettes" down to 
the President to sign or veto. As the 
able Senator from Michigan pointed 
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out, there are manifestly serious con
stitutional questions about this ap
proach. 

There was a path the Senate could 
have followed, pursuant to the concept 
of expedited rescission, which I think 
would have commanded very broad sup
port in this body. An approach which 
would have gotten at some of the 
spending problems people have criti
cized without bringing about a radical 
and fundamental shift in the allocation 
of powers between the executive and 
the legislative branches. 

I said earlier on in the debate that it 
is no great trick to have a strong exec
utive. If you go through history, many 
countries have had strong executives. 
In fact, when it is carried to extreme, 
we call them dictatorships. The hall
mark of a free society is to be able to 
have a legislative branch and a judicial 
branch in addition to an executive 
branch and for those two branches to 
have independence of judgment and 
real decisionmaking power, with the 
ability to check and balance executive 
authority. 

I can understand executives wanting 
to maximize their authority, but I have 
difficulty understanding legislators 
who in a blind way, are giving up a sig
nificant part of their role in the oper
ation of the political system. 

I do not say that from the point of 
view that they should guard their own 
personal power and authority but from 
the point of view of guarding their role 
under the Constitution as representa
tives of the people. The Founding Fa
thers devised a constitutional system 
which has been the marvel of the 
world. They established a National 
Government with independent 
branches that check and balance one 
another; to have not only the executive 
with power and authority but also to 
have a legislative branch with power 
and authority. 

The thing we must be careful about 
as we consider these various line-item 
veto proposals is not to erode the bal
ance, the basic balance and constitu
tional arrangement that has served the 
Republic well for over two centuries. 

The Congress passed the Budget Im
poundment and Control Act in the mid 
1970's, to address this balance between 
the executive and the legislative 
branches which provided a rescission 
process. It is possible to do further re
finements with respect to the rescis
sion arrangements that currently exist 
in the law and it is down that path I 
believe we should be proceeding. 

The current approach has been criti
cized. It is said the President makes re
scissions, sends them to the Congress, 
the Congress simply ignores them. 

A proposal was offered by the minor
ity leader which would have addressed 
this problem by requiring the Congress 
to act upon rescissions sent to it by the 
President. The Congress would not sim
ply be able to ignore it. The President 
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would be able to focus the spotlight on 
the issue and require the Congress to 
act on it. The expedited rescission pro
posal provided that if a majority in 
both Houses did not agree that the 
item should be rescinded then it would 
not be rescinded. That seemed to me to 
be a sensible way of trying to address 
some of the problems that have been 
raised without fundamentally altering 
our constitutional arrangements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. Could the Senator 
yield me just 2 more minutes? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I yield the Senator 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Sen
ator. 

I just want to touch finally on a 
point made immediately preceding me 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island. Namely, that the pro
posal before us places enormous power 
in the hands of the Executive to bring 
pressure on the legislative branch. 
What the executive branch can do 
under this proposal is link items in an 
appropriations bill with totally unre
lated issues on which a Member of the 
legislative branch may be challenging 
the Executive. 

For example, the Executive may have 
a nomination it is trying to move 
through the Senate. A Senator opposes 
that nomination. The Executive can 
pick out of an appropriations bill an 
item of critical importance to the Sen
ator's home State, an item which ev
eryone would concede is meritorious, 
but yet the Executive would be able to 
use his veto to negate that item, not 
on the merits of the item itself, but be
cause the executive branch would re
late it to a totally separate item in 
which they are being opposed by the 
Member in the legislature. 

Think very carefully about that. I be
lieve it will happen. In the hands of a 
vindictive President, it could be abso
lutely brutal. 

But I think the temptation for its 
use in this manner will be tempting to 
any Chief Executive who is concerned 
about moving some other matter 
through the legislative body and finds 
himself being thwarted or frustrated. 

Finally, let me go back to the point 
with which I opened. My deepest con
cern is the manner in which we are 
tri vializing very important issues. The 
Senator from West Virginia has ren
dered an extraordinary service to the 
people of the country by highlighting 
that. He has stood here on the floor and 
underscored that we are dealing with 
serious matters. This is serious busi
ness. Decisions are being made in the 
rush of the moment that may well 
alter in a fundamental way our basic 
constitutional arrangements. We ought 
to be very careful about doing that, 
Mr. President. I regard the measure be
fore us as a giant step down that path 
and, therefore, I very strongly oppose 
it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the very able and distinguished senior 
Senator from Maryland for his vision, 
his dedication to this Constitution of 
ours, his love for the Senate, and his 
patriotism which has stood the test 
many times on this floor in recent days 
and in months and years past. It has al
ways been with great pride that I have 
listened to him and been thankful for 
someone of Paul SARBANES' stature and 
courage. 

I know of others in this institution 
who treasure their membership in this 
body and who cherish the Constitution. 
I perhaps should not mention names 
because, inevitably, I would not think 
of all the names that should be men
tioned at a time like this. 

But I shall mention the name of the 
Senator from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN. He 
is a master craftsman when it comes to 
legislation. He is meticulous and care
ful and exact. 

I have often thought that in that 
Convention which met from May 25 to 
September 17, 1787, he would have been 
an appropriate man to appoint to the 
Committee of Detail. He is so methodi
cal, so very, very thoughtful in probing 
the depths of every word. He would 
have been well placed in that great 
gathering, because there are very few 
words in that Constitution that are 
without great purpose. Not many words 
were wasted. 

I suppose that if I could flatter my
self by thinking that I might find a few 
words in that Constitution that per
haps ought not to have been there-and 
I cannot say this with certitude, of 
course-it would be those words in that 
veto clause, in the second part thereof, 
which refers to "every order, resolu
tion, or vote," in saying that they 
should be presented to the President 
for his consideration. 

Of course, we do not send votes to the 
President. We do not enact orders of a 
nature to be approved or disapproved 
by a President. We do enact simple res
olutions, concurrent resolutions, and 
joint resolutions, neither of the first 
two of which goes to the President. 

But as to the words "order" and 
"vote," I have never been able to un
derstand why the Framers put those 
words in the Constitution. But they, 
too, were afraid that something would 
be sent to the President and called a 
bill which was, in reality, not a bill. 
Bills have to be presented to the Presi
dent for his approval or rejection. And 
so the Framers took every precaution 
to make sure that anything that went 
to the President for his signature or for 
his veto would, indeed, be a bill or a 
joint resolution. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. First of all, for a thank 

you and to say how grateful I am for 
your comments, but also for a ques
tion. 
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First, on that clause that the Sen

ator just made reference to, "Order, 
Resolution, or Vote," I have not won
dered as long or as hard as the Senator 
from West Virginia has about that, but 
I wondered a bit about it. 

I am wondering whether or not that 
might have been intended precisely to 
avoid the Congress from failing to send 
to the President something to which 
the concurrence of both Houses was re
quired but which they would put a dif
ferent label on in order to avoid it 
going to the President; that they 
might call it an order or a vote instead 
of a resolution to avoid the clear intent 
of the Constitution that something to 
which the concurrence of both Houses 
may be necessary go to the President. 

I wondered whether that might be 
the reason for those words so that the 
Congress could not put the label, some 
label other than resolution on some
thing, and avoid a document which re
quired concurrence of both Houses 
from going to the President. 

But my question of the Senator from 
West Virginia is this: The Senator has 
focused a great deal of attention-need
ed attention-on section 7 of article I, 
which requires that "Every Bill which 
shall have passed the House of Rep
resentatives and the Senate, shall, be
fore it become a Law, be presented to 
the President ... " It does not say 
"some bills," it says "Every Bill." 

The Senator has pointed out elo
quently and persuasively that what is 
attempted here legislatively is that a 
bill which passes both Houses not go to 
the President and we cannot amend the 
Constitution by legislation. 

There is another part of that section 
7 which has had less attention, and I 
would like to ask the Senator from 
West Virginia a question about it. 

That is, currently if the President de
cides to veto an appropriations bill, he 
can just simply veto the bill. But under 
this proposal, after the bill is divided 
into these bits and pieces, or 
"billettes," as the Senator from West 
Virginia calls them, in order to veto an 
appropriations bill, the entire bill, the 
President would have to veto each of 
the bits and pieces of that bill. 

Let us say that the appropriations 
bill is divided by an enrollment clerk, 
assuming this politically appointed en
rollment clerk can figure out what rep
resents a tax and a general 'tax and a 
tax which is limited to a group, and he 
can properly put the limitations to the 
right appropriation and do all these 
other things which are really legisla
tive-these are not ministerial func
tions, these are critical policy deci
sions--but assuming you have an en
rollment clerk who does all that and 
sends these 500 bits and pieces to the 
President and the President says, "I 
want to veto this entire appropriations 
bill," it is my understanding that 
under the pending substitute, he would 
have to veto each of the 500 bits and 
pieces in order to get to the entire bill. 

If that happened, if he wants to veto 
the entire bill, he would then return all 
the bits and pieces--all of them would 
come back to the Congress--and then, 
as I read article I, section 7, it says 
that in all cases of a veto, each bill ve
toed-now we have 500 of them-" ... 
the Votes of both Houses" on the over
ride "shall be determined by yeas and 
Nays, and the Names of the Persons 
voting for and against the Bill shall be 
entered on the Journal of each House, 
respectively.'' 

So that as I read the Constitution, if 
the President decides to veto the entire · 
bill, therefore he has to do all the bits 
and pieces. Each of the vetoed bills 
would have to come separately before 
the Congress for an override vote, and 
they could not be voice voted and they 
could not be voted en bloc. 

Is that the Senator's reading of that 
language of the Constitution? It seems 
clear to me, but the Senator is the con
stitutional expert, I believe, around 
here, in my judgment, at least, and I 
am wondering whether he might indi
cate whether that is the way he also 
reads that provision. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen
ator flatters me, but aside from that, 
he has posed a very significant ques
tion. 

I think what it amounts to is, we are 
doing indirectly what we cannot do di
rectly. And that is, that we are convey
ing a share of power over the purse to 
the Executive. We are purporting to 
send him a line-item veto, when, under 
the Cons ti tu tion, the Senate and the 
House, in my judgment, cannot give 
away that power, cannot give to the 
President of the United States a line
item veto. Only the people can do that 
through an amendment to the Con
stitution. 

The Framers gave to the President a 
qualified veto. They did not give to the 
President an absolute negative. He has 
to take it all or leave it all. But there 
are so many questions that are raised 
by this substitute. I wish we could have 
gone on with this debate for a few more 
days. Several flaws have already been 
brought to light during the limited de
bate that we have had on this measure, 
and only God knows what additional 
ones might have come to light upon 
further examination. The Senator 
raises a very important question. 

Each of the little "billettes" would 
have to be signed or vetoed by the 
President or, if he did not sign them, 
and if Congress were in session, they 
would become law without his signa
ture. But if the President vetoes one or 
several or all, there is no provision in 
this measure whereby a House, in 
which the bill first originated, has any 
authority to collect those vetoed bills 
and vote to override them en bloc. I 
raised that question in this Chamber 
yesterday. 

In most cases, the House, being by. 
custom the originator of appropria-

tions bills, would be the first to decide 
and, in many cases, the only House to 
decide, because if the House chose not 
to attempt to override, the Senate 
would never have a voice and, to that 
extent, the Senate is being subordi
nated to the other body by this legisla
tion. 

Many of the "billettes" would, by 
v~rtue of their having been offered to 
the bill as amendments in the Senate, 
thereby have originated in the Senate 
and, under the Constitution, the meas
ure which is vetoed is to be returned to 
the House in which it originated. Even 
though an amendment in the form of 
an enrolled bill may have been offered 
in the Senate by the Senator from 
Michigan, the Senator from Michigan 
may never see that measure again. The 
House will determine, because the 
overall bill originated in the House, 
whether or not there will be an at
tempt to override a veto. 

In short, there is no provision for es
caping the strictures of that constitu
tional provision that the Senator has 
mentioned. The bill goes back to the 
originating body and that House then 
votes to pass it over the President's 
veto, or it fails to do so. It cannot put 
two of those "billettes" together and 
vote en bloc to override the presi
dential vetoes. It cannot put a dozen or 
50 or 100 of them in a package, and if 
the President chose to veto all of them, 
there is no provision to override en 
bloc. 

Oh, I know, we have decided by way 
of the Abraham amendment that, after 
the House and Senate have voted on 
the conference report and the enrolling 
clerk of the originating body has en
rolled all of these little billettes, 
packaged them into one big bill again 
and it is put on the calendar, all of the 
little billettes are to be voted on en 
bloc. 

Mr. LEVIN. Without amendment. 
Mr. BYRD. Without amendment, 

with very limited debate, no motion to 
recommit, no motion to reconsider. It 
mystifies me. 

I have to say that I have heard Jef
ferson's name invoked so many times 
during the debate on the "unbalanced" 
budget amendment euphemistically 
called the balanced budget amendment. 
Jefferson's name was invoked so many 
times, so often in that debate, to the 
total disregard, almost, of what Madi
son thought about the Constitution, or 
what Hamilton had to say. Jefferson's 
name was invoked. He was not even at 
the Convention. He was in Paris at the 
time. 

We will see what Jefferson says in his 
manual, The Parliamentary Practice 
for the use of the Senate of the United 
States, printed 1801. On page 73, there
of, one sentence: "After the bill is 
·passed there can be no further alter
ation of it in any point." Why it would 
have been anathema to Jefferson to 
have even mentioned letting the en
rolling clerk break that bill up into 
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several parts, and thus, through a fic
tion, created a multiplicity of bills. 

Reading further what Jefferson says 
about that: "When the bill is enrolled, 
it is not to be written in paragraphs, 
but solidly"-solidly, solidly-"and all 
of a piece, that the blanks between the 
paragraphs may not give room for for
gery." That is Thomas Jefferson, in his 
parliamentary manual. 

So, the Senator asked a question 
which, if this measure ever becomes 
law, which God avert, somebody will 
have to answer. And at some point, 
even though the courts may try to 
avoid a political thicket, they may, in
deed, have to make a decision there. 
That is a problem with this measure. It 
is not just a thicket, it is a political 
thicket. 

That is what is behind this whole ex
ercise here, this whole effort-politics. 
We have to act on the line-item veto 
and, under the so-called Contract With 
America, send the President a line
item veto. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator for his question. It is a 
penetrating one, one which we will 
have time to ponder. I see great dif
ficulty, great difficulty. Never again 
will a bill, which originally passed the 
House and the Senate, through a proc
ess of debate, amendment, recommit
tal, and reconsideration of votes, re
sume its original form. Instead it will 
be sent to the President in the form of 
100, 500, 1,000, 2,000 little billettes. 
Never again will that bill be the same 
original bill that passed both Houses. 
Never. 

Never again will there be a public law 
that refers to that bill in the manner 
in which appropriations bills are now 
cited as public laws. When it comes to 
overriding a veto, just think of the 
time that will be consumed in any ef
fort to override the vetoes of 15 or 20 of 
those little billettes that have been en
rolled by a clerk in the other body. 

When we annually consider 13 bills, 
plus supplemental bills, plus possibly 
continuing resolutions, plus certain au
thorization bills, it boggles the mind to 
think of the waste of time in trying to 
override such vetoes. Even the thought 
itself is intimidating. 

Mr. President, I want to thank all 
Senators. I think this has been a fairly 
good debate. It is highly regrettable, 
Mr. President-and I do not say this 
with any rancor-highly regrettable 
that this bill on which the Senate is 
about to vote was brought to the Sen
ate on Monday of this week and offered 
as a complete substitute to S. 4. The 
minority had no opportunity, as far as 
I know, to participate in the writing of 
it. There has been no committee hear
ing on it. There has been no committee 
markup of the DOLE substitute. There 
was no committee report, no minority 
views, no supplemental views, no addi
tional views by committee members. 
Yet, the Senate was immediately faced 

with the prospect of a cloture motion 
offered on that substitute. 

Now, what was done was within the 
rules of the Senate. I do not question 
that at all. Some may say, well, the 
former majority leader often offered a 
cloture motion the very moment that a 
motion to proceed was made. That is 
true. I never thought of those instances 
as filibusters and have said so. I never 
considered it to be a filibuster simply 
because the former majority leader 
could not get unanimous consent to 
take up a measure. He made the mo
tion to proceed and offered a cloture 
motion immediately. I have never 
thought of that as a filibuster. 

But he was offering a motion to in
voke cloture on a motion to proceed. I 
do not recall any instances-there may 
have been instances-! do not recall 
any instances, however, in which the 
previous majority leader-while he 
often offered a motion to invoke clo
ture on a motion to proceed-! do not 
remember any instances in which he 
immediately upon the Senate's pro
ceeding to take up a measure or mat
ter, I do not remember any instances in 
which he immediately thereupon of
fered a cloture motion on the matter 
itself. There may have been some such 
instances. I do not recall such. 

But even if he did so, it was certainly 
not a matter of this gravity, a matter 
of this nature. We are talking now 
about a matter here which goes to the 
heart of the Constitution. It is not a 
constitutional amendment, but it seeks 
to amend the Constitution without ap
pearing to amend the Constitution. 

It seeks to do indirectly that which 
it cannot do directly. Congress cannot 
give to the President of the United 
States line-item veto authority. That 
would require a constitutional amend
ment. I know there are some who 
maintain that the line-item veto au
thority is in the Constitution already. 
I do not believe that for a moment. 

If it were in there, surely some Presi
dent, along the line somewhere, would 
have been advised by his chief counsel 
that there, in that Constitution, is 
something that you can use, and it is 
the line-item veto. 

It has never been discovered up until 
this time. It has never been used up 
until this time. And the reason it has 
not been used is because it is not there. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I will yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. It is my understand

ing there have been Presidents, Chief 
Executives, who have urged their law
yers within the executive branch to do 
exactly that: Look in the Constitution 
to find an existing line-item veto au
thority. And as much as the Presidents 
have wanted that authority, it is my 
understanding his lawyers have always 
come back to him and said, "We cannot 
find that authority in the Constitution 
that enables us, in good conscience, ex-

ercising our professional judgment, to 
say that authority is there to be 
found." 

Mr. BYRD. I think that is true. In 
the instance of Mr. Bush, for example, 
I think he was so advised. I know 
George Washington maintained that he 
had to sign or veto the whole bill. The 
first President of the United States 
maintained that he had to sign the bill 
or veto it in its entirety. He could not 
take part and reject part. 

So, Mr. President, )lere a cloture mo
tion was offered immediately on a 
measure which the minority only saw 
for the first time, a far-reaching meas
ure, a measure which we, even after 
these 4 days of debate, cannot really 
comprehend. We really do not know 
what this bill does. And I regret that 
the Senate was faced with that fait 
accompli: Here it is. Here is a new bill. 
We do not have a committee report on 
it. We have never had any committee 
hearings on it. But here it is, and here 
is a cloture motion along with it
which means that come the following 
day but one, the Senate will vote on 
cloture. 

It would seem to me that a minority 
should find that pretty hard to swal
low, the application of a gag rule im
mediately upon a bill which had not 
seen the light of day until the moment 
that it was introduced. 

As I say, I do not speak with rancor. 
I speak only with sadness that we have 
come to this in the U.S. Senate. When 
I came to the Senate, the minority 
would not have stood for that, that ap
proach. The minority at that time was 
on the Republican side of the aisle. Nor 
would the majority have sought to 
take advantage of the minority in that 
way. Senators in that day would have 
rebelled at the thought. 

But that day is gone now. And I will 
say this. If a minority does not seek to 
protect its rights, then it cannot blame 
the majority for riding and running 
over it, trampling it under foot. 

This substitute is an absurdity, an 
absolute absurdity. Here we are, grown 
men and women. We have taken the 
oath to support and defend the Con
stitution of the United States. We have 
been favored and blessed with the high 
title of "Senator." And we are judged 
to be craftsmen of the art in legislat
ing. We are thought to be men and 
women who should take great pride in 
our work here, but alas, we fall far 
short. 

The very idea that for the first time 
in all history, as far as I am con
cerned-! know of no precedent for this 
approach. I know of no precedent for 
the handling of a bill such as is out
lined in this substitute. There is no 
precedent in British history, the his
tory of Parliament; in the history of 
the Colonial legislatures; in the history 
of the State legislatures; in the history 
of our republic under this Constitu
tion-absolutely no precedent for han
dling a bill in this manner. And not 
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only does tradition and custom refute 
this approach, but the great par
liamentarians of the past refute it. 

I have just read from Jefferson's 
manual, and he, in turn, refers to the 
great authority on the British Par
liament and its parliamentary proce
dures, William Hakewill, in whose trea
tise on parliamentary procedures, 
dated 1671, are noted the various au
thorities referred to in so many in
stances by Jefferson in his book on par
liamentary procedure. There is nothing 
like it. I have never seen anything like 
it. I could never have thought that 
here in the Senate we would be voting 
on such a deformity as is this piece of 
legislation. 

If we can do what we are doing with 
this bill, we can do almost anything. 
Do not be surprised at anything when a 
legislative body allows itself to be 
hoodwinked, blinded, cajoled, or what
ever, into stamping its imprimatur on 
such a piece of legislation, if it can be 
called that. It will go to conference. I 
hope it never sees the light of day after 
it gets to conference. But for us to put 
our imprimatur on it? 

I have to stand before God when I 
leave this life and give an accounting 
of my stewardship here. There is no 
way out of it. It is unavoidable. And I 
have to give an accounting to my chil
dren and my grandchildren. There is no 
way out of that. I have to give an ac
counting to myself when I look in the 
mirror. I have to say, "Old boy, you did 
not do very well today. You have 
seared your conscience. You voted to 
do indirectly what you could not do di
rectly." I would have to look at it in 
that way. How others may wish to look 
at it, is up to them. But I cannot in 
good conscience ever look back upon 
this hour and think that the Senate did 
the right thing. 

This thing is going to pass. I wish 
that this bill had been before the Sen
ate for at least another week. Several 
flaws have been detected and made 
visible by the distinguished Senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. NUNN] and 
others. There have been attempts to 
correct the flaws that came to light. 

So for the time that this measure has 
been on the Senate floor, the time has 
been well spent. But we were deprived 
of further examination and study by 
the very fact that a cloture motion was 
entered on the very day that this sub
stitute was introduced. We were de
prived of the opportunity to thor
oughly probe .it, uncover it, and look at 
it minutely. I do not think that is the 
proper way to legislate. 

I am sorry that the minority took it 
lying down. I will bet that when the 
Republican side was in the minority, it 
would not have taken that lying down. 
I praise our minority leader, Mr. 
DASCHLE. He has done everything that 
he could do. But the minority leader 
with 39 others cannot block cloture. It 
takes the minority leader plus 40 oth
ers to block cloture. 

I chose to agree with the minority 
leader. There was no point in making 
the effort when we knew the votes were 
not there. It would only be an embar
rassment. So let us do the best we can, 
fight the good fight, and be on to the 
next battle. 

Mr. President, this is indeed a sad 
moment for the Senate. I remember 
what Brutus said in a letter to Cicero. 
Cicero, in order to gain favor with An
thony and Octavian, came to agree 
with them on certain things, and Bru
tus criticized Cicero for doing so, ac
cording to Plutarch, in a letter: "Our 
forefathers would have scorned to bear 
even a gentle master." 

Mr. President, our forefathers, too, 
would have scorned to bear even a 
gentle master. 

As I look around this Chamber to
night, I think of Everett Dirksen. I 
think of Norris Cotton, George Aiken, 
Bob Kerr, Richard Russell, Lister Hill, 
Allen Ellender, Spessard Holland, and 
others whose voices have long been 
stilled, how they would have been 
ashamed, ashamed, to see the Senate 
accept without a fight, and a long 
fight, a piece of junk like this. This is 
a piece of junk out of keeping with any 
precedent in any legislative body that I 
know of. In the words of Brutus, "Our 
forefathers would have scorned to bear 
even a gentle master." 

Yet, there are some in the minority 
who cannot stand and vote against clo
ture once. Do not mention twice, or 
three times. 

When the Republicans were in the 
minority, and I was the majority lead
er, I offered cloture eight times on the 
campaign financing bill, and eight 
times that cloture motion was re
jected. No majority leader has ever of
fered cloture on the same measure 
eight times. I offered a cloture motion 
eight times. Never were we able to get 
more than three votes for cloture from 
the Republicans. They stood like a 
stone wall. You have to respect that 
kind of unity. 

I am sad. I am sad that we have a 
more powerful minority than the Re
publicans had, as far as numbers go. 

We have a good leader. He has dem
onstrated leadership, statesmanship, 
heroism, and patriotism and great 
courage on the balanced budget amend
ment, and on this measure. But a lead
er cannot lead, if there are those who 
will not follow. You have to let the fol
lowers lead. 

Can you depict a leader who has to 
follow? That is what a leader is reduced 
to, if his troops will not stand behind 
him. 

I have been a leader. I was elected by 
my party to be leader six times, three 
terms in the majority and three terms 
in the minority. I know. If you look be
hind you and your troops are not th~re, 
you may carry the title of leader but in 
name only. Of all times when Senators 
should have stood, immovable, it is in 

an instance when the very structure of 
our constitutional system is being en
dangered. 

Mr. President, I want to read from a 
book that has just been published. This 
book is titled "Constitutional Equi
librium: Mainstay of the Republic." 
And I begin by reading from page 183, 
under the subtitle "Decline and Fall of 
the Roman Republic." 

The theory of a mixed constitution-
That is what ours is, a mixed con

stitution, with checks and balances, 
and separation of powers---

The theory of a mixed constitution had its 
great measure of success in the Roman re
public. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
the Founding Fathers of the United States 
should have been familiar with the works of 
Polybius, or that Montesquieu should have 
been influenced by the checks and balances 
and separation of powers in the Roman con
stitutional system, a clear and central ele
ment of which was the control over the 
purse, vested solely in the Senate in the hey
day of the republic. 

And what happened to Rome? Rome 
had its legendary founding in 753 B.C. 
Under the old republic and the middle 
republic, the Senate was supreme. The 
Senate had control, complete control 
over the finances. 

In short, Rome's fate was sealed by the 
one-by-one donations of power and preroga
tive that the Roman Senate plucked from its 
own quiver and voluntarily delivered into 
the hands, first, of Julius Caesar and then 
Octavian, and subsequently into the trust of 
the succession of Caligulas, Neros, 
Commoduses, and Elagabaluses who fol
lowed, until at last, the ancient and noble 
ideal of the Roman republic had been dis
solved into the stinking brew of imperial de
bauchery, tyranny, megalomania, and rubble 
into which the Roman empire eventually 
sank. 

At the height of the republic, the Roman 
Senate had been the one agency-

And the same can be true of this Re
public. This Senate was the most bril
liant spark of ingenuity that came out 
of that Constitutional Convention in 
1787. The Senate was part of the Great 
Compromise. And every Member who 
has ever stood at that desk up there 
and taken the oath ought to take great 
pride in being a Member of this body, a 
continuing body. There has never been 
a new Senate since the original Senate 
sat, began its sittings on April 6, 1789. 

The same as can be said about the 
Roman Senate could be said about this 
Senate. 

At the height of the republic, the Roman 
Senate had been the one agency with the au
thority, the perspective, and the popular 
aura to debate, investigate, commission, and 
correct the problems that confronted the 
Roman state and its citizens. But the Sen
ate's loss of will, and its eagerness to hand 
its responsibilities over to a one-man Gov
ernment . . . a dictator, and later an em
peror, doomed Rome and predestined Rome's 
decline and ultimate fall. 

Mr. President, let us learn from the pages 
of Rome's history. The basic lesson that we 
should remember for our purposes here is, 
that when the Roman Senate gave away its 
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control of the purse strings, it gave away its 
power to check the executive. From that 
point on, the Senate declined and, as we have 
seen, it was only a matter of time. Once the 
mainstay was weakened, the structure crum
bled and the Roman republic fell. 

This lesson is as true today as it was 
two thousand years ago. 

And it pains me to see Members come 
into this body who seem to have abso
lutely no conception of what this body 
is all about, no conception of the con
stitutional system, no conception of 
the system of separation of powers and 
checks and balances, no conception of 
the wisdom of the Founders in placing 
into the legislative branch the power 
over the purse, little conception, ap
parently little respect for or regard for 
the lessons of history. 

Does anyone really imagine that the splen
dors of our capital city stand or fall with 
mansions, monuments, buildings, and piles 
of masonry? These are but bricks and mor
tar, lifeless things, and their collapse or res
toration means little or nothing when meas
ured on the great clock-tower of time. 

But the survival of the American constitu
tional system, the foundation upon which 
the superstructure of the Republic rests, 
finds its firmest support in the continued 
preservation of the delicate mechanism of 
checks and balances, separation of powers, 
and control of the purse, solemnly instituted 
by the Founding Fathers. For over two hun
dred years, from the beginning of the Repub
lic to this very hour, it has survived in un
broken continuity. We received it from our 
fathers. Let us as surely hand it on to our 
sons and daughters. 

Now, Mr. President, I have said about 
all that I wish to say. It would not 
matter if I spoke for days. The die is 
cast. This bill will go to conference. 
What comes therefrom nobody knows. 
It may be this. bill; it may be H.R. 2; it 
may be a blend of the two; it may be 
nothing. Nobody knows. But the record 
will have been written here, and it is a 
record of which I cannot be proud. And 
the roll of Senators will soon be called. 

Let me read the roll of the great men 
who wrote this Constitution. Here it is: 

New Hampshire: John Langdon, Nicholas 
Gilman; Massachusetts: Nathaniel Gorham, 
Rufus King; Connecticut: William Samuel 
Johnson, Roger Sherman; New York: Alexan
der Hamilton; New Jersey: William Living
ston, David Brearley, William Patterson, 
Jonathan Dayton; Pennsylvania: Benjamin 
Franklin, Robert Morris, Thomas 
Fitzsimons, James Wilson, Thomas Mifflin, 
George Clymer, Jared Ingersoll, Gouverneur 
Morris; Delaware: George Read, John Dickin
son, Jacob Broom, Gunning Bedford, Jr., 
Richard Bassett; Maryland: James McHenry, 
Daniel Carrol, Daniel of St. Thomas Jenifer; 
Virginia: John Blair, James Madison, Jr; 
North Carolina: William Blount, Hugh 
Williamson, Richard Dobbs Spaight; South 
Carolina: J. Rutledge, Charles Pinckney, 
Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, Pierce Butler; 
Georgia: William Few, Abraham Baldwin; 
and President and deputy from Virginia, 
George Washington. 

Mr. President, what would they 
think of us? 

Nathan Hale was a young school
teacher who answered the call of his 

commanding chief, General George 
Washington to go behind the British 
lines and bring back drawings and 
notes concerning the fortifications of 
the British. Hale was 21 years old. He 
was a school teacher. 

He went behind the British lines, dis
guised as a Dutch schoolmaster. He 
completed his work. He made drawings 
of the batteries and the British for
tifications. 

On the night before he was to return 
to the American side, he was appre
hended and arrested as a spy. The next 
morning, he was brought before the 
gallows with his hands tied behind him. 
His last request was for a Bible, and 
the request was denied. 

The British commander, whose name 
was Cunningham, asked Nathan Hale if 
he had anything he wished to say. N a
than Hale, looking at the stark wooden 
coffin in which his lifeless body would 
soon be placed, said, "I only regret 
that I have but one life to lose for my 
country.'' 

Nathan Hale was willing to give his 
one life. It is sad to say that there are 
Members of this body who are not will
ing to give one vote for the Constitu
tion which was written by this illus
trious list of Framers whose names I 
have just read. Not one vote to save 
their country, to save the constitu
tional system. 

On a monument in Atlanta Georgia, 
these words are inscribed to the mem
ory of the great Senator and orator 
Benjamin Hill: 

Who saves his country, saves all things, 
saves himself, and all things saved do bless 
him. Who lets his country die , lets all things 
die, dies himself ignobly and all things die 
curse him. 

Mr. President, I wish tha t it could be 
said that we Republicans and Demo
crats alike tonight had conspired to 
save our country and to preserve the 
liberties of the American people. Be
cause in saving the Constitution, we 
preserve the liberties of our people. 

Claudius Marcellus was a Roman con
sul. His colleague was Paulus. They 
both were enemies of Caesar. Curio was 
a tribune, also an enemy of Caesar. But 
Caesar with 1,500 talents had bought off 
Paulus and with an even greater sum 
had secured the services of Curio. The 
vote was put. Claudius Marcellus could 
not be bought. Marcellus was of the 
opinion that Caesar should lay down 
his arms. Curio, in the pay of Caesar, 
opposed the motion by Claudius 
Marcellus, and moved instead that 
both Pompey and Caesar lay down 
their arms. Most of the Senators who 
had theretofore been of the same opin
ion as Marcellus went over to the other 
side and voted with Curio. Whereupon, 
Claudius Marcellus closed the doors of 
the Senate and exclaimed to his fellow 
Senators, " Enjoy your victory. Have 
Caesar for your master." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST). The Senator from West Vir-

ginia has 28 minutes remaining. Does 
he wish to yield that time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia. As always, I am 
extremely impressed by the power of 
his thoughts and his speech. 

Mr. President, I will be brief. The 
Senate has debated this legislation for 
a full week. The concept of a line-item 
veto has been debated on this floor for 
many years. For eight years, I have 
sought the Senate's consideration of a 
legislative line-item veto. I believe 
that in a few minutes the issue will be 
decided. And I am hopeful that the 
issue will be decided in favor of the 
proponents of this measure. 

As I am not known for my great pa
tience, it would be hard to overstate 
how gratified I am to have finally ar
rived at this moment. It has been a 
long, difficult but worthwhile contest. 
And one in which I feel honored to have 
participated-honored to have partici
pated irrespective of the outcome. 

Much of that honor derives from the 
quality of the opposition to this legis
lation. I know that some of the best 
minds and ablest legislators in the Sen
ate have argued in opposition to the 
line-item veto. Their eloquence and 
their skill at debate surely exceed my 
own powers of persuasion. I had to rely 
heavily on the skills of the majority 
leader, the persuasiveness of my fellow 
proponents, and the merits of the cause 
to advance this legislation. 

The senior Senator from West Vir
ginia, the estimable Senator BYRD, dis
tinguished this debate-as he has dis
tinguished so many of our previous de
bates-with his passion, his eloquence, 
his wisdom, and his deep and abiding 
patriotism. Although my colleagues 
might believe that I have eagerly 
sought opportunities to contend with 
Senator BYRD, that was-to use a 
sports colloquialism-only my game 
face. I assure you, I have approached 
each encounter with trepidation. Sen
ator BYRD is a very formidable man. 

Senator BYRD has solemnly adjured 
the Senate to refrain from unwittingly 
violating the Constitution. His respect, 
his love for our Constitution is pro
found, and worthy of a devoted public 
servant. But my love for our Constitu
tion is no less than his, even if I cannot 
equal the Senator's ability to express 
that love. 

Like Senator BYRD, my regard for 
the Constitution encompasses more 
than my appreciation for the genius of 
that document, for the wisdom and 
skill of its authors. It is for the ideas it 
protects, for the nation born of those 
ideas that I would ransom my life to 
the defense of the Constitution of the 
United States. 

No ethnicity, no tribal identity, no 
accidents of geography or birth define 
this Nation. We are defined by ideas; 
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ideas whose antecedents are found in 
antiquity, as Senator BYRD has so 
often and so eloquently recalled for us, 
but whose application has been so well" 
refined in our Nation's history that we 
are now without peers in this world. 

It is to help preserve the notion that 
government derived from the consent 
of the governed is as sound as it is 
moral that I have advocated this small 
shift in authority from one branch of 
our Government to another. I do not 
think the change to be as precipitous 
as its opponents fear. Even with line
item veto .authority, the President can 
ill afford to disregard the will of Con
gress. Should he abuse his authority, 
Congress could and would compel a re
dress of that abuse. 

I contend that granting the President 
this authority is necessary given the 
gravity of our fiscal problems and the 
inadequacy of Congress' past efforts to 
remedy those problems. I do not be
lieve that the line item veto will em
power the President to cure govern
ment's insolvency on his own. Indeed, 
it is and will always remain mostly 
Congress' burden to restore our govern
ment's fidelity to the principle of 
spending no more than it receives. The 
amounts of money that may be spared 
through the application of the line
item veto are significant, but-as the 
opponents contend-certainly not suffi
cient to remedy our deficit. 

But granting the President this au
thority is, I believe, a necessary first 
step toward improving certain of our 
own practices-improvements that 
must be part of any serious redress of 
our fiscal problems. The Senator from 
West Virginia reveres-as do !-the 
customs of this honorable institution. 
But I am sure he would agree that all 
human institutions, just as all human 
beings, must fall short of perfection. 

For some years now, Congress has 
failed to exercise its power of the purse 
with as much care as we should have. 
Blame should not be unfairly appor
tioned to one side of the aisle or the 
other. All have shared in our failures. 
Nor have Congress' imperfections 
proved us to be inferior to the other 
branches of Government. That is not 
what the proponents contend. 

What we contend is that the Presi
dent is less encumbered by the politi
cal pressures affecting the spending de
cisions of Members of Congress whose 
constituencies are more narrowly de
fined than his. Thus, the President will 
take a sterner view of public expendi
tures-be they in the form of appro
priations or tax concessions-which 
serve the interests of only a few or 
which cannot be reasonably argued as 
worth the expense given our current fi
nancial difficulties. 

In anticipation of a veto and the at
tendant public attention to the vetoed 
line-item appropriation, narrowly tar
geted tax break, or a new entitlement, 
Members should prove more able to re-

sist the attractions of unnecessary 
spending-and, thus, begin the overdue 
reform of our spending practices. It is 
not an indictment of Congress nor of 
any of its Members to note that this 
very human institution can stand a lit
tle reform now and then. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the legislative line-item 
veto, and show the people of this coun
try that for their sake we are prepared 
to relinquish a little of our own power. 
I thank the chair, and thank all my 
colleagues for their patience during 
this very long debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Indiana has 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I believe 
the Senator from West Virginia had 
not expended all of his time. If he seeks 
to be recognized, I think it is in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. COATS]. Will he 
tell me how much time he would like? 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I believe 
under the previous order, the Senator 
from Indiana was reserved 5 minutes of 
his own time. I inquire of the Senator 
from West Virginia, if he wishes to use 
or delegate any of the remainder of his 
time? 

Mr. BYRD. I think the Senator from 
Vermont wants time. If the Senator 
wishes to use his own time, if he needs 
a few more minutes, I will be happy to 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 23 min
utes. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will 

take but a minute. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont such time as he may require. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, earlier 
today I made a statement, I put an ad
ditional statement in the RECORD, of 
my opposition to the amendment, so I 
will not expand on that, other than to 
say I wish all Senators, no matter how 
they vote, will either listen to or read 
what was said by the distinguished sen
ior Senator from West Virginia. 

I have served with him here for 20 
years. Throughout that time, we have 
had times of agreeing and times of dis
agreeing. One thing I always agreed on 
is his sense of history, his allegiance to 
the Constitution. I know of no Member 
of this body now serving or previous 
serving who stood stronger for the Con
stitution or stood stronger for history 
as Senator BYRD. 

Mr. President, we should ask our
selves, in a Nation as powerful as ours, 
in a Nation, really the most powerful 
democracy known to mankind, the 
most powerful economy, the most pow
erful military worldwide reach, but a 
democracy and the most powerful de-

mocracy, one based on three separate 
branches of Government, the ability 
for them to be separate, the ability for 
them to have the respect of the people, 
we should ask ourselves as we continue 
to try to destroy any one of those 
branches of Government, what do we 
do to our democracy? · 

If we give up the power of the purse 
to the executive, that is chipping away. 
We find Members who want to deni
grate the very bodies in which they 
serve-both this and the other body
and that chips away at our democracy. 
We find those who want to destroy the 
Presidency no matter who holds it. 
That chips away at our democracy. 

Mr. President, each one of us should 
take a little bit of time out, read some 
history, consider what maintains this 
great and powerful democracy and ask 
ourselves: Are we supporting it or are 
we whittling away at it? 

I yield the floor and thank the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
though the legislation is seriously 
flawed, I am willing to support an ex
perimental line-item veto authority 
and to see it tested over the next sev
eral years. The so-called sunset clause 
of the legislation, which terminates 
the expanded veto authority unless 
Congress takes action, was the key to 
my support for the bill. 

If the Congress decides that we have 
gone too far in delegating authority to 
the President, the sunset clause will 
make it much easier to act. The burden 
will be on those who want to retain the 
authority. 

Without a sunset clause, Congress 
would have to pass a bill to overturn 
the line-item veto authority, and it is 
likely that any President would veto 
such a bill, thus retaining this extraor
dinary new power. 

The continuing Federal budget defi
cits justify granting this temporary 
authorty to the President, but I have a 
number of grave concerns with the pro
posal as it passed the Senate. 

First, and foremost among those con
cerns is the threshold of a two-thirds 
vote in each House to overcome this 
new expended veto authority. 

That kind of threshold is provided in 
the Constitution for entire bills, but 
extending that authority for individual 
sections of a bill may be going to far. 

There are many uncertainties in this 
new authority that we are providing 
the President, and no one can antici
pate all the potential abuses that 
might flow from this new authority. 

In Wisconsin, we have seen the abuse 
of a line-item veto authority by anum
ber of Governors, and it is safe to say 
that no one anticipated the extent of 
those abuses when the line-item veto 
authority was first contemplated. Gov
ernor Thompson has used the veto au
thority not only to rewrite entire laws, 
but to increase spending and increase 
taxes. 
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The two-thirds threshold will 

compound the uncertainty about pos
sible abuses by making it that much 
more difficult for Congress to respond 
to that possible abuse. 

I am also concerned about the poten
tial unconstitutionality of the meas
ure. A number of serious questions on 
this very issue were raised during the 
debate, and I am glad that the proposal 
also includes expedited judicial review 
to help resolve this matter. 

The provisions relating to tax ex
penditures may not be adequate. I am 
troubled that the language in this pro
posal may be too protective of tax 
loopholes for the wealthy. Tax expendi
tures contribute greatly to pressure on 
the deficit, and if any area should be 
subjected to the scrutiny of line-item 
veto authority, it is this one. 

The basic structure of this particular 
line-item veto authority also raise 
problems. If it becomes law, the meas
ure could mean sending the President 
hundreds, even thousands, of tiny bills. 
That could be a procedural nightmare, 
and I would much prefer to have seen a 
different approach. 

On the positive side, unlike the re
cently debated balanced budget amend
ment, this line-item veto authority is 
established by statute, not as part of 
the Constitution. By providing this 
new authority by law instead of 
through the Constitution, the measure 
does not raise the serious concerns 
that making a permanent change to 
our basic law would raise. 

Also unlike the balanced budget 
amendment, this proposal is no gim
mick. Though it is not a substitute for 
making real spending cuts, it can help 
the cause of deficit reduction because 
it does convey real authority to the 
President. 

Indeed, the danger is that it conveys 
authority that is too broad, and be
cause of that, I will watch how the 
President uses this new authority, and 
will lead the charge to oppose any ex
tension of this particular line-item 
veto authority if problems arise. 

The proposal now goes to a con
ference committee to settle the dif
ferences between the two Houses, and I 
will revisit my support for this bill 
when it comes back to the Senate. I 
would certainly oppose the measure if 
the sunset clause it removed, and may 
well oppose the measure if other 
changes are made, but for now, I sup
port this temporary new authority. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, the Senate failed to take 
what would have been a courageous 
and historic step toward fiscal respon
sibility when it defeated the balanced 
budget amendment. It was one of the 
most disappointing and discouraging 
votes I have been a part of. 

That's because we failed the Amer
ican people, who sent us a very clear 
message last November. They said they 
wanted an end to business as usual. 

Their message was emphatic: they 
want less spending, less Government 
and more freedom. But we turned a 
deaf ear. 

I hope the Senate has another chance 
to pass the balanced budget in the fu
ture and I will continue to fight for its 
passage. But in the meantime, there 
are other steps we can take to signifi
cantly reform the way the Federal 
Government spends the American peo
ple's money. today, we can take a giant 
step in the direction of fiscal sanity by 
passing the line-item veto. 

The biggest threat to America's long
term prosperity is out-or-control defi
cit spending. The result of 26 straight 
years of deficit spending is a mountain 
of debt. In fact, our national debt now 
totals nearly $5 trillion. Every day 
that we fail to impose fiscal discipline 
on ourselves we are mortgaging our 
children's future. 

Giving the president the line-item 
veto will not solve the larger problem
massive deficits as far as the eye can 
see. But it will begin to restore fiscal 
sanity to a broken budget process. It 
will allow presidents to strike out spe
cific wasteful and unnecessary pro
grams that get stuck into huge and 
complex appropriations bills. Now, if a 
President wants to cut out a specific 
item, no matter how big or small, he 
must veto the entire funding bill. The 
line-item veto, a power some 43 gov
ernors already have, would allow the 
President to eliminate those programs 
without having to send the entire bill 
back to Congress. It's a common-sense 
reform that is long overdue. 

The line-item veto is only one of 
what I hope will be a number of re
forms in the budget procesf;. There are 
other reforms that would force Con
gress to finally get its spending under 
control. For example, I am proposing a 
Spending Reduction Commission which 
would serve as a fail-safe mechanism to 
help ensure we achieve the spending 
cuts necessary to get to a balanced 
budget. There are other proposals to 
change the current process that I be
lieve we should seriously consider as 
well. 

But the issue before us today is the 
line-item veto. The American people 
are demanding that we act, and act 
now, to control Government spending. 
Passing the line-item veto is an impor
tant step in that direction. I urge all 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to support this bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I sat 
in your chair on Tuesday, when the dis
tinguished senior Senator from West 
Virginia made an eloquent argument 
against this bill. I agree with him that 
Senators should take gr~at care to con
sider the Constitution. And his argu
ments were very helpful to me, as I am 
sure they were to all our colleagues. I 
believe that the Abraham amendment 
addresses the constitutional arguments 
that Senator BYRD raised concerning 

orphan bills. The original Dole sub
stitute prompted questions concerning 
the constitutional requirement of arti
cle I, section 7, that a bill that has 
passed the House and Senate must be 
presented to the President for his ap
proval or disapproval. Under the origi
nal Dole substitute, neither House 
would have passed the orphan bills in 
that form. However, both Houses would 
have passed the same legislative lan
guage. 

Even without the Abraham amend
ment, S. 4 is constitutional. Congress 
has the power under article I, section 5 
to establish its rules. We can enact a 
rule that deems an item of a bill to be 
a bill. More importantly, the Supreme 
Court has held that it is a political 
question whether both Houses have ac
tually passed the same language if the 
bill that is presented to the President 
is authenticated by both the Speaker 
of the House and the President of the 
Senate. In other words, courts afford 
conclusive effect to a congressional de
termination that both Houses have 
passed identical bills. But there can be 
no doubt that the Abraham amend
ment removes any question under the 
presentment clause. And I commend 
my fellow freshman for his significant 
contribution. 

There is little doubt that when this 
bill becomes law, a constitutional chal
lenge will be raised. And that challenge 
will go all the way to the Supreme 
Court. And the result will be an impor
tant Supreme Court decision on separa
tion of powers. When courts consider a 
constitutional challenge to a statute, a 
level of deference is paid to congres
sional resolution of the constitutional 
issue. This Senator's remarks are not 
legislative history in the sense that 
they illuminate statutory language. 
But they do demonstrate that Congress 
had expressly considered and resolved 
constitutional issues raised by the bill. 
Courts will therefore provide the level 
of respect due to a coordinate branch's 
considered constitutional conclusion. 
So I will take this opportunity to ad
dress some of the constitutional argu
ments that have been raised apart from 
the presentation clause. 

The charge is made that this bill 
would transfer power, in particular the 
power of the purse, unconstitutionally 
from the legislative branch to the 
President. But this is not the case. It 
cannot truly be said that Congress 
alone has the power of the purse. Like 
so many powers in the Federal Govern
ment, the ·power of the purse is not 
vested solely in one branch of govern
ment. Powers are shared as well as sep
arated in our constitutional system. 
The branches do not operate as hermits 
in splendid isolation. They need each 
other. They were designed to function 
with each other, and occasionally even 
against each other. The authority that 
each branch legitimately exercises 
sometimes overlaps with the legiti
mate authority of another branch. It is 
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this mutual dependence that makes 
checks and balances possible. And it is 
this system of checks and balances 
that reduces the likelihood that the 
Government will trample over the lib
erties of the people. 

The power of the purse is a classic ex
ample of a shared power. It is true that 
if Congress will not appropriate money 
for an expenditure, money from the 
Federal Treasury cannot be spent for 
that purpose. But it is also the case 
that an appropriation is not made 
merely because Congress votes to cre
ate it. The President shares the power 
of the purse. If he signs the appropria
tions bill, the money is appropriated
not because the Congress voted for it, 
but because the President also ap
proved of the expenditure. One person's 
opinion in the executive branch counts 
as much as the vote of the Congress. 
And if the President vetoes the expend
itures, then the President's power of 
the purse counts more than up to two
thirds of both Houses. If the appropria
tion fails, that does not mean that 
Congress has transferred any power to 
the President. 

S. 4 is fully consistent with the con
stitutional arrangement that the 
Founders created. Indeed, the better 
argument is not that the bill would 
transfer power to the President that 
the President never had, but that it re
stores to the President the power that 
Congress wrested away from him. In 
the early years of the Republic, appro
priations bills were essentially line 
i terns. Congress simply did not pass ap
propriations bills that contained hun
dreds or thousands of items and that 
directed the spending of billions of dol
lars. Rather, Congress acted on each 
item on its merits. And the President 
signed or vetoed the item on its merits. 

Over the years, the level playing field 
the Framers anticipated has been tilt
ed sharply in favor of the Congress. 
Late in the session, Congress passes 
enormous bills with a large number of 
provisions of varying merit. Not only is 
the bill presented to the President, but 
so is a Hobson's choice: Sign the bill 
and let it become law regardless of the 
merits of some of its line i~ems, or veto 
the bill and shut down a department of 
Government upon which every Amer
ican depends. Unlike Congress, Presi
dents have historically been respon
sible, and have prevented the Govern
ment from shutting down by accepting 
Congress' terms. By passing individual 
items, Congress will give the President 
only the power that the Framers al
ways intended for him to exercise. 

Even apart from the supposed loss of 
power that Congress will suffer, it is 
also contended that under this measure 
the Senate will lose power at the ex
pense of the other body. Because the 
other body is normally the one where 
appropriation bills originate, the deci
sion whether to override the veto of an 
item that originated in the Senate is 

solely up to the other body. If they do 
not override vetoes of such items, the 
Senate cannot work its will. 

Of course, that can happen now as 
well. If an appropriations bill is vetoed, 
and the President successfully per
suades the American people that the 
bill should have been vetoed because of 
items that the Senate insisted upon, 
the other body may choose not to over
ride the bill. The Senate cannot then 
succeed in overriding the veto. Under 
the new system, that may occur as 
well, but the Senate will not be de
fenseless. The other body may choose 
to override vetoes of items of its 
choice. But if the Senate does not con
cur, the House's override vote will be 
meaningless. In practice, both bodies 
will cooperate to override vetoes of 
each other's truly important items be
cause each House has the power of mu
tually assured destruction of the oth
er's vetoed i terns. 

The language of the Constitution 
rarely answers the difficult questions. 
It is necessary to examine the court de
cisions. And no Supreme Court decision 
has ever struck down a statute based 
upon a generalized contention that it 
violates the separation of powers. 
Many specific constitutional provisions 
together create the doctrine of the sep
aration of powers. Only if the statute 
violates one or more of those specific 
provisions is the Constitution violated. 
No one has made an effective argument 
that S. 4 violates any specific constitu
tional provision. 

Therefore, S. 4 complies in every re
spect with the Ccnstitution. In fact, it 
.restores the constitutional balance be
tween the President and Congress that 
was originally contemplated. And it 
does not change the balance of power 
between the two Houses. Its enactment 
today will be a historic step in making 
Congress more accountable for its 
spending decisions, one which will pre
serve, not harm, the liberties of the 
American people. 
EXPEDITED JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE LINE-ITEM 

VETO 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, at this 
time I ask the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona to enter into a colloquy 
with me. 

Two days ago, the distinguished Sen
ator joined me in passing an amend
ment to ensure expedited review of any 
remaining constitutional questions 
raised by the line-item veto proposal. 
The intent of that amendment was to 
provide a speedy way of removing any 
cloud regarding the separate enroll
ment provision I would like to thank 
the distinguished Senator for his sup
port in this matter. 

Upon review of the amendment, I be
lieve the amendment warrants addi
tional clarification. As written, the 
amendment permits "any Member of 
Congress" to bring an action under the 
expedited . review procedures. However, 
it has come to my attention that the 

Federal courts have raised some ques
tion about whether a Member of Con
gress has standing ·to pursue such a 
suit under article III of the Constitu
tion. If the Federal courts ruled that a 
Member of Congress lacked standing in 
such a case, the expedited review pro
cedures would become null and void. 

To take account of this contingency, 
I believe that it is important also to 
allow any person adversely affected by 
the act to bring an appropriate test 
challenge under the act's expedited re
view procedure. Does the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona agree? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes, I do. 
Mr. SIMON. Does the Senator from 

Arizona further agree that, when the 
bill proceeds to conference, it will be 
the intent of the manager of the bill to 
specify that both Members of Congress 
and persons adversely affected by the 
act may utilize the review procedures. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Yes, I do. 
Mr. SIMON. To eliminate any mis

apprehension, let me specify that sub
section (a)(l) of the expedited review 
procedure should read as follows: 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress or any person 

adversely affected by the Act may bring an 
action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that a provision of this Act violates the Con
stitution. 

Does the Senator from Arizona con
cur with my modification? 

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, I do, and I very 
much appreciate the Senator's efforts 
to clarify this issue. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
express my support for the separate en
rollment version of a line-item veto. In 
the 103d Congress, I cosponsored S. 92, 
the Legislative Line-Item Veto Sepa
rate Enrollment Authority Act, which 
was sponsored by my good friend· and 
colleague Senator HOLLINGS. I am 
pleased that the separate enrollment 
approach is now emerging as the com
promise version of the line-item veto 
that will hopefully pass Congress and 
be signed into law by the President. 

In my judgment, the line-item veto, 
if enacted into law, would provide the 
President with an effective weapon 
with which to fight wasteful Govern
ment spending. Over the past few 
years, a consensus has developed, even 
among most Members of Congress, 
that, as the 1989 report of the National 
Economic Commission stated: "The 
balance of power on budget issues has 
swung too far from the Executive to
ward the Legislative Branch." This im
balance has most likely contributed to 
the deficit spending of recent years. 

It is believed by many that the Presi
dent, exclusively representing the gen
eral, national interest of the country 
as a whole, is more inclined to oppose 
Government spending which only 
serves parochial interests, yet in
creases the national debt. Increasing 
the budgetary power of the President 
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relative to the Congress would there
fore lessen the current bias toward 
more pork barrel spending and 
strengthen the bias which favors na
tional priorities. 

The largest obstacle that we face as a 
nation to sustainable, long-term eco
nomic growth is our huge national 
debt. Although we have made substan
tial progress in reducing our annual 
budget deficits over the past 2 years, 
cutting them in half in real terms, the 
national debt is still standing at an un
acceptably high level. 

The national debt as a percentage of 
the economy, as measured by gross do
mestic product, or GDP, now stands at 
52 percent. In other words, the size of 
our national debt is just over half the 
size of the output of our economy for 1 
year. 

To put today's figure in historical 
perspective, the national debt as a per
centage of the economy reached a peak 
of 114 percent in 1946 because of the 
debt incurred to finance our efforts in 
World War II. After 1946, the size of the 
national debt relative to the economy 
declined steadily over the years even 
during the Vietnam war and Great So
ciety years, to a low of 26 percent by 
fiscal year 1981. This is because our 
economy grew much faster than the 
national debt during this period. 

This downward trend in the size of 
the national debt, which is common in 
times of peace, reversed itself in 1981 
and rose over the next 12 years. The na
tional debt doubled in real terms, from 
a low of 26 percent in fiscal year 1981 to 
a high of 52 percent in 1993 due to the 
huge deficits we ran in the 1980's. In 
other words, our national debt grew 
twice as fast as the economy, the first 
time in American history this has hap
pened in peacetime. 

The debt runup of the 1980's is unique 
in American history, and it is worth re
peating that it is the only time in our 
history that the national debt has 
grown substantially in peacetime. We 
have had only three similar runups in 
the national debt during the 219 years 
of the existence of the United States: 
during the Civil War, during World War 
I, and during World War II. 

During the peacetime periods after 
each of the three major wars just men
tioned, during which it was necessary 
to increase the national debt, we re
turned to prewar levels of national 
debt. Now it is time to return to pre-
1980's levels of debt. We have made a 
good start by cutting the deficit in 
half, and thereby halting the growth of 
the national debt. It ha been stabilized 
at 52 percent of GDP for the last 2 
years, as the economy and the debt 
have grown at about the same pace. 

Our next task is to start reducing our 
level of debt by balancing the budget, 
thereby allowing the economy to grow 
much faster than the debt, because the 
debt will not be growing at all. In my 
judgment, it will be necessary 1 to re-

form the current budget process in 
order to achieve the desired end of 
budget balance. That is why I have 
fought so hard for a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution and for 
a Presidential line-item veto. 

Constitutions in 43 States provide for 
a line-item veto whereby the Governors 
have the ability to eliminate individ
ual provisions or reduce amounts of 
spending in legislation presented for 
their signature. The line-item veto has 
a proven track record on the State 
level at discouraging and preventing 
unnecessary and wasteful spending. Be
cause it has been a proven, effective 
tool against excessive spending on the 
State level, it would make an effective 
tool on the national level as well. 

In 1992, 188 Governors and former 
Governors, including Presidents 
Carter, Reagan, and Clinton, were sur
veyed with regard to the line-i tern 
veto. Nearly 70 percent of those who re
sponded said that, as Governors, they 
had found the line-item veto useful. 
Ninety-two percent of the past and 
present Governors surveyed support a 
line-item veto on the Federal level in 
order to restrain Federal spending. 

Also in 1992, the General Accounting 
Office evaluated the potential effec
tiveness of the line-item veto on the 
Federal level. The GAO report stated, 
and I quote at length: 

If the President had line-item veto author
ity from fiscal years 1984 through 1989 and 
used that authority to reduce or eliminate 
each item to which an objection was raised 
in the Statements of Administration Policy, 
we estimate that the savings would have 
ranged from $7 billion to $17 billion per year, 
for a cumulative 6-year total of about $70 bil
lion .... This would have reduced Federal 
deficits and borrowing by 6.7 percent, from 
the $1,059 billion that actually occurred dur
ing that period to $989 billion .... In addi
tion, the reduced federal borrowing associ
ated with the program savings explicitly 
shown would have resulted in interest cost 
savings. 

The line-item veto has bipartisan 
support in both Houses of Congress. In 
addition, Presidents Reagan, Bush, and 
Clinton are advocates of the line-item 
veto at the Federal level. In addition, 
according to Gallup surveys, large ma
jorities of Americans spanning more 
than four decades have consistently fa
vored the line-item veto. 

There has been some talk of the sepa
rate enrollment line-item veto creating 
a bureaucratic "cut and paste" night
mare in the enrolling clerk's office. 
But these nightmare scenarios are un
founded. Due to the modern computer 
technology we enjoy in Congress, sepa
rate enrollment would not pose a pro
hibitive burden on the clerk's staff. In 
fact, such technology makes the proc
ess quite simple. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
line-item veto. This is a clear oppor
tunity to seriously address our biggest 
national problem-excessive deficit 
spending-with a realistic, proven solu-

tion. The voters have spoken; it is time 
to end wasteful Government spending. 
Let us give the President the line-item 
veto through the separate enrollment 
mechanism. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of a broad-based line
item veto which would allow the Presi
dent to strike spending as well as tax 
provisions. 

I am a relative newcomer to this in
stitution. But in my time here I have 
observed that the system of rules we 
live under makes it far easier to spend 
money than to save money. Maybe that 
is just a fact of life. Most Americans 
would probably agree that spending is 
easier than saving. We have the same 
problem here in Congress. 

The line-item veto may not fix all of 
our budgetary problems; in fact, I am 
reasonably sure it will not do so. But I 
do believe it is worth a try to make a 
dent in those problems, and for that 
reason, I support giving the President 
greater authority to strike spending as 
well as tax expenditures, subject to a 
congressional override. And if the line
item veto does not work, I support get
ting rid of it-for that reason I am 
pleased that there is general agreement 
among both sides that any line-item 
veto provision ought to have a sunset 
provision. 

Certainly the current system has its 
flaws. Let me give you just one exam
ple, a $16 million urban tree-planting 
program at the Small Business Admin
istration. I do not believe in governing 
by anecdote, but the repeated and un
successful attempts to kill this pro
gram are illustrative. The administra
tion has tried to get rid of this pro
gram at least twice. The SBA does not 
want the money-tree planting is not 
their specialty. The House has tried on 
numerous occasions to get rid of this 
program because it simply makes no 
sense for the SBA to be in the business 
of planting trees. The Kerrey-Brown 
group, of which I was a participant, 
tried to get rid of this program. But it 
has proved to be the Freddy Krueger of 
Federal program&-no matter what you 
do to kill it, this program survives. 

I am hoping the line-item veto pro
posals before us will make it possible 
to finally get at programs like this 
tree-planting program. I happen to be a 
big fan of trees and I spend a lot of my 
time working to keep our air and water 
clean enough to keep those trees alive. 
I just do not think we can afford to 
have the SBA running a program like 
this, and I suspect most of my col
leagues agree with me. I am also con
vinced that the reason we have had a 
tough time getting at this program is 
because it has been wrapped into larger 
bills. When I was in the State Senate in 
Connecticut, it was common wisdom 
that the way to pass the tough items 
was to bury them in the big bills and 
keep your fingers crossed that they 
would slip through unnoticed. Given 
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our deficit, I just do not think we can 
afford this approach anymore. 

In addition, I am firmly convinced 
that tax expenditures should also be 
subject to any line-item veto passed by 
this Chamber. Put simply, new taxes 
should be put to the test in the same 
way as new spending. As a proponent of 
a capital gains cut as a way to increase 
needed investment and saving in this 
country, I am well aware that adding 
new tax expenditures to the line-i tern 
veto bill could put some tax invest
ment incentives at risk. However, that 
is a risk I am willing to take if the end 
result will be more discipline, and 
fewer loopholes, in our Tax Code. 

We have heard a lot about possible 
abuses of the line-item veto by the ex
ecutive branch. I come from one of the 
43 States with a line-item veto in our 
State Constitution. It is a pretty tough 
provision-allowing the Governor to 
"disapprove any item or items of any 
bill making appropriations of money." 
And the provision has worked just 
fine-the legislative branch has not 
been overthrown, and no revolutions 
have occurred. By most accounts, the 
provision has been a success. 

Despite all of this, I do harbor some 
concerns that an Executive might use 
this provision for political ends. Surely 
we are not above politics. I have 
watched with some dismay as the other 
body has targeted, or appeared to tar
get, programs which are priorities of 
this administration-programs like na
tional service and the various tech
nology programs like TRP and ATP, 
For this reason, I am pleased that 
there is general agreement that pas
sage of a line-item veto should be 
something of an experiment-that it 
should sunset after a few years so that 
we can debate its effectiveness and, if 
it has been successful, pass it again. A 
sunset provision should help keep the 
executive branch away from abuses. 

Mr. President, I support a line-item 
veto which covers a broad range of 
spending and tax cuts, and I hope my 
colleagues will do so as well. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I have 
long held that separate enrollment is 
the solution to the tough question of 
how to provide the President with line
item veto power. 

Since 1984, when I joined Senator 
Mattingly and others in introducing a 
separate enrollment line-item veto bill, 
until this year, as cosponsor of Senator 
BRADLEY's bill, I have supported both 
the principle of a line-item veto and 
the specific approach of separate en
rollment. 

Today, I want to explain my position 
on this important issue, a position that 
has, until just last week, had little sup
port on either side of the aisle. I am 
gratified by the recent embrace of this 
approach as the compromise position 
that could finally permit a controlled 
experiment with a line-item veto to go 
forward. 

Mr. President, a controlled experi
ment is just what this proposal calls 
for. 

Mr. President, I share the concerns of 
many of my colleagues that a line-item 
veto could threaten the balance of 
power established in the Constitution 
between the Congress and the Presi
dent. 

That is why I argued unequivocally 
against any constitutional version of 
line-item veto just 2 months ago in the 
Judiciary Subcommittee on the Con
stitution. 

Because this is a statutory line-item 
veto, Mr. President, and one, I must 
emphasize, with a built-in sunset it re
mains the prerogative of Congress to 
decide if this is, in the end, what we 
want to do and how we want to do it. 

And that is, indeed, the intended ef
fect of the legislation before us today. 
It grants new power to the President
to veto separate items in appropria
tions bills, not the whole bill as would 
be required today. This change permits 
the President to target specific spend
ing programs, not whole categories of 
Government activity. 

But this change would not only pro
vide the executive with addi tiona! re
sponsibility for controlling Federal 
spending at the margins. It would put 
additional responsibility on Congress 
to remove those i terns that would be 
easy targets for a presidential veto. 

No one can look upon the deplorable 
state of our Federal finances and tell 
me that a little more fiscal responsibil
ity, at both ends of Pennsylvania Ave
nue, is not in order. 

Of course, if the question. were that 
simple, we would not be at the impasse 
we have reached today. 

There is honest, deeply held disagree
ment on whether we should go forward 
with any experiment in a line-i tern 
veto. 

Everyone of us in the Senate, and 
every citizen of this country, should be 
grateful for Senator BYRD'S tireless ef
forts to remind us of the historical sig
nificance and constitutional implica
tions of the step we are contemplating 
here. 

But I would like to make two points 
in defense of separate enrollment line
item veto legislation. 

First, our Constitution was intended 
to be flexible enough to adjust to a va
riety of new circumstances. Within the 
limits I believe are rightly imposed in 
this case-a statutory change, with a 
built-in sunset provision, in the year 
2000-we should be willing to make in
cremental adjustments in our proce
dures that have some prospect of pro
moting our shared goal of deficit re
duction and more responsible budget
ing. 

Second, Mr. President, it could bear
gued that by enrolling each element in 
our spending bills separately, we· are 
restoring a historical relation between 
the President and Congress, a relation-

ship that took a new course when we 
began to write appropriations bills that 
lumped hundreds, even thousands, of 

. items of spending together. 
I am pleased that some of my col

leagues have cited arguments I made 
several years ago in the Judiciary 
Committee in defense of the constitu
tionality of the separate enrollment 
approach. 

It is my considered opinion that this 
approach can survive any court chal
lenge on constitutional grounds. I am 
persuaded that the Congress may 
choose-as it will, if we accept this leg
islation-its own procedure for enroll
ing and presenting legislation to the 
President. There is nothing inappropri
ate about choosing to present our bills 
to the President in a way that will ex
pose them to the same veto power that 
he has always possessed. 

I must stress, Mr. President, that I 
do have some concern about the dif
ference between S. 4, the proposal be
fore us today, and S. 137, the version I 
cosponsored this year and-with one 
exception-identical to the bill I intro
duced a decade ago with Senator Mat
tingly. 

That difference is in the level of de
tail that is required of the bills that we 
will send separately to the President. 
The version that I have consistently 
supported required the separate enroll
ment of numbered items or unnum
bered paragraphs. 

To use one example, one of those 
items or paragraphs might include the 
budget for veterans' construction 
projects. Under the versions I have con
sistently supported, the President 
could veto that element of the Veter
ans' Affairs, Housing and Urban Devel
opment, independent agencies appro
priations bill, rather than the whole 
bill. 

Now, some of my colleagues have ex
pressed concern that the new require
ment, added in S. 4, that Congress has 
to include additional detail, detail that 
could, to continue my example, include 
specific construction projects at spe
cific veterans' hospitals in specific 
States. 

The temptation for a President to 
use the line-item veto to extort conces
sions, or to punish transgressions, may 
be greater under this new formulation 
than under the legislation I have sup
ported in the past. 

Mr. President, we still retain the au
thority to determine the level of detail 
that we include in our committee re
ports, and thus the level of detail that 
will be required under S. 4. 

And again, Mr. President, the new 
process we will adopt here today is not 
a constitutional change, but a statu
tory one, and a statutory change with 
a date certain-5 years from now
when its authority automatically ends. 

Now, I supported a quicker sunset of 
line-item veto power in the versions 
that I cosponsored, this year and in the 
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past. But I am satisfied that we have 
built in sufficient safeguard to give 
this experiment a chance to succeed
or to fail. 

Because of the sunset provision, we 
have reserved the right to reverse this 
decision if the anticipated benefits of 
this bill do not outweigh its potential 
costs. 

Its benefits, I believe, will come not 
only in the form of reduced spending; 
in these times, any money saved is im
portant, but we should not expect this 
to affect deficits in any fundamental 
way. 

Its benefits are likely to be more sub
tle, in the reduction of spending pro
grams that can't pass the "laugh 
test"-that would be laughed at if they 
were exposed to public ridicule. 

That is the real promise of this line
item veto bill, that it will improve, at 
the margin, the quality, as well as the 
quantity, of our spending decisions. 

Mr. President, a major improvement 
of this proposal over earlier line-item 
veto proposals is that it includes those 
programs that spend money through 
the Tax Code-what we call tax expend
itures, and what everyone else knows 
as loopholes. 

This is an approach I supported when 
I cosponsored Senator BRADLEY's sepa
rate enrollment bill this year. 

This is a substantial and far-reaching 
line-item veto proposal that we will 
vote on this afternoon. And we must 
recognize that it will grant power to 
the President that he does not have 
today. 

Again, I prefer the language of S. 137, 
Senator BRADLEY's separate enroll
ment bill, defining just what a tax ex
penditure is. And I supported Senator 
BRADLEY's attempt to clarify the tax 
expenditure definition in S. 4, that 
could be open to "back-loaded" tax 
cuts that lose revenue more than 5 
years in the future. 

But the debate here on the Senate 
floor has convinced me that the lan
guage of S. 4 covers real tax loopholes, 
both the narrowest gimmicks and the 
broadest, that are such a drain on the 
Federal Treasury. 

Mr. President, at the heart of S. 4 is 
the traditional veto power that the 
President has always possessed. The 
change that this bill will bring about is 
a change in the way we choose to send 
our bills to the President. 

I have no doubt that this will shift 
some influence over spending priori ties 
to the Executive; this is, of course, one 
purpose of the line-item vet~to 
exchance executive budget authority, 
and to put the Congress on notice that 
our spending proposals will be exposed 
to an additional level of scrutiny. 

This may well add to the President's 
influence on the legislative agenda, 
and, at the extreme, could provide a 
President with the temptation to use 
the line-item veto to threaten or to re
taliate against Members of Congress. 

If some future President chooses to 
make such use of this new budget tool 
we offer him, then we will take it 
away. 

In the end, should we not examine 
each of our spending decisions individ
ually? Should we not subject our 
spending plans to the closest possible 
scrutiny, down to presenting them sep
arately to the President? 

In the face of the deficit problem we 
now confront, and in the face of corro
sive public cynicism about our ability 
to get our houses in order, Mr. Presi
dent, do we want to send the message 
that business as usual is good enough 
for us? 

In passing S. 4, we will take more 
care with our spending decisions, and 
in a small but important way, end busi
ness as usual. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of S. 4, the Legislative Line 
Item Veto Act, as modified by the Dole 
compromise amendment. 

This landmark legislation promises 
to bring some long overdue progress in 
fiscal responsibility and in our war on 
government waste. 

When it finally becomes law in the 
coming weeks: 

It will help reduce the deficit; 
It will subject a lot of questionable 

pork provisions to the withering bright 
sunlight of Presidential and public 
scrutiny; and 

It will also subject the President to 
increased scrutiny-we'll see if his veto 
pen matches his promises. 

I recognize that the Daschle amend
ment-which we tabled earlier today
is essentially the same as S. 14, which 
was cosponsored by several Senators on 
this side, including myself. 

I was an original cosponsor of both S. 
4 and S. 14 as introduced, because I 
wanted to increase the chances of the 
Senate passing a legislative line item 
veto, passing the strongest one we can, 
passing one that was carefully crafted, 
and passing one that is bipartisan. 

I voted to table the Daschle amend
ment-as did some of the other cospon
sors of S. 14; 

This is because we now have a chance 
to pass a bill that is stronger than S. 
14, and likeS. 14, is carefully crafted to 
do the variety of things that the large 
majority Senators want to do. 

That is what we now have in the Dole 
amendment. As in the original McCain
Coats S. 4, we have a % vote required 
to override an item veto. 

As in both S. 4 and the original S. 14, 
we now have a process that prevents 
circumventing the veto by passing a 
one-line appropriation bill and putting 
hundreds of detailed directions in a 
committee report; and we will avoid 
extending the item veto to policy 
items that are non-dollar items. 

As in S. 14, and somewhat similarly 
to the Bradley proposal, we apply the 
line i tern veto to targeted tax breaks. 

As in S. 14, we apply the item veto to 
new direct spending, and will include a 
deficit-reduction lockbox. 

As in bills introduced by Senators 
HOLLINGS and BRADLEY, in a bipartisan 
spirit, we use the process of separate 
enrollment. 

I said before that I preferred a 
strengthened rescission process to sep
arate enrollment; I still do; but taking 
each proposal as a whole, taking all the 
provisions in each, the Dole amend
ment is the best package to come be
fore this body. 

Of all the versions discussed, the 
Dole amendment is the least likely to 
be subject to constitutional problems 
and court review. 

It is clear that, under Article I of the 
Constitution, the Congress determines 
the form of bills it sends to the Presi
dent. 

This approach does not involve any 
of the issues raised in the past that 
might question the constitutionality of 
legislative vetoes or impoundment 
powers that might cross the barriers 
separating the legislative and execu
tive powers. 

Some Senators supported the Daschle 
substitute as being the "middle 
ground" version. But now, by extend
ing the veto to targeted tax breaks and 
new direct spending, the Dole amend
ment also is in the middle ground and 
covers a range of Senators' concerns. 

The only material difference remain
ing between the Dole and Daschle ver
sions is whether you want a line item 
veto to be overridden by a majority 
vote or a % vote. 

I agree with President Clinton on 
this one: I want the stronger line item 
veto. 

In this case, it is possible to pass the 
better of 2 proposals, and a % override 
is better than a majority override. It is 
that simple. 

In all other important respects, the 
Dole amendment and other amend
ments that we are accepting incor
porate the other positive aspects of S. 
14 and the Daschle substitute into the 
bill we are going to pass. 

The bottom line is this: The principal 
difference between separate enrollment 
and enhanced rescission in how the pa
pers are bundled. That is all . 

As improved here on the floor, that 
difference in bundling will not be a 
problem. 

Separate enrollment under the Dole 
amendment would wind up accomplish
ing essentially the same ends a the 
McCain-Coats type of enhanced rescis
sion process inS. 4, with improvements 
from S. 14 added. 

I also wanted to address some of the 
concerns about separate enrollment 
raised by Senator NUNN and others. 

Some Senators are concerned that 
moving the details of committee re
ports into separately enrolled bills 
would present the President with 10,000 
appropriations bills to sign or veto in
stead 13 or so. 

If writer's cramp truly becomes a 
concern, the Constitution allow the 
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President simply to let the least con
troversial or least notable of the these 
bills become law without signature or 
veto. 

Article I, sectio~ 7 says, in part: 
If any Bill shall not be returned by the 

President within ten Days (Sundays ex
cepted) after it shall have been presented to 
him, the Same shall be a Law, in like Man
ner as if he had signed it .. .. 

This simple answer is more than this 
concern deserves. 

Some Senators are concerned that, 
conversely, to thwart the President 
and' the line item veto, .bills may be re
duced to one-line appropriations, with 
the details, earmarks, requirements, 
directions, and requests that now ap
pear in committee reports being moved 
instead into floor colloquies and let
ters. 

Senators who raise this kind of con
cern are assuming that business as 
usual will not change, but will just get 
more difficult under the new rules. 

They are missing the point: This bill 
will change how we conduct business 
around here. 

The new rules mean it is a whole new 
ball game. 

Senator NUNN correctly points out 
that, as a matter of accommodation, 
currently, report language is treated as 
"sort of binding" on agencies as they 
spend appropriations. 

The point is, this part of the process 
should change. 

Now, so-called "earmarks" will have 
to appear right out there in the open
not hidden from view by an obscure 
comment in a conference report that 
the lack of mention of contradiction in 
the Senate committee report means 
that the Congress expects an agency to 
honor a direction given in the House 
report as implicitly modified by a floor 
colloquy. 

How many of my colleagues even un
derstand that this is the way we do 
business now? 

I can guarantee that most Americans 
do not know that-and would be in
credulous if they did. 

The current process leads to ambigu
ity at best, evasion of responsibility at 
worst. 

Here is an actual example of how the 
current system breaks down-it hap
pened to this Senator: 

In 1994, the House report on one ap
propriation bill took position on a mat
ter of agency discretion; several Sen
ators entered into a Senate floor col
loquy directly contradicting the House 
position; the conference committee 
should have resolved that disagreement 
but did not. As a result, the agency had 
no idea what, if any, guidance it had 
from Congress or how binding it was. 

Well, under this bill, if we put it in 
law, we know it is binding. If it is in a 
floor colloquy, we know it is advisory, 
interpretative, clarifying. 

That is well-known and well settled. 
There is no doubt-no doubt-that no 

court ever would find a floor colloquy 
to have the binding effect of law. 

So, what this line item veto means is 
that a lot of unimportant earmarks 
and so-called "directions" simply will 

. disappear from the formal parts of the 
process. The important ones will be
come law or be vetoed. 

That is the way it should be. 
What a novel idea-that we should 

put into law the instructions that we 
expect agencies to carry out. 

Some Senators are concerned that 
reprogrammings would have to be ac
complished through an act of Congress 
instead of over the telephone among 
committee chairman and ranking 
members. 

The possible problems pointed out 
with reprogramming, once again, are 
only problems if you keep trying to do 
business as usual under the new proce
dure. 

Now, under this bill, we will have to 
decide when micromanagement of an 
item is so important that it should be 
in law, and when we are just going to 
let the agency have some discretion in 
how it does its job. 

We will need fewer reprogrammings, 
because this new process creates a dis
incentive for Congress to micromanage 
agencies through the appropriations 
process. 

When we do handle that reduced 
number of reprogrammings, they ought 
to become routine legislation, basi
cally technical corrections. 

And, after all, if an item of re
programming is so controversial that 
it would be subject to contention on 
the floor of the Senate, then it is too 
important to go through the status 
quo's "informal" process. 

LINE-ITEM VETO 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, several 
weeks ago I voted "no" when this body 
voted on the proposal to send to the 
States for ratification an amendment 
to the Constitution to require a bal
anced budget. I enumerated the reasons 
for my opposition. Principal among 
them was that the constitutional 
amendment proposal was a fraud; its 
proponents claimed that it was essen
tial to achieving a balanced Federal 
budget-a goal to which I fervently 
subscribe-when, in reality, the amend
ment would not cut so much as a thin 
dime from the deficit. In addition, the 
amendment, had it been approved by 
Congress and ratified by the requisite 
number of States, would have created a 
dangerous situation and a disturbing 
precedent of sinking not only into 
standard procedure but into the U.S. 
Constitution requirements that several 
key types of Congressional fiscal policy 
decisions would have to be made by 
supermajori ties. I was persuaded than 
and remain persuaded now that the 
Founding Father&----rightly-would be 
spinning in their graves in anxiety · for 
our Union if they knew what was then 
being proposed and debated. 

But I promised at that time, Mr. 
President, that I would vote for propos-

als that would make-or make likely
real savings in the Federal budget, and 
that did not sink fraudulent or 
untested methods into the Constitu
tion ·or trample on the basic tenets of 
that Constitution. 

And tonight, Mr. President, the Sen
ate is considering the kind of proposal 
I promised to support, a proposal that 
is very different than the Balanced 
Budget Amendment. The proposal on 
which we are about to vote-to which 
some refer loosely as a "line-item 
veto" although it has features quite 
different than proposals that carried 
that moniker for many year&----is not a 
fraud. It is real. It provides the ability 
to the President of the United States 
to achieve real economies in the fed
eral budget much more easily than 
such economies can be achieved today. 

Is this a cure-all? No, of course not, 
Mr. President. The passage of the line
item veto will not instantaneously and 
surely erase our nearing-$200-billion 
deficits. But it is one tool-a new tool 
with teeth-that any President can use 
to remove less essential spending from 
the budget. And it gives strength to 
such a Presidential decision by requir
ing a two-thirds vote of both houses to 
overturn the President's decision and 
reinstate the spending he vetoed. 

I believe this tool can and will make 
a beneficial difference. It applies to tax 
expenditures as well as to direct spend
ing. 

But if it proves not to work as adver
tised-as those of us who vote for it be
lieve it work-we can return to this 
floor and, by engaging in the Constitu
tional process of enacting a law, we can 
repeal it or modify it. And, in any 
event, the provision on which we vote 
tonight will disappear automatically
it will sunset-in the year 2000 unless 
we act to extend it. 

Mr. President, this is worth a try. It 
could have-and I hope and trust it will 
have-a sobering effect on those who 
seek to lard appropriations bills with 
special-purpose pork. It can provide
and I hope and trust it will provide-a 
tool to the President to achieve signifi
cant economies in the federal budget 
by eliminating programs that are not 
in the national interest, or have out
lined their usefulness but not their po
litical patronage. 

We must take real steps to achieve a 
balanced budget. This will not be suffi
cient by itself to achieve that bal
ance-we have much and very difficult 
work ahead of us to cut the deficit the 
old fashioned way by cutting programs 
and expenditures and bringing revenues 
in line with spending. But this truly is 
a real step, and I support it. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
the Senate is debating a truly fun
damental change to our system of gov
ernment. We have before us legislation 
which proposes to reconsider some of 
the most basic principles of our democ
racy. For over 200 years, the Federal 
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government has maintained a careful 
balance between the powers of the leg
islative, executive, and judicial 
branches. That balance has stood the 
test of time, and has helped sustain our 
nation's cherished liberties for genera
tions. 

Mr. President, given that remarkable 
record, we need to be very cautious be
fore altering this historic balance of 
powers. It's not something we should 
do lightly. It's not something we 
should rush through. 

We do, however, have to be prepared 
to respond to changing conditions, and 
to make needed changes in the way we 
do business. Despite all that's good 
about our democratic system, we also 
face some real problems. And one of 
the most important is government 
waste, and the deep public anger that 
it provokes. 

Mr. President, as much as any time 
in our history, it is critical to reduce 
waste in government. We are continu
ing to load debt on our children and 
grandchildren. The tax burden is 
heavy. Americans are losing faith in 
government as they are repeatedly 
bombarded with examples of unneces
sary spending-from fraud in govern
ment programs to the Lawrence Welk 
Center-and taxpayers are infuriated. 
They have a right to be. 

They also have a right to demand 
that we do something about it. And 
there is broad public support for trying 
some form of line item veto. 

Yet, Mr. President, we should not ex
aggerate what a line item veto can ac
complish. It won't eliminate all gov
ernment waste. Nor will it balance the 
budget. It may result in eliminating 
unnecessary pork barrel projects and 
special-interest tax loopholes. 

This is not to say, Mr. President, 
that all narrowly-targeted spending 
or tax provisions are wasteful. But 
many are. And the most egregious ex
amples get the most publicity, and 
erode public confidence in the Congress 
and our government. Surely that's one 
reason why the public is so angry with 
Washington. 

We need to look for ways to address 
this problem. And the line item veto 
might help, by giving the President ad
ditional power to eliminate items that 
are truly indefensible. 

Under current law, when the Con
gress sends the President a broad 
spending or tax bill, the President's op
tions are pretty limited. He can sign 
the whole bill into law. Or he can veto 
the entire package. 

Once an appropriations bill is en
acted, the President can propose to re
scind specific items of spending, and 
send Congress a rescission. But this re
scission power is extremely limited. 
First, it does not apply to tax breaks. 
And, in the case of proposed rescissions 
to appropriations, Congress can simply 
ignore them. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
it's worth trying to give the President 

additional powers to eliminate waste. 
But, as we move into these uncharted 
waters-fundamentally changing our 
form of government-we should build 
in certain protections against abuse of 
executive power. Restraint of executive 
power has been a hallmark of our Con
stitution and guided our Founding Fa
thers in its creation. 

We can strengthen the President's re
scission power by making sure the Con
gress considers all Presidential rescis
sion proposals, and does so on an expe
dited basis. That would be a significant 
step forward in the fight against waste. 
Currently, if the President sends re
scissions to us to eliminate wasteful 
spending, we can just ignore them. And 
we usually do. Forcing review of waste
ful expenditures, in the glare of public 
debate, would be a healthy antidote to 
our current way of doing business. 

We can also build in protections 
against abuse of this expanded execu
tive power by retaining the democratic 
practice of majority rule. The pending 
legislation would permit the President 
to kill any increases in spending or 
changes to entitlement programs if he 
can convince just one-third of one 
house of Congress to suppo·rt him. 
That's an enormous expansion of exec
utive power. It would permit the Presi
dent to nullify what a majority of the 
people's representatives have already 
approved. 

Finally, we can guard against abuse 
of power by the Executive by requiring 
the Congress to review the line item 
veto after a prescribed trial period. Ini
tially, I think the shorter this trial the 
better. If the line item veto works as 
its authors intend, it will have a salu
tary effect on our government and 
there will be no problem extending it. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
proposal before us fails to protect 
against executive branch abuses. It 
also puts power in the hands of a small 
minority, undermining majority rule. 
It lets one-third of Congress rule with 
the President, controlling Federal pol
icy on virtually all new spending and 
entitlement programs. 

The legislation also could uninten
tionally hurt smaller States, with 
smaller congressional delegations, like 
my State of New Jersey. The proposal 
would load the deck in favor of bigger 
States which have a leg up on building 
the necessary two-thirds vote to over
ride a Presidential line-item veto. In 
my view, that's unwise. 

Mr. President, the case for a line 
item veto rests largely on the need to 
eliminate narrowly targeted pork-bar
rel spending. But the majority leader's 
amendment goes much further than 
that. It would allow a President to uni
laterally eliminate funding for entire 
programs. This would give a single in
dividual the power to kill major initia
tives in education, law enforcement, 
health care, veterans, mass transit, im
migration enforcement, housing, you 
name it. All would be at risk. 

It would also put Medicare, veterans 
benefits, and other entitlement pro
grams under the control of a small mi
nority of Congress aligned with a 
President. 

Mr. President, I'm not suggesting 
that President Clinton or any future 
President would abuse this new power. 
But we really don't know. 

That's not a Democratic concern or a 
Republican concern. It's a nonpartisan 
concern. 

That's not a liberal concern or a con
servative concern. It's a democratic
with a small 'd'-concern. 

It has nothing to do with party or 
ideology. It has everything to do with 
the potential for abuse of power and 
rule by a congressional minority. 

Let's take one example, Mr. Presi
dent, of a President of my own party, 
Lyndon Baines Johnson. President 
Johnson was a strong leader who ex
celled at cajoling and pressing Mem
bers of Congress into voting with him. 
I never experienced it myself, but the 
"Johnson treatment" was something 
that is legendary. 

Lyndon Johnson used every tool in 
his arsenal to win. 

Looking to the future, a President 
with strong leadership skills and 
strong convictions would gain enor
mously in power. With just one-third of 
one House of Congress, he could wipe 
out essential benefits for ordinary 
Americans and a majority in Congress 
could do nothing to stop him. 

Mr. President, I'd urge against giving 
the President that virtually unbridled 
power. 

I'm not willing to risk that a future 
President would be able to overrule a 
majority in Congress and eliminate all 
school lunches. 

Or deny middle-class students the op
portunity to go to college. 

Or deny working families assistance 
with child care. 

Or take police officers off the streets. 
Or force young children to go hungry. 
Or increase the number of the home-

less on our streets. 
Or deny veterans the benefits they've 

earned by serving our country. 
Or deny senior citizens needed bene

fits under Medicare. 
Mr. President, these expenditures 

and these benefits are not pork. But 
they all would be vulnerable to the 
line-item veto under this amendment. 
And a President bent on eliminating 
them could wield this new tool as a 
meat ax against ordinary Americans. 
There need to be some real protections 
against that if we are to have a line
item veto. 

Mr. President, I also am concerned 
that a line-item veto could open the 
door to what some have called "politi
cal extortion". I use that term to con
vey how a President would be able, in 
effect, to hold a gun to the head of 
Members of Congress. 

This is what could happen. A Presi
dent could go to a Member of Congress 
and say this: 
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"I need your support for my favorite 

new initiative. If you don't agree to 
support it, I'm going to rescind that 
bridge, or highway, that's so important 
to your district." 

Mr. President, that kind of political 
pressure occurs · in some States that 
have a line-item veto. And it can lead 
to more wasteful spending, not less. 

Mr. President, to limit the possibil
ity that a line-item veto will be 
abused, it's important to keep the Ex
ecutive on a short leash. One way is to 
require Congress to reauthorize the 
line-item veto on a routine basis. An
other is to allow a majority in Con
gress to overrule the President. These 
protections would preserve the con
stitutional principle of balance of 
power and a void shifting extraordinary 
power to the executive branch, or to 
larger States at the expense of medium 
sized or smaller States. 

They would make it less likely that a 
future occupant of the White House 
would ride roughshod over the people 
and Congress. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
pending proposal doesn't include ade
quate protections. It's a serious flaw in 
the legislation. 

I'm also concerned about the provi
sions in the pending amendment relat
ed to tax expenditures. Those provi
sions, though drafted ambiguously, ap
parently are intended to provide a 
"loophole for loopholes" that will pro
tect many special interest tax breaks 
from rescission. 

Mr. President, we all know the many 
special tax breaks that have been in
cluded in tax bills over the years. 
There are special rules for the timber 
industry. For the oil and gas industry. 
For cruise liners. In fact, a few years 
ago we even tried to enact a special 
loophole for the tuxedo industry. 

Once enacted, Mr. President, most 
tax breaks enjoy a special status that 
even the most popular spending pro
grams would envy. They never have to 
be appropriated. They never have to be 
reauthorized. They never have to com
pete for scarce budgetary resources. In
stead, they simply nestle quietly and 
unobtrusively into the nooks and cran
nies of the Tax Code, never to be seen 
or heard from again. But, they lose 
substantial revenue, and their costs are 
made up by ordinary taxpayers. 

Mr. President, unwarranted tax loop
holes go to the heart of what bothers so 
many Americans today. Loopholes gen
erally are provided only to special in
terests and wealthy individuals who ei
ther have · special connections, or 
enough money to hire a lobbyist with 
access to Members of Congress. 

Meanwhile, ordinary Americans don't 
have these connections. They don't 
have personal relationships with pow
erful Senators. And they don't have 
lobbyists working for them. 

So when ordinary Americans see the 
clients of lobbyists getting special 

treatment in the Tax Code, they resent 
it. And they resent it very, very deep
ly. 

Mr. President, the pending amend
ment includes some ambiguous lan
guage on targeted tax benefits. But, ac
cording to statements made on this 
floor, that language is intended to be 
very narrow. Apparently, if a tax break 
benefits a particular company, it may 
be subject to a rescission. But if the 
loophole benefits two companies, or an 
entire industry, it will get special pro
tection. 

Mr. President, that's a loophole for 
loopholes, and I cannot support it. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
again emphasize that we're talking 
about the basic structure of Govern
ment that was established over 200 
years ago, and we should proceed with 
caution. To help eliminate waste in 
Government, it's worth trying a line
item veto. But, we should not support 
proposals that are vulnerable to abuse, 
that fail to adequately protect the pub
lic interest and our constituents, or 
that provide a loophole for special in
terest tax loopholes. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, would the 

distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia give me about 3 minutes? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield as 
much time as is under my control, as 
the Senator from Kentucky requires. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator, and 
I thank the Chair. 

Not many people in this Chamber
several, probably-have operated under 
the line-item veto. As Governor of Ken
tucky, I was given the opportunity for 
use of the line-item veto. I had three 
things I could do. I checked with the 
legislative research commission to be 
sure that there have been no changes, 
or whether they have broadened some. 

I had three things I could do when an 
appropriations bill comes to you. You 
can veto the whole bill. But you can 
run a line through the item, initial it, 
then you have to give your reason for 
that veto, and send it back to the legis
lature within 10 days. They either sus
tained or overrode your veto. 

Second, I had the opportunity to re
duce a number from $1 million to 
$500,000 and give the reason for the re
duction. I had 10 days to send it to the 
legislature. I also had the authority to 
veto a phrase in the language of the ap
propriations bill. 

That is all it was. Simple is better, in 
my opinion here. Either give the Presi
dent the authority to line item, initial 
it, send it back up here, and say "These 
are the reasons I had to line-item veto 
this particular position in an appro
priation bill." 

I am beginning to worry that we have 
gotten to a point where our distin
guished friend from West Virginia is 
calling them billettes. I have heard of 
"sermonettes." They are probably bet
ter than billettes. But we hear all Gov-

ernors have had this authority. Gov
ernors use it. So do many States. 

Well, we are not modeling after what 
the Governors have at all. Maybe this 
is a little bit different, but still we deal 
with the legislative body, we deal with 
appropriations bills, and third, we have 
a responsibility to give the reason, and 
the legislative body then has the op
portunity. 

I am hoping that when this bill goes 
to conference and comes back-and it 
is going to conference-that it will be a 
somewhat better bill. There has been a 
lot of Members that have had enthu
siasm for the Domenici-Exon bill legis
lation and it was voted out. Some 
could not get together on it, and as we 
have heard about Henry Clay, Henry 
Clay was the great compromiser. Come 
to Lexington, KY, sometime, and see 
his library. You would be quite im
pressed with that. Henry Clay said, 
"Compromise was negotiated here." 

Well, we have seen no negotiation 
here except on one side, 49-48 a while 
ago. When we said all this money that 
is going to be saved ought to reduce 
the deficit, there was a lot of bluster
ing going on around here, and they 
said, "No, we don't want it to go to the 
deficit, we want to use it for something 
else." We will see how that comes out. 

Mr. President, I hope when this bill 
leaves the Chamber tonight and it goes 
to conference that the conference will 
have the wisdom to send back some
thing we can all join in, and have an 
opportunity to give the President line
item veto. And if this line-item veto we 
are passing tonight is the one that 
comes back from conference, and it is 
finally passed and the President does 
sign it, I am not sure how long it will 
last because I was amazed at the state
ment by my friend from Arkansas, Sen
ator BUMPERS. He thought he would 
have a sense of the Senate that they 
would save so many acres of timber in 
order to be sure we had enough paper 
to be used to all of these 2,000, 3,000, 
4,000, billettes that are going to come 
back. 

I remember when I was Governor, we 
had to go get bond issues. We may have 
to do this for the President. You would 
have 49 pens you were looking at, and 
one in your hand, and you would sign 
on the bottom. So you would write 
Wendell H. FORD and all those pens go 
up and down with you, and you would 
sign 50 sheets, as they would slide 
across. Then you got 50 more you have 
to sign, they slide across. That is what 
you are doing. 

Maybe we could have a patent on the 
pens that are going to be used by the 
President, so when he signs hundreds 
and hundreds of billettes that he will 
just be able to use one pen, and one pen 
will work on all those billettes. 

It will be an interesting day and an 
interesting night. The future is not yet 
here. We will have to wait and see how 
it comes. I hope this bill leaves here 
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and comes back with something we can 
all join together on. 

I yield the floor, and I thank the Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 14 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, how much time does 

the distinguished Senator from Califor
nia need? 

Mrs. BOXER. Two minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 4 minutes. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend from 

West Virginia. 
Mr. President, I will be brief. The 

hour is late and there has been an ex
cellent debate on this. I really had not 
planned to speak. I have written some
thing that is going to go in the RECORD 
to explain why I am voting "no" on 
this bill. 

But I was really moved to come over 
to the floor and to shake the hand of 
my friend from West Virginia. I am so 
proud to serve in this body with so 
many extraordinary people, but I have 
to say that I really do not think there 
is anyone in this Chamber-this is my 
opinion-who understands the Con
stitution so well-but more than that, 
feels it inside. 

It is a combination that is just ex
traordinary. His ability to put it into 
the history of the world, it is such a 
gift. I wanted to thank the Senator for 
sharing his wisdom, his thoughts, here. 

I have to say when I was over in the 
other body for 10 years and someone 
said, "Well, what do you think of Sen
ator BYRD," I would not have said all 
these glowing things because I did not 
understand what I understand now. 

Having been exposed to him in this 
debate and other debates, we are so 
privileged here. I hope that everyone 
understands when we cast our vote on 
this, how .it will be viewed in the long 
term. 

Things may lack real power on the 
surface, but I guess I have to ask this 
question on this bill: Why do we want 
to be here if we are going to give away 
our ability to fight for the people we 
represent? Why do we want to be here? 
We do not have to be here. 

Why not just give up the power to the 
executive branch-and I do not care 
who is there. I happen to like this 
President. I think this President is 
compassionate and smart. He is a good 
deficit cutter. I trust him. But that is 
not what we are legislating about. 

I see my colleagues on the other side 
are smiling and are happy tonight be
cause they are going to win something 
in the contract. Well, I will put that 
contract up against the Constitution 
any day of the week, and I am picking 
the Constitution. I am proud that I am 
here and I thank the people of Califor
nia, 31 million people, the people who 
sent me here to stand up for the Con
stitution tonight. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 11 min
utes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will be 
glad to yield time to any Senator on ei
ther side if any Senator wishes it. If 
not, I am ready to yield back my time 
if the other side is ready to do the 
same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, earlier 
the Senator from West Virginia read 
the names of the distinguished Ameri
cans who signed the Constitution, 
which is a document that we all revere. 
He asked the question: What would 
they think if they observed what we 
were doing this evening? 

And I ask the question: What would 
they think if they were able to observe 
the spending habits of this Congress, 
the abuse of the power of the purse 
that has resulted in a $4.8 trillion debt, 
the practice of taking every penny of 
appropriations and putting it into one 
continuing resolution, placing it on the 
desk of the President at 11:59 of the 
last day of the fiscal year and saying, 
"Mr. President, take it all or close 
down the en tire Government of the 
United States." 

What would the Founding Fathers 
think of that practice? What would the 
Founding Fathers think of the practice 
of taking appropriations bills and ti
tling them "Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations" or "Dire Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations," to pro
vide relief for hurricane victims in 
South Carolina or Florida, or earth
quake victims in California, or flood 
victims in the Midwest--and attaching 
to that spending that is totally irrele
vant to the question, totally unneces
sary, at a time when we are running 
deficits of several hundred billion dol
lars and increasing a debt which our 
children and grandchildren and our 
posterity will find extraordinarily dif
ficult to pay? Mr. President, $20,000 
now for every new child born in Amer
ica, of debt that child assumes. What 
would they think of that? 

We are not new to this issue. Line
item veto was first introduced nearly 
120 years ago by a gentleman from 
West Virginia, Congressman Charles 
Faulkner. He was the first to introduce 
line-item veto in 1876. It was referred 
to committee, the Committee of Judi
ciary, where it died. Since then, nearly 
200 attempts at line-item veto have 
been introduced, each time buried in 
committee, filibustered to death, or 
procedurally blocked from direct con
sideration. 

Last November the long-building 
anger against this Congress for such 
abuses of the power of the purse erupt
ed, and with their votes the American 
people decisively demonstrated their 
deep frustration with business as usual, 
with the status quo, with the practice 
of the Congress in exercising the power 
of the purse. 

Recently the U.S. Senate fueled that 
anger by failing to pass a balanced 
budget amendment and in doing so 
clearly demonstrated that we as an in
stitution are more concerned with pre
serving our power than protecting our 
Nation's posterity. Let us, by our vote 
tonight, show the American people 
that we heard their message in Novem
ber; show them that we are serious 
about fundamental changes in the way 
the Congress works and does its busi
ness. Let us show them that we intend 
to present tax and appropriations bills 
without subsequent embarrassment. 
Let us send the message to taxpayers 
that under our guidance, their dollars 
will no longer be wasted on pork-barrel 
spending or tax benefits that favor the 
few at the expense of the many. Let us 
act boldly to eliminate the dual defi
cits of public funds and the public 
trust. Let us tonight show the Amer
ican people that business, as the Sen
ate has practiced, it is over. 

Mr. President, it has been 120 years 
since that Congressman from West Vir
ginia offered line-item veto. The time 
has come for this Congress to finally 
pass that measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia still has 10 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 
choose to use the 10 minutes. I will be 
glad to yield it to others. 

Mr. DOLE. I will only take 1 minute 
of my leader's time. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield back my time. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the long 

awaited moment has finally arrived. It 
has been a long time in coming, but it 
is welcome nonetheless. 

As with the balanced budget amend
ment, the line-item veto has the over
whelming support of the American peo
ple, and I hope it will receive the over
whelming support of the Senate. 

Those of us on the Republican side 
have supported giving the President 
the line-item veto for years. During the 
1980's, opponents of the line-item veto 
used to say that Republicans supported 
it only because the President happened 
to be a Republican at that time. With 
passage of the measure we hope to dis
pel that myth once and for all. We be
lieve that any President of the United 
States, as Chief Executive, should be 
given more power to reduce Federal 
spending. 

If we cannot control ourselves
maybe the Chief Executive can help. 

As Governor and as a candidate for 
President, President Clinton joined 
with 10 former Presidents and a great 
many Governors in calling for a line
item veto. We intend to give him that 
authority. 

Many in this body deserve our thanks 
for bringing us this far along. Former 
Senator Mack Mattingly of Georgia 
first suggested the idea of separate en
rollment in 1985. The distinguished 
Senator from new Jersey, Mr. BRAD
LEY, had a similar interest. 
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The distinguished Senator from Indi

ana, Senator COATS, The distinguished 
Senator from Arizona, Senator 
MCCAIN, and my distinguished friend 
from New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, 
have worked tirelessly in support of 
legislation to give the President this 
additional authority. Each time the 
Senate has voted on the line-item veto, 
we have been able to garner a few more 
votes. Tonight we will hopefully have 
more than we need to ensure final pas
sage. 

We are familiar with the issue. We 
have debated it and discussed it before 
and again at length this week. 

Our substitute was not perfect. The 
amendments offered by Senators 
SIMON, LEVIN, MURKOWSKI, and ABRA
HAM, have all served to improve the 
bill. I am sure there will be other is
sues to address in the conference but 
we are almost there. 

The status quo just wasn't working. 
We have all at some point in time had 
some special project or concern that we 
felt had to be included in a bill. All 
these small things added up and here 
we are today-out of control. 

Can we still add our special 
projects-yes, but it will truly be gov
ernment in the sunshine. Those items 
will be front and center. We have the 
opportunity to propose-and the Presi
dent has the opportunity to oppose. 

It may not be perfect-but it is the 
best chance we have got. Let us give it 
a try. If it does not work, we can 
change it. 

But first-let us try. 
I would just say, as the Senator from 

Indiana just indicated, it has been a 
long time coming. We are now going to 
have the vote. This measure may not 
be perfect, but I think it is an indica
tion that we are serious about it and, 
again, I thank many of my colleagues, 
especially my colleague from Arizona, 
Senator MCCAIN, and my colleague 
from Indiana, Senator COATS, for their 
untiring, ceaseless efforts over the past 
several years. 

I agree with the distinguished Sen
ator from Indiana we have stubbed our 
toe on the balanced budget amend
ment. We sent the wrong message to 
the American people. They do not want 
business as usual. We had business as 
usual on the balanced budget amend
ment but that took 67 votes. I hope we 
will have many more than a majority 
on this important measure. 

So I suggest, as I have said-! know 
my colleagues would like to leave. This 
will be the last vote tonight. 

I remember back when Senator Mat
tingly from Georgia was here and we 
debated this and offered the amend
ment and we talked about separate en
rollments at that time. The distin
guished Senator from New Jersey, Mr. 
BRADLEY, had a similar interest. 

In any event, I think we have had 
some amendments adopted that have 
improved the bill. We will go to con-

ference with the House. They have a 
somewhat different version in some re
spects, as far as separate enrollment is 
concerned. I think perhaps we can 
work this out. We are prepared, as we 
said, to give a Democratic President
! remember the days when we had Re
publican Presidents, we were always 
accused, on the other side: Oh, well, 
the Republicans want this for a Repub
lican President. 

Now we are in the majority and we 
are prepared, nearly all of us on this 
side, to give this authority to a Demo
cratic President, President Clinton, 
who sent me a letter today saying he 
supported this measure and asked that 
we move it as quickly as we can. 

I would also like to thank my col
leagues on the other side of the aisle
! think we have handled this matter 
expeditiously. It has not dragged on. 
We have not had a lot of extraneous 
amendments. I thank also the Demo
cratic leader. 

Finally, I also thank my friend from 
New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, who 
worked with Senator STEVENS and Sen
ator COATS and Senator MCCAIN in sort 
of molding this compromise package, 
and also members of my staff and the 
various Senators' staffs who have 
worked so hard over the past 3 or 4 
weeks. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the question now 
occurs on S. 4, as amended. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] is nec
essarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], is absent 
on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FRIST) Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 69, 
nays 29, as follows: 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bid en 
Bond 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.] 
YEA&--69 

D'Amato 
Daschle 
De Wine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ex on 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 

Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lett 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Glerin 

Gramm 

Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santo rum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 

NAYS---29 
Hatfield 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kerrey 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 

NOT VOTING-2 
Stevens 

Snowe 
Specter 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wells tone 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 

So, the bill (S. 4), as amended, was 
passed. 

s. 4 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "The Sepa
rate Enrollment and Line Item Veto Act of 
1995". 
SEC. 2. STRUCTURE OF LEGISLATION. 

(a) APPROPRIATIONS LEGISLATION.-
(1) The Committee on Appropriations of ei

ther the House or the Senate shall not report 
an appropriation measure that fails to con
tain such level of detail on the allocation of 
an item of appropriation proposed by that 
House as is set forth in the committee report 
accompanying such bill. 

(2) If an appropriation measure is reported 
to the House or Senate that fails to contain 
the level of detail on the allocation of an 
item of appropriation as required in para
graph (1), it shall not be in order in that 
House to consider such measure. If a point of 
order under this paragraph is sustained, the 
measure shall be recommitted to the Com
mittee on Appropriations of that House. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION LEGISLATION.-
(1) A committee of either the House or the 

Senate shall not report an authorization 
measure that contains new direct spending 
or new targeted tax benefits unless such 
measure presents each new direct spending 
or new targeted tax benefit as a separate 
item and the accompanying committee re
port for that measure shall contain such 
level of detail as is necessary to clearly iden
tify the allocation of new direct spending or 
new targeted tax benefits. 

(2) If an authorization measure is reported 
to the House or Senate that fails to comply 
with paragraph (1), it shall not be in order in 
that House to consider such measure. If a 
point of order under this paragraph is sus
tained, the measure shall be recommitted to 
the committee of jurisdiction of that House. 

(C) CONFERENCE REPORTS.-
(1) A committee of conference to which is 

committed an appropriations measure shall 
not file a conference report in either House 
that fails to contain the level of detail on 
the allocation of an item of appropriation as 
is set forth in the statement of managers ac
companying that report. 

(2) A committee of conference to which is 
committed an authorization measure shall 
not file a conference report in either House 
unless such measure presents each direct 
spending or targeted tax benefit as a sepa
rate item and the statement of managers ac
companying that report clearly identifies 
each such item. 
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(3) If a conference report is presented to 

the House or Senate that fails to comply 
with either paragraph (1) or (2), it shall not 
be in order in that House to consider such 
conference report. If a point of order under 
this paragraph is sustained in the House to 
first consider the conference report, the 
measure shall be deemed recommitted to the 
committee of conference. 
SEC. 3. WAIVERS AND APPEALS. 

Any provision of section 2 may be waived 
or suspended in the House or Senate only by 
an affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of that House duly chosen and 
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members duly chosen and sworn shall be 
required to sustain an appeal of the ruling of 
the Chair on a point of order raised under 
that section. 
SEC. 4. SEPARATE ENROlLMENT. 

(a)(l) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, when any appropriation or authoriza
tion measure first passes both Houses of Con
gress in the same form, the Secretary of the 
Senate (in the case of a measure originating 
in the Senate) or the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives (in the case of a measure 
originating in the House of Representatives) 
shall disaggregate the items as referenced in 
section 5(4) and assign each item a new bill 
number. Henceforth each item shall be treat
ed as a separate bill to be considered under 
the following subsections. The remainder of 
the bill not so disaggregated shall constitute 
a separate bill and shall be considered with 
the other disaggregated bills pursuant to 
subsection (b). 

(2) A bill that is required to be 
disaggregated into separate bills pursuant to 
subsection (a)-

(A) shall be disaggregated without sub
stantive revision, and 

(B) shall bear the designation of the meas
ure of which it was an item prior to such 
disaggregation, together with such other 
designation as may be necessary to distin
guish such measure from other measures 
disaggregated pursuant to paragraph (1) with 
respect to the same measure. 

(b) The new bills resulting from the 
disaggregation described in paragraph (1) of 
subsection (a) shall be immediately placed 
on the appropriate calendar in the House of 
origination, and upon passage, placed on the 
appropriate calendar in the other House. 
They shall be the next order of business in 
each House and they shall be considered and 
voted on en bloc and shall not be subject to 
amendment. A motion to proceed to the bills 
shall be nondebatable. Debate in the House 
of Representatives or the Senate on the bills 
shall be limited to not more than 1 hour, 
which shall be divided equally between the 
majority leader and the minority leader. A 
motion further to limit debate is not debat
able. A motion to recommit the bills is not 
in order. and it is not in order to move to re
consider the vote by which the bills are 
agreed to or disagreed to. 
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term "appropriation measure" 

means any general or special appropriation 
bill or any bill or joint resolution making 
supplemental, deficiency, or continuing ap
propriations. 

(2) The term "authorization measure" 
means any measure other than an appropria
tions measure that contains a provision pro
viding direct spending or targeted tax bene
fits. 

(3) The term "direct spending" shall have 
the same meaning given to such term in sec
tion 250(c)(8) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(4) The term "item" means-
(A) with respect to an appropriations 

measure-
(i) any numbered section, 
(ii) any unnumbered paragraph, or 
(iii) any allocation or suballocation of an 

appropriation, made in compliance with sec
tion 2(a), contained in a numbered section or 
an unnumbered paragraph but shall not in
clude a provision which does not appropriate 
funds, direct the President to expend funds 
for any specific project, or create an express 
or implied obligation to expend funds and-

(i) rescinds or cancels existing budget au
thority; 

(ii) only limits, conditions, or otherwise re
stricts the President's authority to spend 
otherwise appropriated funds; or 

(iii) conditions on an item of appropriation 
not involving a positive allocation of funds 
by explicitly prohibiting the use of any 
funds; and 

(B) with respect to an authorization meas
ure-

(i) any numbered section. or 
(ii) any unnumbered paragraph, 

that contains new direct spending or a new 
targeted tax benefit presented and identified 
in conformance with section 2(b). 

(5) The term "targeted tax benefit" means 
any provision: 

(A) estimated by the Joint Committee on 
Taxation as losing revenue for any one of the 
three following periods-

(1) the first fiscal year covered by the most 
recently adopted concurrent resolution on 
the budget; 

(2) the period of the 5 fiscal years covered 
by the most recently adopted concurrent res
olution on the budget; or 

(3) the period of the 5 fiscal years following 
the first 5 years covered by the most re
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the 
budget; and 

(B) having the practical effect of providing 
more favorable tax treatment to a particular 
taxpayer or limited group of taxpayers when 
compared with other similarly situated tax
payers. 
SEC. 6. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) EXPEDITED REVIEW.-
(1) Any Member of Congress may bring an 

action, in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia, for declaratory 
judgment and injunctive relief on the ground 
that a provision of this Act violates the Con
stitution. 

(2) A copy of any complaint in an action 
brought under paragraph (1) shall be prompt
ly delivered to the Secretary of the Senate 
and the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives, and each House of Congress shall have 
the right to intervene in such action. 

(3) Any action brought under paragraph (1) 
shall be heard and determined by a three
judge court in accordance with section 2284 
of title 28, United States Code. 
Nothing in this section or in any other law 
shall infringe upon the right of the House of 
Representatives or the Senate to intervene 
in an action brought under paragraph (1) 
without the necessity of adopting a resolu
tion to authorize such intervention. 

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.-Notwith
standing any other provisions of law, any 
order of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia which is issued pur
suant to an action brought under paragraph 
(1) of subsection (a) shall be reviewable by 
appeal directly to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Any such appeal shall be 
taken by a notice of appeal filed within 10 
days after such order is entered; and the ju
risdictional statement shall be filed within 

30 days after such order is entered. No stay 
of an order issued pursuant to an action 
brought under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) 
shall be issued by a single Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION.-lt shall be 
the duty of the District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Supreme Court of 
the United States to advance on the docket 
and to expedite to the greatest possible ex
tent the disposition of any matter brought 
under subsection (a). 

(d) SEVERABILITY.-If any provision of this 
Act, or the application of such provision to 
any person or circumstance is held unconsti
tutional, the remainder of this Act and the 
application of the provisions ·of such Act to 
any person or circumstance shall not be af
fected thereby. 
SEC. 7. TREATMENT OF EMERGENCY SPENDING. 

(a) EMERGENCY APPROPRIATIONS.-Section 
251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sentence: "However, OMB shall not ad
just any discretionary spending limit under 
this clause for any statute that designates 
appropriations as emergency requirements if 
that statute contains an appropriation for 
any other matter, event. or occurrence, but 
that statute may contain rescissions of 
budget authority.". 

(b) EMERGENCY LEGISLATION.-Section 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "However, OMB shall not designate 
any such amounts of new budget authority, 
outlays, or receipts as emergency require
ments in the report required under sub
section (d) if that statute contains any other 
provisions that are not so designated, but 
that statute may contain provisions that re
duce direct spending.". 

(C) NEW POINT OF ORDER.-Title IV of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec
tion: 

"POINT OF ORDER REGARDING EMERGENCIES 
"SEC. 408. It shall not be in order in the 

House of Representatives or the Senate to 
consider any bill or joint resolution, or 
amendment thereto or conference report 
thereon, containing an emergency designa
tion for purposes of section 251(b)(2)(D) or 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 if it also provides 
an appropriation or direct spending for any 
other item or contains any other matter, but 
that bill or joint resolution, amendment, or 
conference report may contain rescissions of 
budget authority or reductions of direct 
spending, or that amendment may reduce 
amounts for that emergency.". 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-The table of 
contents set forth in section 1(b) of the Con
gressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 407 the following 
new item: 
"Sec. 408. Point of order regarding emer

gencies.". 
SEC. 8. SAVINGS FROM RESCISSION BD..LS USED 

FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION. 
(a) Not later than 45 days of continuous 

session after the President vetoes an appro
priations measure or an authorization meas
ure. the President shall-

(1) with respect to appropriations meas
ures, reduce the discretionary spending lim
its under section 601 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 for the budget year and 
each outyear by the amount by which the 
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measure would have increased the deficit in 
each respective year; 

(2) with respect to a repeal of direct spend
ing, or a targeted tax benefit, reduce the bal
ances for the budget year and each outyear 
under section 252(b) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 by 
the amount by which the measure would 
have increased the deficit in each respective 
year. 

(b) EXCEP'PIONS.-
(1) This section shall not apply if the ve

toed appropriations measure or authoriza
tion measure becomes law, over the objec
tions of the President, before the President 
orders the reduction required by subsections 
(a)(1) or (a)(2). · 

(2) If the vetoed appropriations measure or 
authorization measure becomes law, over the 
objections of the President, after the Presi
dent has ordered the reductions required by 
subsections (a)(1) or (a)(2), then the Presi
dent shall restore the discretionary spending 
limits under section 601 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 or the balances under sec
tion 252(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to reflect 
the positions existing before the reduction 
ordered by the President in compliance with 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 9. EVALUATION AND SUNSET OF TAX EX· 

PENDITURES 
(a) LEGISLATION FOR SUNSETTING TAX Ex

PENDITURES.-The President shall submit 
legislation for the periodic review, reauthor
ization, and sunset of tax expenditures with 
his fiscal year 1997 budget. 

(b) BUDGET CONTENTS AND SUBMISSION TO 
CONGRESS.-Section 1105(a) of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following paragraph: 

"(30) beginning with fiscal year 1999, a Fed
eral Government performance plan for meas
uring the overall effectiveness of tax expend
itures, including a schedule for periodically 
assessing the effects of specific tax expendi
tures in achieving performance goals.". 

(c) PILOT PROJECTS.-Section 1118(c) of 
title 31, United States Code, is amended by

(1) striking "and" after the semicolon in 
paragraph (2); 

(2) redesignating paragraph (3) as para
graph (4); and 

(3) adding after paragraph (2) the following: 
"(3) describe the framework to be utilized 

by the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget, after consultation with the Sec
retary of the Treasury, the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, and the Joint Com
mittee on Taxation, for undertaking periodic 
analyses of the effects of tax expenditures in 
achieving performance goals and the rela
tionship between tax expenditures and 
spending programs; and". 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT.-Title IV 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

' 'TAX EXPENDITURES 
"SEc. 409. It shall not be in order in the 

House of Representatives or the Senate to 
consider any bill, joint resolution, amend
ment, motion, or conference report that con
tains a tax expenditure unless the bill, joint 
resolution, amendment, motion, or con
ference report provides that the tax expendi
ture will terminate not later than 10 years 
after the date of enactment of the tax ex
penditure.". 
SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this Act shall apply to 
measures passed by the Congress beginning 
with the date of the enactment of this Act 
and ending on September 30, 2000. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COATS. I move to lay that mo
·tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I voted 
against this bill because I believe the 
Dole proposal creates a dangerous shift 
of power from the Legislative to the 
Executive branch. 

The power of the purse, Madison said 
in Federalist No. 58, represents the 
''most complete and effectual weapon 
with which any constitution can arm 
the immediate representatives of the 
people for obtaining a redress of every 
grievance and for carrying into effect 
every just and salutary measure." 
Through this power, Congress-as the 
directly elected representatives of the 
people-can serve as a check on the Ex
ecutive branch. 

An alternative proposal by Minority 
Leader TOM DASCHLE was far more bal
anced and far less cumbersome and I 
was pleased to vote for it. I did not 
come to the Senate to fight for a shift 
of power to the President-any Presi
dent. I came here to fight for the peo
ple of California in an equal partner
ship with the Executive. 

This measure tips the scale unfairly 
away from the carefully crafted bal
ance of powers so wisely designed by 
the founders of our Nation. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 

consent to speak for 10 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

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

DISCONNECT BETWEEN THE FU
TURE YEARS DEFENSE PRO
GRAM AND THE PRESIDENT'S 
BUDGET 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

would like to continue my discussion 
on the integrity of the Department of 
Defense budget. 

Yesterday, I examined accounting 
disconnects in four key areas of the de
fense budget. 

Now, I would like to turn to the 
budget/future years defense program 
disconnect or the plans reality mis
match, as it is sometimes called. 

This is about the disconnect between 
the Future Years Defense Program or 
FYDP and the President's budget. 

I first became aware of this problem 
in the early 1980's, after hearing about 
the work of Mr. Chuck Spinney-an an
alyst in the Pentagon's Office of Pro
gram Analysis and Evaluation. 

Mr. Spinney treated the Senate 
Armed Services and Budget Commit
tees to a stack of his famous spaghetti 
diagrams at a special hearing held in 
the Caucus Room in late February 1983. 

This was an unprecedented event. 

It was the only joint Armed Services/ 
Budget Committee hearing ever held. 

Moreover, it took place despite a con
certed effort by certain DOD officials 
to suppress Mr. Spinney's work and 
block the hearing. 

In a room filled with TV cameras and 
bright lights, Chuck Spinney engaged 
the Reagan defense heavyweights in 
battle. 

Cap Weinberger was the Secretary of 
Defense at the time. 

When the day was over, Mr. Chuck 
Spinney had skewered them with their 
own spear. 

Mr. Spinney had used Secretary 
Weinberger's own FYDP data to expose 
the flaws in his massive plan to ramp 
up the defense budget. 

This was the crux of Mr. Spinney's 
Plans/Reality Mismatch briefing: · 

The final bill for Weinberger's fiscal 
year 1983-87 FYDP would be $500 billion 
more than promised. 

Mr. Spinney's outstanding perform
ance won him a place on the cover of 
Time magazine on March 7, 1983. 

That was 12 years ago. 
Again, all of this stuff happened be

fore 54 of my colleagues ever set foot in 
this chamber. 

Well, the brawl over the build-up led 
to a slew of reform initiatives: The 
Carlucci Initiatives; the Grace Com
mission; Nunn-McCurdy legislation; 
two Packard Commissions; Goldwater
Nichols legislation; and the Defense 
Management Review. 

We were told that these initiatives 
would cure the disease, but they didn't. 

The same old problem persists. Noth
ing has changed. Nothing has been 
fixed. 

And things may be getting worse-as 
the budget vise is tightened down. 

The money gap between the Penta
gon programs and the budget persists. 

Today, the GAO figures that the 
FYDP is overprogrammed by at least 
$150 billion. 

That's a conservative estimate, too. 
The CBO has come up with a some

what lower estimate but a gap none
theless. 

There is a consensus on the problem 
but not on the solution. 

Should we pump up the defense budg
et to close the gap-as some of my Re
publican colleagues suggest? 

My Republican friends seem bound 
and determined to start up that slip
pery slope toward higher defense budg
ets. 

They want to repeat the mistakes of 
the 1980's. 

They want to rip open the national 
money sack at both ends and get out 
the big scoop shovel. 

But why and for what? 
The Soviet military threat is gone. 
The cold war is over. 
We need to begin balancing the budg

et. 
And DOD's finance and accounting 

operation is flat busted. 
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And if it is really busted like I think 

it is, then DOD does not know how 
much money it needs right now. 

Nor does anybody else. 
Leadership and better management 

are the only solution-not more 
money. 

Well, in the 1980's-at the height of 
the cold war, Congress did approve 
major increases in the defense budget. 

That is true. 
But Congress refused to close the 

massive gap between the Pentagon 
FVDP's and the Reagan budgets. 

The gap was just too big. 
Yet that is exactly what some of my 

Republican colleagues want to do 
today. 

Cap Weinberger was Secretary of De
fense when we argued this out 10 years 
ago. 

He kept asking for more and more 
money. 

But Mr. Spinney's analysis of DOD's 
own data showed that the military was 
getting less and less capability. 

The topline kept rising. 
But so did the gap. 
The money sacks were piled high on 

the Pentagon steps, but there was 
never enough. 

By the mid-1980's, Secretary Wein
berger's 5-year funding roadmap topped 
out at $2 trillion. That was the fiscal 
year 1986 FYDP. 

Congress just did not buy it. 
Congress put the brakes on and 

slapped a lid on defense spending. 
With the help of my Democratic and 

Republican allies, I was able to put a 
freeze on defense spending in 1985. 

We were convinced that all the extra 
money was just making matters worse. 

It was generating waste and abuse 
rather than more military strength. 

The spare parts horror stories kept 
pouring out and finally and completely 
discredited the defense budget buildup. 

Congress literally carved up Sec
retary Weinberger's ambitious 5-year 
plans. 

Take, for example, the fiscal year 
1983-87 FYDP. 

It's price tag was a staggering $1.6 
trillion plus. 

Congress balked and cut the plan 
back to $1.1 trillion. 

The final amounts appropriated were 
$600 billion below Weinberger's request. 

We never got close to the $400 to $500 
billion a year defense budgets that Sec
retary Weinberger wanted. 

Mr. Weinberer's plans were unrealis
tic. They were not affordable, and they 
were totally out of line with what was 
really needed. 

That is exactly where we are today. 
Mr. President, that concludes my 

statement for today. 
Tomorrow, I hope to complete my 

discussion of the Program/Budget mis
match. 

I yield the floor. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the minority leader, 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 105, 
adopted April 13, 1989, as amended by 
Senate Resolution 280, adopted October 
8, 1994, announces the appointment of 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] as a member of the Senate 
Arms Control Observer Group. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

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

DR. SAMUEL BRODER, DffiECTOR 
OF THE NATIONAL CANCER IN
STITUTE 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, at the end 

of this month, Dr. Samuel Broder, Di
rector of the National Cancer Institute, 
will formally leave his post to return 
to private life. This is an enormous loss 
to the National Cancer Institute, the 
American people, and the fight against 
cancer. 

Dr. Broder has served with distinc
tion at the National Cancer Institute 
since 1972, first with the Metabolism 
Branch in the Division of Cancer Biol
ogy and Diagnosis, and since 1981 with 
the Division of Cancer Treatment. In 
1989, he was appointed by the President 
to serve as Director of the institute, 
capping his career there as laboratory 
researcher, attending clinical 
oncologist, and administrator. 

As a strong supporter of the National 
Cancer Institute, and in particular, of 
its information dissemination pro
grams, including the International 
Cancer Research Data Bank, I am per
sonally grieved to see Dr. Broder move 
on to the well-deserved quiet and inde
pendence of private life. He has been a 
strong leader and administrator, fight
ing hard for the NCI's autonomy and 
priorities. And he has worked hard to 
create a balance between the critically 
important research that NCI conducts 
and supports, and the information dis
semination and cancer prevention and 
control activities that make the NCI a 
national treasure for all citizens. 

Dr. Broder's own scientific accom
plishments in the areas of cancer and 
AIDs are well-known to all in the sci
entific community. He came to the job 
of Director with the respect of his col
leagues, a solid understanding of the 
science he was to direct and the Insti
tute he was to lead, and a deep dedica
tion to the fight against cancer. 

It is my hope that Dr. Broder will 
find professional and personal satisfac-

tion in his new position and in his new 
life in Florida. I have no doubt that 
this is not the last that we will hear of 
him, because I believe that a person of 
his talent and dedication will continue 
to make enormous contributions to the 
cause of eradicating cancer wherever 
his path may take him. My family and 
I wish him and his family the very best 
and hope that his legacy at NCI will re
sult in the choice of a successor who is 
as knowledgeable, responsive, and dedi
cated to the mission of the NCI as he 
hhs been. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

RUSSIA CREDITWORTHINESS 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today, I 

am releasing a GAO report that I re
quested when I was chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee. 

The report concludes that the Bush 
administration inappropriately used 
USDA's export credit guarantee pro
grams to expedite billions of dollars in 
loans to the Former Soviet Union 
[FSU] and its successor states. 

This misuse of taxpayers funds leaves 
me deeply concerned. 

I have said time after time that the 
GSM-102 export credit guarantee pro
gram is not a foreign aid program. It is 
a U.S. commercial program that allows 
creditworthy countries to use short
term debt to finance the purchase of 
quality U.S. agricultural products. 

But, eligible countries must be deter
mined capable of repayment. 

This was not the first time that the 
Bush administration chose foreign pol
icy objectives over creditworthiness 
considerations in the use of this pro
gram. Throughout the late 1980's, for
eign policy considerations were the 
prevailing criteria. 

I am all too familiar with the Gov
ernment of Iraq's receipt of billions of 
dollars through the GSM-102 Program. 

When we responded to Iraq's invasion 
of Kuwait, Iraq defaulted on these 
loans forcing the USDA to pay claims 
of over $2 billion with taxpayer money. 

That is why, in the 1990 farm bill, I 
inserted a provision that requires the 
Secretary of Agriculture to determine 
that a prospective borrowing country 
is capable of adequately servicing the 
debt it incurs under these export credit 
guarantee programs. 

It is also why in 1992, at my request, 
the Senate struck a Bush administra
tion proposal that would have allowed 
USDA to balance creditworthiness 
against market development objectives 
in using the GSN programs. 

I made it very clear on the floor, in 
committee, and in statements that the 
law did not permit loans to countries 
that were not creditworthy. Other for
eign aid programs serve that purpose. 

This GAO report confirms my sus
picions about the Bush administra
tion's use of the GSM-102 Program. 
When these loans were financed, the 
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FSU was not creditworthy and should 
not have qualified for GSM-102 Pro
gram. 

Instead, funds from one Government 
agency were allocated to support other 
administrative objectives. In a similar 
way, the Bush administration loaned 
money to help Saddam Hussein just be
fore Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. · 

The Clinton administration under
stands the distinction between foreign 
aid and commercial trade. 

Under this administration, no addi
tional credit guarantees have been al
located for the Russian public sector. 

In the spring of 1993, when Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin requested addi
tional foreign aid, President Clinton 
simply supplied the import needs of 
Russia by using the Food for Progress 
Program-a foreign assistance program 
that I have long supported. 

The Bush administration should have 
told taxpayers what was going on. If 
the executive branch wishes to provide 
foreign aid to another country they 
should at least say that to taxpayers. 
The aid could have been provided 
through established aid programs. 

The Bush administration did a dis
service to the taxpayers by hiding for
eign aid under the guise of a commer
cial export program. 

The GAO report comes too late to 
stop the Bush administration's inap
propriate use of a commercial export 
program to help the states of the 
Former Soviet Union. But, it serves as 
a reminder that our agriculture pro
grams are most effective when used for 
the purpose for which they are de
signed. 

As we proceed through the 1995 farm 
bill debate, it will be important to cre
ate and enhance agricultural policies 
that best enable U.S. farmers, ranch
ers, and agribusiness to compete in the 
new world trade regime. 

As part of that debate, we will exam
ine the trade title closely to determine 
what programs are most effective in 
developing U.S. agricultural export 
markets. 

And, we will ensure that sufficient 
safeguards are in place so that the ex
periences with Iraq and the FSU are 
not repeated. 

I am confident that the Clinton ad
ministration will continue to do its ut
most to ensure that all moneys bor
rowed under this and other USDA loan 
programs are repaid in full. 

KENNETH HALL: A GREAT 
ILLINOISAN AND A GOOD FRIEND 
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi

dent, the Illinois General Assembly and 
the people of Illinois suffered a great 
loss this week. The death of State Sen
ator Kenneth Hall on Tuesday has left 
his family, friends and colleagues 
mourning this loss of an extraordinary 
person and a great public servant. I 
have known Kenny for a long time. I 

had the privilege of serving in the llli
nois legislature with Senator Hall for 
10 years. I am proud to have been able 
to call him a friend. 

Kenneth Hall was born in 1915 in East 
St. Louis, Illinois and attended high 
school and college in the area. After 
military service during World War II, 
Senator Hall began his public service 
career as a St. Clair County Sheriffs 
Investigator. He later served as Com
missioner of the St. Clair County Hous
ing Authority. He also served on the 
St. Clair County Welfare Service Com
mittee and as a commissioner on the 
East St. Louis Park District. In 1949, 
he was appointed by former Governor 
Adlai Stevenson III to serve on the 
State Rent Control Board. 

Senator Hall's primary concern was 
always to his community, and he 
served for 28 years as a Democratic 
Precinct Committeeman. He was elect
ed to the Illinois House of Representa
tives where he served two terms, and in 
1970 was elected to the Illinois State 
Senate. Five years after election to the 
State Senate, he became the first black 
Assistant Majority Leader. During his 
25 years in the Illinois Senate, he 
served on several committees including 
the Education, Veteran's Affairs, Exec
utive committees, and served as Chair
man of the Appropriation II Committee 
until 1992. His legislative agenda re
flected his primary interests in helping 
the poor and disenfranchised. He firmly 
believed that government should play a 
role in helping those who cannot help 
themselves. He strongly supported edu
cation as a way out of poverty. 

Those who knew Senator Hall re
member him for his unfailing gracious
ness, and the way he cared about the 
people in his district. He was in many 
legislative battles during his career, 
but he was never disagreeable. He will 
be remembered most for his integrity 
and his honesty, and for the way heal
ways had time for people. 

He was an inspiration to many in his 
community, pushing them to find the 
best in themselves. East St. Louis 
Mayor Gordon Bush called Senator 
Hall a ''pioneer for racial harmony, and 
people living together as God's chil
dren". 

State Senator Kenneth Hall's career 
epitomizes what is best about public 
service. President Kennedy once said 
about politics as a profession, "* * * if 
you are interested, if you want to par
ticipate, if you feel strongly about any 
public question, * * * governmental 
service is the way to translate this in
terest into action, the natural place for 
the concerned citizen is to contribute 
part of his life to the national inter
est". Kenneth Hall was such a con
cerned citizen and he contributed a 
very large part of his life to the inter
est of his community, his state, and his 
country. In his own way he worked 
hard to make this world a better place. 
We could all learn something from his 
life. 

I had the pleasure of working with 
Kenny in Springfield, when I was in the 
legislature. He was always helpful, and 
I always benefited from his counsel and 
advice. 

Mr. President, Kenny was one of my 
mentors, and a shining light. His smile 
brightened every room and discussion 
he was in. He was tireless fighter and 
advocate who was never too busy to be 
kind. I will greatly miss him. 

NOMINATION OF DR. HENRY 
FOSTER 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I recently 
had the opportunity to meet with Dr. 
Henry Foster, President Clinton's 
nominee for the position of Surgeon 
General. I did so because, as a member 
of the Senate Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, I will be called 
upon to cast one of the first votes on 
this nomination before it is brought to 
the floor of the Senate. And I wanted 
to know what kind of man this is, who 
has been demonized by some and can
onized by others. 

Mr. President, what I found before 
me was a man of substance, who has 
worked very hard all his life to achieve 
the kind of success that is neither ma
terialistic nor public. Dr. Henry Foster 
was raised in the rural South at a time 
of segregation so intense that he was 
forced, even while in medical school, to 
drink from a separate water fountain. 
He suffered the indignities of segrega
tion with the kind of dignity, intel
ligence, and vision that enabled him 
both to see that he could achieve some
thing very important in his life-and to 
do it. He spoke of his father's teachings 
of the value of education and hard 
work, and he incorporated those values 
into everything he has done in his life. 

Dr. Foster's credentials alone cer
tainly render him a qualified candidate 
for Surgeon General. A practicing ob
stetrician-gynecologist for 38 years, Dr. 
Foster is also a medical educator who 
has devoted much of his professional 
life to reducing infant mortality and 
preventing teen pregnancy. He has 
served as both Dean of the School of 
Medicine and acting President of 
Meharry Medical College in Nashville
one of the Nation's most prominent 
historically black colleges. Dr. Foster 
is currently on sabbatical from 
Meharry and is scholar-in-residence at 
the Association of Academic Health 
Centers in Washington, DC. He has 
been the recipient of many awards and 
honors-too numerous to mention 
here-but ranging from induction into 
the Institute of Medicine to receiving a 
"Thousand Points of Light" award 
from President George Bush for his "I 
Have A Future" program that pro
motes self-esteem and positive life 
choices among at-risk teens. 

But as has been pointed out by his 
detractors, qualifications alone may 
not be sufficient for a person to hold a 
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position of leadership and trust in our 
government. Especially with a position 
attracting as much attention as Sur
geon General, it is important that the 
person appointed be an example of the 
best that our country has to offer. 

Mr. President, from what I know of 
Dr. Foster, and from what I expect the 
Labor Committee hearings to bring 
out, Dr. Foster is such a person. In ad
dition to excellent academic and lead
ership qualifications, Dr. Foster has 
traveled an admirable path, in the 
early years forfeiting a life of great 
wealth in a more comfortable, ivory 
tower setting and returning to his 
roots-this time to poor, rural Ala
bama-to help an under-served popu
lation that needed his care. Since then, 
Dr. Foster has helped train the minds 
and influence the careers of hundreds 
of Meharry Medical College students, 
many of whom have followed in Dr. 
Foster's footsteps. 

While Dr. Foster's life and career 
have not been without their controver
sial moments, there are few, if any, in
dividuals of prominence and principle 
in this country who have not experi
enced such moments in life. I have re
viewed carefully the information avail
able to me about those times in Dr. 
Foster's life and the actions that he 
took, and I have asked him about oth
ers. I am satisfied that Dr. Foster is 
telling the truth about discrepancies 
that arose shortly after his nomination 
was announced, and I am comfortable 
that Dr. Foster's actions can be ex
plained in the context of both the 
times and the nature of his work. 

While I realize that it is still possible 
to learn information that might raise 
questions or cause concern about Dr. 
Foster's suitability for this position, I 
must say that I doubt that this will 
occur. I have been most impressed by 
the strong support he has received 
from the medical community, from 
public health and social service advo
cates, and from many individuals-in
cluding several Rhode Islanders who 
have contacted me to say that they 
personally know and admire Dr. Fos
ter. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that 
prompt hearings can be held on Dr. 
Foster's nomination. I believe that the 
Senate Labor and Human Resources 
Committee, and its able Chairwoman, 
Senator NANCY KASSEBAUM, will hold 
fair, even-handed and comprehensive 
hearings on Dr. Foster's nomination. 
In my view, it is very much our duty to 
hold such hearings on any nominee for
warded to us by the President of the 
United States. As my colleagues know, 
I have voted to confirm many nominees 
of Presidents not of my own party, and 
I have voted to confirm numerous 
nominees who did not share my view of 
the world and who would not have been 
my choice. But I believe that every 
President deserves great deference in 
the choice of nominees and-at the 

least-deserves to have the Senate con
sider every nominee in a prompt fash
ion. 

I urge my colleagues to meet and 
talk with Dr. Foster, and to discover a 
person of compassion, and humor, and 
dedication, whom I believe deserves the 
chance to serve his Nation. 

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE? 
THE VOTERS HAVE SAID YES! 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone 
even remotely familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows that no President 
can spend a dime of Federal tax money 
that has not first been authorized and 
appropriated by both the House of Rep
resentatives and the U.S. Senate. 

So when you hear politicians or edi
tors or commentators declare that 
"Reagan ran up the Federal debt" or 
that "Bush ran it up," bear in mind 
that the Founding Fathers made it 
very clear that it is the constitutional 
duty of Congress to control Federal 
spending. 

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con
gress has created a Federal debt which 
stood at $4,844,512,611,537.49 as of the 
close of business Wednesday, March 22. 
Averaged out, every man, woman, and 
child in America owes a share of this 
massive debt, and that per capita share 
is $18,389.85. 

DR. CLAIRE LOUISE CAUDILL 
NAMED "COUNTRY DOCTOR OF 
THE YEAR'' 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to pay tribute to a remark
able Kentuckian who has been named 
1994195 "Country Doctor of the Year." 
Dr. Claire Louise Caudill of Rowan 
County, KY, has unselfishly dedicated 
herself to the medical profession and 
the citizens of Rowan County for 46 
years. 

Dr. Caudill was one of two women to 
graduate from the University of Louis
ville Medical School in 1946. Since that 
time, she has devoted herself to ensur
ing that proper medical attention was 
given in her county. She and her faith
ful nurse assistant, Susie Halbieb, 
often went above and beyond the call of 
duty. The two trudged through streams 
and down impassible country roads to 
provide care to people. In 1957, Dr. 
Caudill and nurse Susie opened a ma
ternity clinic in Morehead and deliv
ered about 600 babies a year. 

Dr. Caudill's clinic was essential to 
Rowan County, as the next closest fa
cility was over 70 miles a way. Her prac
tice was largely comprised of Medicare/ 
Medicaid patients in one of the na
tion's poorest areas. She only required 
payment if the patient could afford it. 

She made the dream of a proper med
ical facility a reality when she initi
ated fundraising to build a hospital. 
She spearheaded the effort to raise 
over $250,000 and then sought the as-

sistance of the Sisters of Notre Dame 
to assist with funding, management, 
and staffing. The hospital was built in 
the 1960's and was duly named the St. 
Claire Medical Center. The hospital has 
since emerged as a noted regional facil
ity. It is equipped with a cancer treat
ment center, a maternity center, a hos
pice, and a home health care depart
ment. 

Dr. Caudill has been responsible for 
delivering over 8,000 babies in her life
time. Although she no longer delivers 
babies, she still sees around 20 patients 
a day. Dr. Caudill is a credit to her 
community and the medical profession. 
Mr. President, I ask the Chamber to 
join me in paying tribute to Claire 
Louise Caudill, MD, Country Doctor of 
the Year. Her commitment to the wel
fare of her community continues to be 
an example for us all. 

TRIBUTE TO HENRY WARD JANDL 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to report to the Senate the sad 
news of the loss of one of our Nation's 
preeminent historic preservation pro
fessionals, Henry Ward Jandl, who died 
unexpectedly on Saturday, March 18, at 
George Washington University Hos
pital. 

I came to know and respect Ward 
Jandl's fine work through many years 
of involvement in historic preservation 
legislation through the Senate Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources as well as through my own per
sonal interest, and that of my wife 
Mary, in historic preservation in Lou
isiana. 

Ward Jandl graduated from the 
Hotchkill School in 1964 and Yale Uni
versity in 1968. He spent 2 years in the 
Peace Corps teaching English in An
kara, Turkey. In 1971, he received a 
Graduate Certificate in Historic Pres
ervation from Columbia University 
while working at the New York Public 
Library. 

A resident of the District of Colum
bia since 1974, Ward's entire profes
sional career was spent in the U.S. De
partment of the Interior, National 
Park Service. He began as an architec
tural historian at the National Reg
ister of Historic Places. At the time of 
his death, he was Chief Appeals Officer, 
Cultural Resources, and Deputy Chief, 
Preservation Division. 

For his dedicated service to historic 
preservation, Ward received several 
honors from the Department of the In
terior. In addition to being a valued 
policymaker, Ward coauthored two 
books: Houses by Mail: A Guide to 
Houses from Sears, Roebuck and Co., in 
1986, and Yesterday's Houses of Tomor
row: Innovative Homes: 1850-1950, in 
1991. 

Mr. President, Ward Henry Jandl ac
complished many things in his rel
atively brief, but filled career and has 
left a legacy for our Nation to follow as 
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we attempt to preserve our past in 
preparation for brighter days ahead. I 
hope this legacy will help ease the loss 
of his passing for his father, Henry An
thony Jandl of Richmond, VA, and his 
sister, Margaret Marie Jandl of Cam
bridge, MA, to whom I extend my most 
sincere condolences. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:08 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that pursuant to the provi
sions of Public Law 96-388, as amended 
by Public Law 97--84 (36 United States 
Code 1402(a)), the Speaker appoints the 
following Members on the part of the 
House to serve as members of the Unit
ed States Holocaust Memorial Council: 
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. REGULA, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. 
YATES. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec
ond time and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 1158. An act making emergency sup
plemental appropriations for additional dis
aster assistance and making rescissions for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and 
for other purposes. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-35. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of West Vir
ginia; ordered ·to lie on the table. 

"SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 16 
"Whereas, the constitution of the United 

States of America is the most perfect exam
ple of a contract between a people and their 
government; and 

"Whereas, the congress of the United 
States is currently considering an amend
ment to the constitution, known as the 
"Balanced Budget Amendment"; and 

"Whereas, the House of Representatives 
has already approved its version of such a 
balanced budget amendment; and 

"Whereas, the House of Representatives 
approved its version without obtaining a pro
jection of how it would be implemented; and 

"Whereas, the House of Representatives re
jected a version of the balanced budget 
amendment, offered by Representative Bob 
Wise of West Virginia, that would have pro
tected against cuts in social security and 
would have allowed for both a capital and op
erating budget; and 

"Whereas, the proposal for a balanced 
budget amendment is now under active con
sideration in the United States Senate; and 

"Whereas, United States Senators Robert 
C. Byrd and John D. Rockefeller IV of West 
Virginia have called for a 'right to know' 
provision so that the senators would know 
before they vote how a balanced budget 
would be achieved; and 

"Whereas, the treasury department of the 
United States has projected that a balanced 
budget amendment implemented by across
the-board cuts would reduce federal grants 
to West Virginia state government by $765 
million, requiring the Legislature to in
crease state taxes to compensate for such 
losses or eliminate the programs and serv
ices currently provided to our citizens by 
federal funds; and 

"Whereas, many citizens of West Virginia 
would likely suffer from cuts imposed to 
meet the requirements of the proposed bal
anced budget amendment, including thou
sands of our citizens who receive social secu
rity, veterans benefits, medicare, medicaid 
and other essential benefits; and 

"Whereas, through the efforts of Senator 
Robert C. Byrd and other members of our 
congressional delegation appropriations have 
been made for numerous projects in West 
Virginia, including completion of the Appa
lachian corridor highway system, relocation 
of the federal bureau of investigation center 
to West Virginia and a myriad of other 
projects; and 

"Whereas, these benefits and projects are 
vital to the economic development and well 
being of the people of our state and deserve 
to be protected if the constitution is amend
ed to require a balanced budget; and 

"Whereas, West Virginia receives $1.45 in 
federal benefits for each dollar in federal 
taxes; and 

"Whereas, on a per capita basis, each man, 
woman and child receives approximately 
$2,000 more in benefits from the federal gov
ernment that he or she pays in federal taxes; 
and 

"Whereas, a proposal to balance the federal 
budget by returning the programs to the 
states would mean that West Virginia would 
be required to either raise its taxes by $2,000 
dollars for each man, woman and child or 
eliminate the programs and services cur
rently provided to our citizens by federal 
funds; and 

"Whereas, the balanced budget amendment 
would be submitted to the Legislature for 
ratification if approved by the congress; and 

"Whereas, this Legislature will be unable 
to establish its own budget without knowing 
what reductions will be made by the con
gress to effect the balanced budget amend
ment; and 

"Whereas, this Legislature therefore has a 
right to know what effect the proposed bal
anced budget amendment would have on 
state government, but more importantly, on 
the people of our state; Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Legislature of West Virginia, 
That the Legislature recognize that a bal
anced federal budget is a desirable objective; 
and, be it 

"Further resolved, That the Legislature 
commends the president and the congress for 

their efforts toward this objective by sup
porting and enacting legislation that will re
sult in the reduction of the federal deficit for 
three years in a row; and, be it 

"Further resolved, That the Legislature will 
be asked to vote for ratification of a bal
anced budget amendment to the constitution 
if such a measure is submitted to the states 
by the congress; and, be it 

"Further resolved, That the Legislature, 
acting on behalf of the citizens of West Vir
ginia in deciding whether to ratify such an 
amendment, is entitled to be fully informed 
of its consequences on our people; and, be it 

"Further resolved, That the congress is 
hereby urged to submit such an amendment 
to the states for ratification only if congress 
provides a detailed projection of what reduc
tions will be made in the federal budget and 
how these will affect the government and 
people of West Virginia, including but not 
limited to, the effect on social security bene
fits, veterans benefits, medicare, medicaid, 
education, highway moneys, including com
pletion of the Appalachian corridor system, 
and other programs necessary for the health 
and well-being of the people of our state; 
and, be it 

"Further resolved, That the Clerk of the 
Senate is hereby requested to forward a copy 
of this resolution to the president of the 
United States Senate, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and each member 
of the West Virginia congressional delega
tion." 

POM-36. A resolution adopted by the Co
operative Agricultural Bargaining and Mar
keting Associations relative to the USDA; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

POM-37. A resolution adopted by the Ag
ricultural Bargaining Council relative to the 
USDA; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

POM--38. a resolution adopted by the Sen
ate of the Legislature of the State of Califor
nia; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry. 

POM-39. A resolution adopted by the 
Township of Rockaway, New Jersey, relative 
to military appropriations; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

SENATE RESOLUTION No.9 
"Whereas, the United States Department 

of Agriculture (USDA) announced in the Fed
eral Register on November 15, 1994, that the 
government of Mexico has requested that the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS) allows the importation into certain 
areas of the United States of fresh Hass avo
cado fruit grown in approved orchards in ap
proved municipalities in Michoacan, Mexico; 
and 

"Whereas, in response, APHIS has held two 
public meetings, one in Florida and one in 
California, for the purpose of receiving pub
lic comment prior to deciding whether to 
publish a proposed rule in the Federal Reg
ister that would allow the importation of av
ocados as requested by the Mexican govern
ment; and 

"Whereas, the request of the Mexican gov
ernment would require that the USDA sub
stantially modify its current policy relating 
to pest quarantine, which has served to pro
tect United States agriculture from the 
threat of pest infestation by the full array of 
injurious pest species known to exist in Mex
ico; and 

"Whereas, the negative economic impact 
resulting from the presence of these exotic 
pests in California would be devastating to a 
wide spectrum of California agriculture, in
cluding apples, apricots, avocados, citrus, 
and pears; and 
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"Whereas, a programmatic environmental 

impact report prepared by the California De
partment of Food and Agriculture in June 
1993, states that a Mexican fruitfly infesta
tion in California would cause increased cost 
to the private sector totaling $124.4 million 
and lead to the use of as much as 5,560,000 
pounds of pesticide; and 

"Whereas, an eradication of a fruitfly in
festation often requires intensive ground and 
aerial spraying of urban areas; and 

"Whereas, in 1989, Mediterranean fruitfly, 
melon fruitfly, and oriental fruitfly cost the 
agricultural industry $300 million in lost 
markets and $5.4 million in damaged produce 
and postharvest treatments; and 

"Whereas, California and the federal gov
ernment have spent more than $500 million 
since 1975 in their continuing effort to eradi
cate exotic pests in California; and 

"Whereas, California has recently an
nounced that pest discoveries increased 195 
percent over 1993, and there is a significant 
increase in prohibited fruit discoveries in 
violation of domestic quarantines; and 

"Whereas, the USDA announced in July 
1994, that it had imposed a hiring freeze; and 

"Whereas, the scientific data submitted by 
Mexico-a research study and pest survey 
data-to support its request-lacks scientific 
integrity and ignores the fact that virtually 
every quarantine pest known to infest Hass 
avocados has been detected during border 
interceptions at El Paso, Texas; and 

"Whereas, these quarantine pests are the 
same species that Mexico claims to have 
eradicated in Michoacan and · are the very 
ones upon which the current USDA pest 
quarantine is based; and 

"Whereas, the proposed modification of the 
USDA pest quarantine makes no provision 
for costs incurred by federal and state gov
ernments and by the California agricultural 
industry if a pest infestation occurs as a re
sult of a modified quarantine; now, there
fore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State of Cali
fornia, That the request by the Mexican gov
ernment that the United States permit the 
importation of fresh Hass avocado fruit 
grown in Michoacan, Mexico into this coun
try be denied due to a lack of valid scientific 
data; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the USDA consider no fur
ther proposals of this nature unless the re
quest contains all of the following: (1) base
line information on the seasonal abundance, 
geographical distribution, and biology of all 
of the quarantine pests known to infest 
Mexican avocados, and a declaration that 
that information has been collected and ana
lyzed by scientists representing the USDA 
and Mexican and Californian agricultural in
terests; (2) laboratory and field studies that 
conclusively establish the host susceptibility 
of Hass avocados to fruitfly infestation 
through scientifically credible and reproduc
ible data; (3) an identification of definite 
areas and districts free from injurious, quar
antined pests known to attack Hass avoca
dos; (4) a showing that scientifically valid 
pest surveys have been conducted in these 
definite areas over a minimum period of 12 
months with oversight by the USDA, the 
Mexican government, and private sector en
tomologists and that those survey results 
are negative; and (5) proof that the Mexican 
government has adopted and enforced regula
tions that will prevent the introduction of 
quarantined pests into any of the designated 
areas that form the pest-free zones; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the burden of alleviating 
risks associated with the shipment of pest 

infested Mexican avocados into the United 
States should remain with Mexico and the 
United States should not assume this bur
den; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen
ate transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, to each Senator and Represent
ative from California, Arizona, Florida, and 
Texas in the Congress of the United States, 
and to the Secretary of the United States 
Department of Agriculture." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. PRESSLER, from the Committee 

on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 
Robert Pitofsky, of Maryland, to be a Fed

eral Trade Commissioner for the term of 
seven years from September 26, 1994. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, for 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, I also report favor
ably five nomination lists in the Coast 
Guard, which were printed in full in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORDS of Janu
ary 6, February 3 and 16, 1995, and ask 
unanimous consent, to save the ex
pense of reprinting on the Executive 
Calendar, that these nominations lie at 
the Secretary's desk for the informa
tion of Senators. 

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary's desk were printed in 
the RECORDS of January 6, February 3 
and 16, 1995, at the end of the Senate 
proceedings.) 

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

Daniel Robert Glickman, of Kansas, to be 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

(The above nomination was reported 
with the recommendation that he be 
confirmed, subject to the nominee's 
commitment to respond to requests to 
appear and testify before any duly con
stituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 600. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Agriculture to issue regulations concerning 
use of the term "fresh" in the labeling of 
poultry, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. KEN
NEDY, Mr. PELL, and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 601. A bill to revise the boundaries of the 
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage 

Corridor in Massachusetts and Rhode Island, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. DOLE, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. 
MCCAIN): 

S. 602. A bill to amend the NATO Partici
pation Act of 1994 to expedite the transition 
to full membership in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization of European countries 
emerging from communist domination; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. FAffiCLOTH: 
S. 603. A bill to nullify an executive order 

that prohibits Federal contracts with compa
nies that hire permanent replacements for 
striking employees, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
S. 604. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to relieve farmers and retail 
farm suppliers from limitations on maxi
mum driving and on-duty time in the trans
portation of agricultural commodities or 
farm supplies if such transportation occurs 
within 100-air mile radius of the source of 
the commodities or the distribution point for 
the farm supplies; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. KYL, Mr. ABRAHAM, 
Mr. THuRMOND, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
PACKWOOD, Mr. WARNER, Mr. COATS, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. PRES
SLER, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. FRIST, Mr. McCON
NELL, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
BOND, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 605. A bill to establish a uniform and 
more efficient Federal process for protecting 
property owners' rights guaranteed by the 
fifth amendment; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG ): 

S. 606. A bill to make improvements in 
pipeline safety, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. WARNER (for 'himself and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 607. A bill to amend the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 to clarify the liability 
of certain recycling transactions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 608. A bill to establish the New Bedford 
Whaling National Historical Park in New 
Bedford, Massachusetts, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 609. A bill to assure fairness and choice 

to patients and health care providers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 610. A bill to provide for an interpretive 

center at the Civil War Battlefield of Cor
inth, Mississippi, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 
The following concurrent resolutions 

and Senate resolutions were read, and · 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Ms. SNOWE): 

S. Res. 91. A resolution to condemn Tur
key's illegal invasion of Northern Iraq; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

· By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 600. A bill to require the Secretary 

of Agriculture to issue regulations con
cerning use of the term "fresh" in the 
labeling of poultry, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE TRUTH IN POULTRY LABELING ACT 
• Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the Truth in Poultry 
Labeling Act of 1995. This legislation 
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
restrict the use of the term "fresh" to 
poultry that has never been kept fro
zen. 

The bill closes a loophole in Federal 
law that allows frozen chickens and 
turkeys to be labeled and sold as fresh. 

I am frankly disappointed that I have 
to introduce this legislation. I have 
been repeatedly assured that the Agri
culture Department was prepared to 
act to end the fraud allowed by current 
law. In January, a draft rule to restrict 
the use of the term "fresh" to poultry 
that has never been kept frozen was ac
tually issued, but there are no as~ur
ances that the rule will be finalized 
any time soon. 

In fact, evidence suggests that we are 
likely to see more delay than action on 
this issue. Two weeks ago, the Food 
Safety and Inspection Service decided 
that it will grant an extension of the 
comment period on its proposed rule. 
The extension had been sought by the 
very industry groups which have dedi
cated themselves to protecting the sta
tus quo. The new rule was proposed in 
January, and the original 60-day com
ment period was set to expire last 
week. 

I strongly object to the decision to 
delay-once again-the rule protecting 
consumers against mislabeled poultry. 

The Agriculture Department did the 
right thing in January when it pro
posed the new rule. 

Unfortunately, the announced delay 
is just another in a series of delays 
stretching back to 1988, when this same 
rule was first proposed: 7 years is far 
too long for consumers to wait for 
basic truth in labeling. 

USDA has had a chance to act re
sponsibly on behalf of consumers and 
has failed. I am therefore introducing 
this bill to require USDA to issue the 
new rule within 30 days of enactment, 
and will seek early consideration of the 
bill. 

This legislation is supported by Con
sumers Union, the National Consumers 
League, Public Voice, the California 
Poultry Industry Federation, the 
Consumer Federation of America, and 
the United Food and Commercial 
Workers International Union. 

Current law promotes consumer 
fraud, allowing chickens and turkeys 
that have been frozen hard as bowling 
balls to be thawed out and labeled 
fresh. Consumers are paying a substan
tial premium for fresh poultry that has 
no right to the label. It is time to end 
the delays and end the fraud, and I ask 
my colleagues to support this impor
tant piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the full text of the bill appear 
in the RECORD. 

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

8.600 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Truth in 
Poultry Labeling Act of 1995." 
SEC. 2. REGULATIONS ON LABELING OF POUL

TRY. 
Not later than 30 days after the date of en

actment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall issue final regulations under 
the Poultry Product Inspection Act (21 
U.S.C. 451 et seq.) that prohibit the use of the 
term "fresh" on labeling of any poultry or 
poultry part, or of any edible portion of the 
poultry or part, that has been frozen or pre
viously frozen to below 26 degrees Fahr
enheit.• 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. DOLE, Ms. MIKuLSKI, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. MCCONNELL, and 
Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. 602. A bill to amend the NATO Par
ticipation Act of 1994 to expedite the 
transition to full membership in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization of 
European countries emerging from 
Communist domination; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

THE NATO PARTICIPATION ACT AMENDMENT OF 
1995 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I sent to 
the desk just a few minutes ago the 
NATO Participation Act Amendments 
of 1995. Included as sponsors, along 
with myself, are Senator SIMON, Sen
ator DOLE, Senator MIKULSKI, Senator 
ROTH, and Senator McCONNELL. And I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
McCAIN be added as a cosponsor of this 
measure. 

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this 
NATO Participation Act deals with the 
hopes and fears and the concerns, I be
lieve, of every American, because it 
deals with our very freedom. 

Every American has a special place 
in their heart for the people of Central 
Europe and perhaps even a special 
place in their conscience. It was in 

Central Europe where we saw the 
treachery of Hitler plunge the world 
into the Second World War. No one can 
forget that his treachery saw the de
mise of what was then Czechoslovakia. 
Few Americans will ever forget the 
treachery of both Nazi Germany and 
the Soviet Union in carving up Poland. 
And I cannot think of a more apt de
scription than the quote of Edmund 
Burke, when he said: 

The only thing necessary for the triumph 
of evil in this world is for good men to do 
nothing. 

Mr. President, that is what happened 
in Central Europe. Good men and 
women concerned about democracy and 
freedom stood by and did nothing while 
Fascist and Communist forces carved 
up Central Europe. We paid for it in a 
cold war that lasted more than half a 
century. 

Mr. President, we must never allow 
that tragedy to happen again. We must 
be very clear that the men and women 
of Central Europe are entitled to free
dom. That is what the NATO Participa
tion Act Amendments are all about
clarity, making it clear that we believe 
the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, 
and the Republic of Slovakia should be 
free and should be masters of their own 
destiny. 

The NATO Participation Act of 1994 
was a step forward because it author
ized the establishment of a program 
within this Government to transition 
those eligible countries to NATO mem
bership, and this follow-on act does 
four basic things to improve on that 
situation. 

First of all, it helps to set aside the 
uncertainty of powers in this world 
about the countries' future by making 
it clear our policy is to move them into 
NATO. It develops a program and a 
focus for this Nation's foreign policy to 
proceed on a regularized path to in
clude them in NATO, to move them to
ward full membership. But let me em
phasize their membership is not free. It 
will involve major new responsibilities 
as well as cost for them. 

Second, Mr. President, this act 
moves to reallocate funds for military 
training that will include those four 
countries. By training together and by 
working together, we will lay the 
groundwork for a partnership in NATO 
in the years ahead. 

And third, it sets forth a clear policy 
of encouraging United States support 
for observer status in NATO for these 
four countries, a prerequisite and an 
important part of their training for full 
participation. 

Last, in the event these four coun
tries are not fully members of NATO 
by the end of this decade, it calls on 
the President in January 1999 to report 
fully to Congress on the progress of 
these countries in entering NATO. It 
will give us the tools and the ability to 
evaluate the progress, evaluate the 
program, and take the additional steps 
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that may be necessary to accomplish 
our goal. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
this: Those countries in Central Europe 
lost their freedom and lost their right 
to independence when the dark cloud of 
Nazism spread across Europe. It could 
have been prevented if good men and 
women had not stood aside. 

They, again, saw their hoped-for 
independence snuffed out when the Iron 
Curtain fell across Europe and Soviet 
domination extinguished their free
dom. 

More than anything, this act says to 
the world that Americans will not 
stand idly by, unconcerned about 
Central Europe's security. The loss of 
the freedom of Poland, Hungary, the 
Czech Republic, the Slovak Republic, 
and other eligible countries may ulti
mately mean the loss of our freedom. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor. Let me ad
dress one concern that people have, 
that this will be viewed as somehow 
anti-Russian. There is no question the 
Russians do not like this move toward 
expanding NATO, and there is no ques
tion that there are genuine fears, 
whether justified or not, on the part of 
some of the countries of Central Eu
rope with Russia. There is no reason, at 
some point in the future when democ
racy is insolubly established in Rus
sia-and it is moving in the right direc
tion-that Russia cannot become a 
part of NATO. As a matter of fact, if I 
were a Russian leader looking at a po
tential foe, I would not be looking to 
the West, I would be looking to the 
East-China, with all the population 
and potential there. I think this is not 
only in the best interest of the coun
tries of Central Europe. I think this is 
in the best interest of Russia, and I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor. 
• Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I am 
proud to rise as a cosponsor of the 
NATO Participation Act Amendments 
of 1995. This bipartisan legislation will 
increase security and stability in east
ern Europe, and will contribute to the 
security of the United States. 

This year we are marking the 50th 
anniversary of our victory in World 
War II. But the end of the World War 
was also the start of the cold war. So
viet expansionism forced us to prepare 
to defend western Europe. And the cap
tive nations of eastern Europe were 
forced behind the Iron Curtain. 

After more than 40 years of living 
under Soviet tyranny, Poland, Hun
gary, the Czech Republic, and Slovakia 
are free and independent. They are not 
asking for protection. They are merely 
asking to be full partners in the new 
Europe. By transforming their coun
tries into free-market democracies, 
they have earned this right. 

If our international organizations are 
to survive-as I believe they must
they must adapt to the post-cold-war 
world. This sounds so obvious. Yet 

NATO is still mired in its cold war 
structure. We still have not established 
the criteria for NATO membership-let 
alone a timetable for admitting new 
states. 

In recent months the United States 
has more explicitly stated that NATO 
will be expanded. I applaud this. But 
our NATO partners have been dragging 

. their feet. This legislation will help to 
clarify the United States position on 
NATO expansion-and will enable us to 
lead the alliance to meet the chal
lenges of the post-Soviet world. 

We have all heard the arguments 
against expanding NATO. Some believe 
that we will offend Russia by expand
ing NATO membership. I disagree. 
NATO is a defensive organization. A 
country that doesn't have expansionist 
aims has nothing to fear from an ex
panded NATO. 

Mr. President, for many years I have 
worked with Senator BROWN and Sen
ator SIMON to make the United States 
a more effective advocate for democ
racy and economic development in 
eastern Europe. I commend them for 
their leadership and look forward to 
working with them to enact the NATO 
Participation Act Amendments into 
law.• 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. PELL, and Mr. 
KERRY): 

S. 601. A bill to revise the boundaries 
of the Blackstone River Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachu
setts and Rhode Island, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 
THE BLACKSTONE RIVER VALLEY NATIONAL HER

ITAGE CORRIDOR REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
1995 

• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, it gives 
me great pleasure today to introduce 
legislation to reauthorize and expand 
the boundaries of the Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage corridor. I 
am delighted to be joined in this effort 
by my colleagues from Rhode Island 
and Massachusetts, Senators PELL, 
KENNEDY, and KERRY, all of whom have 
worked hard on this issue through the 
years. 

Before I describe our legislation in 
detail, allow me to provide a little his
torical background for the benefit of 
my colleagues. 

Known as the cradle of the Industrial 
Revolution, the Blackstone Valley is 
the place where modern America be
gins-200 years ago on the banks of the 
Blackstone River, in Pawtucket, RI, 
Samuel Slater built our Nation's first 
water-powered textile mill, an event 
which changed this country forever. 
Backed by capital from Providence, 
other entrepreneurs followed Slater's 
lead. Factories and villages sprang up 
along the river's banks. Families mi
grated from farms into the towns. Ca
nals-and later railroads-were built to 
improve the transportation of goods. 

Immigrants from all over Europe came 
to the region in search of work and op
portunity. 

In the 1920's, the region's prosperity 
began to fade. Mills closed and moved 
south. The Great Depression made 
matters worse. In subsequent years, 
the Blackstone, which had been re
nowned as "the hardest working river 
in America" became just another ne
glected, polluted body of water. 

But people in the valley recognized 
that the river still had a story to tell. 
Evidence of the region's glorious past 
remained in abundance. Beautiful 
dams, bridges, mills, villages, farms, 
and pastures-all these things contrib
ute to a special sense of place, identity, 
and history. Many began to realize 
that preserving and celebrating the 
area's past was the key to a brighter 
future. 

In the early 1980's, we prevailed upon 
the National Park Service to conduct a 
study of the Blackstone Valley. They 
too concluded that its resources were 
of national significance and were well 
worth preserving. The question was: 
How? With half a million people living 
there, the valley does not lend itself to 
the traditional national park strategy 
where the Federal Government owns 
and manages the land. 

What was needed was an approach 
that would encourage cooperation 
among communities, across State 
lines, and between the private and pub
lic sectors. And so, in 1986, through leg
islation which Senators PELL, KEN
NEDY, KERRY, and I advanced together, 
the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage corridor was born. 

Stretching 46 miles along the Black
stone River, from Worcester, MA to 
Providence, RI, the corridor encom
passes 20 cities and towns over a 
250,000-acre area. Efforts to interpret 
and preserve the valley's historical and 
scenic resources are coordinated by the 
Blackstone Corridor Commission, 
which receives modest Federal funding 
to support its operations. The National 
Park Service works closely with the 
Commission, providing invaluable 
technical assistance and guidance. 

Not surprisingly, there were some 
who doubted that the corridor concept 
could work. It was, of course, unlike 
anything that had been tried before. 
But I can say with great confidence 
that the Blackstone corridor is work
ing. And it is working precisely be
cause it is not managed like the tradi
tional national park. Under the um
brella of the Corridor Commission, in
dividuals from different communities, 
businesses, levels of government, and 
walks of life are working together to
ward a common vision, and with im
pressive results. 

Historic treasures are being uncov
ered, interpreted, and restored. Old 
mills are being converted for modern 
use. Visitors now can enjoy the Black
stone by riverboat or canoe. Parks are 
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being established along its banks. A 
greenway, for bicyclists and hikers is 
well underway. A Friends of the Black
stone group is cleaning up the river. 
National Park Service rangers and vol
unteers are educating visitors about 
the valley's rich history. A strategy for 
reintroducing salmon to the Black
stone river is being developed. Imagine 
that, salmon coming back to a river 
that was once an environmental dis
grace. 

And all this is being done with rel
atively little money from the Federal 
Government, because· every Federal 
dollar that goes into the corridor isle
veraged many times over by the Com
mission, sometimes by as much as 
twenty to one. In fact, often the Com
mission provides no money at all, just 
the expertise and cando attitude need
ed to shepherd a project from concept 
to reality. 

This bill, which is identical to legis
lation introduced in the last Congress 
by Senator KENNEDY and approved by 
the Senate Energy and Natural Re
sources Committee last year, builds 
upon that success. It extends the life of 
the Blackstone Corridor Commission
which, under current law, will expire in 
November 19~for another 10 years, 
and gives the Secretary of Interior the 
authority to extend the Commission 
for an additional 10 years thereafter, 
providing the Commission meets cer
tain criteria. 

In addition, the bill will add to the 
corridor five new communities-three 
in Rhode Island and two in Massachu
setts-which are culturally and histori
cally tied to the existing corridor and 
contain the headwaters of the Black
stone River. This logical expansion will 
allow the Commission to interpret and 
protect the region's resources in a com
prehensive and unified fashion. Finally, 
our legislation increases the Commis
sion's annual authorization from 
$350,000 to $650,000, in recognition of its 
tremendous success and new respon
sibilities, and authorizes up to $5 mil
lion over 3 years in matching funds for 
development projects within the cor
ridor. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
protecting and preserving our· Nation's 
special places, like the Blackstone Val
ley, is one of the Federal Government's 
most important functions. But as we 
all know, preservation does take 
money, and money is tight. I would 
submit that in these tough budgetary 
times, the Blackstone Corridor, which 
has accomplished so much with so lit
tle, offers us a model that should be en
couraged and expanded upon. I thank 
my colleagues from Rhode Island and 
Massachusetts for their hard work and 
support, and urge the Senate to give 
this measure its swift approval. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 601 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Corridor 
Amendments Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. BOUNDARY CHANGES. 

Section 2 of the Act entitled " An Act toes
tablish the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island", approved November 10, 1986 
(Public Law 9!}....647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is 
amended by striking the first sentence and 
inserting the following new sentence: "The 
boundaries shall include the lands and water 
generally depicted on the map entitled 
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage 
Corridor Boundary Map, numbered BRV-80-
80,011, and dated May 2, 1993.". 
SEC. 3. TERMS. 

Section 3(c) of the Act entitled "An Act to 
establish the Blackstone River Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts 
and Rhode Island", approved November 10, 
1986 (Public Law 99--647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is 
amended by inserting immediately before 
the period at the end the following: ", but 
may continue to serve after the expiration of 
this term until a successor has been ap
pointed.". 
SEC. 4. REVISION OF PLAN. 

Section 6 ofthe Act entitled "An Act toes
tablish the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island", approved November 10, 1986 
(Public Law 9!}....647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(d) REVISION OF PLAN.-(1) Not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
subsection, the Commission, with the ap
proval of the Secretary, shall revise the Cul
tural Heritage and Land Management Plan. 
The revision shall address the boundary 
change and shall include a natural resource 
inventory of areas or features that should be 
protected, restored, managed, or acquired be
cause of their contribution to the under
standing of national cultural landscape val
ues. 

"(2) No changes other than minor revisions 
may be made in the approved plan as amend
ed without the approval of the Secretary. 
The Secretary shall approve or disapprove 
any proposed change in the plan, except 
minor revisions, in accordance with sub
section (b). " . 
SEC. 5. EXTENSION OF COMMISSION. 

Section 7 of the Act entitled "An Act toes
tablish the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island" , approved November 10, 1986 
(Public Law 9~47; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is 
amended to read as follows: 

"TERMINATION OF COMMISSION 
"SEC. 7. (a) TERMINATION.-Except as pro

vided in subsection (b), the Commission shall 
terminate on the date that is 10 years after 
the date of enactment of the Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Corridor 
Amendments Act of 1995. 

" (b) EXTENSION.-The Commission may be 
extended for an additional term of 10 years 
if-

"(1) not later than 180 days before the ter
mination of the Commission, the Commis
sion determines that an extension is nec
essary to carry out this Act; 

"(2) the Commission submits a proposed 
extension to the appropriate committees of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives; 
and 

"(3) the Secretary, the Governor of Massa
chusetts, and the Governor of Rhode Island 
each approve the extension. 

"(c) DETERMINATION OF APPROVAL.-The 
Secretary shall approve the extension if the 
Secretary finds that-

"(1) the Governor of Massachusetts and the 
Governor of Rhode Island provide adequate 
assurances of continued tangible contribu
tion and effective policy support toward 
achieving the purposes of this Act; and 

"(2) the Commission is effectively assisting 
Federal, State, and local authorities to re
tain, enhance, and interpret the distinctive 
character and nationally significant re
sources of the Corridor.". 
SEC. 6. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN. 

Subsection (c) of section 8 of the Act enti
tled "An Act to establish the Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Corridor in 
Massachusetts and Rhode Island", approved 
November 10, 1986 (Public Law ~7; 16 
U.S.C. 461 note), is amended to read as fol
lows: U.S.C. 461 note), as amended, is amend
ed by inserting the following: 

"(c) IMPLEMENTATION.-(!) To assist in the 
implementation of the Cultural Heritage and 
Land Management Plan in a manner consist
ent with purposes of this Act, the Secretary 
is authorized to undertake a limited program 
of financial assistance for the purpose of pro
viding funds for the preservation and res
toration of structures on or eligible for in
clusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places within the Corridor which exhibit na
tional significance or provide a wide spec
trum of historic, recreational, or environ
mental education opportunities to the gen
eral public. 

"(2) To be eligible for funds under this sec
tion, the Commission shall submit an appli
cation to the Secretary that includes-

"(A) a 10-year development plan including 
those resource protection needs and projects 
critical to maintaining or interpreting the 
distinctive character of the Corridor; and 

"(B) specific descriptions of annual work 
programs that have been assembled, the par
ticipating parties, roles, cost estimates, 
cost-sharing, or cooperative agreements nec
essary to carry out the development plan. 

" (3) Funds made available pursuant to this 
subsection shall not exceed 50 percent of the 
total cost of the work programs. 

"(4) In making the funds available, the 
Secretary shall give priority to projects that 
attract greater non-Federal funding sources. 

"(5) Any payment made for the purposes of 
conservation or restoration of real property 
or structures shall be subject to an agree
ment either-

"(A) to convey a conservation or preserva
tion easement to the Department of Environ
mental Management or to the Historic Pres
ervation Commission, as appropriate, of the 
State in which the real property or structure 
is located; or 

" (B) that conversion, use, or disposal of 
the resources so assisted for purposes con
trary to the purposes of this Act, as deter
mined by the Secretary, shall result in a 
right of the United States for reimbursement 
of all funds expended upon such resources or 
the proportion of the increased value of the 
resources attributable to such funds as de
termined at the time of such conversion, use, 
or disposal, whichever is greater. 

" (6) The authority to determine that a 
conversion, use, or disposal of resources has 
been carried out contrary to the purposes of 
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this Act in violation of an agreement entered 
into under paragraph (5)(A) shall be solely at 
the discretion of the Secretary.". 
SEC. 7. LOCAL AUTHORI1Y. 

Section 5 of the Act entitled "An Act toes
tablish the Blackstone River Valley National 
Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island", approved November 10, 1986 
(Public Law 99-647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(j) LOCAL AUTHORITY AND PRIVATE PROP
ERTY NOT AFFECTED.-Nothing in this Act 
shall be construed to affect or to authorize 
the Commission to interfere with-

"(1) the rights of any person with respect 
to private property; or 

"(2) any local zoning ordinance or land use 
plan of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
or a political subdivision of such Common
wealth.". 
SEC. 8. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 10 of the Act entitled "An Act to 
establish the Blackstone River Valley Na
tional Heritage Corridor in Massachusetts 
and Rhode Island", approved November 10, 
1986 (Public Law W-647; 16 U.S.C. 461 note), as 
amended, is further amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "$350,000" 
and inserting "$650,000"; and 

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

"(b) DEVELOPMENT FUNDS.-For fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, and 1998, there is authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out section 8(c), 
$5;000,000 in the aggregate.".• 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, it is with 
great pride in the Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage Corridor and 
great hope for its continued success 
that I join Senator CHAFEE of Rhode Is
land, Senator KENNEDY of Massachu
setts, and Senator KERRY of Massachu
setts in introducing legislation to reau
thorize the corridor. 

As I have said before about this ex
ceptional partnership project, nothing 
succeeds like success. The Blackstone 
NHC is a wonderful example of success. 
Our bill both reauthorizes and expands 
the Blackstone NHC--the largest na
tional park or affiliated area in New 
York or New England: 250,000 acres, in
cluding 20 towns or cities in 2 states. 

The expansion is a logical one. We 
should increase the boundaries to in
clude the communities of Burrillville, 
Glocester, and Smithfield in Rhode Is
land, and Worcester and Leceister in 
Massachusetts. All are within the wa
tershed of the 46-mile long Blackstone 
River. 

More than a decade ago, I convened 
the first planning meeting for the cor
ridor involving Federal, State and 
local officials. Ever since then, the cor
ridor has been a bipartisan project en
thusiastically supported by both the 
Rhode !sand and Massachusetts con
gressional delegations. 

Senator CHAFEE introduced the ini
tial authorization. I introduced the ex
isting authorization, and I am de
lighted that Senator CHAFEE is work
ing hard to continue our bipartisan, 
bistate effort. All of us want the cor
ridor to showcase the cradle of the 
American Industrial Revolution. 

I would like to underscore what I 
consider a very important point. The 

Heritage Corridor Commission has used 
its relatively meager Federal resources 
to leverage dramatic expenditures and 
results. 

The Blackstone NHC is an extraor
dinary bargain for the taxpayers. With 
only a modest Federal contribution, 
the corridor has leveraged funds by 
sometimes as much as a 20 to 1 match. 

My own State of Rhode Island has in
vested more than $7.7 million and has 
acquired more than 250 acres of land in 
the Blackstone River Valley. A linear 
park and bikeway are in the planning 
stage, as is completion of an 
Anadramous fisheries restoration pro
gram that has met with initial success. 

We continue to look for examples of 
imaginative, efficient, and cost-effec
tive concepts. We need to look no fur
ther than the Blackstone Valley-not 
only for where those concepts were 
born but where they continue to be 
practiced and developed to this day. 

The legislation that we are submit
ting today is in tended to safeguard the 
integrity and coherence of the Corridor 
Commission by including areas that 
are functionally, ecologically, and his
torically integral components of the 
Blackstone Region. 

In Rhode Island, the three commu
nities that would be added are highly 
motivated to join in the success of cor
ridor and worked hard to develop com
prehensive town plans. Glocester also 
developed strategies, including local 
historic district zoning, to turn the vil
lage of Chepachet into a visitor des
tination. 

Calling the area a corridor is some
what of a misnomer, since it must be 
understood that we are not talking 
about some narrow strip of land and 
water. Its boundaries comprise an area 
more than 25 miles wide and 46 miles 
long; a management unit that now 
would include an entire watershed. 

When future generations of Ameri
cans want to understand how commu
nities and industries are made and 
grow, if we do our job right, they will 
understand the entire system by a visit 
to the Blackstone Valley. 

We already have noticed a real trans
formation in confidence that is occur
ring in the Blackstone Valley. It is a 
transformation that is coming about 
because our citizens are realizing the 
value of our heritage. The lessons of 
history are increasingly part of the 
fabric of the valley. 

I want to add the National Park 
Service has played a strong role and 
completely positive role in the cor
ridor. These are people we trust, who 
understand the meaning of the words 
"public service." There have been no 
complaints about Federal intrusion, 
only praise for Federal creativity and 
skill. 

I am ·pleased to note that this new 
authorization by Senator CHAFEE 
builds on the foundation that we estab
lished-with Senators KENNEDY and 

KERRY-and improves the final prod
uct. It is worth noting that our own bi
partisan commitment and collabora
tion mirrors the spirit of the corridor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to be a sponsor of this legisla
tion introduced by Senator CHAFEE to 
improve the Blackstone River Valley 
National Heritage Corridor, and I com
mend Senator CHAFEE for his leader
ship on this important matter. This 
legislation is designed to build upon 
the successful historic preservation ef
fort already underway in the Black
stone Valley in Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island. It was approved by the 
Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee last year, and I hope it will 
receive the committee's support again, 
so that it can be enacted by the 104th 
Congress. 

This legislation is the result of bipar
tisan and bistate cooperation among 
several Senators and Representatives. 
Senator CHAFEE and I and Senators 
JOHN KERRY and CLAIBORNE PELL, and 
Congressmen PETER BLUTE, RICHARD 
NEAL, JACK REED, and PATRICK KEN
NEDY all have a strong commitment to 
this historic preservation effort. 

This bill will extend the current 
boundaries of the Blackstone Corridor 
to include neighboring communities 
that are essential parts of the region's 
history, as recommended by a com
prehensive National Park Service 
study. It will also continue the Cor
ridor Commission, which has been very 
effective in leveraging private support 
and bringing local groups together to 
preserve these important historical, 
cultural, and natural resources. The 
bill will modestly increase the Com
mission's funding, in order to strength
en current preservation efforts and ad
dress the broader responsibilities that 
will result from the larger boundaries 
of the corridor. 

The Blackstone Corridor is unique in 
many respects, and it meets stringent 
criteria of national significance. His
torically, it is distinctive as the site of 
the birth of the Industrial Revolution 
in America. It was here that the wide
spread use of water power for industry 
was first developed in the United 
States. 

Much of this early development is 
still intact, with approximately 10,000 
historic structures, including a canal 
system and dams that harness the 
force of the river, which drops dramati
cally at many points along its 46-mile 
course. Dozens of 19th century mill vil
lages and communities spring up along 
the river to take advantage of its 
power. Many other aspects of the 
area-the farms and pastures that pro
vide food for the mill workers, and the 
beautiful woods and scenic areas along 
the river-remain intact for the enjoy
ment of visitors. 

The Blackstone Corridor is also dis
tinctive because it represents an inno
vative and highly cost-effective way 
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for the Federal Government to assist in 
preserving historic and natural re
sources. Rather than acquiring and 
managing vast acres of land and his
toric structures, the National Park 
Service and the Blackstone Commis
sion serve as guiding hands to foster 
restoration projects that are predomi
nantly funded with local resources. The 
Federal role is to provide technical ex
pertise, set high standards, and provide 
national recognition. These efforts en
courage local citizens, businesses, non
profit historic and environmental orga
nizations, schools and universities, 20 
local Governments and two State Gov
ernments to work together to protect 
the valley's heritage, and to do so in a 
way that is consistent with National 
Park Service standards. 

When the corridor was first estab
lished by Congress in 1986, this type of 
public-private partnership was an ex
perimental concept. Neither Congress 
nor the Park Service was certain that 
the concept-very different from tradi
tional Federal ownership and control
would work. Now it is clear that the 
corridor is a success, and it serves as a 
model for similar efforts across the 
country. A 1992 report by the Advisory 
Board of the Secretary of the Interior 
on National Parks gave Blackstone a 
glowing endorsement, calling it an out
standing initiative and partnership 
model. At a conference on heritage 
areas hosted by the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, the Blackstone 
project was featured as the prime ex
ample of the effective use of Federal 
seed money to encourage local preser
vation. 

Because the corridor has been such 
an unqualified success, other commu
nities in the valley want to participate, 
and they have petitioned for official in
clusion in the corridor boundaries. The 
Blackstone Commission has conducted 
a comprehensive evaluation of these 
communities-Worcester and Leicester 
in Massachusetts and Burrillville, 
Glocester, and Smithfield in Rhode Is
land. The Commission found that each 
of these communities has significant 
historic and natural resources that 
merit inclusion in the project. 

One of the most valuable features of 
the corridor, as described in its cul
tural heritage and land management 
plan approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior in 1990, is its wholeness-the 
survival of representative elements of 
entire 18th and 19th century production 
systems, power and transportation 
methods, communities, workplaces, 
and machinery. The expansion will 
help ensure the protection of the entire 
corridor, including the headwaters of 
the Blackstone River, to tell a fuller 
story of America's industrial revolu
tion. 

Continuation of the Blackstone Cor
ridor Commission is also essential. Ex
isting law terminates the Commis
sion's authority in 1996, undermining 

opportunities for the new areas to par
ticipate in the corridor and undercut
ting the Commission's effective ongo
ing efforts within the existing bound
aries. The Commission has provided a 
vital framework for encouraging the 
local involvement and private sector fi
nancial participation that are the hall
mark of the Blackstone project. 

This legislation will extend the Com
mission for 10 years, and permit an ad
ditional 10-year extension if the Com
mission can satisfy criteria showing it 
continues to be effective in protecting 
and interpreting the corridor through 
the partnership approach. The Sec
retary's Advisory Board recommended 
reconsideration of the 1996 sunset 
clause in its report on Blackstone, 
stating that after the planning stage, 
there should be "a program into which 
the corridor can feed, one with param
eters as carefully drawn as those gov
erning traditional park units." 

Our legislation also makes clear that 
the Commission will not interfere with 
private property rights. In fact, one of 
the priori ties of the Commission is to 
work cooperatively with all interested 
parties and, in many cases, to enhance 
the value of private property in the re
gion, by providing technical assistance 
to local communities. The Commission 
has no authority to issue regulations 
or impose its own restrictions on land 
or property. 

The legislation proposes a modest in
crease in the Commission's operating 
budget to $650,000 a year. It authorizes 
up to $5 million over the next 3 years 
in matching funds for development 
projects that will be largely financed 
through local contributions. These 
funds will enable the Commission to 
continue its excellent work in the 20 
towns now comprising the corridor and 
to expand its outreach efforts to the 
additional communities. 

These investments are highly cost-ef
fective. The corridor is the largest Na
tional Park Service-affiliated area in 
New England. The Commission de
serves this vote of confidence by Con
gress for the impressive groundwork it 
has laid and for the important tasks it 
has set for itself in the years ahead. 

Again, I commend Senator CHAFEE 
for leading the way on this legislation. 
I believe it offers an excellent oppor
tunity to build on the success of the 
Blackstone River Valley National Her
itage Corridor, and to keep an impor
tant part of our American heritage 
alive and accessible for future genera
tions. I urge the Senate to move expe
ditiously to approve this bill. 
• Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased once again to join my col
leagues, the distinguished Senators 
from Rhode Island, Senator CHAFEE 
and Senator PELL, and the senior Sen
ator from Massachusetts, Senator KEN
NEDY, in sponsoring legislation to re
vise the boundaries of the Blackstone 
River Valley National Heritage Cor-

ridor. The bill we are introducing 
today is identical to legislation that 
was passed overwhelmingly out of the 
Senate Energy Committee during the 
last Congress. I am hopeful that the 
committee will expeditiously act to 
support this important component of 
the National Park System. 

When the Blackstone River Valley 
National Heritage Corridor was estab
lished in 1986, it represented a unique 
experiment which sought to reconcile 
resource preservation with economic 
growth through the cooperation of the 
community, its businesses, the State 
government, and the National Park 
Service. Now, 8 years later, the success 
of this partnership can be seen in all of 
the 20 townships and 5 cities that com
prise the corridor. From the historic 
preservation of buildings to the con
struction of parks, bikeways, and river 
access, the corridor has effectively 
blended the beauty of a New England 
landscape with the preservation of the 
region's history shaped so indelibly by 
the Industrial Revolution. This project 
has been so successful for all involved 
that five additional cities and towns
two in Massachusetts and three in 
Rhode Island-have petitioned to be in
cluded in the Commission. 

For those of us who represent States 
east of the Mississippi and who are con
cerned with the aesthetic value of the 
landscapes of our States, this project is 
particularly exciting. Unlike Western 
States where large tracts of land are 
protected by the National Park Serv
ice, most Eastern States simply do not 
have open expanses of land available to 
develop as national parks in the tradi
tional sense. The Blackstone River 
Valley National Heritage Corridor is a 
model for other regions interested in 
preserving their unique characteristics 
and their histori0 resources without 
disturbing their economic base. Just as · 
the great national parks of the West 
symbolize the expansiveness and inde
pendence that are part of our history, 
the Blackstone Corridor captures an
other aspect of our collective herit
age--a heritage that is rooted in the 
communities and industries of the east 
coast and which helped define the 19th 
century American experience. This ar
chitectural and industrial landscape 
stands today as a reminder of our past 
and its contributions to both our spir
itual identity and our industrial devel
opment. 

The Blackstone Valley Corridor 
should serve as a model for the preser
vation of our unique heritage and for 
the process by which it has been devel
oped and promoted. This project exem
plifies a solid partnership of Federal, 
State, and local resources working in 
unison leveraged to produce the high
est level of results. it also exemplifies 
an extraordinary effort in pulling to
gether committed private local volun
teers and financial support to enhance 
the public investment. This is a proto
type which could be duplicated in other 
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National Park Service projects 
throughout the country. 

While the success of this project is 
attested to by all involved, we must en
sure that the hard work and resources 
that have contributed to that success 
are not compromised. By extending the 
Corridor Commission another 10 years 
and increasing the operating budget, 
this bill would allow the Commission 
the leeway it needs to continue in its 
unique mission. In addition, the bound
aries would be expanded so that the 
five communities of Massachusetts and 
Rhode Island which have requested in
clusion would be able to participate in 
the Commission-sponsored activities. 

I sincerely hope that the corridor's 
success as both a national park and as 
an example of a positive public-private 
partnership in pursuit of conservation 
objectives will be replicated in other 
areas of the country. If we are to hold 
Blackstone Valley up as such a model, 
however, we first must ensure that it is 
provided with the resources it needs. 
Mr. President, for these reasons I look 
forward to continued positive action on 
this legislation.• 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
S. 604. A bill to amend title 49, Unit

ed States Code, to relieve farmers and 
retail farm suppliers from limitations 
on maximum driving and on-duty time 
in the transportation of agricultural 
commodities or farm supplies if such 
transportation occurs within 100-air 
mile radius of the source of the com
modities or the distribution point for 
the farm supplies; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 
THE REGULATORY RELIEF FOR FARMERS ACT OF 

1995 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, now 
is the time of the year American's are 
preparing their fields for planting of 
this year's crops. Planting season can 
be unpredictable for farmers. Once the 
season begins there is the inevitable 
uncooperative weather conditions of 
rain, snow, hail or early spring frosts. 
Farmers must move quickly and put in 
long hours. 

The demand for farm supplies esca
lates during planting season. The last 
thing farmers need are burdensome and 
unnecessary regulations that interfere 
with planting operations. 

The Department of Transportation 
has issued hours-of-service regulations 
that could interrupt or stop planting. 
These regulations are highly imprac
tical, burdensome and costly for farm
ers and farm suppliers. Simply put, the 
regulations would require farmers to 
take three days off- at the peak work 
time of the year-after working up to 
15 hours a day for 4 days straight. I 
might add these regulations would 
cause severe problems for farmers at 
harvest time, as well. 

The solution to this dilemma is sim
ple. The Department of Transportation 

should waive the hours of service re
quirements for agricultural purposes 
during harvest and planting seasons. 

This issue is not new. Last year, 34 
Senators, including myself, wrote to 
Transportation Secretary Pe:iia urging 
a waiver from hours-of-service require
ments for agricultural purposes during 
planting and harvest seasons. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of that letter appear 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I want to extend my 
deepest appreciation to the efforts of 
our colleague, Senator EXON, on this 
effort. He has been a leader in the ef
fort to waive agriculture from the 
hours-of-service regulations. Senator 
EXON led Senate efforts last year to 
pass legislation to provide this agricul
tural exemption. However, an agricul
tural exemption has never cleared the 
Congress. 

I have worked with Senator EXON 
closely on this matter. I have let him 
know that I would introduce this bill 
today. 

I have worked with my House and 
Senate farm State colleagues for regu
latory relief for farmers and farm sup
pliers. Department of Transportation 
regulations are unfair tu farmers and 
farm suppliers. An agricultural exemp
tion did not clear Congress last year. 
What did clear the House last year was 
watered down and reduced to yet an
other mandated regulatory hurdle for 
farmers. That is the situation facing 
farmers today. 

Farmers and farm suppliers want to 
obey the law and rules on hours-of
service. However, the rules do not 
make sense. Because of what I view as 
a bureaucratic entanglement brought 
about the Department of Transpor
tation, I am introducing this bill 
today. Legislative action is needed so 
that American agriculture can have a 
sensible rule in place for the 1995 plant
ing and harvest seasons. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, September 26, 1994. 

Hon. FEDERICO PENA, 
Secretary of Transportation, Department of 

Transportation, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY PENA: We support the 

provision in the Hazardous Materials Trans
portation Act (Public Law 103-311) which re
quires you to initiate a rulemaking proceed
ing relating to hours of service rules as they 
apply to retail farm suppliers. 

As you know, current section 395.3 hours of 
service regulations require an on-duty work
er to take three days off and wait in order to 
accumulate enough off-duty time to resume 
driving. Application of hours of service re
quirements upon farmers and their farm sup
pliers is burdensome, imposes costs and en
courages violating the hours of service rules. 
Therefore, we strongly support a waiver from 
the hours of service requirements for agri
cultural purposes during the harvest and 
planting season. 

DOT has recognized that the on-duty time 
of certain occupations are subject to special 

demands and has granted seasonal exemp
tions from section 395.3 hours of service re
quirements. We request your support for ag
riculture regulatory relief at least as accom
modating as that granted under section 
395.3(c) for small package delivery drivers 
meeting holiday seasonal demands. Farmers 
and farm suppliers engaged in the transport 
of fertilizer and fertilizer materials, agricul
tural chemicals, pesticides, seed, animal 
feeds, crops, and other essential farm sup
plies want to obey the law and should be sub
ject to an hours of service rule which makes 
sense. 

During certain weeks of each year in our 
agricultural states, there is a small window 
of opportunity in the crop-planting season 
when the demand for farm supplies escalates. 
The same is true for amount of rainfall or 
freezing temperatures. Because of farmer 
procedures and driver safety, it is imprac
tical and costly for these workers to take 
three days off at the peak of agricultural 
production. Driving is incidental to their 
principal work function of servicing farmers' 
fields. 

Increasingly, farmers utilize farm suppli
ers who are agronomic experts to help them 
cope with environmental regulations, de
velop, implement, and manage precision ag
riculture, and harvest profitable crops that 
produce safe, abundant and affordable food 
for Americans and the world. Over 80 percent 
of our nation's farmers utilize farm suppliers 
who are trained agronomic experts who serv
ice farmers ' fields, which is their principal 
job function and driving is incidental to this 
principal job function. 

As you draft this important regulatory re
lief proposed rule, we respectfully request 
that you take our comments and concerns 
into consideration. We look forward to work
ing closely with you on this important rule
making for American agriculture and having 
it finalized before the 1995 spring planting 
season. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Exon, Wendell H. Ford, Paul Simon, 

Arlen Specter, Carol Moseley-Braun, 
Richard C. Shelby, Byron L. Dorgan, 
Thomas A. Daschle, David H. Pryor, 
Tom Harkin, Chuck Grassley, Robert 
Kerrey, Kent Conrad, Trent Lott, 
Chuck Robb, John Breaux, Bob Gra
ham, John Warner. 

Larry Pressler, Howell Heflin, Max Bau
cus, Conrad Burns, Larry E. Craig, Kay 
Bailey Hutchison, Thad Cochran, Dan 
Coats, Don Nickles, Connie Mack, Mal
colm Wallop, Hank Brown, Robert 
Dole, Mitch McConnell, Richard G. 
Lugar, Herb Kohl. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. LOTT, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. NICK
LES, Mr. KYL, Mr. ABRAHAM, 
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. 
PACKWOOD, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
COATS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. PRESSLER, Mrs. HUTCffiSON, 
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
FRIST, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
ASHCROFT, Mr. MACK, Mr. MUR
KOWSKI, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. BOND, and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 605. A bill to establish a uniform 
and more efficient Federal process for 
protecting property owners' rights 
guaranteed by the fifth amendment; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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THE OMNIBUS PROPERTY RIGHTS ACT OF 1995 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, since last 
November's elections we have pursued 
an ambitious program of reform to fun
damentally change and improve there-
lationship between the Government 
and its citizens. No doubt about it, to 
the defenders of business as usual these 
are wrenching changes we propose: A 
balanced budget amendment; the line 
item veto; regulatory reform; and even 
the elimination of cabinet level depart
ments. Each of these reforms has been 
opposed by those who do not under
stand that the American people have 
instructed us to rein in the Federal 
Government. But we will continue to 
fight for these reforms, and for the 
American people. 

Today, we add to these reforms, by 
confronting one of the most basic 
clashes between Government and indi
vidual liberty: The taking of private 
property for public uses. There is per
haps no greater foundation for a suc
cessful free society than private prop
erty. The American Revolution was 
fought in part because of the threat 
that tyranny posed to private property, 
whether it was taxation without rep
resentation, restraints on trade, or vio
lation of home and hearth by British 
soldiers. Private property rights are 
the rights to enjoy the fruits of our 
labor and our ideas and thus enjoy a 
special place in the U.S. Constitution. 

Mr. President, one of the most basic 
of these protections is found in the 
fifth amendment to the Constitution; 
"nor shall private property be taken 
for public use, with just compensa
tion." As the Supreme Court has stat
ed, this protection is about basic fair
ness: Preventing the Government 
"from forcing some people alone to 
bear public burdens, which in all fair
ness and justice, should be borne by the 
public as a whole." The fifth amend
ment thus provides a balance between 
public need and individual liberty. 

Today, however, this balance is miss
ing. A regulatory state that seems only 
to grow and grow-that is increasingly 
intrusive--has provided the means for a 
sustained assault on private property 
rights in America. It is our duty to en
sure that we limit the arbitrary exer
cise of Government power and pursue 
worthwhile goals in ways that protect 
the rights of our citizens. 

Mr. President, I and my colleagues 
today are proud to introduce the Omni
bus Property Rights Act of 1995. I want 
to especially commend my colleagues 
who worked hard to bring a lot of good 
ideas together in one comprehensive 
package. Senator HATCH should be par
ticularly commended for his leadership 
of the working group that consisted of 
Senators SHELBY, NICKLES, HEFLIN, 
CRAIG, GRAMM, LOTT, THOMAS, BROWN, 
KYL, and ABRAHAM. 

Mr. President, the Omnibus Property 
Rights Act of 1995 would accomplish 
four major objectives: 

First, it would require the Federal 
Government to compensate property 
owners if Government action reduces 
the value of property by one-third; 

Second, 1 t would provide for alter
native dispute resolution procedures 
and clarify court jurisdiction for 
takings claims; 

Third, it would require Federal agen
cies responsible for Endangered Species 
Act and section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act to provide for administrative pro
cedures to address takings claims; and 

Fourth, it would require agencies to 
perform a takings impact analysis of 
regulations, and ensure that agencies 
select the regulatory alternative that 
minimizes the taking of private prop
erty. 

Mr. President, these are sweeping re
forms. But it is important to point out 
that our reforms do more than provide 
that just compensation is paid in prop
er circumstances. The real test is to 
minimize the number of takings that 
occur in the first instance. We need to 
ensure that when we pursue otherwise 
laudable goals, that we do so in ways 
that allow the Government to take pri
vate property only as a last resort, and 
when it is necessary to do so, to insist 
that just compensation is paid to the 
property owner. The Omnibus Property 
Rights Act of 1995 accomplishes these 
goals, and I intend to bring this bill to 
the floor as soon as possible. I urge my 
colleagues to support tliis much-needed 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 605 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Omnibus 
Property Rights Act of 1995". 

TITLE I-FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 
SEC. 101. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the private ownership of property is es

sential to a free society and is an integral 
part of the American tradition of liberty and 
limited government; 

(2) the framers of the United States Con
stitution, in order to protect private prop
erty and liberty, devised a framework of 
Government designed to diffuse power and 
limit Government; 

(3) to further ensure the protection of pri
vate property, the fifth amendment to the 
United States Constitution was ratified to 
prevent the taking of private property by the 
Federal Government, except for public use 
and with just compensation; 

(4) the purpose of the takings clause of the 
fifth amendment of the United States Con
stitution, as the Supreme Court stated in 
Armstrong v. United States, 364 U.S. 40, 49 
(1960), is "to bar Government from forcing 
some people alone to bear public burdens, 
which in all fairness and justice, should be 
borne by the public as a whole"; 

(5) the Federal Government has singled out 
property holders to shoulder the cost that 

should be borne by the public, in violation of 
the just compensation requirement of the 
takings clause of the fifth amendment of the 
United States Constitution; 

(6) there is a need both to restrain the Fed
eral Government in its overzealous regula
tion of the private sector and to protect pri
vate property, which is a fundamental right 
of the American people; and 

(7) the incremental, fact-specific approach 
that courts now are required to employ in 
the absence of adequate statutory language 
to vindicate property rights under the fifth 
amendment of the United States Constitu
tion has been ineffective and costly and 
there is a need for Congress to clarify the 
law and provide an effective remedy. 
SEC. 102. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to encourage, 
support, and promote the private ownership 
of property by ensuring the constitutional 
and legal protection of private property by 
the United States Government by-

(1) the establishment of a new Federal judi
cial claim in which to vindicate and protect 
property rights; 

(2) the simplification and clarification of 
court jurisdiction over property right 
claims; 

(3) the establishment of an administrative 
procedure that requires the Federal Govern
ment to assess the impact of government ac
tion on holders of private property; 

(4) the minimization, to the greatest ex
tent possible, of the taking of private prop
erty by the Federal Government and to en
sure that just compensation is paid by the 
Government for any taking; and 

(5) the establishment of administrative 
compensation procedures involving the en
forcement of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 and section 404 of the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act. 
TITLE ll-PROPERTY RIGHTS LITIGATION 

RELIEF 
SEC. 201. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) property rights have been abrogated by 

the application of laws, regulations, and 
other actions by the Federal Government 
that adversely affect the value of private 
property; 

(2) certain provisions of sections 1346 and 
1402 and chapter 91 of title 28, United States 
Code (commonly known as the Tucker Act), 
that delineate the jurisdiction of courts 
hearing property rights claims, complicates 
the ability of a property owner to vindicate 
a property owner's right to just compensa
tion for a governmental action that has 
caused a physical or regulatory taking; 

(3) current law-
(A) forces a property owner to elect be

tween equitable relief in the district court 
and monetary relief (the value of the prop
erty taken) in the United States Court of 
Federal Claims; 

(B) is used to urge dismissal in the district 
court on the ground that the plaintiff should 
seek just compensation in the Court of Fed
eral Claims; and 

(C) is used to urge dismissal in the Court of 
Federal Claims on the ground that plaintiff 
should seek equitable relief in district court; 

(4) property owners cannot fully vindicate 
property rights in one court; 

(5) property owners should be able to fully 
recover for a taking of their private property 
in one court; 

(6) certain provisions of section 1346 and 
1402 and chapter 91 of title 28, United States 
Code (commonly known as the Tucker Act) 
should be amended, giving both the district 
courts of the United States and the Court of 
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Federal Claims jurisdiction to hear all 
claims relating to property rights; and 

(7) section 1500 of title 28, United States 
Code, which denies the Court of Federal 
Claims jurisdiction to entertain a suit which 
is pending in another court and made by the 
same plaintiff, should be repealed. 
SEC. 202. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are to-
(1) establish a clear, uniform, and efficient 

judicial process whereby aggrieved property 
owners can obtain vindication of property 
rights guaranteed by the fifth amendment to 
the United States Constitution and this Act; 

(2) amend the Tucker Act, including the re
peal of section 1500 of title 28, United States 
Code; 

(3) rectify the constitutional imbalance be
tween the Federal Government and the 
States; and 

(4) require the Federal Government to 
compensate property owners for the depriva
tion of property rights that result from 
State agencies' enforcement of federally 
mandated programs. 
SEC. 203. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title the term-
(1) "agency" means a department, agency, 

independent agency, or instrumentality of 
the United States, including any military de
partment, Government corporation, Govern
ment-controlled corporation, or other estab
lishment in the executive branch of the Unit
ed States Government; 

(2) "agency action" means any action or 
decision taken by an agency that--

(A) takes a property right; or 
(B) unreasonably impedes the use of prop

erty or the exercise of property interests; 
(3) "just compensation"-
(A) means compensation equal to the full 

extent of a property owner's loss, including 
the fair market value of the private property 
taken and business losses arising from a tak
ing, whether the taking is by physical occu
pation or through regulation, exaction, or 
other means; and 

(B) shall include compounded interest cal
culated from the date of the taking until the 
date the United States tenders payment; 

(4) " owner" means the owner or possessor 
of property or rights in property at the time 
the taking occurs, including when-

(A) the statute, regulation, rule , order, 
guideline, policy, or action is passed or pro
mulgated; or 

(B) the permit, license, authorization, or 
governmental permission is denied or sus
pended; 

(5) "private property" or "property" 
means all property protected under the fifth 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States, any applicable Federal or State 
law, or this Act, and includes-

(A) real property, whether vested or 
unvested, including-

(i) estates in fee, life estates, estates for 
years, or otherwise; 

(ii) inchoate interests in real property such 
as remainders and future interests; 

(iii) personalty that is affixed to or appur-
tenant to real property; 

(iv) easements; 
(v) leaseholds; 
(vi) recorded liens; and 
(vii) contracts or other security interests 

in, or related to, real property; 
(B) the right to use water or the right to 

receive water, including any recorded lines 
on such water right; 

(C) rents , issues, and profits of land, in
cluding minerals, timber, fodder, crops, oil 
and gas, coal, or geothermal energy; 

(D) property rights provided by, or memo
rialized in, a contract, except that such 
rights shall not be construed under this title 
to prevent the United States from prohibit
ing the formation of contracts deemed to 
harm the public welfare or to prevent the 
execution of contracts for-

(i) national security reasons; or 
(ii) exigencies that present immediate or 

reasonably foreseeable threats or injuries to 
life or property; 

(E) any interest defined as property under 
State law; or 

(F) any interest understood to be property 
based on custom, usage, common law, or mu
tually reinforcing understandings suffi
ciently well-grounded in law to back a claim 
of interest; 

(6) "State agency" means any State de
partment, agency, political subdivision, or 
instrumentality that--

(A) carries out or enforces a regulatory 
program required under Federal law; 

(B) is delegated administrative or sub
stantive responsibility under a Federal regu
latory program; or 

(C) receives Federal funds in connection 
with a regulatory program established by a 
State, 
if the State enforcement of the regulatory 
program, or the receipt of Federal funds in 
connection with a regulatory program estab
lished by a State, is directly related to the 
taking of private property seeking to be vin
dicated under this Act; and 

(7) "taking of private property", "taking", 
or "take"-

(A) means any action whereby private 
property is directly taken as to require com
pensation under the fifth amendment to the 
United States Constitution or under this 
Act, including by physical invasion, regula
tion, exaction, condition, or other means; 
and 

(B) shall not include---
(i) a condemnation action filed by the 

United States in an applicable court; or 
(ii) an action filed by the United States re

lating to criminal forfeiture. 
SEC. 204. COMPENSATION FOR TAKEN PROP

ERTY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-No agency or State agen

cy, shall take private property except for 
public use and with just compensation to the 
property owner. A property owner shall re
ceive just compensation if-

(1) as a consequence of an action of any 
agency, or State agency, private property 
(whether all or in part) has been physically 
invaded or taken for public use without the 
consent of the owner; and 

(2)(A) such action does not substantially 
advance the stated governmental interest to 
be achieved by the legislation or regulation 
on which the action is based; 

(B) such action exacts the owner's con
stitutional or otherwise lawful right to use 
the property or a portion of such property as 
a condition for the granting of a permit, li
cense, variance , or any other agency action 
without a rough proportionality between the 
stated need for the required dedication and 
the impact of the proposed use of the prop
erty; 

(C) such action results in the property 
owner being deprived, either temporarily or 
permanently, of all or substantially all eco
nomically beneficial or productive use of the 
property or that part of the property af
fected by the action without a showing that 
such deprivation inheres in the title itself; 

(D) such action diminishes the fair market 
value of the affected portion of the property 
which is the subject of the action by 33 per-

cent or more with respect to the value imme
diately prior to the governmental act~on; or 

(E) under any other circumstance where a 
taking has occurred within the meaning of 
the fifth amendment of the United States 
Constitution. 

(b) NO CLAIM AGAINST STATE OR STATE lN
STRUMENTALITY.-No action may be filed 
under this section against a State agency for 
carrying out the functions described under 
section 203(6). 

(c) BURDEN OF PROOF.-(!) The Government 
shall bear the burden of proof in any action 
described under-

(A) subsection (a)(2)(A), with regard to 
showing the nexus between the stated gov
ernmental purpose of the governmental in
terest and the impact on the proposed use of 
private property; 

(B) subsection (a)(2)(B), with regard to 
showing the proportionalit~etween the ex
action and the impact of the prt>posed use of 
the property; and 

(C) subsection (a)(2)(C), with regard to 
showing that such deprivation of value in
heres in the title to the property. 

(2) The property owner shall have the bur
den of proof in any action described under 
subsection (a)(2)(D), with regard to establish
ing the diminution of value of property. 

(d) COMPENSATION AND NUISANCE EXCEPTION 
TO PAYMENT OF JUST COMPENSATION.-(!) No 
compensation shall be required by this Act if 
the owner's use or proposed use of the prop
erty is a nuisance as commonly understood 
and defined by background principles of nui
sance and property law, as understood within 
the State in which the property is situated, 
and to bar an award of damages under this 
Act, the United States shall have the burden 
of proof to establish that the use or proposed 
use of the property is a nuisance. 

(2) Subject to paragraph (1), if an agency 
action directly takes property or a portion of 
property under subsection (a), compensation 
to the owner of the property that is affected 
by the action shall be either the greater of 
an amount equal to-

(A) the difference between-
(i) the fair market value of the property or 

portion of the property affected by agency 
action before such property became the sub
ject of the specific government regulation; 
and 

(ii) the fair market value of the property 
or portion of the property when such prop
erty becomes subject to the agency action; 
or 

(B) business losses. 
(e) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY lNTEREST.-The 

United States shall take title to the prop
erty interest for which the United States 
pays a claim under this Act. 

(f) SOURCE OF COMPENSATION.-Awards of 
compensation referred to in this section, 
whether by judgment, settlement, or admin
istrative action, shall be promptly paid by 
the agency out of currently available appro
priations supporting the activities giving 
rise to the claims for compensation. If insuf
ficient funds are available to the agency in 
the fiscal year in which the award becomes 
final, the agency shall either pay the award 
from appropriations available in the next fis
cal year or promptly seek additional appro
priations for such purpose. 
SEC. 205. JURISDICTION AND JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A property owner may 
file a civil action under this Act to challenge 
the validity of any agency action that ad
versely affects the owner's interest in pri
vate property in either the United States 
District Court or the United States Court of 
Federal Claims. This section constitutes ex
press waiver of the sovereign immunity of 
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the United States. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and notwithstanding 
the issues involved, the relief sought, or the 
amount in controversy, each court ' shall 
have concurrent jurisdiction over both 
claims for monetary relief and claims seek- · 
ing invalidation of any Act of Congress or 
any regulation of an agency as defined under 
this Act affecting private property rights. 
The plaintiff shall have the election of the 
court in which to file a claim for relief. 

(b) STANDING.-Persons adversely affected 
by an agency action taken under this Act 
shall have standing to challenge and seek ju
dicial review of that action. 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 28, UNITED 
STATES CODE.-(1) Section 149l(a) Of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) in paragraph (1) by amending the first 
sentence to read as follows: "The United 
States Court of Federal Claims shall have ju
risdiction to render judgment upon any 
claim against the United States for mone
tary relief founded either upon the Constitu
tion or any Act of Congress or any regula
tion of an executive department, or upon any 
express or implied contract with the United 
States, in cases not sounding in tort, or for 
invalidation of any Act of Congress or any 
regulation of an executive department that 
adversely affects private property rights in 
violation of the fifth amendment of the Unit
ed States Constitution"; 

(B) in paragraph (2) by inserting before the 
first sentence the following: "In any case 
within its jurisdiction, the Court of Federal 
Claims shall have the power to grant injunc
tive and declaratory relief when appro-
priate."; and • 

(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new paragraphs: 

"(4) In cases otherwise within its jurisdic
tion, the Court of Federal Claims shall also 
have ancillary jurisdiction, concurrent with 
the courts designated in section 1346(b) of 
this title, to render judgment upon any re
lated tort claim authorized under section 
2674 of this title. 

"(5) In proceedings within the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Federal Claims which con
stitute judicial review of agency action 
(rather than de novo proceedings), the provi
sions of section 706 of title 5 shall apply.". 

(2)(A) Section 1500 of title 28, United States 
Code, is repealed. 

(B) The table of sections for chapter 91 of 
title 28, United States Code, is amended by 
striking out the item relating to section 
1500. 
SEC. 206. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 

The statute of limitations for actions 
brought under this title shall be 6 years from 
the date of the taking of private property. 
SEC. 207. A'ITORNEYS' FEES AND COSTS. 

The court, in issuing any final order in any 
action brought under this title, shall award 
costs of litigation (including reasonable at
torney and expert witness fees) to any pre
vailing plaintiff. 
SEC. 208. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
interfere with the authority of any State to 
create additional property rights. 
SEC. 209. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The provisions of this title and amend
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 
shall apply to any agency action that occurs 
after such date. 

TITLE III-ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 

SEC. 301. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Either party to a dispute 

over a taking of private property as defined 

under this Act or litigation commenced 
under title II of this Act may elect to resolve 
the dispute through settlement or arbitra
tion. In the administration of this section-

(!) such alternative dispute resolution may 
only be effectuated by the consent of all par
ties; 

(2) arbitration procedures shall be in ac
cordance with the alternative dispute resolu
tion procedures established by the American 
Arbitration Association; and 

(3) in no event shall arbitration be a condi
tion precedent or an administrative proce
dure to be exhausted before the filing of a 
civil action under this Act. 

(b) COMPENSATION AS A RESULT OF ARBITRA
TION.-The amount of arbitration awards 
shall be paid from the responsible agency's 
currently available appropriations support
ing the agency's activities giving rise to the 
claim for compensation. If insufficient funds 
are available to the agency in the fiscal year 
in which the award becomes final, the agen
cy shall either pay the award from appro
priations available in the next fiscal year or 
promptly seek additional appropriations for 
such purpose. 

(c) REVIEW OF ARBITRATION.-Appeal from 
arbitration decisions shall be to the United 
States District Court or the United States 
Court of Federal Claims in the manner pre
scribed by law for the claim under this Act. 

(d) PAYMENT OF CERTAIN COMPENSATION.
ln any appeal under subsection (c), the 
amount of the award of compensation shall 
be promptly paid by the agency from appro
priations supporting the activities giving 
rise to the claim for compensation currently 
available at the time of final action on the 
appeal. If insufficient funds are available to 
the agency in the fiscal year in which the 
award becomes final, the agency shall either 
pay the award from appropriations available 
in the next fiscal year or promptly seek addi
tional appropriations for such purpose. 

TITLE IV-PRIVATE PROPERTY TAKING 
IMPACT ANALYSIS 

SEC. 401. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
The Congress finds that-
(1) the Federal Government should protect 

the health, safety, welfare, and rights of the 
public; and 

(2) to the extent practicable, avoid takings 
of private property by assessing the effect of 
government action on private property 
rights. 
SEC. 402. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title the term-
(1) "agency" means an agency as defined 

under section 203 of this Act, but shall not 
include the General Accounting Office; 

(2) "rule" has the same meaning as such 
term is defined under section 551(4) of title 5, 
United States Code; and 

(3) "taking of private property" has the 
same meaning as such term is defined under 
section 203 of this Act. 
SEC. 403. PRIVATE PROPERTY T~G DdPACT 

ANALYSIS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) The Congress author

izes and directs that, to the fullest extent 
possible---

(A) the policies, regulations. and public 
laws of the United States shall be inter
preted and administered in accordance with 
the policies under this title; and 

(B) subject to paragraph (2), all agencies of 
the Federal Government shall complete a 
private property taking impact analysis be
fore issuing or promulgating any policy, reg
ulation, proposed legislation, or related 
agency action which is likely to result in a 
taking of private property. 

(2) The provisions of paragraph (l)(B) shall 
not apply to-

(A) an action in which the power of emi
nent domain is formally exercised; 

(B) an action taken-
(i) with respect to property held in trust by 

the United States; or 
(ii) in preparation for, or in connection 

with, treaty negotiations with foreign na
tions; 

(C) a law enforcement action, including 
seizure, for a violation of law, of property for 
forfeiture or as evidence in a criminal pro
ceeding; 

(D) a study or similar effort or planning 
activity; 

(E) a communication between an agency 
and a State or local land-use planning agen
cy concerning a planned or proposed State or 
local activity that regulates private prop
erty, regardless of whether the communica
tion is initiated by an agency or is under
taken in response to an invitation by the 
State or local authority; 

(F) the placement of a military facility or 
a military activity involving the use of sole
ly Federal property; 

(G) any military or foreign affairs function 
(including a procurement function under a 
military or foreign affairs function), but not 
including the civil works program of the 
Army Corps of Engineers; and 

(H) any case in which there is an imme
diate threat to health or safety that con
stitutes an emergency requiring immediate 
response or the issuance of a regulation 
under section 553(b)(B) of title 5, United 
States Code, if the taking impact analysis is 
completed after the emergency action is car
ried out or the regulation is published. 

(3) A private property taking impact anal
ysis shall be a written statement that in
cludes-

(A) the specific purpose of the policy. regu
lation, proposal, recommendation, or related 
agency action; 

(B) an assessment of the likelihood that a 
taking of private property will occur under 
such policy, regulation, proposal, rec
ommendation, or related agency action; 

(C) an evaluation of whether such policy, 
regulation, proposal, recommendation, or re
lated agency action is likely to require com
pensation to private property owners; 

(D) alternatives to the policy, regulation, 
proposal, recommendation, or related agency 
action that would achieve the intended pur
poses of the agency action and lessen the 
likelihood that a taking of private property 
will occur; and 

(E) an estimate of the potential liability of 
the Federal Government if the Government 
is required to compensate a private property 
owner. 

(4) Each agency shall provide an analysis 
required under this section as part of any 
submission otherwise required to be made to 
the Office of Management and Budget in con
junction with a proposed regulation. 

(b) GUIDANCE AND REPORTING REQUIRE
MENTS.-

(1) The Attorney General of the United 
States shall provide legal guidance in a 
timely manner, in response to a request by 
an agency. to assist the agency in complying 
with this section. 

(2) No later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act and at the end of each 
1-year period thereafter, each agency shall 
submit a report to the Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget and the Attorney 
General of the United States identifying 
each agency action that has resulted in the 
preparation of a taking impact analysis, the 
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filing of a taking claim, or an award of com
pensation under the just compensation 
clause of the fifth amendment of the United 
States Constitution. The Director of the Of
fice of Management and Budget and the At
torney General of the United States shall 
publish in the Federal Register, on an annual 
basis, a compilation of the reports of all 
agencies submitted under this paragraph. 

(C) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF ANALYSIS.- An 
agency shall-

(1) make each private property taking im
pact analysis available to the public; and 

(2) to the greatest extent practicable, 
transmit a copy of such analysis to the 
owner or any other person with a property 
right or interest in the affected property. 

(d) PRESUMPTIONS IN PROCEEDINGS.-For 
the purpose of any agency action or adminis
trative or judicial proceeding, there shall be 
a rebuttable presumption that the costs, val
ues. and estimates in any private property 
takings impact analysis shall be outdated 
and inaccurate, if-

(1) such analysis was completed 5 years or 
more before the date of such action or pro
ceeding; and 

(2) such costs, values, or estimates have 
not been modified within the 5-year period 
preceding the date of such action or proceed
ing. 
SEC. 404. DECISIONAL CRITERIA AND AGENCY 

COMPLIANCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-No final rule shall be pro

mulgated if enforcement of the rule could 
reasonably be construed to require an un
compensated taking of private property as 
defined by this Act. 

(b) COMPLIANCE.-In order to meet the pur
poses of this Act as expressed in section 401 
of this title, all agencies shall-

(1) review, and where appropriate, re-pro
mulgate all regulations that result in 
takings of private property under this Act, 
and reduce such takings of private property 
to the maximum extent possible within ex
isting statutory requirements; 

(2) prepare and submit their budget re
quests consistent with the purposes of this 
Act as expressed in section 401 of this title 
for fiscal year 1997 and all fiscal years there
after; and 

(3) within 120 days of the effective date of 
this section, submit to the appropriate au
thorizing and appropriating committees of 
the Congress a detailed list of statutory 
changes that are necessary to meet fully the 
purposes of section 401 of this title, along 
with a statement prioritizing such amend
ments and an explanation of the agency's 
reasons for such prioritization. 
SEC. 405. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed 
to-

(1) limit any right or remedy, constitute a 
condition precedent or a requirement to ex
haust administrative remedies, or bar any 
claim of any person relating to such person's 
property under any other law, including 
claims made under this Act, section 1346 or 
1402 of title 28, United States Code, or chap
ter 91 of title 28, United States Code; or 

(2) constitute a conclusive determination 
of-

(A) the value of any property for purposes 
of an appraisal for the acquisition of prop
erty, or for the determination of damages; or 

(B) any other material issue. 
SEC. 406. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS. 

No action may be filed in a court of the 
United States to enforce the provisions of 
this title on or after the date occurring 6 
years after the date of the submission of the 
applicable private property taking impact 

99-059 0-97 Vol. 141 (Pt. 7) 4 

analysis to the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

TITLE V-PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNERS 
ADMINISTRATIVE BILL OF RIGHTS 

SEC. 501. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
(a) FINDlNGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) a number of Federal environmental pro

grams, specifically programs administered 
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and section 404 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. 1344), have been implemented by em
ployees, agents, and representatives of the 
Federal Government in a manner that de
prives private property owners of the use and 
control of property; 

(2) as Federal programs are proposed that 
would limit and restrict the use of private 
property to provide habitat for plant and 
animal species, the rights of private property 
owners must be recognized and respected; 

(3) private property owners are being 
forced by Federal policy to resort to exten
sive, lengthy, and expensive litigation to 
protect certain basic civil rights guaranteed 
by the United States Constitution; 

(4) many private property owners do not 
have the financial resources or the extensive 
commitment of time to proceed in litigation 
against t.lo!.e Federal Government; 

(5) a clear Federal policy is needed to guide 
and direct Federal agencies with respect to 
the implementation of environmental laws 
that directly impact private property; 

. (6) all private property owners should and 
are required to comply with current nui
sance laws and should not use property in a 
manner that harms their neighbors; 

(7) nuisance laws have traditionally been 
enacted, implemented, and enforced at the 
State and local level where such laws are 
best able to protect the rights of all private 
property owners and local citizens; and 

(8) traditional pollution control laws are 
intended to protect the general public's 
health and physical welfare, and current 
habitat protection programs are intended to 
protect the welfare of plant and animal spe
cies. 

(b) PURPOSES.- The purposes of this title 
are to-

(1) provide a consistent Federal policy to 
encourage, support, and promote the private 
ownership of property; and 

(2) to establish an administrative process 
and remedy to ensure that the constitutional 
and legal rights of private property owners 
are protected by the Federal Government 
and Federal employees, agents, and rep
resentatives. 
SEC. 502. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title the term-
(1) " the Acts" means the Endangered Spe

cies Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and 
section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(2) "agency head" means the Secretary or 
Administrator with jurisdiction or authority 
to take a final agency action under the En
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et 
seq.) or section 404 of the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(3) "non-Federal person" means a person 
other than an officer, employee, agent, de
partment, or instrumentality of-

(A) the Federal Government; or 
(B) a foreign government; 
(4) "private property owner" means a non

Federal person (other than an officer, em
ployee, agent, department, or instrumental
ity of a State, municipality, or political sub
division of a State, acting in an official ca
pacity or a State, municipality, or subdivi
sion of a State) that--

(A) owns property referred to under para
graph (5) (A) or (B); or 

(B) holds property referred to under para-
graph (5)(C); 

(5) " property" means
(A) land; 
(B) any interest in land; and 
(C) the right to use or the right to receive 

water; and 
(6) "qualified agency action" means an 

agency action (as that term is defined in sec
tion 551(13) of title 5, United States Code) 
that is taken-

(A) under section 404 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); or 

(B) under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 
SEC. 503. PROTECTION OF PRIVATE PROPERTY 

RIGHTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- In implementing and en

forcing the Acts, each agency head shall-
(!) comply with applicable State and tribal 

government laws, including laws relating to 
private property rights and privacy; and 

(2) administer and implement the Acts in a 
manner that has the least impact on private 
property owners' constitutional and other 
legal rights. 

(b) FINAL DECISIONS.-Each agency head 
shall develop and implement rules and regu
lations for ensuring that the constitutional 
and other legal rights of private property 
owners are protected when the agency head 
makes, or participates with other agencies in 
the making of, any final decision that re
stricts the use of private property in admin
istering and implementing this Act. 
SEC. 504. PROPERTY OWNER CONSENf FOR 

ENTRY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-An agency head may not 

enter privately owned property to collect in
formation regarding the property, unless the 
private property owner has-

(1) consented in writing to that entry; 
(2) after providing that consent, been pro

vided notice of that entry; and 
(3) been notified that any raw data col

lected from the property shall be made avail
able at no cost, if requested by the private 
property owner. 

(b) NONAPPLICATION.-Subsection (a) does 
not prohibit entry onto property for the pur
pose of obtaining consent or providing notice 
required under subsection (a). 
SEC. 505. RIGHT TO REVIEW AND DISPUTE DATA 

COLLECTED FROM PRIVATE PROP
ERTY. 

An agency head may not use data that is 
collected on privately owned property to im
plement or enforce the Acts. unless-

(1) the agency head has provided to the pri
vate property owner-

(A) access to the information; 
(B) a detailed description of the manner in 

which the information was collected; and 
(C) an opportunity to dispute the accuracy 

of the information; and 
(2) the agency head has determined that 

the information is accurate, if the private 
property owner disputes the accuracy of the 
information under paragraph (l)(C). 
SEC. 506. RIGHT TO AN ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL 

OF WETLANDS DECISIONS. 
Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

" (u) ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.-
"(1) The Secretary or Administrator shall, 

after notice and opportunity for public com
ment, issue rules to establish procedures to 
allow private property owners or their au
thorized representatives an opportunity for 
an administrative appeal of the following ac
tions under this section: 
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"(A) A determination of regulatory juris-

diction over a particular parcel of property. 
"(B) The denial of a permit. 
"(C) The terms and conditions of a permit. 
"(D) The imposition of an administrative 

penalty. 
"(E) The imposition of an order requiring 

the private property owner to restore or oth
erwise alter the property. 

"(2) Rules issued under paragraph (1) shall 
provide that any administrative appeal of an 
action described in paragraph (1) shall be 
heard and decided by an official other than 
the official who took the action, and shall be 
conducted at a location which is in the vicin
ity of the property involved in the action. 

"(3) An owner of private property may re
ceive compensation, if appropriate, subject 
to the provisions of section 508 of the Emer
gency Property Owners Relief Act of 1995. ". 
SEC. 507. RIGHT TO ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL 

UNDER THE ENDANGERED SPECIES 
ACT OF 1973. 

Section 11 of the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973(16 u.s.a. 1540) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

"(i) ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS.-
"(1) The Secretary shall, after notice and 

opportunity for public comment, issue rules 
to establish procedures to allow private 
property owners or their authorized rep
resentatives an opportunity for an adminis
trative appeal of the following actions: 

"(A) A determination that a particular 
parcel of property is critical habitat of a list
ed species. 

"(B) The denial of a permit for an inciden
tal take. 

"(C) The terms and conditions of an inci
dental take permit. 

"(D) The finding of jeopardy in any con
sultation on an agency action affecting a 
particular parcel of property under section 
7(a)(2) or any reasonable and prudent alter
native resulting from such finding. 

"(E) Any incidental 'take' statement, and 
any reasonable and prudent measures in
cluded therein, issued in any consultation af
fecting a particular parcel of property under 
section 7(a)(2). 

"(F) The imposition of an administrative 
penalty. 

"(G) The imposition of an order prohibit
ing or substantially limiting the use of the 
property. 

"(2) Rules issued under paragraph (1) shall 
provide that any administrative appeal of an 
acti0n described in paragraph (1) shall be 
heard and decided by an official other than 
the official who took the action, and shall be 
conducted at a location which is in the vicin
ity of the parcel of property involved in the 
action. 

"(3) An owner of private property may re
ceive compensation, if appropriate, subject 
to the provisions of section 508 of the Emer
gency Property Owners Relief Act of 1995.". 
SEC. 508. COMPENSATION FOR TAKING OF PRI-

VATE PROPERTY. 
(a) ELIGIBILITY.-A private property owner 

that, as a consequence of a final qualified 
agency action of an agency head, is deprived 
of 33 percent or more of the fair market 
value, or the ·economically viable use, of the 
affected portion of the property as deter
mined by a qualified appraisal expert, is en
titled to receive compensation in accordanc~ 
with the standards set forth in section 204 of 
this Act. 

(b) TIME LIMITATION FOR COMPENSATION RE
QUEST.-No later than 90 days after receipt of 
a final decision of an agency head that de
prives a private property owner of fair mar
ket value or viable use of property for which 

compensation is required under subsection 
(a), the private property owner may submit 
in writing a request to the agency head for 
compensation in accordance with subsection 
(C). 

(C) OFFER OF AGENCY HEAD.-No later than 
180 days after the receipt of a request for 
compensation, the agency head shall stay 
the decision and shall provide to the private 
property owner-

(1) an offer to purchase the affected prop
erty of the private property owner at a fair 
market value assuming no use restrictions 
under the Acts; and 

(2) an offer to compensate the private prop
erty owner for the difference between the 
fair market value of the property without 
those restrictions and the fair market value 
of the property with those restrictions. 

(d) PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNER'S RE
SPONSE.-(1) No later than 60 days after the 
date of receipt of the agency head's offers 
under subsection (c) (1) and (2) the private 
property owner shall accept one of the offers 
or reject both offers. 

(2) If the private property owner rejects 
both offers, the private property owner may 
submit the matter for arbitration to an arbi
trator appointed by the agency head from a 
list of arbitrators submitted to the agency 
head by the American Arbitration Associa
tion. The arbitration shall be conducted in 
accordance with the real estate valuation ar
bitration rules of that association. For pur
poses of this section, an arbitration is bind
ing on-

(A) the agency head and a private property 
owner as to the amount, if any, of compensa
tion owed to the private property owner; and 

(B) whether the private property owner has 
been deprived of fair market value or viable 
use of property for which compensation is re
quired under subsection (a). 

(e) JUDGMENT.-A qualified agency action 
of an agency head that deprives a private 
property owner of property as described 
under subsection (a), is deemed, at the op
tion of the private property owner, to be a 
taking under the United States Constitution 
and a judgment against the United States if 
the private property owner-

(1) accepts the agency head's offer under 
subsection (c); or 

(2) submits to arbitration under subsection 
(d). 

(0 PAYMENT.-An agency head shall pay a 
private property owner any compensation re
quired under the terms of an offer of the 
agency head that is accepted by the private 
property owner in accordance with sub
section (d), or under a decision of an arbitra
tor under that subsection, out of currently 
available appropriations supporting the ac
tivities giving rise to the claim for com
pensation. The agency head shall pay to the 
extent of available funds any compensation 
under this section not later than 60 days 
after the date of the acceptance or the date 
of the issuance of the decision, respectively. 
If insufficient funds are available to the 
agency in the fiscal year in which the award 
becomes final, the agency shall either pay 
the award from appropriations available in 
the next fiscal year or promptly seek addi
tional appropriations for such purpose. 

(g) FORM OF PAYMENT.-Payment under 
this section, as that form is agreed to by the 
agency head and the private property owner, 
may be in the form of-

(1) payment of an amount equal to the fair 
market value of the property on the day be
fore the date of the final qualified agency ac
tion with respect to which the property or 
interest is acquired; or 

(2) a payment of an amount equal to the 
reduction in value. 
SEC. 509. PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNER PARTICI

PATION IN COOPERATIVE AGREE
MENTS. 

Section 6 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 u.s.a. 1535) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(j) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, when the Secretary enters 
into a management agreement under sub
section (b) with any non-Federal person that 
establishes restrictions on the use of prop
erty, the Secretary shall notify all private 
property owners or lessees of the property 
that is subject to the management agree
ment and shall provide an opportunity for 
each private property owner or lessee to par
ticipate in the management agreement.". 
SEC. 510. ELECTION OF REMEDIES. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed 
to--

(1) deny any person the right, as a condi
tion precedent or as a requirement to ex
haust administrative remedies, to proceed 
under title IT or III of this Act; 

(2) bar any claim of any person relating to 
such person's property under any other law, 
including claims made under section 1346 or 
1402 of title 28, United States Code, or chap
ter 91 of title 28, United States Code; or 

(3) constitute a conclusive determination 
of-

(A) the value of property for purposes of an 
appraisal for the acquisition of property, or 
for the determination of damages; or 

(B) any other material issue. 
TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 601. SEVERABILITY. 
If any provision of this Act, an amendment 

made by this Act, or the application of such 
provision or amendment to any person or 
circumstance is held to be unconstitutional, 
the remainder of this Act, the amendments 
made by this Act, and the application of the 
provisions of such to any person or cir
cumstance shall not be affected thereby. 
SEC. 602. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
the provisions of this Act shall take effect on 
the date of enactment and shall apply to any 
agency action of the United States Govern
ment after such date. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to support the introduc
tion of the Omnibus Property Rights 
Act of 1995. This bill is an omnibus 
property rights measure that combines 
four different approaches, contained in 
separate ti ties in the act, designed to 
protect private property from Federal 
Government intrusion. The citizens of 
Utah understand that the right to own 
property is a precious fundamental 
right, one which is vulnerable to an 
overbearing Federal Government. 

At my urging, four different ap
proaches contained in various bills, 
bills designed to protect private prop
erty from Federal Government intru
sion and introduced by several Sen
ators, were merged in a single bill. I be
lieved that the combination of these 
approaches would be far more effica
cious in protecting private property 
than in just relying on a single strat
egy. This omnibus bill is the product of 
almost a year of work and countless 
drafts and represents the most sophis
ticated legislative mechanism to foster 
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and protect the private ownership of 
property. I want to commend Senators 
DOLE, GRAMM of Texas, SHELBY, NICK
LES, BROWN, CRAIG, LOTT, HEFLIN, KYL, 
ABRAHAM, and THOMAS, and their 
staffs, for participating in this project. 
I in tend to hold formal hearings on this 
bill in the very near future. 

The first approach under the bill en
compasses property rights litigation 
reform. This approach, advocated by 
myself and in part by Senator GRAMM 
of Texas, establishes a distinct Federal 
fifth amendment takings claim against 
Federal agencies by aggrieved property 
owners, thus clarifying the sometimes 
incoherent and contradictory constitu
tional property rights case law. It also 
resolves the jurisdictional dispute be
tween the Federal district courts and 
the Court of Federal Claims over fifth 
amendment takings cases. It is a re
finement of a proposal I placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on October 7, 
1994. 

The second approach, promoted by 
Senator DOLE, in essence codifies 
President Reagan's Executive Order 
12630. Under this approach, a Federal 
agency must conduct a private prop
erty taking impact analysis before is
suing or promulgating any policy, reg
ulation, or related agency action which 
is likely to result in a taking of private 
property. Significantly, we have added 
to this section a reg. reform provision 
that prohibits any rule from becoming 
final if the rule could reasonably be 
construed when enforced to result in an 
uncompensated taking of private prop
erty. 

The third approach, initiated by Sen
ators SHELBY and NICKLES, establishes 
an agency administrative appellate and 
compensation procedure for takings of 
real property during enforcement and 
administration of both the Endangered 
Species Act and the Wetlands Preserva
tion Program under section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

These acts present special enforce
ment problems and an agency appellate 
and compensation procedure allows the 
agency and the aggrieved party the op
tion to avoid litigation. The fourth ap
proach provides for alternative dispute 
resolution in arbitration proceedings. I 
must add that the bill provides for a 
complete election of remedies. If a de
cision of an agency appeal is unreason
ably delayed, an aggrieved party may 
drop the appeal and litigate according 
to the terms of the act. These four ap
proaches, established by the Omnibus 
Property Rights Act, together function 
to empower the property owner with 
mechanisms to vindicate the fun
damental constitutional right of pri
vate ownership of property, while insti
tuting powerful incentives for Federal 
agencies both to protect private prop
erty and include such protection in 
agency planning and regulating. 

IMPORTANCE OF PRIVATE PROPERTY 

The private ownership of property is 
essential to a free society and is an in-

tegral part of our Judea-Christian cul
ture and the Western tradition of lib
erty and limited government. Private 
ownership of property and the sanctity 
of property rights reflects the distinc
tion in our culture between a preexist
ing civil society and the state that is 
consequently established to promote 
order. Private property creates the so
cial and economic organizations that 
counterbalance the power of the state 
by providing an alternative source of 
power and prestige to the state itself. 
It is therefore a necessary condition of 
liberty arid prosperity. 

While government is properly under
stood to be instituted to protect lib
erty within an orderly society and such 
liberty is commonly understood to in
clude the right of free speech, assem
bly, religious exercise, and other rights 
such as those enumerated in the Bill of 
Rights, it is all too often forgotten 
that the right of private ownership of 
property is also a critical component of 
liberty. To the 17th-century English 
political philosopher, John Locke, who 
greatly influenced the Founders of our 
Republic, the very role of government 
is to protect property: "The great and 
chief end therefore, on Men uniting 
into Commonwealths, and putting 
themselves under Government, is the 
preservation of their property." [J. 
Locke, Second Treatise ch. 9, §124, in J. 
Locke, ''Two Treatises of Government'' 
(1698)]. The Framers of our Constitu
tion likewise viewed the function of 
government as one of fostering individ
ual liberties through the protection of 
property interests. James Madison, 
termed the "Father of the Constitu
tion," unhesitantly endorsed this 
Lockean viewpoint when he wrote in 
the Federalist No. 54 that "[govern
ment] is instituted no less for the pro
tection of property, than of the persons 
of individuals." Indeed, to Madison, the 
private possession of property was 
viewed as a natural and individual 
right both to be protected against gov
ernment encroachment and to be pro
tected by government against others. 

To be sure, the private ownership of 
property was not considered absolute. 
Property owners could not exercise 
their rights as a nuisance that harmed 
their neighbors, and Government could 
use, what was termed in the 18th c~n
tury, its despotic power of eminent do
main to seize property for public use. 
Justice, it became to be believed, re
quired compensation for the property 
taken by Government. The earliest ex
ample of a compensation requirement 
is found in chapter 28 of the Magna 
Carta of 1215, which reads: 

No constable or other bailiff of ours shall 
take corn or other provisions from anyone 
without immediately tendering money 
therefor, unless he can have postponement 
thereof by permission of the seller. 

But the record of English and colo
nial compensation for taken property 
was spotty at best, although it has 

been argued by some historians and 
legal scholars that compensation for 
takings of property became recognized 
as customary practice during the 
American colonial period. [See W. 
Stoebuck, "A General Theory of Emi
nent Domain," 47 Wash. L. Rev. 53 
(1972)]. 

Nevertheless, by American independ
ence the compensation requirement 
was considered a necessary restraint on 
arbitrary governmental seizures of 
property. The Vermont Constitution of 
1777, the Massachusetts Constitution of 
1780, and the Northwest Ordinance of 
1787, recognized that compensation 
must be paid whenever property was 
taken for general public use or for pub
lic exigencies. And although accounts 
of the 1791 congressional debate over 
the Bill of Rights provide no evidence 
of why a public use and just compensa
tion requirement for takings of private 
property was eventually included in 
the fifth amendment, James Madison, 
the author of the fifth amendment, re
flected the views of other supporters of 
the new Constitution who feared the 
example to the new Congress of uncom
pensated seizures of property for build
ing of roads and forgiveness of debts by 
radical State legislatures. Con
sequently, the phrase "[n]or shall pri
vate property be taken for public use, 
without just compensation" was in
cluded within the fifth amendment to 
the Constitution. 

THE MODERN THREAT TO PROPERTY RIGHTS 

Despite this historical pedigree and 
the constitutional requirement for the 
protection of property rights, the 
America of the mid- and late-20th cen
tury has witnessed an explosion of Fed
eral regulation of society that has 
jeopardized the private ownership of 
property with the consequent loss of 
individual liberty. Indeed, the most re
cent estimate of the direct-that is, 
not counting indirect costs such as 
higher consumer prices-cost of Fed
eral regulation was $857 billion for 1992. 
Today, the cost to the society probably 
is approaching $1 trillion. According to 
economist Paul Craig Roberts, the 
number of laws Americans are forced 
to endure has risen a staggering 3,000 
percent since the turn of the century. 
Every day the Federal Register grows 
by an incredible 200 pages, containing 
new rules and obligations imposed on 
the American people by supposedly 
their Government. 

Furthermore, even the very concept 
of private property is under attack. In
deed, certain environmental activists 
have termed private property an "out
moded concept" which presents an im
pediment to the Federal Government's 
resolution of society's problems. It is 
this type of thinking that has led regu
lators, in the rush of governmental so
cial engineering, to ignore individual 
rights. Here are just a few of the hun
dreds-if not thousands-of examples 
that occur nationwide: 



8960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE March 23, 1995 
Mrs. Nellie Edwards was the owner of 

36 acres of prime land that was seized 
by the city of Provo, UT, last year for 
an airport expansion project. Mrs. Ed
wards received only $21,500 for her land, 
which was well below the expected 
market value of the land because, un
beknownst to her, the Army Corps of 
Engineers had arbitrarily classified 
part of her land as a wetland. Mrs. Ed
wards, in essence, was victimized by 
the low-land value attached to wet
lands. But the infuriating part of this 
sad story is that an investigator exam
ined her land and saw absolutely no 
water or wildlife present on the land. 

Ocie Mills, a Florida builder, and his 
son were ·sent to prison for 2 years for 
violating the Clean Water Act for plac
ing sand on a quarter-acre lot he 
owned; 

Under this same act, a small Oregon 
school district faced a Federal lawsuit 
for dumping clean fill to build a base
ball-soccer field for its students and 
had to spend thousands of dollars to re
move the fill; 

Ronald Angelocci was jailed for vio
lating the Clean Water Act for dump
ing several truckloads of dirt in the 
backyard of his Michigan home to help 
a family member who had acute asth
ma and allergies aggravated by plants 
in the backyard; and 

A retired couple in the Poconos, after 
obtaining the necessary permits to 
build their home, was informed by the 
Army Corps of Engineers-4 years 
later-that they built their home on 
wetlands and faced penalties of $50,000 
a day if they did not restore most of 
the land to its natural state. 

See B. Bovard, "Lost Rights," 35 
(1944); N. Marzulla, "The Government's 
War on Property Rights," Defenders of 
Property Rights (1994). 

CURRENT PROTECTION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS 
FALL SHORT 

Judicial protection of property rights 
against the regulatory state has been 
both inconsistent and ineffective. 
Physical invasions and Government 
seizures of property have been fairly 
easy for courts to analyze as a species 
of eminent domain, not so the effect of 
regulations which either diminish the 
value of the property or appropriate a 
property interest. This key problem to 
the regulatory takings dilemma was 
recognized by Justice Oliver Wendell 
Holmes in Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. 
Mahon, 260 U.S. 393 (1922). Just how do 
courts determine when regulation 
amounts to a taking? Holmes' answer, 
"if regulation goes too far it will be 
recognized as a taking," 260 U.S. at 415, 
is nothing more than an ipse dixit. In 
the 73 years since Mahon, the Court has 
eschewed any set formula for determin
ing how far is too far, preferring to en
gage in ad hoc factual inquiries, such 
as the three-part test made famous by 
Penn Central Transportation Co. v. City 
of New York, 438 U.S. 104 (1978), which 
balances the economic impact of the 

regulation on property and the char
acter of the regulation against specific 
restrictions on investment-backed ex
pectations of the property owner. 

Despite the valiant attempt by the 
Rehnquist Court to clarify regulatory 
takings analysis in Nollan v. California 
Coastal Comm'n, 483 U.S. 825 (1987), 
Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 
112 S.Ct. 2886 (1992), and in its recent 
decision of Dolan v. City of Tigard, No. 
93-518 (June 24, 1994), takings analysis 
is basically incoherent and confusing 
and applied by lower courts hap
hazardly. The incremental, fact-spe
cific approach that courts now must 
employ in the absence of adequate stat
utory language to vindicate property 
rights under the fifth amendment thus 
has been ineffective and costly. There 
is, accordingly, a need for Congress to 
clarify the law by providing bright line 
standards and an effective remedy. As 
Chief Judge Loren A. Smith of the 
Court of Federal Claims, the court re
sponsible for administering takings 
claims against the United States, 
opined in Bowles v. United States, 31 
Fed. Cl. 37 (1994): 
[j]udicial decisions are far less sensitive to 
societal problems than the law and policy 
made by the political branches of our great 
constitutional system. At best courts sketch 
the outlines of individual rights, they cannot 
hope to fill in the portrait of wise and just 
social and economic policy. 

This incoherence and confusion over 
the substance of takings claims is 
matched by the muddle over jurisdic
tion of property rights claims. The 
Tucker Act, which waives the sov
ereign immunity of the United States 
by granting the Court of Federal 
Claims jurisdiction to entertain mone
tary claims against the United States, 
actually complicates the ability of a 
property owner to vindicate the right 
to just compensation for a Government 
action that has caused a taking. The 
law currently forces a property owner 
to elect between equitable relief in the 
Federal district court and monetary re
lief in the Court of Federal Claims. 
Further difficulty arises when the law 
is used by the Government to urge dis
missal in the district court on the 
ground that the plaintiff should seek 
just compensation in the Court of Fed
eral Claims, and is used to urge dismis-

.sal in the Court of Federal Claims on 
the ground that plaintiff should first 
seek equitable relief in the district 
court. This Tucker Act shuffle is ag
gravated by section 1500 of the Tucker 
Act, which denies the Court of Federal 
Claims jurisdiction to entertain a suit 
which is pending in another court and 
brought by the same plaintiff. Section 
1500 is so poorly drafted and has 
brought so many hardships, that Jus
tice Stevens, in Keene Corporation v. 
United States, 113 S.Ct. 2035, 2048 (1933), 
has called for its repeal or amendment. 

Title II of the Omnibus Property 
Rights Act, which I introduced as 

S. 135 in January, addresses these 
problems. In terms of clarifying the 
substance of takings claims, it first 
clearly defines property interests that 
are subject to the act's takings analy
sis. In this way a floor definition of 
property is established by which the 
Federal Government may not evis
cerate. This title also establishes the 
elements of a takings claim by codify
ing and clarifying the holdings of the 
N ollan, Lucas, and Dolan cases. For in
stance, Dolan's rough proportionality 
test is interpreted to apply to all exac-

. tion situations whereby an owner's 
otherwise lawful right to use property 
is exacted as a condition ·for granting a 
Federal permit. And a distinction is 
drawn between a noncompensable mere 
diminution of value of property as are
sult of Federal regulation and a com
pensable partial taking, which is de
fined as any agency action that dimin
ishes the fair market value of the af
fected property by 33 percent or more. 
The result of drawing these bright lines 
will not end fact-specific litigation, 
which is endemic to all law suits, but it 
will ameliorate the ever-increasing ad 
hoc and arbitrary nature of takings 
claims. 

This title also resolves the jurisdic
tional confusion over takings claims. 
Because property owners should be able 
fully to recover for a taking in one 
court, the Tucker Act is amended giv
ing both the district courts and the 
Court of Federal Claims concurrent ju
risdiction to hear all claims relating to 
property rights. Furthermore, to re
solve any further jurisdictional ambi
guity, section 1500 of the Tucker Act is 
repealed. 

Finally, I want to respond to any 
suggestion that may arise that this act 
will impede Government's ability to 
protect the environment or promote 
health and safety through regulation. 
This legislation does not emasculate 
the Government's ability to prevent in
dividuals or businesses from polluting. 
It is well established that the Constitu
tion only protects a right to reasonable 
use of property. All property owners 
are subject to prior restraints on the 
use of their property, such as nuisance 
laws which prevents owners from using 
their property in a manner that inter
feres with others. The Government has 
always been able to prevent harmful or 
noxious uses of property without being 
obligated to compensate the property 
owner, as long as the limitations on 
the use of property "inhere in the title 
itself.'' In other words, the restrictions 
must be based on "background prin
ciples of State property and nuisance 
law" already extant. The Omnibus 
Property Rights Act codifies this prin
ciple in a nuisance exception to the re
quirement of the Government to pay 
compensation. 

Nor does the Omnibus Property 
Rights Act hinder the Government's 
ability to protect public health and 
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safety. The act simply does not ob
struct the Government from acting to 
prevent imminent harm to the public 
safety or health or diminish what 
would be considered a public nuisance. 
Again, this is made clear in the provi
sion of the act that exempts nuisance 
from compensation. What the act does 
is force the Federal Government to pay 
compensation to those who are singled 
out to pay for regulation that benefits 
the entire public. In other words, it 
does not prevent regulation, but fulfills 
the promise of the fifth amendment, 
which the Supreme Court in Armstrong 
v. United States, 364 U.S. 40, 49 (1960), 
opined is: 
to bar Government from forcing some people 
alone to bear public burdens, which in all 
fairness and justice, should be borne by the 
public as a whole. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today as an original cosponsor to the 
Omnibus Private Property Act. Since 
the beginning of this Congress, many 
bills to protect private property rights 
have been introduced. This bill encom
passes those bills in a comprehensive 
proposal. 

For too long, Washington has dis
regarded the fifth amendment to our 
Constitution. Laws, regulations, and 
other actions have allowed the rights 
of private property owners to be 
abused. Now we have the opportunity 
to provide a consistent Federal policy 
to encourage, support, and promote the 
private ownership of property and to 
ensure the constitutional and legal 
rights of private property owners. 

The legislation we are introducing 
reaffirms our private property rights. 
It requires compensation for a loss of 
property value when the Federal Gov
ernment takes certain actions. The bill 
also allows for taking disputes to be re
solved through settlement or arbitra
tion as an alternative to litigation. In 
addition, the Omnibus Private Prop
erty Rights Act requires that the Fed
eral agencies responsible for enforcing 
the Endangered Species Act and the 
Clean Water Act estatlish procedures 
so private property owners may appeal 
actions and seek compensation. 

Another important aspect of the bill 
deals with regulations. This bill re
quires that taking impact analysis be 
conducted prior to promulgating regu
lations. If these actions result in a loss 
of 33 percent of value of the property, 
compensation is required. 

Montanans believe that protecting 
private property is of utmost impor
tance. And Congress should pass the 
Omnibus Property Rights Act which 
reinfo..rces the Government's respon
sibility to protect property rights and 
will help get the Federal Government 
off the backs of Montana's working 
men and women. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I am proud 
to be an original cosponsor of the Om
nibus Property Rights Act of 1995. I 
thank Senator HATCH and my other 

colleagues who drafted this bill which 
seeks to stop Government from infring
ing upon its citizens' private property 
rights. 

Private property rights are fun
damental to a free and fair society. 
Last June, Chief Justice Rehnquist 
wrote on behalf of the majority, "We 
see no reason why the takings clause of 
the fifth amendment, as much a part of 
the Bill of Rights as the first amend
ment or fourth amendment, should be 
relegated to the status of a poor rela
tion." 

Over the past several years, we have 
seen Federal bureaucrats trample our 
fifth amendment right that private 
property shall not, "* * * be taken for 
public use without just compensation." 
There are countless examples of people 
forced to spend their time and money 
fighting their own Government for the 
simple right to use their land. Unfortu
nately, there are even more citizens 
who never make it to court because 
they cannot afford lawyers to help 
them fight for their rights. In these 
cases, Government has robbed its citi
zens of the use of their property, with
out even compensating them. It makes 
you wonder if the American people still 
control their Government or if our U.S. 
Government now controls us. 

The Omnibus Property Rights Act 
will restore the basic rights accorded 
to private property owners by our 
Founding Fathers in the Bill of Rights. 
It will slash through the bureaucracy 
that has rendered those rights mean
ingless, and it will preserve for future 
generations the essential freedoms and 
rights upon which America was found
ed. 

By Mr. BRADLEY (for himself 
and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 606. A bill to make improvements 
in pipeline safety, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

THE PIPELINE SAFETY ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 
1995 

• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I in
troduce legislation that will save lives 
and property: the Pipeline Safety En
hancement Act. I am very pleased to 
announce that my colleague, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, is joining we as a cospon
sor of this bill. 

Exactly 1 year ago today, at 11:55 
p.m., a fireball lit up the sky in Edison, 
NJ. This eery light was visible for 
miles around. At ground zero, a plume 
of fire and smoke rose hundreds of feet 
in the air. Within minutes, nearby 
apartment buildings caught fire. With
in hours, these buildings were utterly 
gone. Hundreds of people were rendered 
homeless, their possessions completely 
destroyed. 

The physical casualties were miracu
lously low. Yet, damage was done. The 
nightmares persist. The memory and 
the fear remain. 

The community is rebuilding. The 
victims are healing and moving on. 

But, issues raised by the blast remain 
unresolved. 

Edison spurred a national debate on 
how we manage pipeline safety. My 
comprehensive one-call legislation-in
troduced in the House by Congressman 
PALLONE-came within a hairsbreadth 
of becoming law last Congress. The sig
nals are positive for this year: it's a 
truly bipartisan issue-Senators SPEC
TER and LOTT have joined Senators 
LAUTENBERG and EXON and myself as 
cosponsors-pushed by a powerful pri
vate sector coalition. 

Since the Edison accident and the in
troduction of legislation, the value of 
these one-call notification programs 
have been recognized by the State of 
New Jersey, which now has a first-class 
program, the National Transportation 
Safety Board and the U.S. Department 
of Transportation. In fact, the need for 
a better program is a central feature of 
the pipeline safety reauthorization bill 
being proposed by the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Administra
tion. 

There's more to the story, however. 
On February 7, 1995, the NTSB issued 
safety recommendations stemming 
from the Edison disaster. These rec
ommendations should be taken very se
riously. Edison was a wake-up call, 
where only by a miracle literally hun
dreds of people escaped serious injury. 
They certainly weren't saved by our 
public policies. 

My legislation will codify the NTSB 
recommendations into law. My bill will 
call for stronger materials in our pipe
lines, better pipeline identification 
procedures, improved leak detection, 
more effective safety inspection re
quirements and new analysis of siting 
risks. Every one of these is included 
specifically in the NTSB report. 

Mr. President, this is needed. This is 
also the least we can do. I urge my col
leagues to consider this legislation 
carefully and pass it without delay. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have a brief description of the 
bill and the bill text be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

s. 606 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Pipeline 
Safety Enhancement Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. IMPROVEMENTS IN PIPELINE SAFETY. 

(a) TOUGHNESS STANDARDS.-Section 60102 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
sections: 

" (l) TOUGHNESS STANDARDS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of the Pipeline 
Safety Enhancement Act of 1995, The Sec
retary of Transportation, in consultation 
with appropriate officials of the Research 
and Special Programs Administration of the 
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Department of Transportation (referred to in 
this section as the 'Research and Special 
Programs Administration'), shall prescribe 
minimum standards for toughness (as de
fined and determined by the Secretary of 
Transportation, in consultation with the ap
propriate officials of the Research and Spe
cial Programs Administration) for new pipes 
installed in gas pipeline facilities and haz
ardous liquid pipeline facilities. 

"(2) HIGH-DENSITY POPULATION AREAS.-ln 
establishing the minimum standards for 
toughness under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
of Transportation shall give particular at
tention to the installation of new pipes in 
high-density population areas (as such term 
is used in section 60109). 

"(3) PIPE DEFINED.-For purposes of this 
subsection, the term 'pipe' means any pipe or 
tubing used in the transportation of gas, in
cluding pipe-type holders. 

"(m) MARKINGS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later 180 days after 

the date of enactment of the Pipeline Safety 
Enhancement Act of 1995, the Secretary of 
Transportation, in consultation with appro
priate officials of the Research and Special 
Programs Administration, shall prescribe 
minimum standards that require for the 
marking of pipelines in class 3 and class 4 lo
cations (as such terms are used in subpart L 
of part 192 of title 49, Code of Federal Regu
lations, as in effect on the day before the 
date of enactment of the Pipeline Safety En
hancement Act of 1995) to identify hazardous 
liquid pipeline facilities and high-pressure 
pipelines. 

"(2) HIGH-PRESSURE PIPELINE DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this subsection, the term 'high
pressure pipeline' means any gas pipeline in 
which the gas pressure is higher than that 
provided to the customer. 

"(n) TESTING.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than one year 

after the date of enactment of the Pipeline 
Safety Enhancement Act of 1995, the Sec
retary of Transportation, in consultation 
with appropriate officials of the Research 
and Special Programs Administration, shall 
include in the minimum safety standards 
prescribed under subsection (a) a require
ment that each operator of a gas pipeline fa
cility or hazardous liquid pipeline facilities 
conduct, on a periodic basis, inspections or 
tests capable of identifying damage caused 
by corrosion and other time-dependent dam
age that may be detrimental to the contin
ued safe operation of the pipeline and that 
may necessitate remedial action, in order to 
determine the adequacy of the pipeline facil
ity to operate at established maximum al
lowable operating pressure. 

"(2) MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE OPERATING PRES
SURE DEFINED.-For purposes of this sub
section, the term 'maximum allowable oper
ating pressure' means the maximum pressure 
at which a pipeline or a segment of a pipeline 
may be operated under regulations issued 
under this chapter.". 

(b) ASSESSMENT OF PUBLIC EDUCATION PRO
GRAM CONCERNING LEAK DETECTION.-Section 
60116 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(a) IN GENERAL.-" before 
"Under regulations"; and 

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

"(b) ASSESSMENT.-
"(1) lN GENERAL.-Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment the Pipeline 
Safety Enhancement Act of 1995, and every 
two years thereafter. the Secretary of Trans
portation, in consultation with appropriate 
officials of the Research and Special Pro-

grams Administration of the Department of 
Transportation, shall conduct an assessment 
of the programs conducted under this section 
to determine-

"(A) with respect to the programs con
ducted under this section-

"(i) the appropriateness of the information 
provided; and 

"(ii) the effectiveness of the educational 
techniques used; and 

"(B) in comparison to other similar edu
cational programs, the relative effectiveness 
of educational techniques used in the pro
grams conducted under this section. 

"(2) REGULATIONS.-Upon completion of an 
assessment conducted under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary, in consultation with the ap
propriate officials of the Research and Spe
cial' Programs Administration, shall promul
gate such regulations as the Secretary deter
mines to be appropriate to improve the pro
grams conducted under this section.". 

(c) STUDY.-The Secretary of Transpor
tation shall take such action as may be nec
essary to expedite the completion of the 
study conducted by the Research and Special 
Programs Administration of the Department 
of Transportation relating to methods to re
duce public safety risks in the siting pipeline 
facilities. In addition, the scope of the study 
referred to in the previous sentence shall be 
modified to include the consideration of 
building standards. The Secretary of Trans
portation shall ensure that the results of the 
study are widely available to the govern
ments of States and political subdivisions 
thereof. 

PIPELINE SAFETY ENHANCEMENT ACT 
This legislation would codify recommenda

tions made by the National Transportation 
Safety Board. This independent safety board 
made specific safety recommendations to the 
federal government on February 7, 1995. At 
that time, the NTSB released a report on the 
natural gas pipeline disaster that occurred 
at Edison, NJ, on March 23, 1994. 

The Pipeline Safety Enhancement Act will 
include the following five requirements 
which are identified specifically in the Edi
son safety report: 

(1) that the Secretary of Transportation 
develop minimum standards for the strength 
of new pipe installed for natural gas and haz
ardous liquid pipelines; the Secretary is to 
give special consideration to the use of pipe 
in high-density population areas (such as 
Edison, NJ); 

(2) that there be established minimum 
standards for the permanent marking of 
pipelines in high-density areas; 

(3) that minimum safety standards for 
pipeline operators include a protocol for 
periodic inspection and appropriate tests for 
pipeline damage; 

(4) that there be an assessment and im
provement of public education programs con
cerning pipeline leak detection; 

(5) that ongoing studies on the safety risks 
associated with pipeline siting be expedited 
and that the analysis also include the effect 
of building standards on risk. 

This legislation would be complementary 
to legislation already introduced by Senator 
Bradley on comprehensive "one-call" notifi
cation and other pipeline safety issues.• 
• Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
express my strong support for the Pipe
line Safety Enhancement Act of 1995. 
This legislation, which Senator BRAD
LEY and I are introducing today, is 
based upon recommendations made by 
the National Transportation Safety 

Board as a result of its investigation 
into the Edison pipeline exposition. 

It was 1 year ago today that residents 
of the Durham Woods Apartments in 
Edison, NJ, ran for their lives to escape 
a ball of fire that lit up the night sky. 
The heat of the fire was so intense that 
it burned the clothes off people's backs 
and singed their bare feet as they es
caped over the hot pavement. 

On this painful anniversary, people in 
New Jersey are reflecting on the horror 
of a year ago. All too often, disasters 
get just 15 minutes in the news and are 
forgotten. But for New Jersey; the Edi
son explosion lives on. We are not pre
pared to rest until we can guarantee 
that this tragedy will not be repeated. 

Mr. President, today Senator BRAD
LEY and I are introducing legislation to 
significantly · increase pipeline safety. 
This is the third bill that we have in
troduced in the last year to protect the 
thousands of Americans who live, 
work, or go to school in the vicinity of 
a pipeline. 

The Pipeline Safety Enhancement 
Act would: 

Direct the Department of Transpor
tation to develop toughness standards 
for new pipes installed in gas and haz
ardous liquid pipelines, particularly in 
urban areas; 

Establish standards for permanent 
markings that identify the location of 
high-pressure natural gas and hazard
ous liquid pipelines in urban, industrial 
and commercial areas; 

Establish minimum safety standards 
for pipeline operators, including a pro
tocol for periodic inspection and appro
priate tests for pipeline damage; 

Assess and improve public education 
programs concerning pipeline leak de
tection; and 

Require that ongoing studies on the 
safety risks associated with pipeline 
siting be expedited and that the analy
sis also include the effect of building 
standards on risk. 

Over the last year, we have taken 
positive steps to increase pipeline safe
ty. However, I will not rest in my ef
forts to improve pipeline safety until I 
can personally vouch for the safety of 
every American who lives or works 
near a pipeline, and until we can prom
ise the children of Edison that there 
will never again be an explosion like 
the one they endured at Durham 
Woods. 

Since last March, I have seen and 
heard the devastation ·that followed 
this explosion. I have met with fami
lies who lost everything but the 
clothes on their back. I have heard 
from children who continue to wake up 
sweating in the middle of the night
still on the run a year later from that 
fiery ball of smoke. 

I have learned about residents who 
lost their lives' work, like the scientist 
who was struggling to support his wife, 
his mother and two small children
and then saw his dissertation, his 
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dream of a better life for his family, 
disappear in the tangled plastic of a 
mel ted computer. · 

For New Jersey, the Edison pipeline 
explosion was an unparalleled tragedy. 
But the truth is that this was no iso
lated event. There were pipeline prob
lems in other places before March 23. 
And there have been pipeline problems 
since. I want to put these events deep 
into the recesses of history. 

Senator BRADLEY and I believe that 
the Pipeline Safety Enhancement Act 
would do just that. If this bill and 
other bills Senator BRADLEY and I have 
introduced on this subject had been the 
law before March 23, 1994, life at Dur
ham Woods would not have taken such 
a tragic turn. 

Mr. President, today, we all should 
reflect on the 1-year anniversary of the 
Edison explosion. I pray for the victims 
who still suffer from the fallout of this 
disaster. I hope that Congress has 
learned an important lesson. And I 
pledge to continue to fight for im
provements in pipeline safety so no 
other community will ever be doomed 
to undergo the trauma of a pipeline ex
plosion.• 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 607. A bill to amend the Com
prehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 to clarify the liability of certain 
recycling transactions, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 
THE SUPERFUND RECYCLING EQUITY ACT OF 1995 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today, along with my dis
tinguished colleague from Nevada, Sen
ator REID, the Superfund Recycling Eq
uity Act of 1995. 

This bill will allow the private sector 
to respond more freely to increased de
mands for recycling by removing many 
of the unintended impediments that 
Superfund has placed on recycling ac
tivities. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, I have 
come to learn from the many expert 
witnesses who have testified before the 
committee that Superfund has the un
intentional consequence of penalizing 
those who prepare materials for recy
cling. Federal courts have ruled that 
Superfund imposes "generator" liabil
ity on persons who sell secondary ma
terials that are diverted from the 
waste stream for recycling. These rul
ings come from an overly broad inter
pretation of the law's provision which 
imposes liability on those who arrange 
for disposal of waste. Unfortunately, 
these courts have presumed that any 
transaction of material which is no 
longer useful in its current form is a 
waste treatment or disposal trans
action. This legislation clarifies that 
legitimate recycling transactions are 
not, and were not intended to be, sub
ject to Superfund's liability scheme. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today will place traditional recyclable, 
or secondary, materials which are used 
as feedstocks in the manufacturing 
process on closer to equal footing with 
virgin, or primary materials counter
parts. Traditional recyclables are 
paper, glass, plastic, metals, textiles, 
and rubber. 

The sale of virgin material feed
stocks-sold for the same or similar 
purpose as the recyclable feedstocks
is not considered to be an arrangement 
for treatment or disposal of hazardous 
substance. The sale of recyclables 
should be treated the same. If 
recyclables are not similarly treated, 
and those who prepare recyclables for 
the market face greater liability expo
sure than their competitors who sell 
virgin materials, a market disadvan
tage is created to recycling. 

The inequity in current law is imped
ing recyclers' ability to provide the 
kind of environmentally beneficial re
cycling activities our society demands. 
The existing liability scheme exposes 
recyclers to financial risks that their 
competitors, virgin material suppliers, 
do not face. This restricts financing for 
expansion and makes it more difficult 
to respond to changing market condi
tions. In addition, many materials 
which can be properly recycled are now 
not being captured for reuse because of 
Superfund liability exposure. 

Mr. President, I have been supportive 
of stimulating the private sector mar
ketplace for recycled materials-and 
certainly believe that Federal legisla
tion should not stall recycling efforts. 
Americans recognize that increased re
cycling means more efficient use of 
natural resources, which extends the 
life of those resources. Because recy
cling utilizes significantly less energy 
than the use of virgin materials, recy
cling is a key step toward energy effi
ciency. The use of recyclables is also 
important to achieving the goals of 
pollution prevention and waste mini
mization. 

Let me now address what this bill 
provides. The Superfund Recycling Eq
uity Act recognizes that the Congress 
did not intend to apply Superfund li
ability to those who collect and process 
recyclables for sale as raw material 
feedstocks. The bill removes from li
ability those who collect, process and 
sell secondary paper, glass, plastic, 
metal, textiles, and rubber recyclables. 

It should also be pointed out that 
this bill clarifies the application of li
ability regarding the sale of the recy
cler's products. The bill does not alter 
liability for contamination that is cre
ated by a recycler or owner, or opera
tor liability for a facility. CERCLA'o 
existing liability scheme remains in ef
fect where a recycler is an owner/opera
tor who contaminates a facility, or 
sends process waste for treatment or 
disposal which contributes to contami
nation. Furthermore, for the purposes 

of this bill, a series of tests or criteria 
are established to help determine if a 
bonafide recycling transaction has oc
curred. 

During the Superfund legislation 
process in the previous Congress, I 
worked with a number of my col
leagues to develop a recycling provi
sion that addressed the problems dis
cussed, while providing strong environ
mental protection. 

As a number of the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, I will 
continue to work with my colleagues 
as we work on: reforming the Superfund 
program. I am introducing this legisla
tion today to make clear my intention 
of clarifying the existing statute by 
placing supplies of recyclables on more 
equal footing with suppliers of virgin 
material. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this legislation be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 607 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Superfund 
Recycling Equity Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are-
(1} to promote the reuse and recycling of 

scrap material, in furtherance of the goals of 
waste minimization and natural resource 
conservation, while protecting human health 
and the environment; 

(2) to level the playing field between the 
use of virgin materials and recycled mate
rials; and 

(3) to remove the disincentives and impedi
ments to recycling created by potential li
ability under the Comprehensive Environ
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.). 
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF LIABILITY UNDER 

CERCLA FOR RECYCLING TRANS
ACTIONS. 

Title I of the Comprehensive Environ
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"SEC. 127. RECYCLING TRANSACTIONS. 

"(a) DEFINITIONS.-In this section: 
"(1) CONSUMING FACILITY.-The term 'con

suming facility' means a facility where recy
clable material is handled, processed, re
claimed, or otherwise managed by a person 
other than a person who arranges for the re
cycling of the recyclable material. 

"(2) RECYCLABLE MATERIAL.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the term 'recyclable material' means 
scrap paper, scrap plastic, scrap glass, scrap 
textiles, scrap rubber (other than whole 
tires), scrap metal, or spent lead-acid, spent 
nickel-cadmium, or other spent batteries, as 
well as minor quantities of material incident 
to or adhering to the scrap or spent material 
as a result of the normal and customary use 
of the material prior to the material becom
ing scrap or spent material. 

"(B) PCBs.-The term 'recyclable mate
rial' does not include a material that con
tains polychlorinated biphenyls in excess 
of-
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"(i) 50 parts per million; or 
"(ii) any standard promulgated under Fed

eral law after the date of enactment of this 
section. 

"(3) SCRAP METAL.-The term 'scrap metal' 
means 1 or more bits or pieces of metal parts 
(such as a bar, turning, rod, sheet, or wire), 
or 1 or more metal pieces that may be com
bined together with bolts or soldering (such 
as a radiator, scrap automobile, or railroad 
box car), that, when worn or superfluous, can 
be recycled, except for-

"(A) a material that the Administrator ex
cludes from the definition of scrap metal by 
regulation; and 

"(B) a steel shipping container with a ca
pacity of not less than 30 and not more than 
3,000 liters, whether intact or not, that has 
any hazardous substance (but not metal bits 
or pieces) contained in or adhering to the 
container. 

"(b) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (c), 

a person who arranges for the recycling of 
recyclable material shall not be liable under 
paragraph (3) or (4) of section 107(a). 

"(2) TRANSACTIONS DEEMED TO BE RECY
CLING OF A RECYCLABLE MATERIAL.-For pur
poses of this section, a transaction involving 
a recyclable material is considered to be ar
ranging for recycling of recyclable material 
if the person arranging for the transaction 
can demonstrate, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, that, at the time of the trans
action-

"(A) the recyclable material met a com
mercial specification grade; 

"(B) a market existed for the recyclable 
material; 

"(C) a substantial portion of the recyclable 
material was made available for use as a 
feedstock for the manufacture of a new sale
able product; 

"(D) the recyclable material could have 
been a replacement or substitute for a virgin 
raw material, or the product to be made 
from the recyclable material could have been 
a replacement or substitute for a product 
made, in whole or in part, from a virgin raw 
material; 

"(E) in the case of a transaction occurring 
not later than 90 days after the date of en
actment of this section, the person exercises 
reasonable care to determine that the con
suming facility was in compliance with any 
substantive (and not procedural or adminis
trative) provision of Federal, State, or local 
environmental law or regulation, and any 
compliance order or decree issued pursuant 
to the law or regulation, applicable to the 
handling, processing, reclamation, storage, 
or other management activity associated 
with the recyclable material; 

"(F) in the case of a transaction involving 
scrap metal-

"(i) in the case of a transaction occurring 
after the effective date of the issuance of a 
regulation or standard regarding the storage, 
transport, management, or other activity as
sociated with the recycling of scrap metal 
that the Administrator promulgates under 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 u.s.c. 6901 
et seq.) subsequent to the date of enactment 
of this section, the person acted in compli
ance with the regulation or standard; and 

"(ii) the person did not melt the scrap 
metal prior to the transaction; and 

"(G) in the case of a transaction involving 
a battery-

"(i) the person did not recover the valuable 
components of the battery; 

"(ii) in the case of a transaction involving 
a lead-acid battery, the person acted in com
pliance with any applicable Federal environ-

mental regulation or standard regarding the 
storage, transport, management, or other ac
tivity associated with the recycling of a 
spent lead-acid battery; 

"(iii) in the case of a transaction involving 
a nickel-cadmium battery-

"(!) a Federal environmental regulation or 
standard is in effect regarding the storage, 
transport, management, or other activity as
sociated with the recycling of a spent nickel
cadmium battery; and 

"(II) the person acted in compliance with 
the regulation or standard; and 

"(iv) with respect to a transaction involv
ing a spent battery other than a lead-acid or 
nickel-cadmium battery-

"(!) a Federal environmental regulation or 
standard is in effect regarding the storage, 
transport, management, or other activity as
sociated with the recycling of the spent bat
tery; and 

"(II) the person acted in compliance with 
the regulation or standard. 

"(3) SWEATING.-For purposes of paragraph 
(2)(F)(ii), melting of scrap metal does not in
clude the thermal separation of 2 or more 
materials due to differences in the melting 
points of the materials. 

"(4) PROCESSING OF BATTERY BY TlflRD PER
SON.-For purposes of paragraph (2)(G)(i), a 
person who, by contract, arranges or pays for 
processing of a battery by an unrelated third 
person, and receives from the third person 
materials reclaimed from the battery, shall 
be considered not to have recovered the valu
able components of the battery. 

"(5) REASONABLE CARE.-For purposes of 
paragraph (2)(E), reasonable care shall be de
termined using criteria that include-

"(A) the price paid to or received by the 
person in the recycling transaction; 

"(B) the ability of the person to detect the 
nature of the operations of the consuming fa
cility concerning the handling, processing, 
reclamation, or other management activities 
associated with the recyclable material; and 

"(C) the result of any inquiry made to an 
appropriate Federal, State, or local environ
mental agency regarding the past and cur
rent compliance of the consuming facility 
with substantive (and not procedural or ad
ministrative) provisions of Federal, State, 
and local environmental laws and regula
tions, and any compliance order or decree is
sued pursuant to the laws and regulations, 
applicable to the handling, processing, rec
lamation, storage, or other management ac
tivity associated with the recyclable mate
rial. 

"(c) EXCLUSION FROM LIMITATION ON LI
ABILITY.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Subsection (b) shall not 
apply if the person arranging for recycling of 
a recyclable material-

"(A) had an objectively reasonable basis to 
believe at the time of the recycling trans
action that-

"(i) the recyclable material would not be 
recycled; 

"(ii) the recyclable material would be 
burned as fuel, or for energy recovery or in
cineration; or 

"(iii) in the case of a transaction occurring 
not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this section, the consuming fa
cility acting not in compliance with a sub
stantive (and not a procedural or administra
tive) provision of any Federal, State, or local 
environmental law or regulation, or a com
pliance order or decree issued pursuant to 
the law or regulation, applicable to the han
dling, processing, reclamation, or other 'man
agement activity associated with the recy
clable material; 

"(B) added a hazardous substance to the re
cyclable material for purposes other than 
processing for recycling; or 

"(C) failed to exercise reasonable care with 
respect to the management or handling of 
the recyclable material. 

"(2) REASONABLE BASIS FOR BELIEF.-For 
purposes of paragraph (l)(A), an objectively 
reasonable basis for belief shall be deter
mined using criteria that include-

"(A) the size of any business owned by the 
person; 

"(B) the customary industry practices for 
• any business owned by the person; 

"(C) the price paid to or received by the 
person in the recycling transaction; 

"(D) the ability of the person to detect the 
nature of the operations of the consuming fa
cility concerning the handling, processing, 
reclamation, or other management activities 
associated with the recyclable material. 

"(c) PERMIT REQUIREMENT.-For the pur
poses of this section, a requirement to obtain 
a permit applicable to the handling, process
ing, reclamation, or other management ac
tivity associated with a recyclable material 
shall be considered to be a substantive provi
sion. 

"(d) REGULATIONS.- The Administrator 
may issue regulations to carry out this sec
tion. 

"(e) LIABILITY FOR ATTORNEY FEES FOR 
CERTAIN ACTIONS.-Any person who com
mences an action for contribution against a 
person who is alleged to be liable under this 
Act but is found not to be liable as a result 
of this section shall be liable to the person 
defending the action for all reasonable costs 
of defending the action, including all reason
able attorney and expert witness fees. 

"(f) EFFECT ON PENDING OR CONCLUDED Ac
TIONS.-This section shall not affect a judi
cial or administrative action concluded prior 
to the date of enactment of this section, or 
a pending judicial action initiated by the 
United States prior to the date of enactment 
of this section. 

"(g) EFFECT ON OTHER LIABILITY.-Nothing 
in this section affects the liability of a per
son under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 
107(a). 

"(h) RELATIONSHIP TO LIABILITY UNDER 
OTHER LAWS.-Nothing in this section af
fects-

"(1) liability under any other Federal, 
State, or local law, or regulation promul
gated pursuant to the law, including any re
quirement promulgated by the Adminis
trator under the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.); or 

"(2) the ability of the Administrator to 
promulgate a regulation under any other 
law, including the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act.''. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 608. A bill to establish the New 
Bedford Whaling National Historical 
Park in New Bedford, MA, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

THE NEW BEDFORD WHALING NATIONAL PARK 
ACT OF 1995 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
Senator KERRY and I are introducing a 
bill to establish a Whaling National 
Historical Park in New Bedford, MA. 
This legislation is part of a bipartisan 
effort with Congressmen BARNEY 
FRANK and PETER BLUTE, who are in
troducing an identical bill today in the 
House of Representatives. 
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Our bill is similar to legislation in

troduced in 1994. However, we have 
made several changes to minimize the 
cost of this new park and enhance its 
public/private partnership components, 
in recognition of the current budget 
pressures on the National Park Sys
tem. The original bill's funding level of 
$10.4 million for development and an 
estimated $6 million for operations in 
the first 5 years was based on the rec
ommendations of a comprehensive 
study conducted by the Park Service. 
Our new legislation aims to achieve 
many of the same goals set forth in 
that study, but to do so at the lower 
cost of $2 million for development and 
an estimated $2 million for operations 
in the first 5 years. 

The Park Service began its special 
resource study of New Bedford in 1990. 
The study, completed in November 
1993, strongly endorsed the establish
ment of a national park unit in New 
Bedford. The Park Service noted the 
important role of the whaling industry 
in 19th-century American history. The 
study concluded that this theme is not 
currently represented in the National 
Park System, and New Bedford would 
be the idel3.1 site for a park commemo
rating that history. As the former 
whaling capital of the world, New Bed
ford provided the oil that fueled the 
Nation's lamps and kept the wheels of 
the Industrial Revolution turning. So 
prosperous was the whaling industry 
there that, by the mid-19th century, 
New Bedford had become the weal thi
est city, per capita, in the world. 

New Bedford's whaling history raises 
many significant social and economic 
themes that are essential to a true un
derstanding of our American heritage. 
Among these are the spirit of techno
logical progress, the courage that mo
tivated daring men and women to risk 
their lives on the seas, and the many 
cultures that took root here, brought 
by immigrants drawn from every cor
ner of the globe. It was this diversity 
which contributed to New Bedford's po
sition as a center of the abolitionist 
movement in the 19th century and 
made it a key stop for fugitive slaves 
on the underground railroad. Frederick 
Douglas spent his first 3 years of free
dom in New Bedford, working as a 
caulker on the hulls of whaleboats. 

New Bedford is also the port from 
which Herman Melville set sail aboard 
the whaler Acushnet in 1841. The voy
age inspired "Moby Dick," one of the 
greatest of all American novels. The 
streets that Melville and Ishmael wan
dered can still be seen in New Bedford 
today, as can the famous Seamen's 
Bethel, where the whalers attended re
ligious services before setting off on 
their voyages. 

Much of New Bedford's old whaling 
waterfront still exists in the city's Na
tional Historic Landmark District, and 
that 20-acre site has become a model 
for historic preservation. Businesses, 

residents, and tourists coexist in an en
vironment of restored buildings, cob
blestone streets, and brick sidewalks 
from the whaling era. 

New Bedford also is the site of the 
Rotch-Jones-Duff House and Garden 
Museum, one of the finest examples of 
Greek Revival residential architecture 
in the country and the only surviving 
whaling era mansion open to the public 
complete with its original gardens and 
grounds. 

New Bedford's historical and cultural 
assets are not limited to its streets and 
buildings. They also include outstand
ing collections of artworks and ar
chives associated with the whaling era 
and located at the city's public library 
and the renowned whaling museum. 
The Museum houses a half-size model 
of the whaling bark Lagoda that can be 
boarded by visitors. 

The city is also home port to the re
stored, 100-year-old National Historic 
Landmark vessel Ernestina, the oldest 
Grand Banks schooner in existence. 
The Ernestina has had a distinguished 
maritime career as a fishing vessel, as 
an Arctic exploration vessel under 
Capt. Bob Bartlett, and as a packet 
plying the route between the Cape 
Verde Islands and the United States. In 
her packet role, she was the last great 
sailing ship to bring immigrants to our 
shores. 

National park designation will be a 
valuable economic stimulus for tour
ism and associated development for the 
city. While the proposed Federal fund
ing level is modest, establishment of 
this national park will spur extensive 
private sector preservation efforts. 

The whaling park in New Bedford 
will help protect a nationally signifi
cant historic treasure and stimulate 
the economy of a . city in need. It is an 
investment in America's past and in a 
city's future. I urge my colleagues to 
support this important legislation. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased once again to join my good 
friend and colleague senator KENNEDY 
in introducing legislation to establish 
a whaling · national historical park in 
New Bedford, MA. Our initiative is 
based upon a special resource study 
completed by the National Park Serv
ice in 1993 which found that the New 
Bedford area meets the criteria for in
clusion in the National Park System. 
However, this legislation, while similar 
to a bill we introduced last Congress, is 
a much scaled-back version. Trying to 
balance the need for fiscal restraint 
with the importance of protecting our 
National heritage, our new bill calls for 
less than one-fifth of the Federal fund
ing of our original initiative and would 
require significant matching contribu
tions from other interested parties. 

The city of New Bedford, tucked by 
the sea in the southeast corner of Mas
sachusetts, has a rich and diverse his
tory. For decades it was the center of 
our Nation's whaling industry. And al-

though the whaling industry collapsed 
by the turn of the last century, New 
Bedford is to this day remembered for 
its seafaring heritage. 

As a national park, the New Bedford 
National Historic Landmark District 
and surrounding area would enhance 
the National Park System by expand
ing its maritime history theme to in
clude a focus on our Nation's whaling 
past. Particularly noteworthy are the 
historic town center, the waterfront 
with the National Historic Landmark 
Schooner Ernestina, and an array of 
over three dozen historically rehabili
tated buildings which combine to pro
vide a cultural resource that reflects 
the era of whaling. 

Since 1962, a public/private partner
shi:p-initiated by the waterfront his
toric area league of New Bedford in co
operation with the Bedford Landing 
Taxpayers Association, the Old Dart
mouth Historical Society, private prop
erty owners and the city of New Bed
ford, has already raised $6.4 million, re
habilitated 37 buildings and created 
over 40 new businesses and 200 new 
jobs. That is just the kind of local en
trepreneurship that we should be sup
porting. Creatjng a New Bedford Whal
ing! Park will preserve an important 
piece of seafarer heritage while simul
taneously permitting the public/pri
vate partnership to expand and grow. 

I am hopeful that the Senate will 
look favorably upon this new, stream
lined initiative and I would encourage 
my colleagues to support this impor
tant, historically significant addition 
to our National Park System. 

By Mr. WELLSTONE: 
S. 609. A bill to assure fairness and 

choice to patients and health care pro
viders, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 
THE HEALTH CARE QUALITY AND FAIRNESS ACT 

OF 1995 

• Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, de
spite the flurry of efforts in the 103d 
Congress, many of us were deeply dis
appointed that healthcare reform legis
lation failed to be enacted. The Amer
ican people, however, still are con
cerned about this issue, and feel that 
reform of our heal thcare system should 
be a high priority for this Congress, al
though most feel that small steps, 
rather than giant leaps are now best. 
While we debate these issues in Con
gress, however, the number of unin
sured continues to grow, particularly 
children, and health care costs, al
though moderating, may only be doing 
so transiently. 

The private sector has not waited for 
Congress to act, and has been rapidly 
transforming the healthcare delivery 
system for those Americans who are 
fortunate enough to have access to, 
and the ability to pay for coverage. 
The proliferation of managed care sys
tems has been extraordinary, although 
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their ability to control healthcare 
costs in the long run, particularly as 
older, sicker patients join, remains to 
be proven. Health plan standards were 
included in many of the compromise 
bills that emerged during the 103d Con
gress. There was wide, bipartisan 
agreement that there should be Federal 
standards to level the playing field in 
the rapid]y changing healthcare deliv
ery environment. Such standards 
would assure fairness for consumers 
and providers, while still encouraging 
health plans to pursue innovative ap
proaches to providing high-quality, 
cost effective care. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources recently conducted a 
2-day hearing on healthcare reform. We 
heard witnesses who eloquently de
scribed the successes of our Nation's 
largest employers in negotiating with 
providers and health plans, and holding 
down the growth of health costs. These 
large businesses have developed de
manding purchasing and performance 
standards that they use to select plans 
and develop provider networks. Unfor
tunately, however, small employers 
and individual purchasers often lack 
the expertise and resources necessary 
to navigate through the health plan 
maze. In order to ensure that health 
care of the highest quality is available 
to all consumers, it is essential that all 
health plans be required to meet mini
mum standards. 

Discussions of these safeguards got 
lost in the tussle over larger and more 
contentious issues during the 
healthcare reform debate last year. I 
believe now more than ever, especially 
with talk of restructuring Medicare 
and Medicaid being framed along the 
lines of restraining the growth of costs 
while maintaining choice and quality, 
that provisions to ensure that consum
ers are adequately protected and in
formed are absolutely imperative. 

. With these thoughts in mind, today I 
am introducing the Health Care Qual
ity and Fairness Act of 1995, which is 
designed to assure fairness and choice 
to patients and health care providers. 
Its scope would include all health plans 
including those that are self-funded, 
not just HMO's or managed care plans. 
Its major provisions include: 

Protection of consumer choice by re
quiring an employer to offer a choice of 
at least three types of health plan
managed care, point-of-service, and 
traditional insurance. Currently, only 
about half of all Americans who get 
their health insurance through employ
ers are offered more than one plan. Evi
dence suggests that employers are in
creasingly limiting their employees' 
choice of health plans, while this bill 
would assure adequate choice is pro
vided; 

Establishment of an Office of 
Consumer Information Counseling and 
Assistance to perform public outrea~h 
and provide education and assistance 

regarding consumer rights with regard 
to health insurance. This effort would 
build on an existing Medigap model 
that has been highly successful in a 
number of States; 

Development of health plan stand
ards, including utilization review ac
tivities, credentialing of health profes
sionals, and handling of grievances by 
providers or consumers. These stand
ards would ensure fairness in the inter
actions between health plans, consum
ers, and providers; 

Requirements for health plan sol
vency standards to be developed to pro
tect employees and individual pur
chasers from being left high and dry; 

Provision of information on plan cov
erage, benefits, loss ratio, satisfaction 
statistics, and quality indicators to as
sist consumers in making wise pur
chasing decisions; and 

Insurance market reforms including 
guaranteed issue and renewability, pro
hibitions on preexisting condition ex
clusions, and risk adjustment. Insur
ance reform, if carefully crafted, would 
stabilize premiums for small employers 
and individual purchasers and prevent 
plans from excluding those who most 
need coverage. 

This legislation has broad support 
among provider groups, including the 
American Medical Association and the 
Advocates for Practitioner Equity Coa
lition which includes nonphysician pro
vider groups like the American Opto
metric Association, the American 
Podiatric Medical Association, the 
American Occupational Therapy Asso
ciation, and consumer groups, includ
ing Consumers Union and Citizen Ac
tion. Together these groups hope to 
form a partnership to work with health 
plans to assure that fair, high-quality 
care is delivered, utilizing the stand
ards enacted in the Health Care Qual
ity and Fairness Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 609 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
"The Health Care Quality and Fairness Act 
of 1995". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The table of con
tents for this Act are as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 

TITLE I-PROTECTION OF CONSUMER 
CHOICE 

Sec. 101. Protection of consumer choice. 
Sec. 102. Enrollment. 
TITLE II-OFFICE FOR CONSUMER IN

FORMATION, COUNSELING AND -AS
SISTANCE 

Sec. 201. Establishment. 
TITLE ill-UTILIZATION MANAGEMENT 

Sec. 301. Definitions. 

Sec. 302. Requirement for utilization review 
program. 

Sec. 303. Standards for utilization review. 
TITLE IV-HEALTH PLAN STANDARDS 

Sec. 401. Health plan standards. 
Sec. 402. Minimum solvency requirements. 
Sec. 403. Information on terms of plan. 
Sec. 404. Access. 
Sec. 405. Credentialing for health profes-

sionals. 
Sec. 406. Grievance procedures. 
Sec. 407. Confidentiality standards. 
Sec. 408. Discrimination. 
Sec. 409. Prohibition on selective market

ing. 
TITLE V-HEALTH INSURANCE MARKET 

REFORM 
Sec. 501. Guaranteed issue and renewability. 
Sec. 502. Nondiscrimination based on health 

status. 
Sec. 503. Adjustments based on age, geog-

raphy and family size. 
Sec. 504. Risk adjustment. 
Sec. 505. Lifetime limits. 
Sec. 506. Patient's right to self-determina-

tion. 
Sec. 507. Affect on State law. 
Sec. 508. Association plans. 
TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
Sec. 601. Enforcement. 
Sec. 602. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

Unless specifically provided otherwise, as 
used in this Act: 

(1) CARRIER.-The term "carrier" means a 
licensed insurance company. a hospital or 
medical service corporation (including an ex
isting Blue Cross or Blue Shield organiza
tion, within the meaning of section 833(c)(2) 
of Internal Revenue Code of 1986 as in effect 
before the date of the enactment of this Act), 
a health maintenance organization, or other 
entity licensed or certified by the State to 
provide health insurance or health benefits. 

(2) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.-The term "cov
ered individual" means a member, enrollee, 
subscriber, covered life, patient or other in
dividual eligible to receive benefits under a 
health plan. 

(3) DEPENDENT.-The term "dependent" 
means a spouse or child (including an adopt
ed child) of an enrollee in a health plan who 
is financially dependent upon the enrollee. 

(4) EMERGENCY SERVICES.-The term "emer
gency services" means those health care 
services that are provided to a patient after 
the sudden onset of a medical condition that 
manifests itself by symptoms of sufficient 
severity, including severe pain, and the ab
sence of such immediate medical attention 
could reasonably be expected, to result in-

(A) placing the patient's health in serious 
jeopardy; 

(B) serious impairment to bodily function; 
or 

(C) serious dysfunction of any bodily organ 
or part. 

(5) HEALTH PLAN.-The term "health plan" 
includes any organization that seeks to ar
range for, or provide for the financing and 
coordinated delivery of, health care services 
directly or through a contracted health pro
fessional panel, and shall include health 
maintenance organizations, preferred pro
vider organizations, single service health 
maintenance organizations, single service 
preferred provider organizations, other enti
ties such as physician-hospital or hospital
physician organizations, employee welfare 
benefit plans (as defined in section 3(1) of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(1)), and multiple em
ployer welfare plans or other association 
plans, as well as carriers. 
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(6) HEALTH PROFESSIONAL.-The term 

"health professional" means individuals who 
are licensed, certified, accredited, or other
wise credentialed to provide health care 
items and services as authorized under State 
law. 

(7) MANAGED CARE PLAN.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The term "managed care 

plan" means a plan operated by a managed 
care entity (as defined in subparagraph (B)) , 
that provides for the financing and delivery 
of health care services to persons enrolled in 
such plan through-

(i) arrangements with selected providers to 
furnish health care services; 

(ii) explicit standards for the selection of 
participat,ing providers; 

(iii) organizational arrangements for ongo
ing quality assurance, utilization review pro
grams, and dispute resolution; and 

(iv) financial incentives for persons en
rolled in the plan to use the participating 
providers and procedures provided for by the 
plan. 

(B) MANAGED CARE ENTITY.-The term 
"managed care entity" includes a licensed 
insurance company, hospital or medical 
service plan (including physician and physi
cian-hospital networks), health maintenance 
organization, an employer or employee orga
nization, or a managed care contractor (as 
defined in subparagraph (C)), that operates a 
managed care plan. 

(C) MANAGED CARE CONTRACTOR.-The term 
" managed care contractor" means a person 
that-

(i) establishes, operates, or maintains a 
network of participating providers; 

(ii) conducts or arranges for utilization re
view activities; and 

(iii) contracts with an insurance company, 
a hospital or medical service plan, an em
ployer, an employee organization, or any 
other entity providing coverage for health 
care services to operate a managed care 
plan. 

(8) PHYSICIAN.-The term "physician" 
means a doctor of medicine, a doctor of oste
opathy, or a doctor of allopathy. 

(9) PROVIDER.-The term " provider" means 
a physician, an organized group of physi
cians, a facility or any other health care pro
fessional licensed or certified by the State, 
where licensure or certification is required. 

(10) PROVIDER NETWORK.-The term " pro
vider network" means, with respect to a 
health plan that restricts access, those pro
viders who have entered into a contract or 
agreement with the plan under which such 
providers are obligated to provide items and 
services under the plan to eligible individ
uals enrolled in the plan, or have an agree
ment to provide services on a fee-for-service 
basis. 

(11) POINT-OF-SERVICE PLAN.-The term 
"point-of-service plan" means a plan that of
fers services to enrollees through a provider 
network and also offers additional services 
or access to care by network or non-network 
providers. 

(12) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(13) SMALL GROUP MARKET.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The term "small group 

market" means, with respect to a calendar 
year, employers (including sole proprietor
ships, firms, corporations, partnerships, or 
associations actively engaged in business) 
that, on at least 50 percent of its business 
days, employ at least one but not more than 
50 employees. In determining the number of 
employees for purposes of this paragraph, en
tities that are affiliated, or that are eligible 

to file a combined tax return, shall be con
sidered as a single employer. 

(B) APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS.-Except as 
specifically provided otherwise, the require
ments of this Act that apply to an employer 
in the small group market shall continue to 
apply to such employer through the end of 
the rating period in which the employer has 
failed to meet the requirements of subpara
graph (A). 

(14) SPECIALIZED TREATMENT EXPERTISE.
The term "specialized treatment expertise" 
means expertise in diagnosing and treating 
unusual diseases and condition, diagnosing 
and treating diseases and conditions that are 
usually difficult to diagnose or treat, and 
providing other specialized health care. 

(15) SPONSOR.-The term "sponsor" means 
a carrier or employer that provides a health 
plan. 

(16) TRADITIONAL INSURANCE PLAN.-The 
term "traditional insurance plan" includes 
plans that offer a health benefits package 
and that pay for medical services on a fee
for-service basis using a usual, customary, or 
reasonable payment methodology or a re
source based relative value schedule, usually 
linked to an annual deductible and/or coin
surance payment on each allowed amount. 

(17) UTILIZATION REVIEW.-The term "utili
zation review" means a set of formal tech
niques designed to monitor and evaluate the 
clinical necessity, appropriateness and effi
ciency of health care services, procedures, 
providers and facilities. Techniques may in
clude ambulatory review, prospective review, 
second opinion, certification, concurrent re
view, case management, discharge planning 
and retrospective review. 

TITLE I-PROTECTION OF CONSUMER 
CHOICE 

SEC. 101. PROTECTION OF CONSUMER CHOICE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- Each employer, including 

a self-insured employer, who offers, provides, 
or makes available to employees a health 
plan must provide to each such employee a 
choice of health plans as required under sub
section (b). 

(b) OFFERING OF PLANS.-Each employer re
ferred to in subsection (a) shall include 
among its health plan offerings at least one 
of each of the following types of health 
plans, where available: 

(1) A managed care plan, including a health 
maintenance organization or preferred pro
vider organization. 

(2) A point-of-service plan. 
(3) A traditional insurance plan (as defined 

in section 2). 
SEC. 102. ENROLLMENI'. 

Each employer including a self-insured em
ployer, who offers, provides, or makes avail
able a health plan shall establish a process 
for enrollment in such plan which consists 
of-

(1) a general annual open enrollment pe
riod of at least 30 days; and 

(2) special open enrollment periods for 
changes in enrollment as required by the 
Secretary. 
TITLE II-OFFICE FOR CONSUMER INFOR
MATION, COUNSELING AND ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 201. ESTABUSHMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

award a grant to each State for the estab
lishment of an Office for Consumer Informa
tion, Counseling and Assistance (hereafter 
referred to in this section as the " Office") in 
each such State. Each such Office shall per
form public outreach and provide education 
and assistance concerning consumer rights 
with respect to health insurance as provided 
for in subsection (d). 

(b) USE OF GRANT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-A State shall use a grant 

under this section-
(A) to administer the Office and carry out 

the duties described in subsection (d); 
(B) to solicit and award contracts to pri

vate, nonprofit organizations applying to the 
State to administer the Office and carry out 
the duties described in subsection (d); or 

(C) in the case of a State operating a 
consumer information counseling and assist
ance program on the date of enactment of 
this Act, to expand and improve such pro
gram. 

(2) CoNTRACTS.-With respect to the con
tract described in paragraph (1)(B), the con
tract period shall be not less than 2 ·years 
and not more than 4 years. 

(c) STAFF.-A State shall ensure that the 
Office has sufficient staff (including volun
teers) and local offices throughout the State 
to carry out its duties under this section and 
a demonstrated ability to represent and 
work with a broad spectrum of consumers, 
including vulnerable and underserved popu
lations. 

(d) DUTIES.-An Office established under 
this section shall-

(1) establish a State-wide toll-free hotline 
to enable consumers to contact the Office; 

(2) have the ability to provide appropriate 
assistance under this subsection to individ
uals with limited English language ability; 

(3) develop outreach programs to provide 
health insurance information, counseling, 
and assistance; 

(4) provide outreach and education relating 
to consumer rights and responsibilities 
under this Act, including the rights and serv
ices available through the Office; 

(5) provide individuals with assistance in 
enrolling in health plans (including provid
ing plan comparisons) or in obtaining serv
ices or reimbursements from health plans; 

(6) provide individuals with assistance in 
filing applications for appropriate State 
health plan premium assistance programs; 

(7) provide individuals with information 
concerning existing grievance procedures 
and institute systems of referral to appro
priate Federal or State departments or agen
cies for assistance with problems related to 
insurance coverage (including legal prob
lems); 

(8) ensure that regular and timely access is 
provided to the services available through 
the Office; 

(9) implement training programs for staff 
members (including volunteer staff mem
bers) and collect and disseminate timely and 
accurate health care information to staff 
members; 

(10) not less than once each year, conduct 
public hearings to identify and address com
munity health care needs; 

(11) coordinate its activities with the staff 
of the appropriate departments and agencies 
of the State government and other appro
priate entities within the State; and 

(12) carry out any other activities deter
mined appropriate by the Secretary. 

(e) STATE DUTIES.-
(1) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.-The State 

shall ensure that, for purposes of carrying 
out the duties of the Office, the Office has 
appropriate access to relevant information, 
subject to the application of procedures to 
ensure confidentiality of enrollee and propri
etary health plan information. 

(2) REPORTING AND EVALUATION REQUffiE
MENTS.-

(A) REPORT.-The Office shall annually 
prepare and submit to the State a report on 
the nature and patterns of consumer com
plaints received by the Office during the year 
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for which the report is prepared. Such report 
shall contain any policy, regulatory , and leg
islative recommendations for improvements 
in the activities of the Office together with 
a record of the activities of the Office. 

(B) EVALUATION.-The State shall annually 
evaluate the quality and effectiveness of the 
Office in carrying out the activities de
scribed in subsection (d). 

(3) CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.- The State 
shall ensure that no individual involved in 
selecting the entity with which to enter into 
a contract under subsection (b)(l)(B), or in
volved in the operation of the Office, or any 
delegate of the Office, is subject to a conflict 
of interest. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section. 

TITLE III-UTILIZATION MANAGEMENT 

SEC. 301. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title: 
(1) ADVERSE DETERMINATION.-The term 

" adverse determination" means a deter
mination that an admission to or continued 
stay at a hospital or that another health 
care service that is required has been re
viewed and, based upon the information pro
vided, does not meet the clinical require
ments for medical necessity, appropriate
ness, level of care, or effectiveness. 

(2) AMBULATORY REVIEW.-The term " am
bulatory review" means utilization review of 
health care services performed or provided in 
an outpatient setting. 

(3) APPEALS PROCEDURE.-The term " ap
peals procedure" means a formal process 
under which a covered individual (or an indi
vidual acting on behalf of a covered individ
ual) , attending physician, facility or applica
ble health care provider may appeal an ad
verse utilization review decision rendered by 
the health plan or its designee utilization re
view organization. 

(4) CASE MANAGEMENT.-The term " case 
management" means a coordinated set of ac
tivities conducted for the individual patient 
management of serious, complicated, pro
tracted or chronic health conditions that 
provides cost-effective and benefit-maximiz
ing treatments for extremely resource-inten
sive conditions. 

(5) CLINICAL REVIEW CRITERIA.-The term 
"clinical review criteria" means the re
corded (written or otherwise) screening pro
cedures, decision abstracts, clinical proto
cols and practice guidelines used by the 
health plan to determine necessity and ap
propriateness of health care services. 

(6) CONCURRENT REVIEW.-The term " con
current review" means utilization review 
conducted during a patient's hospital stay or 
course of treatment. 

(7) DISCHARGE PLANNING.- The term " dis
charge planning" means the formal process 
for determining, coordinating and managing 
the care a patient receives following the dis
charge of the patient from a facility. 

(8) FACILITY.-The term " facility" means 
an institution or health care setting provid
ing the prescribed health care services under 
review. Such term includes hospitals and 
other licensed inpatient facilities, ambula
tory surgical or treatment centers, skilled 
nursing facilities, residential treatment cen
ters, diagnostic, laboratory and imaging cen
ters and rehabilitation and other therapeutic 
health care settings. 

(9) PROSPECTIVE REVIEW.-The term "pro
spective review" means utilization review 
conducted prior to an admission or a course 
of treatment. 

(10) RETROSPECTIVE REVIEW.- The term 
"retrospective review" means utilization re
view conducted after health care services 
have been provided to a patient. Such term 
does not include the retrospective review of 
a claim that is limited to an evaluation of 
reimbursement levels, veracity of docu
mentation, accuracy of coding and adjudica
tion for payment. 

(11) SECOND OPINION.-The term "second 
opinion" means an opportunity or require
ment to obtain a clinical evaluation by a 
provider other than the provider originally 
making a recommendation for a proposed 
health service to assess the clinical neces
sity and appropriateness of the initial pro
posed health service. 

(12) UTILIZATION REVIEW ORGANIZATION.
The term "utilization review organization" 
means an entity that conducts utilization re
view. 
SEC. 302. REQUIREMENT FOR UTILIZATION RE· 

VIEW PROGRAM. 
A health plan shall have in place a utiliza

tion review program that meets the require
ments of this title and that is certified by 
the State. 
SEC. 303. STANDARDS FOR UTILIZATION REVIEW. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.- The Secretary shall 
establish standards for the establishment, 
operation, and certification and periodic re
certification of health plan utilization re
view programs. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-A State may certify a 

health plan as meeting the standards estab
lished under subsection (a) if the State deter
mines that the health plan has met the utili
zation standards required for accreditation 
as applied by a nationally recognized, inde
pendent, nonprofit accreditation entity. 

(2) REVIEW BY STATE.-A State that makes 
a determination under paragraph (1) shall pe
riodically review the standards used by the 
private accreditation entity to ensure that 
such standards meet or exceed the standards 
established by the Secretary under this title. 

(c) UTILIZATION REVIEW PROGRAM REQUIRE
MENTS.- The standards developed by the Sec
retary under subsection (a) shall require that 
utilization review programs comply with the 
following: 

(1) DOCUMENTATION.-A health plan shall 
provide a written description of the utiliza
tion review program of the plan, including a 
description of-

(A) the delegated and nondelegated activi
ties under the program; 

(B) the policies and procedures used under 
the program to evaluate medical necessity; 
and 

(C) the clinical review criteria, informa
tion sources, and the process used to review 
and approve the provision of medical serv
ices under the program. 

(2) PROHIBITION.-With respect to the ad
ministration of the utilization review pro
gram, a health plan may not employ utiliza
tion reviewers or contract with a utilization 
management organization if the conditions 
of employment or the contract terms include 
financial incentives to reduce or limit the 
medically necessary or appropriate services 
provided to covered individuals. 

(3) REVIEW AND MODIFICATION.-A health 
plan shall develop procedures for periodi
cally reviewing and modifying the utiliza
tion review of the plan. Such procedures 
shall provide for the participation of provid
ers in the health plan in the development 
and review of utilization review policies and 
procedures. 

(4) DECISION PROTOCOLS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-A utilization review pro

gram shall develop and apply recorded (writ-

ten or otherwise) utilization review decision 
protocols. Such protocols shall be based on 
sound medical evidence. 

(B) PROTOCOL CRITERIA.-The clinical re
view criteria used under the utilization re
view decision protocols to assess the appro
priateness of medical services shall be clear
ly documented and available to participating 
health professionals upon request. Such pro
tocols shall include a mechanism for assess
ing the consistency of the application of the 
criteria used under the protocols across re
viewers, and a mechanism for periodically 
updating such criteria. 

(5) REVIEW AND DECISIONS.-
(A) REVIEW.-The procedures applied under 

a utilization review program with respect to 
the preauthorization and concurrent review 
of the necessity and appropriateness of medi
cal i terns, services or procedures, shall re
quire that qualified medical professionals su
pervise review decisions. With respect to a 
decision to deny the provision of medical 
i terns, services or procedures, a physician 
shall conduct a subsequent review to deter
mine the medical appropriateness of such a 
denial. Board certified physicians from the 
appropriate specialty areas of medicine and 
surgery shall be utilized in the review proc
ess as needed. 

(B) DECISIONS.- All utilization review deci
sions shall be made in a timely manner, as 
determined · appropriate when considering 
the urgency of the situation. 

(C) ADVERSE DETERMINATIONS.-With re
spect to utilization review, an adverse deter
mination or noncertification of an admis
sion, continued sta.{, or service shall be 
clearly documented, including the specific 
clinical or other reason for the adverse de
termination or noncertification, and be 
available to the covered individual and the 
affected provider or facility. A health plan 
may not deny or limit coverage with respect 
to a service that the enrollee has already re
ceived solely on the basis of lack of prior au
thorization or second opinion, to the extent 
that the service would have otherwise been 
covered by the plan had such prior author
ization or a second opinion been obtained. 

(D) NOTIFICATION OF DENIAL.-A health plan 
shall provide a covered individual with time
ly notice of an adverse determination or non
certification of an admission, continued 
stay, or service. Such a notification shall in
clude information concerning the utilization 
review program appeals procedure. 

(6) REQUESTS FOR AUTHORIZATION.-A 
health plan utilization review program shall 
ensure that requests by covered individuals 
or physicians for prior authorization of a 
nonemergency service shall be answered in a 
timely manner after such request is received. 
If utilization review personnel are not avail
able in a timely fashion, any medical serv
ices provided shall be considered approved. 

(7) NEW TECHNOLOGIES.- A utilization re
view program shall implement policies and 
procedures to evaluate the appropriate use of 
new medical technologies or new applica
tions of established technologies, including 
medical procedures, drugs, and devices. The 
program shall ensure that appropriate pro
fessionals participate in the development of 
technology evaluation criteria. 

(8) SPECIAL RULE.-Where prior authoriza
tion for a service or other covered item is ob
tained under a program under this section, 
the service shall be considered to be covered 
unless there was fraud or incorrect informa
tion provided at the time such prior author
ization was obtained. If a provider supplied 
the incorrect information that led to the au
thorization of medically unnecessary care, 
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the provider shall be prohibited from collect
ing payment directly from the enrollee, and 
shall reimburse the plan and subscriber for 
any payments or copayments the provider 
may have received. 

(d) HEALTH PLAN REQUIREMENTS.
(!) DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION.-
(A) PROSPECTIVE COVERED INDIVIDUALS.-A 

health plan shall, with respect to any mate
rials distributed to prospective covered indi
viduals, include a summary of the utilization 
review procedures of the plan. 

(B) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.-A health plan 
shall, with respect to any materials distrib
uted to newly covered individuals, include a 
clear and comprehensive description of utili
zation review procedures of the plan and a 
statement of patient rights and responsibil
ities with respect to such procedures. 

(C) STATE OFFICIALS.-
(i) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall dis

close to the State insurance commissioner, 
or other designated State official, the health 
plan utilization review program policies, 
procedures, and reports required by the 
State for certification. 

(ii) STREAMLINING OF PROCEDURES.-To the 
extent practicable, a State shall implement 
procedures to streamline the process by 
which a health plan documents compliance 
with the requirements of this Act, including 
procedures to condense the number of docu
ments filed with the State concerning such 
compliance. 

(2) TOLL-FREE . NUMBER.- A health plan 
shall have a membership card which shall 
have printed on the card the toll-free tele
phone number that a covered individual 
should call to receive precertffication utili
zation review decisions. 

(3) EVALUATION.-A health plan shall estab
lish mechanisms to evaluate the effects of 
the utilization review program of the plan 
through the use of member satisfaction data 
or through other appropriate means. 

(e) EMERGENCY CARE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall pro

vide coverage for emergency services pro
vided to an enrollee without regard to 
whether the health professional or provider 
furnishing such services has a contractual 
(or other arrangement) with the plan. 

(2) PREAUTHORIZATION.-With respect to 
emergency services furnished in a hospital 
emergency department, a health plan shall 
not require prior authorization for the provi
sion of such services if the enrollee arrived 
at the emergency department with symp
toms that reasonably suggested an emer
gency medical condition, regardless of 
whether the hospital was affiliated with the 
health plan. All procedures performed during 
the evaluation and treatment of an emer
gency condition shall be covered under the 
health plan. 

TITLE W-HEALTH PLAN STANDARDS 
SEC. 401. HEALTH PLAN STANDARDS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.- The Secretary shall 
establish standards for the certification and 
periodic recertification of health plans, in
cluding standards which require plans to 
meet the requirements of this title. 

(b) STATE CERTIFICATION.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-A State shall provide for 

the certification of health plans if the cer
tifying authority designated by the State de
termines that the plan meets the applicable 
requirements of this Act. 

(2) REQUIREMENT.-Effective on January 1, 
1997, a health plan sponsor may only offer a 
health plan in a State if such plan is cer
tified by the State under paragraph (1) . 

(c) CoNSTRUCTION.-Whenever in this title a 
requirement or standard is imposed on a 

health plan, the requirement or standard is 
deemed to have been imposed on the sponsor 
of the plan in relation to that plan. 
SEC. 402. MINIMUM SOLVENCY REQum.EMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.- Except as provided in 
subsection (b), each State shall apply mini
mum solvency requirements to all health 
plans offered or operating with the State. A 
health plan shall meet the financial reserve 
requirements that are established by the 
State to assure proper payment for health 
care services provided under the plan. 

(b) FEDERAL STANDARDS.-The Secretary 
shall establish minimum solvency standards 
that shall apply to all self-insured health 
plans. Such standards shall at least meet the 
solvency requirements established by the 
National Association of Insurance Commis
sioners. 
SEC. 403. INFORMATION ON TERMS OF PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall pro
vide prospective covered individuals with 
written information concerning the terms 
and conditions of the health plan to enable 
such individuals to make informed decisions 
with respect to a certain system of health 
care delivery. Such information shall be 
standardized so that prospective covered in
dividuals may compare the attributes of all 
such plans offered within the coverage area. 

(b) UNDERSTANDABILITY.- lnformation pro
Vided under this section, whether written or 
oral shall easily understandable, truthful , 
linguistically appropriate and objective with 
respect to the terms used. Descriptions pro
vided in such information shall be consistent 
with standards developed for supplemental 
insurance coverage under title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act. 

(c) REQUIRED INFORMATION.-Information 
required under this section shall include in
formation concerning-

(!) coverage provisions, benefits, and any 
exclusions by category of service or product; 

(2) plan loss ratios with an explanation 
that such ratios reflect the percentage of the 
premiums expended for health services; 

(3) prior authorization or other review re
quirements including preauthorization re
view, concurrent review, post-service review, 
post-payment review and procedures that 
may lead the patient to be denied coverage 
for , or not be provided, a particular service 
or product; 

(4) an explanation of how plan design im
pacts enrollees, including information on the 
financial responsibility of covered individ
uals for payment for coinsurance or other 
out-of-plan services; 

(5) covered individual satisfaction statis
tics, including disenrollment statistics; 

(6) advance directives and organ donation; 
(7) the characteristics and availability of 

health care professionals and institutions 
participating in the plan, including descrip
tions of the financial arrangements or con
tractual provisions with hospitals, utiliza
tion review organizations, physicians, or any 
other provider of health care services that 
would affect the services offered, referral or 
treatment options, or physician's fiduciary 
responsibility to patients, including finan
cial incentives regarding the provision of 
medical or other services; and 

(8) quality indicators for the plan and for 
participating health professionals and pro
viders under the plan, including population
based statistics such as immunization rates 
and performance measures such as survival 
after surgery, adjusted for case mix. 
SEC. 404. ACCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall dem
onstrate that the plan has a sufficient num
ber, distribution, and variety of qualified 

health care providers to ensure that all cov
ered health care services will be available 
and accessible in a timely manner to adults, 
infants, children, and individuals with dis
abilities enrolled in the plan. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES.-A health 
plan shall ensure that services covered under 
the plan are available in a timely manner 
that ensures a continuity of care, are acces
sible within a reasonable proximity to the 
residences of the enrollees, are available 
within reasonable hours of operation, and in
clude emergency and urgent care services 
when medically necessary and available 
which shall be accessible within the service 
area 24-hours a day, seven days a week. 

(c) SPECIALIZED TREATMENT.- A health 
plan shall demonstrate that plan enrollees 
have access, when medically or clinically in
dicated in the judgment of the treating 
health professional, to specialized treatment 
expertise. 

(d) CHRONIC CONDITIONS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Any process established 

by a health plan to coordinate care and con
trol costs may not impose an undue burden 
on enrollees with chronic health conditions. 
The plan shall ensure a continuity of care 
and shall , when medically or clinically indi
cated in the judgment of the treating health 
professional, ensure direct access to relevant 
specialists for continued care. 

(2) CARE COORDINATOR.-In the case of an 
enrollee who has a severe, complex, or chron
ic condition, the health plan shall determine, 
based on the judgment of the treating health 
professional, whether it is medically or clini
_9ally necessary or appropriate to use a care 
coordinator from an interdisciplinary team 
or a specialist to ensure continuity of care. 

(e) REQUIREMENT.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The requirements of this 

section may not be waived and shall be met 
in all areas where the health plan has enroll
ees, including rural areas. With respect to 
children, such services shall include pedi
atric services. 

(2) OUT-OF-NETWORK SERVICES.-If a health 
plan fails to meet the requirements of this 
section, the plan shall arrange for the provi
sion of out-of-network services to enrollees 
in a manner that provides enrollees with ac
cess to services in accordance with this sec
tion. 
SEC. 405. CREDENTIALING FOR HEALTH PROFES. 

SIONALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall cre

dential health professionals furnishing 
health care services under the plan. 

(b) CREDENTIALING PROCESS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall estab

lish a credentialing process. Such process 
shall ensure that a health professional is 
credentialed prior to that professional being 
listed as a health professional in the health 
plan's marketing materials, in accordance 
with recorded (written or otherwise) policies 
and procedures. 

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF MEDICAL DIRECTOR.
The medical director of the health plan, or 
another designated health professional, shall 
have responsibility for the credentialing of 
health professionals under the plan. 

(3) UNIFORM APPLICATIONS.-A State shall 
develop a basic uniform application that 
shall be used by all health plans in the State 
for credentialing purposes. 

(4) CREDENTIALING COMMITTEE.-
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.-The health plan shall 

establish a credentialing committee that 
shall be composed of licensed physicians ~nd 
other health professionals to review 
credentialing information and supporting 
documents. 
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(B) REQUIREMENT.-The credentialing proc

ess shall provide for the review of an applica
tion for credentialing by a credentialing 
committee with appropriate representation 
of the applicant's medical specialty. 

(5) STANDARDS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Credentialing decisions 

under a health plan shall be based on objec
tive standards with input from health profes
sionals credentialed under the plan. Informa
tion concerning all application and 
credentialing policies and procedures shall 
be made available for review by the health 
professional involved upon written request. 

(B) REQUIREMENT .-The standards referred 
to in subparagraph (A) shall include deter

. minations as to-
(i) whether the health professional has a 

current valid license to practice the particu
lar health profession involved; 

(ii) whether the health professional has 
clinical privileges in good standing at the 
hospital designated by the practitioner and 
the primary admitting facility, as applica
ble; 

(iii) whether the health professional has a 
valid DEA or CDS certificate, as applicable; 

(iv) whether the health professional has 
graduated from medical school and com
pleted a residency, or received Board certifi
cation, as applicable; 

(v) the work history of the health profes
sional; 

(vi) whether the health professional has 
current, adequate malpractice insurance in 
accordance with the policy of the health 
plan; and 

(vii) the professional liability claims his
tory of the health professional. 

(C) RIGHT TO REVIEW INFORMATION.-A 
health professional who undergoes the 
credentialing process shall have the right to 
review the basis information, including the 
sources of that information, that was used to 
meet the designated credentialing criteria. 
SEC. 406. GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall adopt 
a timely and organized system for resolving 
complaints and formal grievances filed by 
covered individuals. Such system shall in
clude-

(1) recorded (written or otherwise) proce
dures for registering and responding to com
plaints and grievances in a timely manner; 

(2) documentation concerning the sub
stance of complaints, grievances, and actions 
taken concerning such complaints and griev
ances, which shall be in writing, and be 
available upon request to the Office for 
Consumer Information, Counseling and As
sistance; 

(3) procedures to ensure a resolution of a 
complaint or grievance; 

(4) the compilation and analysis of com
plaint and grievance data; 

(5) procedures to expedite the complaint 
process if the complaint involves a dispute 
about the coverage of an immediately and 
urgently needed service; and 

(6) procedures to ensure that if an enrollee 
orally notifies a health plan about a com
plaint, the plan (if requested) must send the 
enrollee a complaint form that includes the 
telephone numbers and addresses of member 
services, a description of the plan's griev
ance procedure, and the telephone number of 
the Officer for Consumer Information, Coun
seling and Assistance where enrollees may 
register complaints. 

(b) APPEAL PROCESS.-A health plan shall 
adopt an appeals process to enable covered 
individuals to appeal decisions that are ad
verse to the individuals. Such a process shall 
include-

(1) the right to a review by a grievance 
panel; 

(2) the right to a second review with a dif
ferent panel, independent from the health 
plan, or to a review through an impartial ar
bitration process which shall be described in 
writing by the plan; and 

(3) an expedited process for review in emer
gency cases. 
The Secretary shall develop guidelines for 
the structure and requirements applicable to 
the independent review panel and impartial 
arbitration process described in paragraph 
(2). 

(C) NOTIFICATION.-With respect to the 
complaint, grievance, and appeals processes 
required under this section, a health plan 
shall, upon the request of a covered individ
ual, provide the individual a written decision 
concerning a complaint, grievance, or appeal 
in a timely fashion. 

(d) NON-IMPEDIMENT TO BENEFITS.-The 
complaint, grievance, and appeals processes 
established in accordance with this section 
may not be used in any fashion to discourage 
or prevent a covered individual from receiv
ing medically necessary care in a timely 
manner. 

(e) DUE PROCESS WITH RESPECT TO 
CREDENTIALING.-

(1) RECEIPT OF INFORMATION.-A health pro
fessional who is subject to credentialing 
under section 405 shall, upon written request, . 
receive from the health plan any informa
tion obtained by the plan during the 
credentialing process that, as determined by 
the credentialing committee, does not meet 
the credentialing standards of the plan, or 
that varies substantially from the informa
tion provided to the health plan by the 
health professional. 

(2) SUBMISSION OF CORRECTIONS.-A health 
plan shall have a formal, recorded (written 
or otherwise) process by which a health pro
fessional may submit supplemental informa
tion to the credentialing committee if the 
health professional determines that erro
neous or misleading information has been 
previously submitted. The health profes
sional may request that such information be 
reconsidered in the evaluation for 
credentialing purposes. 

(3) No ENTITLEMENT.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-A health professional is 

not entitled to be selected or retained by a 
health plan as a participating or contracting 
provider whether or not such professional 
meets the credentialing standards estab
lished under section 405. 

(B) ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS.-If eco
nomic considerations, including the health 
care professional's patterns of expenditure 
per patient, are part of a selection decision, 
objective criteria shall be used in examining 
such considerations and a written descrip
tion of such criteria shall be provided to ap
plicants, participating health professionals, 
and enrollees. Any economic profiling of 
health professionals must be adjusted to rec
ognize case mix, severity of illness, and the 
age of patients of a health professional's 
practice that may account for higher or 
lower than expected costs, to the extent ap
propriate data in this regard is available to 
the health plan. 

(4) TERMINATION, REDUCTION OR WITH
DRAWAL.-

(A) PROCEDURES.-A health plan shall de
velop and implement procedures for the re
porting, to appropriate authorities, of seri
ous quality deficiencies that result . in the 
suspension or termination of a contract with 
a health professional. · 

(B) REVIEW.-A health plan shall develop 
and implement policies and procedures under 

which the plan reviews the contract privi
leges of health professionals who-

(i) have seriously violated policies and pro
cedures of the health plan; 

(ii) have lost their privilege to practice 
with a contracting institutional provider; or 

(iii) otherwise pose a threat to the quality 
of service and care provided to the enrollees 
of the health plan. 
At a minimum, the policies and procedures 
implemented under this subparagraph shall 
meet the requirements of the Health Care 
Quality Improvement Act of 1986. 

(C) DUE PROCESS.-The policies and proce
dures implemented under subparagraph (B) 
shall include requirements for the timely no
tification of the affected health professional 
of the reasons for the reduction, withdrawal, 
or termination of privileges, and provide the 
health professional with the right to appeal 
the determination of reduction, withdrawal, 
or termination. 

(D) AVAILABILITY.-A written copy of the 
policies and procedures implemented under 
this paragraph shall be made available to a 
health professional on request prior to the 
time at which the health professional con
tracts to provide services under the plan. 
SEC. 407. CONFIDENI1ALITY STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall en
sure that the confidentiality of specified en
rollee patient information and records is pro
tected. 

(b) POLICIES AND PROCEDURES.-A health 
plan shall have written confidentiality poli
cies and procedures. Such policies and proce
dures shall, at a minimum-

(1) maintain the confidentiality of enrollee 
patient information within the administra
tive structure of the health plan; 

(2) protect medical record information; 
(3) protect claim information; 
(4) establish requirements for the release 

of information; and 
(5) inform employees of the confidentiality 

policies and procedures. 
(c) PATIENT CARE PROVIDERS AND FACILI

TIES.-A health plan shall ensure that pro
viders, offices and facilities responsible for 
providing covered items or services to plan 
enrollees have implemented policies and pro
cedures to prevent the unauthorized or inad
vertent disclosure of confidential patient in
formation to individuals who should not 
have access to such information. 

(d) RELEASE OF lNFORMATION.-An enrollee 
in a health plan shall have the opportunity 
to approve or disapprove the release of iden
tifiable personal patient information by the 
health plan, except where such release is re
quired under applicable law. 
SEC. 408. DISCRIMINATION. 

(a) ENROLLEES.-A health plan (network or 
non-network) may not discriminate or en
gage (directly or through contractual ar
rangements) in any activity, including the 
selection of service area, that has the effect 
of discriminating against an individual on 
the basis of race, national origin, gender, 
language, socio-economic status, age, dis
ability, health status, or anticipated need for 
health services. 

(b) PROVIDERS.-A health plan may not dis
criminate in the selection of members of the 
health professional or provider network (and 
in establishing the terms and conditions for 
membership in the network) of the plan 
based on-

(1) the race, national origin, or disability 
of the health professional; 

(2) the socio-economic status, disability, 
health status, or anticipated need for health 
services of the patients of the health profes
sional or provider; or 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE . 8971 
(3) the health professional or provider's 

lack of affiliation with, or admitting privi
leges at, a hospital. 

(C) LICENSE OR CERTIFICATION.-A health 
plan may not discriminate in participation, 
reimbursement, or indemnification against a 
health professional who is acting within the 
scope of the license or certification of the 
professional under applicable State law sole
ly on the basis of the license or certification 
of the health professional. A health plan may 
not discriminate in participation, reimburse
ment, or indemnification against a health 
provider that is providing services within the 
scope of services that it is authorized to per
form under State law. 
SEC. 409. PROHIBITION ON SELECTIVE MARKET

ING. 
A health plan may not engage in market

ing or other practices intended to discourage 
or limit the issuance of health plans to indi
viduals on the basis of health condition, geo
graphic area, industry, or other risk factors. 

TITLE V-HEALTH INSURANCE MARKET 
REFORM 

SEC. 501. GUARANTEED ISSUE AND RENEWABIL
ITY. 

(a) GUARANTEED !SSUE.-Except as other
wise provided in this section, a health plan 
sponsor offering a health plan to a class of 
individuals shall offer such plan to any indi
vidual within such class who applies for cov
erage (either directly with the plan or 
through an employer) under such plan. A 
health plan may not engage in any practice 
that has the effect of attracting or limiting 
enrollees on the basis of personal character
istics, such as occupation or affiliation with 
any person or entity. 

(b) RENEWABILITY.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), a health plan sponsor 
may not refuse to renew, or may not termi
nate, coverage under a health plan with re
spect to any individual or family. 

(2) GROUNDS FOR REFUSAL TO RENEW OR TER
MINATE.-Paragraph (1) shall not apply in the 
case of-

(A) nonpayment of premiums; 
(B) fraud on the part of the individual re

lating to such plan; 
(C) misrepresentation of material facts on 

the part of the individual relating to an ap
plication for coverage or claim for benefits; 
or 

(D) the occurrence of other acts as pre
scribed in standards developed by the Na
tional Association of Insurance Commis
sioners. 

(3) TERMINATION OF PLANS.-The Secretary, 
in consultation with the National Associa
tion of Insurance Commissioners, shall de
velop standards under which a health plan 
sponsor may terminate a health plan. 
SEC. 502. NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON 

HEALTH STATUS. 
(a) NO LIMITS ON COVERAGE; NO PRE EXIST

ING CONDITION LIMITS.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), a health plan may not-

(1) terminate, restrict, or limit coverage or 
establish premiums based on the health sta
tus, medical condition, claims experience, 
receipt of health care, medical history, an
ticipated need for health care services, dis
ability, genetic predisposition to medical 
conditions, or lack of evidence of insurabil
ity of an individual; 

(2) terminate, restrict, or limit coverage in 
any portion of the plan's coverage area; 

(3) except as provided in section 501(b)(2), 
cancel coverage for any individual until that 
individual is enrolled in another applicable 
health plan; 

(4) impose waiting periods before coverage 
begins; or 

(5) impose a rider that serves to exclude 
coverage of particular individuals or particu
lar health conditions. 

(b) TREATMENT OF PREEXISTING CONDITION 
EXCLUSIONS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-A health plan may impose 
a limitation or exclusion of benefits relating 
to treatment of a condition based on the fact 
that the condition preexisted the effective 
date of the plan with respect to an individual 
if-

(A) the condition was diagnosed or treated 
during the 3-month period ending on the day 
before the date of enrollment under the plan; 

(B) the limitation or exclusion extends for 
a period not more than 6 months after the 
date of enrollment tinder the plan; 

(C) the limitation or exclusion does not 
apply to an individual who, as of the date of 
birth, was covered under the plan; or 

(D) the limitation or exclusion does notre
late to pregnancy. 

(2) CONTINUOUS COVERAGE.-A health plan 
shall provide that if an individual under such 
plan is in a period of continuous coverage 
with respect to particular services as of the 
date of enrollment under such plan, any pe
riod of exclusion of coverage with respect to 
a preexisting condition as permitted under 
paragraph (1) shall be reduced by 1 month for 
each month in the period of continuous cov
erage. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this sub
section: 

(A) PERIOD OF CONTINUOUS COVERAGE.-The 
term "period of continuous coverage" means 
the period beginning on the date an individ
ual is enrolled under a health plan or health 
care program which provides benefits equiva
lent to those provided by the plan in which 
the individual is seeking to enroll with re
spect to coverage of a preexisting condition 
and ends on the date the individual is not so 
enrolled for a continuous period of more 
than 3 months. 

(B) PREEXISTING CONDITION.-The term 
"preexisting condition" means, with respect 
to coverage under a health plan, a condition 
which was diagnosed, or which was treated, 
within the 3-month period ending on the day 
before the first date of such coverage (with
out regard to any waiting period). 
SEC. 503. ADJUSTMENTS BASED ON AGE, GEOG

RAPHY AND FAMILY SIZE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-With respect to health 

plan premiums, the Secretary, in consulta
tion with the NAIC, shall specify uniform 
age, geography, and family size categories 
and maximum rating increments for age, ge
ography, and family size adjustment factors 
that reflect the relative actuarial costs of 
benefit packages among enrollees. 

(b) AGE FACTORS.-With respect to age ad
justment factors established under sub
section (a), for individuals who have attained 
age 18 but not age 65, the highest age adjust
ment factor may not exceed twice the lowest 
age adjustment factor. 

(c) PHASE-IN PERIOD.-The Secretary, in 
consultation with the NAIC, shall establish a 
schedule for the phase-in of age-adjusted 
community rates so as to minimize disrup
tion of the insurance market. 

(d) APPLICATION.-A health plan shall en
sure that the factors developed under this 
section are applied uniformly across each of 
the small group and individual markets. 
SEC. 504. RISK ADJUSTMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-A health plan shall par
ticipate in a risk adjustment program devel
oped by the State involved under standards 
established by the Secretary in consultation 
with the National Association of Insurance 
Commissioners. Such a risk adjustment pro
gram shall-

(1) with respect to a plan offered within the 
small group market; or 

(2) with respect to a plan offered within the 
individual market, 
provide for adjustments based on risk within 
the market in which the plan is marketed. 

(b) PROCESS.-A program developed under 
subsection (a) shall include a process de
signed to share the risk associated with, or 
to equalize, high cost claims, claims of high 
cost individuals, costs of variations among 
carriers based on demographic factors asso
ciated with the individuals insured which 
correlate with such cost variations, to pro
tect health plans from the disproportionate 
adverse risks of offering coverage to all ap~ 
plicants. Risk adjustment mechanisms under 
the program shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, be prospective to minimize the 
uncertainty associated with the setting of 
premiums by health plans to maintain 
consumer choice from among multiple 
health plans based on rates that reflect the 
relative medical and administrative effi
ciencies of health plans. 
SEC. 505. LIFETIME LIMITS. 

A health plan may not impose a lifetime 
limitation on the amount or provision of 
benefits under the plan. 
SEC. 506. PATIENT'S RIGHT TO SELF-DETERMINA

TION. 
A health plan shall be considered to be an 

eligible organization under title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act for purposes of applying 
the rules under section 1866([) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395cc(f)). 
SEC. 507. AFFECT ON STATE LAW. 

(a) PREEMPTION.-The requirements of this 
title do not preempt any State law unless 
such State law directly conflicts with such 
requirements. The provision of additional 
consumer protections under State law shall 
not be considered to directly conflict with 
such requirements. Such State consumer 
protection laws which are not preempted 
under this title include-

(!) laws that limit the exclusions for pre
existing medical conditions to periods that 
are less than those provided for in section 
502; 

(2) laws that limit variations in premium 
rates beyond the variations permitted under 
section 503; and 

(3) laws that would expand the small group 
market. 

(b) STATE REFORM MEASURES.-Nothing in 
this title shall be construed as prohibiting a 
State from enacting health care reform 
measures that exceed the measures estab
lished under this title, including reforms 
that expand access to health care services, 
control health care costs, and enhance the 
quality of care. 
SEC. 508. ASSOCIATION PLANS. 

With respect to health plans offered to 
small employers and individuals through as
sociations or other intermediaries, such 
plans shall meet the requirements of this 
title. 
TITLE VI-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 601. ENFORCEMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-A State shall prohibit the 

offering or issuance of any health plan in 
such State if such plan does not-

(1) have in place a utilization review pro
gram that is certified by the State as meet
ing the requirements of title III; 

(2) comply with the standards developed 
under title IV; 

(3) have in place a credentialing program 
that meets the requirements of section 405; 

(4) comply with the requirements of title 
V; and 
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(5) meet any other requirements deter

mined appropriate by the Secretary. 
(b) SELF-INSURED PLANS.-The Secretary of 

Labor shall develop health plan standards, 
consistent with this Act, that are applicable. 
to self-insured plans. The Secretary of Labor 
may take corrective action to terminate or 
disqualify a self-insured plan that does not 
meet the standards developed under this sub
section. 
SEC. 602. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise pro
vided in this section, this Act shall take ef
fect on the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) STANDARDS.-The standards and pro
grams requ~red under this Act shall apply to 
health plans beginning on January 1, 1997. 

(C) OFFIC.E FOR CONSUMER INFORMATION, 
COUNSELING AND ASSISTANCE.-A State shall 
have in place the Office required under sec
tion 201 on January 1, 1997. The Secretary 
may award grants for the establishment of 
such Offices beginning on the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

(d) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.-The require
ments of titles I and V shall apply to health 
plans beginning on January 1, 1997.• 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 610. A bill to provide for an inter

pretive center at the Civil War Battle
field of Corinth, Mississippi, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

CORINTH MISSISSIPPI BATTLEFIELD ACT 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today 

to introduce legislation relevant to his
toric preservation. This legislation pro
poses to establish an interpretive cen
ter at the Siege and Battle of Corinth 
sites in Corinth, MS. The battlefield of 
Corinth is a significant part of our Na
tion's history. Corinth was the scene of 
a monumental battle during the War 
between the States. 

I would like my colleagues to know, 
that on two occasions during the 103d 
Congress, legislation for this propo:::ed 
interpretive center was favorably re
ported out of the Senate Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee. In addi
tion, legislation for this proposed in
terpretive center was passed twice in 
the 103d Congress, by the full Senate. 
This legislation needs to come to clo
sure. It needs to be passed by both 
Chambers of Congress and signed into 
law. It is long overdue. 

The Siege and Battle of Corinth sites 
are the only sites in my home State of 
Mississippi, which have been included 
on a Department of the Interior's 
American Battlefield Protection Pro
gram. Also, the sites are two of only 
twenty-five nationwide placed on a list 
of Priority Civil War Battlefields for 
preservation by former Secretary of 
the Interior, Manuel Lujan. 

The Battle of Corinth, the largest to 
take place in Mississippi, and the Siege 
of Corinth, both rank, in terms of ag
gregate numbers of troops involved, 
among the largest in the history of the 
Western Hemisphere. 

Of all the major Civil War crusades, 
the Battle of Corinth and the Corinth 
Siege are indisputably the least known 
and definitely the least recognized. The 

site area has already received National 
Historic Landmark designation. It is 
time to go one step further to ensure 
that this important chapter of Amer
ican history is preserved. 

It is most appropriate that we safe
guard our national heritage and pro
tect this significant battlefield upon 
which our ancestors lost life and limb 
in pursuit of their most fundamental 
ideals. I encourage my colleagues to 
join me in supporting the passage of 
this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill ~e printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

s. 610 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Corinth, 
Mississippi, Battlefield Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds that-
(1) the sites located in the vicinity of Cor

inth, Mississippi, that were designated as a 
National Historic Landmark by the Sec
retary of the Interior in 1991 represent na
tionally significant events in the Siege and 
Battle of Corinth during the Civil War; and 

(2) the Landmark sites should be preserved 
and interpreted for the benefit, inspiration, 
and education of the people of the United 
States. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this Act is to 
provide for a center for the interpretation of 
the Siege and Battle of Corinth and other 
Civil War actions in the region and to en
hance public understanding of the signifi
cance of the Corinth Campaign in the Civil 
War relative to the Western theater of oper
ations, in cooperation with State or local 
governmental entities and private organiza
tions and individuals. 
SEC. 3. ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY AT CORINTH, 

MISSISSIPPI. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the In

terior (referred to in this Act as the "Sec
retary") shall acquire by donation, purchase 
with donated or appropriated funds, or ex
change, such land and interests in land in 
the vicinity of the Corinth Battlefield, in the 
State of Mississippi, as the Secretary deter
mines to be necessary for the construction of 
an interpretive center to commemorate and 
interpret the 1862 Civil War Siege and Battle 
of Corinth. 

(b) PUBLICLY OWNED LAND.-Land and in
terests in land owned by the State of Mis
sissippi or a political sub-division of the 
State of Mississippi may be acquired only by 
donation. 
SEC. 4. INTERPRETIVE CENTER AND MARKING. 

(a) INTERPRETIVE CENTER.-
(1) CONSTRUCTION OF CENTER.-The Sec

retary shall construct, operate, and main
tain on the property acquired under section 
3 a center for the interpretation of the Siege 
and Battle of Corinth and associated histori
cal events for the benefit of the public. 

(2) DESCRIPTION.-The center shall contain 
approximately 5,300 square feet, and include 
interpretive exhibits, an auditorium, a park
ing area, and other features appropriate to 
public appreciation and understanding of the 
site. 

(b) MARKING.- The Secretary may mark 
sites associated with the Siege and Battle of 

Corinth National Historic Landmark, as des
ignated on May 6, 1991, if the sites are deter
mined by the Secretary to be protected by 
State or local governmental agencies. 

(c) ADMINISTRATION.-The land and inter
ests in land acquired, and the facilities con
structed and maintained pursuant to this 
Act, shall be administered by the Secretary 
as a part of Shiloh National Military Park, 
subject to the appropriate laws (including 
regulations) applicable to the park, the Act 
entitled "An Act to establish a National 
Park Service, and for other purposes", ap
proved August 25, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.), 
and the Act entitled "an Act to provide for 
the preservation of historic American sites, 
buildings, objects, and antiquities of na
tional significance and for other purposes", 
approved August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 et 
seq.). 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this Act. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.-Of the amounts made 
available to carry out this Act, not more 
than $6,000,000 may be used to carry out sec
tion 4(a). 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 12 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. GREGG] and the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. SMITH] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 12, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to encourage savings and invest
ment through individual retirement 
accounts, and for other purposes. 

s. 170 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 170, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide a com
prehensive program for the prevention 
of Fetal Alcohol Syndrome, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 181 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 181, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide tax incentives to encourage small 
investors, and for other purposes. 

s. 182 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro
lina [Mr. HELMS] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 182, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to en
courage investment in the United 
States by reforming the taxation of 
capital gains, and for other purposes. 

s. 190 

At the request of Mr. PRESSLER, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS] and the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. BROWN] were added as co
sponsors of S. 190, a bill to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to -ex
empt employees who perform certain _ 
court reporting duties from the com
pensatory time requirements applica
ble to certain public agencies, and for 
other purposes. 
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s. 216 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 216, a bill to repeal the reduction in 
the deductible portion of expenses for 
business meals and entertainment. 

S.354 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD] and the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 354, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide tax incentives to encourage the 
preservation of low-income housing. 

s. 440 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN] and the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. ASHCROFT] were added as cospon
sors of S. 440, a bill to amend title 23, 
United States Code, to provide for the 
designation of the National Highway 
System, and for other purposes. 

s. 469 

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. ASHCROFT] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 469, a bill to eliminate the Na
tional Education Standards and Im
provement Council and opportunity-to
learn standards. 

s. 495 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. GREGG] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 495, a bill to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to sta
bilize the student loan programs, im
prove congressional oversight, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 511 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 511, a bill to require the periodic re
view and automatic termination of 
Federal regulations. 

s. 584 

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 
of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF
FORDS] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
584, a bill to authorize the award of the 
Purple Heart to persons who were pris
oners of war on or before April 25, 1962. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 26 

At the request of Mr. SIMPSON, the 
names of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. LUGAR] and the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. MACK] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 26, 
a joint resolution designating April 9, 
1995, and April 9, 1996, as "National 
Former Prisoner of War Recognition 
Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 9 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9, a con
current resolution expressing the sense 
of the Congress regarding a private 

visit by President Lee Teng-hui of the 
Republic of China on Taiwan to the 
United States. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 85 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 85, a resolution to 
express the sense of the Senate that ob
stetrician-gynecologists should be in
cluded in Federal laws relating to the 
provision of health care. 

AMENDMENT NO. 348 

At the request of Mr. BYRD his name 
was added as a cosponsor of Amend
ment No. 348 proposed to S. 4, a bill to 
grant the power to the President tore
duce budget authority. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 91-
RELATIVE TO TURKEY 

Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Ms. SNOWE) submit
ted the following resolution; which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

S. RES. 91 
Whereas as a signatory to the Charter of 

the United Nations, the Government of Tur
key is obligated to maintain international 
peace and security,to develop friendly rela
tions among states based on respect for the 
principle of equal rights and self-determina
tion of peoples, and to achieve international 
cooperation through the promotion and en
couragement of respect for human rights and 
fundamental freedoms for all; 

Whereas the Government of Turkey, as a 
party to the International Covenant on Civil 
and Political Rights and the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural 
Rights, has made additional and firm com
mitments to observe and uphold the rights of 
all peoples; 

Whereas as a member of the North Atlan
tic Treaty Organization, the Government of 
Turkey undertook to refrain in international 
relations from the threat or use of force in 
any manner inconsistent with the purposes 
of the United Nations; 

Whereas as a member of the Organization 
of for Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
Turkey is obliged to respect the territorial 
integrity of other states, and to support the 
human rights, fundamental freedoms and the 
self-determination of peoples; 

Whereas on March 21, 1995, more than 35,000 
Turkish military troops, with tanks, ar
mored personnel carriers, and air support, 
began an invasion of Northern Iraq; 

Whereas the Government of Turkey de
clares that the invasion is in response to 
acts of terrorism by the Kurdistan Workers 
Party, also known as the PKK, and con
stitutes the hot pursuit of terrorists; 

Whereas reports indicate that the Turkish 
army has penetrated 25 miles into Iraq along 
a 150 mile front, and that hundreds of ethnic 
Kurds have been killed thus far; 

Whereas independent international observ
ers claim that some of those killed are inno
cent civilians, and accuse Turkey of tortur
ing prisoners, and of forcibly evacuating and 
destroying villages; 

Whereas U.S. government officials have 
suggested that Turkey's invasion could last 
more than 3 weeks in duration; 

Whereas in scope, scale and duration, Tur
key's invasion of Iraqi Kurdistan appears to 

be an illegal act of aggression and inconsist
ent with Turkey's obligations under the U.N. 
Charter; 

Whereas Turkey's actions jeopardize U.S. 
and international efforts under Operation 
Provide Comfort in Northern Iraq, and 
threaten the provision of vital humanitarian 
assistance by nongovernmental organiza
tions to the Kurds; 

Whereas the U.S. Department of State re
ports that the general human rights situa
tion in Turkey "worsened significantly" in 
1994, and that in many human rights case, 
the specific "targets of abuse were ethnic 
Kurds or their supporters;" 

Whereas according to the U.S. Govern
ment, specific violations of human rights by 
the Government of Turkey in its campaign 
against the PKK include the illegal use of 
torture, excessive force, and political and 
extrajudicial killings of non-combatants; 

Now, therefore be it resolved, That the Sen
ate-

(1) Condemns Turkey's invasion of North
ern Iraq as an illegal act of aggression and a 
violation of international law, inconsistent 
with Turkey's obligations under the Charter 
of the United Nations, the North Atlantic 
Treaty, and other international agreements; 

(2) Calls upon the President of the United 
States to express strong U.S. opposition to 
Turkey's invasion of Northern Iraq; 

(3) Urges the United States at the United 
Nations Security Council to condemn Tur
key's illegal act of aggression and bring 
about an immediate and unconditional with
drawal; 

(4) Denounces Turkey's consistent pattern 
of human rights violations against ethnic 
Kurds; 

(5) Condemns all acts of terror, including 
those by PKK forces against Turkish civil
ian, military and other targets; 

(6) Supports the maintenance of Operation 
Provide Comfort and the continuation of 
other non-governmental humanitarian as
sistance for the Kurds of Northern Iraq. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, five years 
ago, when Iraqi forces crossed the bor
der and invaded Kuwait, the inter
national community-with the United 
States at the forefront-condemned the 
aggression and vowed that it would not 
stand. This week, more than 35,000 
Turkish forces invaded Iraqi Kurdistan 
under the assertion of being engaged in 
hot pursuit of Kurdish terrorists. The 
truth is that Turkey's action is no less 
a violation of international law than 
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. 

The official United States position is 
that Turkey faces a legitimate threat 
from the Kurdish Workers Party-also 
known as the PKK-a Kurdish separat
ist group based in Turkey that advo
cates the establishment of an independ
ent Kurdish state. 

The PKK is a terrorist organization, 
and Turkey has a right to defend its 
citizens against the unlawful use of 
terror. Where I draw the line, however, 
is Turkey's use of terrorism as a pre
tense for its full-scale invasion of Iraqi 
Kurdistan and as justification for its 
consistent pattern of human rights vio
lations against innocent Kurdish civil
ians in southeast Turkey. 

There is no way that the Turkish 
forces can distinguish between the 
Turkish Kurds and Iraqi Kurds that 
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presently reside in Northern Iraq. Nor 
can they reasonably determine which 
Turkish Kurd is an armed terrorist, 
and which is an innocent civilian ref
uges. The result is that innocent 
Kurds--be they Iraqi or Kurdish-are 
being harassed, terrorized, and killed 
by Turkish forces. 

I think that there is a fundamental 
truth that Turkey attempts to obscure 
in its approach to the Kurdish issue. 
The fact is that Kurdish experiment 
with self-rule in Northern Iraq threat
ens and undermines Turkey's identity. 
By conducting this invasion, Turkey 
has exposed that it cares little about 
Iraq's territorial integrity, and only 
wants to keep the Kurdish people in 
check. 

The United States apparently has 
given the green light to Prime Minister 
Ciller's military adventure. Moreover, 
it is nearly certain that the Turkish 
military is using equipment and sup
plies of United States origin in its bru
tal war against the Kurds. 

Turkey's militaristic policy towards 
the Kurds goes beyond the pale of civ
ilized behavior. It is time for the Unit
ed States to take a principled stand, 
express its opposition to Turkey's inva
sion of Iraqi Kurdistan, and cut off sup
plies of United States military equip
ment to Turkey. If, as reports today 
suggest, this operation is to extend for 
the next 3 to 5 weeks, then it is an out
right falsehood to say that Turkey is 
engaged in hot pursuit. We should con
demn this invasion for what it truly 
is--a clear act of aggression and a 
threat to international peace. 

In this regard, I am submitting today 
with Senators KERRY, FEINGOLD, and 
SNOWE a resolution that does just that. 
In addition to condemning the inva
sion, the resolution calls upon the 
President to oppose Turkey's action, 
and urges the United States to lead an 
effort at the United Nations Security 
Council calling for an immediate and 
unconditional withdrawal. The resolu
tion denounces both Turkey's consist
ent pattern of human rights violations 
against the Kurds and the violence per
petrated by terrorists, including the 
PKK. Finally, the resolution calls for 
the continuation of Operation Provide 
Comfort, which is crucial to the protec
tion of civilians in Iraqi Kurdistan. 

Mr. President, I would urge my col
league to join me in sponsoring this 
resolution. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 

MANAGEMENT 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that in 
addition to the hearing on "the Mining 
Law Reform Act of 1995", S. 506, "the 
Mineral Exploration and Development 
Act of 1995", S. 504, will also be consid
ered before the Subcommittee on For
ests and Public Lands Management. 

The hearing will take place in SD-366 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building 
on Thursday, March 30, 1995 at 9:30 a.m. 
in Washington, D.C. 

Those wishing to testify or who wish 
to submit written statements should 
write to the Subcommittee on Forests 
and Public Lands Management, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.C 20510. For fur
ther information, please call Michael 
Flannigan at (202) 224-6170. 

COMMI~EE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that a 
hearing has been scheduled before the 
Subcommittee on Energy Production 
and Regulation. 

The hearing will take place Thurs
day, March 30, 1995 at 2 p.m. in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, D.C. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re
ceive testimony on S. 283, a bill to pro
vide for the extension of the deadline 
under the Federal Power Act applicable 
to two hydroelectric projects in Penn
sylvania, and for other purposes, S. 468, 
a bill to provide for the extension of 
the deadline under the Federal Power 
Act applicable to the construction of a 
hydroelectric project in Ohio, and for 
other purposes, S. 543, a bill to provide 
for the extension of the deadline under 
the Federal Power Act applicable to 
the construction of a hydroelectric 
project in Oregon, and for other pur
poses, S. 547, a bill to provide for the 
extension of the deadlines applicable to 
certain hydroelectric projects under 
the Federal Power Act, and for other 
purposes, S. 549, a bill to provide for 
the extension of the deadline under the 
Federal Power Act applicable to the 
construction of three hydroelectric 
projects in the State of Arkansas, S. 
552, a bill to provide for the refurbish
ment and continued operation of a 
small hydroelectric facility in central 
Montana by adjusting the amount of 
charges to be paid to the United States 
under the Federal Power Act and for 
other purposes, S. 595, a bill to provide 
for the extension of a hydroelectric 
project located in the State of West 
Virginia. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements should write to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
20510. For further information, please 
call Howard Useem at (202) 224-6567. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
on armed services be authorized to 
meet on Thursday, March 23, 1995, at 2 
p.m. in open session, to receive testi
mony on the Department of Defense 
Medical Program and related health 
care issues in review of the defense au-

thorization request for fiscal year 1996 
in the future years defense program. 

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

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation be allowed to meet during 
the Thursday, March 23, 1995 session of 
the Senate for the purpose of conduct
ing an executive session and markup. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be granted permission to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 
March 23, 1995, for purposes of conduct
ing a Full Committee hearing which is 
scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m. The pur
pose of this hearing is to consider S. 
575, a bill to provide Outer Continental 
Shelf [OCS] Impact Assistance to State 
and local governments, and S. 158, a 
bill to encourage production of domes
tic oil and gas resources in deep water 
on the OCS. · 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the full Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works be granted permission to meet 
for a business meeting Thursday, 
March 23, at 9:30a.m. to considerS. 534, 
S. 268, S. 503, and other pending busi
ness. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Thursday, March 23, 1995, at 10 
a.m. to hold a hearing on Reorganiza
tion and Revitalization of America's 
Foreign Affairs Institution. 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee to 
meet on Thursday, March 23 at 10 a.m. 
for a markup on S. 291, the Regulatory 
Reform Act of 1995, and S. 343, the 
Comprehensive Regulatory Reform Act 
of 1995. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to 
hold a business meeting during the ses
sion of the Senate on Thursday, March 
23, 1995. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MEDICAID AND HEALTH CARE 

FOR LOW INCOME FAMILIES 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Medicaid and Health 
Care for Low Income Families of the 
Finance Committee be permitted to 
meet on Thursday, March 23, 1995, be
ginning at 2 p.m. in room SD-215, to 
conduct a hearing on Medicaid 1115 
Waivers. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Transportation and In
frastructure be granted permission to 
meet Thursday, March 23, at 2 p.m. to 
conduct a hearing on legislation to ap
prove the National Highway System 
and transportation issues related to 
clean air conformity requirements. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE NATION OF BELARUS 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my continued support 
for the nation of Belarus and its citi
zens on the upcoming 77th anniversary 
of tbe creation of their great country. 

On March 25, 1918, in the final months 
of World War I, the nation of Belarus 
was founded. Shortly after the war 
ended, the Red Army of the Soviet 
Union seized Belarus, beginning 
Belarus' long hard battle against So
viet communism. During World War II 
25 percent of Belarus' population was 
obliterated while fighting the Axis 
Powers of Germany and Italy. Untold 
numbers died at the hands of the Sovi
ets as well. 

For over 70 years the Belarusan peo
ple were forced to live under the iron 
fist of Communist rule. The Com
munist-led Soviet Union held no regard 
for the lives of any of its citizens, and 
the brutal Soviet dictators routinely 
incarcerated or shot anyone not con
forming to their rule. 

Then in 1990 the years of enslavement 
for Belarus came to an end as 
Belarusan freedom fighters issued a 
declaration of sovereignty, detailing 
their goal to become a neutral, non
nuclear state. On December 25, 1991, 
the United States recognized independ
ent Belarus as a sovereign nation, al
lowing the people of Belarus to hold 
their heads high once again. 

The end of one exhausting journey 
signifies the beginning of another. The 
people of Belarus must now fight to 
maintain their right to liberty and ter
ritorial sovereignty. Extremists within 
the current Russian regime are once 

again attempting to control Belarus 
through unfair economic and military 
treaties. This attempt to destroy the 
natural rights of the people of Belarus, 
a people who fought and overcame one 
of the most oppressive regimes in the 
history of man, must not be allowed to 
occur. 

Mr. President, I want the Belarusan 
people, both in Belarus and here in the 
United States of America to know that 
I stand with them in their fight to 
maintain the right to freedom and self
determination that was denied them 
for so long.• 

SESQUICENTENNIAL ANNIVER-
SARY OF WINSLOW TOWNSHIP, 
NJ 

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to commemorate the 150th anni
versary of the founding of Winslow 
Township, New Jersey. Originally a 
sleepy farming community, Winslow 
has developed into a unique hybrid, en
compassing both rural and urban ele
ments within its 54 square miles. 

With roots firmly planted in New 
Jersey's farming community, Winslow 
has played an increasingly important 
role in the State's agricultural indus
try throughout the years. It is Winslow 
Township's renowned peaches that help 
make New Jersey fourth in the Nation 
in production of this crop. Blessed not 
only with fertile farmland, the Winslow 
Township area also enjoys a close rela
tionship with two of New Jersey's 
greatest natural resources, the Pine
lands and the Great Egg Harbor River. 
The magnificent Pine Barrens, a na
tional wilderness preserve, is popular 
with hikers, nature enthusiasts, and 
canoeists. The Great Egg Harbor River 
is also a favorite with canoeists and 
fishermen, and is home to hundreds of 
different species of fish, mammals, rep
tiles, birds, and amphibians. 

Coexisting with Winslow's natural 
riches are urban areas of great diver
sity. Described by its residents as a 
"microcosm of America," Winslow is 
ethnically, racially, and socio
economically diverse. The small town 
belief that fellow residents are actually 
friends and family has allowed Wins
low's different groups to live harmo
niously as their community has grown. 
Different communities and forces have 
influenced the development of Winslow 
Township, and the town has profited 
from them. The rolling farmlands and 
local winery shape Winslow Township 
as surely as the new pockets of urban 
development. Children of New Jersey's 
most recent immigrants share classes 
in Winslow's outstanding school sys
tem with the great-great-grandchildren 
of the Italian farmers who helped found 
the town. 

Winslow Township may be a small 
town, but the lessons it offers us in 
community and modern living are 
broad in scope. These lessons are sim-

ple, for they are all rooted in one com
mon theme and that theme is respect. 
Respect for the beauty and riches of 
our environment, from which we can 
derive both pleasure in recreation and 
products with which to earn a living; 
respect for diversity and the lessons we 
cannot afford to ignore about the larg
er world in which we live; and finally, 
respect for community-the civil soci
ety in which all Americans make their 
homes, sustain their marriages, raise 
their families, hang out with their 
friends, meet their neighbors, educate 
their children, and worship their God. 

Mr. President, I congratulate Wins
low Township once again, on their ses
quicentennial anniversary .• 

TRIBUTE TO COMMANDER 
LORENZO "PETE" CASALEGNO 

• Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to recognize the dedication, public 
service, and patriotism of Comdr. 
"Pete" Casalegno, U.S. Navy, for 30 
years of unselfish service to our Nation 
in both the U.S. Air Force and the U.S. 
Navy. 

Commander Casalegno's military 
service began in 1965 when he enlisted 
in the U.S. Air Force and served as a 
weather observer and forecaster. A vet
eran of the Vietnam war, he served as 
a member of the combat weather team 
at Tan Son Nhut, Vietnam, from De
cember 1967 to December 1968. 

Upon graduation from the University 
of San Francisco, Commander 
Casalegno was commissioned and sub
sequently designated as a naval flight 
officer. After completion of advanced 
training in the E-2 Hawkeye aircraft, 
Commander Casalegno was assigned to 
Carrier Airborne Early Warning Squad
ron 114 and completed two overseas de
ployments onboard the U.S.S. Kitty 
Hawk (CV-63) and the U.S.S. Coral Sea 
(CV-43). During this assignment, Com
mander Casalegno completed arduous 
qualifications as officer of the deck and 
tactical action officer. 

After graduating from the United 
States Postgraduate School in 1981 
with a master of science in systems en
gineering, Commander Casalegno was 
assigned to the staff of Cruiser De
stroyer Group Three as assistant air 
operations and electronic warfare offi
cer. Involved in frequent deployments 
to both the Western Pacific and South
west Asia, Commander Casalengo par
ticipated in military operations follow
ing the fall of the Shah of Iran, and nu
merous humanitarian operations. 

In 1985, Commander Casalegno re
ported to Carrier Airborne Early Warn
ing Squadron 116, where he served as 
operations officer and maintenance of
ficer during deployments to the West
ern Pacific and Southwest Asia. Com
mander Casalegno was involved in op
erations which included escorting U.S. 
merchant ships through the Straits of 
Hormuz and retributive strikes on Ira
nian oil facilities. 
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Following this tour, Commander 

Casalegno was assigned to the staff of 
Commander Allied Forces Southern 
Europe in Naples, Italy. As a staff offi
cer, he was involved in numerous North 
American Treaty Organization oper
ations, including support of allied 
forces during Operations Desert Shield 
and Desert Storm. 

In 1990, Commander Casalegno was 
assigned as the United States Navy Ex
change Officer to the Royal Navy's 
Maritime Tactical School in Ports
mouth, England, where he trained sen
ior allied officials in the employment 
of naval forces. In 1994, Commander 
Casalegno returned to the United 
States to serve at the Navy's Tactical 
Training Group, Atlantic Fleet, as the 
air defense instructor. 

Commander Casalegno, his wife 
Marla, and his sons Cory and Phillip 
are stalwart Americans whom have 
sacrificed greatly for the past 30 years. 
Commander Casalegno has honorably 
and faithfully upheld the Nation's spe
cial trust and confidence conveyed 
through his military commission. In 
every way, he has lived up to his oath 
of office and bore true faith and alle
giance to our Constitution and the Na
tion. It gives me great pleasure to rec
ognize Commander Casalegno before 
my colleagues and wish him all of our 
best in his retirement.• 

REGARDING IRAN 
• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to briefly discuss Iran. As we 
have all read, Iran has placed chemical 
weapons on disputed islands in the 
Strait of Hormuz. They have also 
placed at least 6,000 troops on these is
lands. It is becoming very clear that 
Iran is not content with projecting its 
twisted criminal acts of terrorism 
through third parties. They are now, 
like with the case of the placement of 
Hawk missiles a few weeks ago, issuing 
a direct challenge to the West in the 
waterway so vital to the flow of oil: the 
Persian Gulf. 

As I have spoken on other occasions 
regarding Iran, we face a dangerous sit
uation there. To compound this, we are 
forced to admit that Iran's military 
and terrorist operations are being sub
sidized by the purchase of Iranian oil 
by overseas subsidiaries of American 
oil companies, with the oil being resold 
overseas. This practice, stemming from 
a loophole in the regulations governing 
our embargo· with Iran, is perfectly 
legal. This, however, does not make it 
morally right. 

It is precisely for this reason that I 
introduced S. 277, the Comprehensive 
Iran Sanctions Act of 1995. We need a 
total United States trade embargo 
against Iran. We can no longer sub
sidize vast military buildups and ter
rorist operations sponsored by Iran 
against United States interests and 
United States allies. 

In this regard, I ask that a statement 
by Prof. Patrick Clawson of the Insti
tute for National Strategic Studies of 
the National Defense University, be 
printed in the RECORD, following the 
text of my remarks. 

In this, ''Policy Watch" statement of 
the Washington Institute, Professor 
Clawson details effects of a total trade 
ban on Iran. I urge my colleagues to 
read it to help them determine how we 
might best deal with this burgeoning 
threat from Iran. 

The statement follows: 
ESTIMATING THE EFFECTS OF COMPREHENSIVE 

UNITED STATES SANCTIONS ON IRAN 

(By Patrick Clawson) 
Secretary of Defense Perry's statements in 

Bahrain today highlighting the " potential 
threat" of Iran's deployment of "8,000 mili
tary personnel * * * anti-ship missiles, air
defense missiles and chemical weapons" on 
disputed Persian Gulf islands will renew de
bate over imposing comprehensive economic 
sanctions on Iran. A key element of that de
bate is the argument that sanctions would 
have no effect on Tehran but would impose a 
considerable burden on the United States. 
This claim is not accurate: unilateral U.S. 
sanctions would cost Iran money. Lost reve
nue could affect Iranian action&, and the for
gone business would be no great loss to the 
U.S. economy. 

HOW SANCTIONS WOULD COST IRAN MONEY 

Comprehensive U.S. sanctions on Iran 
would reduce Iran's foreign exchange re
ceipts several ways: 

Oil Trade. Iran sells about one-fourth of its 
exported oil to U.S.-owned firms. In the 
event of sanctions, Iran would have to sell 
this oil to other oil companies. Iran would 
have no difficulty finding other buyers for 
the oil, but the loss of access to U.S. firms 
will have a price for Iran. U.S. firms are pre
pared to offer slightly better terms than 
firms from other countries, which is exactly 
the reason why Iran has been selling to the 
U.S. companies. When it can no longer sell to 
the U.S. firms, Iran will lose that extra mar
gin. The exact size of its margin is unclear, 
but most probably less than $50 million per 
year-admittedly small relative to Iran's oil 
income ($12- 15 billion. depending on oil 
prices) . 

Planned Oil Swaps Involving Iran and 
Former Soviet States. The U.S .-led consor
tiums producing oil in Kazakhstan and Azer
baijan are planning to ship oil to Iran across 
the Caspian Sea. Iran would use that oil in 
its northern cities, especially Tehran. while 
increasing the export of Iranian oil from the 
Gulf. This swap arrangement, which could 
start in a matter of months, is supposed to 
be temporary. But nothing lasts as long as a 
temporary deal. Iran will earn several tens of 
millions of dollars a year in profits and cost
savings from this arrangement. These swaps 
have all the earmarkings of being another 
Conoco case-the U.S. government signals 
the U.S. oil firms that the deal is permis
sible, but when the public announcement is 
made, the political reaction is such that the 
U.S. government has to feign shocked indig
nation. 

Oil Field Renovation and Expansion. Iran's 
oil fields are old; production will decline un
less Iran develops more difficult-to-reach off
shore areas and/or uses sophisticated tech
niques to recover more oil from aging fields. 
European oil technology is about as good as 
the United States, but Iran has found that 

U.S. firms offer good terms for oil equip
ment, as testified by Iran's desire to use Con
oco over the French firm Total for develop
ing the fields off Sirri Island. Now that 
President Clinton has ordered U.S. firms not 
to invest, European firms will step in, at 
somewhat higher cost to Iran. 

Investor Confidence. Comprehensive U.S. 
sanctions will add to the impression that 
Iran is a politically risky place to do busi
ness. European investors and bankers are al
ready hesitant about Iran because of its 
heavy indebtedness, and Iranian businessmen 
are worried about increasing government re
strictions. It is possible that comprehensive 
U.S. sanctions would trigger a further run on 
Iranian currency, which has already lost a 
third of its value in the last three months. 

In short, sanctions would cost Iran tens of 
millions, if not a hundred million or more 
dollars a year in export revenues and in cap
ital invested in the country. 

AND THE EFFECT ON THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC' S 
BEHAVIOR 

Because comprehensive U.S. sanctions 
could reduce Iran's income by several tens of 
millions of dollars each year, the pressure on 
the Iranian budget, already under tight con
straints, would be even greater. This could 
force Iran to decrease its military spending, 
given the difficulties of making adjustments 
elsewhere, e.g. , on food supports and social 
welfare projects. 

Indeed, one of the unsung accomplishments 
of the current U.S. policy towards Iran is its 
success in forcing Iran to curtail its ambi
tious 1989 plan for acquiring a large-scale 
modern military. Iran planned to buy $10 bil
lion in arms in 1989-1993, primarily from the 
Soviet Union. The arms purchases had to be 
cut in half when Iran was locked out of world 
capital markets, thanks to both its own in
competent economic practices and to U.S. 
pressure not to make politically-motivated 
loans to Iran. The difference in military po
tential is highly significant. Today Iran is a 
threat in certain areas, mostly terrorism and 
weapons of mass destruction. Had Iran car
ried out its 1989 plan, its conventional forces 
would pose an even more urgent and worri
some threat than they currently do. 

The impact of comprehensive U.S. sanc
tions should not be oversold, however. While 
they may reduce Iranian military spending 
some, there is no prospect that the Islamic 
Republic would fall because of sanctions. 
The fate of the Islamic Republic will be de
cided largely by internal factors , over which 
the U.S. has little or no influence. 

IRAN'S SHRINKING ECONOMIC RELEVANCE 

Some argue that the U.S. should woo Iran 
because it is the strategic prize in the Per
sian Gulf region. As far as economics are 
concerned, this view is outdated: Iran is no 
longer a country with great economic sig
nificance. 

Iran is not an oil superpower. Iran pro
duces less oil today than it did in 1970. While 
production has soared in other parts of the 
world, it has steadily declined in Iran. In 
1970, Iran · produced almost 9 percent of the 
world's oil; today, it produces only about 5 
percent. Moreover, it has to invest several 
billion dollars a year just to maintain its 
present output. 

Iran is not a lucrative market. Iran's im
ports in 1994 were little more than $12 bil
lion, which was less than it imported in 1977. 
Iran's imports in 1994 were less than one-half 
of one percent of world imports, whereas in 
1977, its imports were 1.5 percent of the world 
total. The simple fact is that Iran's eco
nomic importance faded along with its oil 
wealth. 
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No one action itself will bring about the 

change Washington wishes to see in Iran and 
in Iranian behavior. But the best chances of 
success, especially over the long term, come 
from a firm stance in defense of U.S. prin
ciples. The bitter lesson of the last 15 years, 
learned from experiences like the Iran
Contra affair, is that the United States can
not expect moderation in Iranian foreign 
policy if it extends a hand of friendship. 

A TRIBUTE TO LARRY PLOTT AN 
OUTSTANDING IDAHOAN 

• Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor Mr. Larry Plott, 
the current director of the Idaho Peace 
Officers Standards and Training Acad
emy, who has announced that he will 
be retiring March 31, 1995, after 37 
years of service to the State of Idaho. 
Larry has had a distinguished career in 
law enforcement, and I would like to 
enumerate a number of his achieve
ments and accomplishments. 

Though he was born in Kansas, Larry 
was raised on a farm south of the city 
of Twin Falls. Although he liked farm
ing, he always had a dream of being an 
Idaho State patrolman. Upon gradua
tion from Twin Falls High School in 
1956, he went to San Francisco where 
he attended the City College of San 
Francisco, graduating with a degree in 
criminology. 

At this point, he returned to Twin 
Falls where he was hired to work as a 
dispatcher and jailer with the Twin 
Falls County Sheriff's Office. He mar
ried Marilyn Ruhter from Filer on 
March 1, 1959, and was promoted to rov
ing deputy that same year. It was at 
this time that he began an illustrious 
career of revolver and automatic hand
gun shooting. Over the 25 years that 
Larry shot competitively, he garnered 
over 250 trophies for State and regional 
championships and was awarded the 
Distinguished Pistol Shooting Medal 
for .22 .38 and .45 caliber by the United 
States Army Reserve, one of only four 
Idahoans ever to receive this honor. He 
also has been a member of the FBI's 
Possible Club since 1972. To achieve a 
Possible, one must shoot a perfect 
score over a 50-yard course from var
ious positions using both the left and 
right hand. Larry also augmented his 
shooting expertise by learning the art 
of quick-draw. In the early 1970's he 
met Officer Dan Combs from the Okla
homa Highway Patrol, who was a na
tional quick-draw specialist. Inspired 
by Combs' influence, Larry not only 
learned and mastered quick-draw him
self, but he then incorporated a dem
onstration of the technique into his 
firearms safety programs at local 
schools and other community and civic 
events. 

In April 1960, Larry joined the Idaho 
State Police (ISP) and was stationed at 
the Huetter Port of Entry in Coeur 
d'Alene. After a year there, he returned 
to Twin Falls and worked at the Hollis
ter Port of Entry until 1962, at which 

. time his dream came true and he was 
promoted to the ISP patrol. Driving 
the familiar black and white stripped 
car #476, with two whip antennas flip
ping in the back, Larry became a fa
miliar site throughout the District #4 
Twin Falls area. After three years he 
was transferred to the Wood River Val
ley as the ISP resident patrolman, 
where he stayed until1969. 

In January 1970, he was offered a po
sition as a training coordinator at the 
newly created Peace Officers Standards 
and Training (POST) Academy in Poca
tello, then under the auspices of the 
Idaho State University. He resigned 
from the ISP, and moved his family to 
Pocatello. After two years as training 
coordinator he was promoted to Direc
tor of POST, a position where he has 
been responsible for training all the 
law enforcement officers throughout 
the entire state of Idaho. 

Since his installment as Director of 
POST, Larry has supervised and in
structed at all of the 105 sessions that 
have come through the training acad
emy. Officers in a session attend POST 
for seven weeks, and upon completion 
of the basic course, are awarded a di
ploma of certification. These officers 
come from all the law enforcement 
agencies in the state including the 
Idaho State Police, the Idaho Fish & 
Game, Idaho Parks & Recreation, port
of-entry officers, prosecuting attor
neys, and all county and city officers. 
Idaho law requires that an officer must 
be certified by POST to remain in law 
enforcement. 

As Director of POST, Larry has set 
new exemplary training standards that 
other states are now attempting to fol-
1ow. In 1972, Larry attended the FBI 
Academy in Quantico, Virginia, and 
was impressed by the high quality of 
training given to the agents. There, at
tention was not only given to firearms 
expertise, but to physical fitness and 
knowledge of the law. Larry has fo
cused on all three of these areas at 
POST, and has developed the Idaho 
POST Academy into one of the finest 
police academies in the United States. 

The programs and changes that have 
been implemented by Larry since he 
took over as Director of POST and nu
merous and impressive. He: 

Instituted the first mandatory phys
ical fitness requirements for the POST 
program in the United States. 

Compiled/assembled the fi.rst 
Abridged Edition of the Idaho Criminal 
Code for Idaho police officers. 

Developed the first law enforcement 
career camps for Idaho youth. For this 
he received the Kiwanis International 
Award for Service to the Community 
and the Citizens of Idaho. 

Brought the first Executive Com
mand College to Idaho, taught by the 
FBI. 

Developed requirements for 15 cat
egories of training certification and 
classification for police, deputies, and 

detention officers. He also developed a 
classification program for dispatchers 
and jailers. 

Created a spouse relationship pro
gram for police officers, which was the 
first ofits kind in Idaho and the United 
States. 

Originated the Governor's Ten pistol 
competition. 

Authored, proposed, and was instru
mental in getting a fee assessment 
passed through the Idaho legislature 
for funding of the POST Academy. 

Obtained college credit approval for 
courses taught at POST, allowing offi
cers to earn up to 12 college credits. 

Developed a public open house at the 
POST Academy. 

Designed the following training cer
tificates: Basic, Intermediate, Ad
vanced, Master, Supervisor, Manage
ment, Executive, Jailer, Canine, Re
serve, Marine Deputies, and Dispatch
ers. 

Not only has Larry strived for a high
er level of excellence for all the police 
officers in Idaho, but has applied those 
standards to himself, and is one of the 
best examples of an individual who 
practices what he preaches. For exam
ple, he not only designed the training 
certificates awarded by POST, but 
earned several of them himself, includ
ing the Basic, Intermediate, Advanced, 
Supervisor, Management, and Instruc
tor. The Idaho Department of Law En
forcement recently a warded him the 
Outstanding Administrator Award, one 
of their highest honors. 

Larry has written and had numerous 
articles published in various bulletins 
and magazines including: The FBI Bul
letin, The Winning Edge, and The IPOA 
Magazine. He has also written special 
segments for the Idaho Association of 
Counties and Cities, and for the past 18 
years has published the POST Bulletin. 
He is currently the President of the 
International Association of State Law 
Enforcement Training Directors 
(IASLET) for the northwest Region, 
and is the Past President of the Na
tional Association of State Directors of 
Law Enforcement Training 
(NASDLET). Larry also served as 
President of the Idaho Peace Officers 
Association (IPOA), and is currently a 
board member of the Law Enforcement 
Television Network (LETN). 

Always urging his officers to stay 
physically fit, Larry began running in 
1975 and has continued to this day. He 
has competed in several races since 
then, and won Gold, Silver and Bronze 
medals in varying events at both the 
World Police/Fire Olympic Games in 
Vancouver, and the northwest regional 
Games. He also served as Director for 
the 1990 Northwest Police/Fire Olympic 
Games in Boise, and is a current board 
member for the northwest region. In 
1983 he ran the Great Potato Marathon 
in Boise. He and his wife Marilyn have 
already announced their intent to hike 
the entire Appalachian Trail this year 
which extends from Georgia to Maine. 
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Finally, I would like to commend 

Larry not only for his brilliant career 
in law enforcement, but for his out
standing contribution to the officers 
and individuals who have been blessed 
by his service. He and his wife Marilyn 
have raised four beautiful children, An
gela, Tony, Stacey, and Marty, who are 
now pursuing careers and raising fami
lies of their own. 

Larry's contribution to Idaho has 
been great and extensive. However, I 
know that his retirement from the 
POST Academy will be the opening of 
another door and a new challenge for 
this very exceptional individual. I am 
proud to have had the opportunity to 
honor him here today .• 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT-H.R. 831 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, fur
ther on behalf of the majority leader, I 
ask unanimous consent that at 10 a.m. 
on Friday, March 24, the Senate begin 
consideration of calendar No. 34, H.R. 
831, the self-employed health insurance 
bill, and that it be considered under 
the following agreement: 5 hours on 
the bill, to be equally divided in the 
usual form; that no amendments be in 
order other than the committee-re
ported substitute. 

I further ask that following the con
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to a vote on the com
mittee substitute, to be followed by 
third reading and final passage, all 
without intervening action or debate. 

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ACCOLADES TO SENATOR McCAIN 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 

make a very brief statement and ask 
for a speech to be printed in the 
RECORD. I attended the National Veter
ans of Foreign Wars Convention and 
heard a speech delivered by one of our 
colleagues that I think is one of the 
finest speeches I have ever heard any of 
our colleagues deliver, although it was 
not on the Senate floor. It was deliv
ered before several thousand veterans 
of foreign wars. 

It was delivered by our colleague, 
JOHN McCAIN, from the State of Ari
zona, in response to being the recipient 
of Legislator of the Year, picked by the 
veterans, the VFW. 

I strongly commend it to my col
leagues, because it is the most articu-

late statement I have ever heard, and I 
believe one of the most articulate they 
will ever read, about what it means to 
.serve one's country. 

I will say now what I said to JoHN 
McCAIN after he delivered that speech, 
after listening to him: That is the JOHN 
McCAIN that I knew 20 years ago. I am 
glad to see it is still the same JoHN 
MCCAIN. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ad
dress by our colleague, Senator JOHN 
McCAIN, at the National Veterans of 
Foreign Wars Convention, March 7, 
1995, be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN, BEFORE 

THE VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, MARCH 7, 
1995 
Thank you. I fear I cannot adequately ex

press my deep gratitude for the great honor 
you have done me by giving me this award. 
As often as we are the targets of public · 
abuse, politicians also often find we are the 
recipients of undeserved acclaim. After a 
while, one learns to keep both scorn and 
praise in perspective. They come with the 
job. 

Tonight is different. I am deeply moved to 
be recognized for some small service by you 
who have distinguished yourselves by your 
service to our country in war. For most of 
us, it has been many years since we wore the 
uniform. But it is still the opinion of those 
who wore the uniform that matters most to 
us. I want to thank you very much for choos
ing me to receive the VFW's Congressional 
Award. It is an honor I will long cherish. 

I will also long remember the honor the 
people of Arizona have bestowed upon me by 
trusting me to represent their interests in 
Congress. I believe they would understand, 
however, when I say that I once knew a 
greater honor. It is an honor I share with all 
of you, an honor we learned about in Amer
ica, but experienced in someone else's coun
try. It is the great honor of knowing your 
duty and ransoming your life to its accom
plishment. 

I was blessed to have been born into a fam
ily who made their living at sea in defense of 
their country's cause. My grandfather was a 
naval aviator; my father a submariner. They 
were my first heroes, and their respect for 
me has been the most lasting ambition of my 
life . It was nearly pre-ordained that I would 
someday find a place in my family's profes
sion, and that my fate would carry me to 
war. 

Such was not the case for most of you. 
Your ambitions did not lead you to war; the 
honors you first sought were not kept hidden 
on battlefields. Most of you were citizen-sol
diers. You answered the call when it came; 
took up arms for your country's sake; and 
fought to the limit of your ability because 
you believed your country's welfare was as 
much your responsibility as it was the pro
fessional soldier's. 

I did what I had been prepared for most of 
my life to do. You did what I did but without 
the advantages of training and experience 
that I possessed. You were kids when you 
saw combat. I was thirty years old. I believe 
you outranked me. 

I do not mean to dismiss the virtues of the 
professional soldier. I consider my inclusion 
in their ranks to be the great honor of my 
life. The Navy was and yet remains the world 

I know best and love most. The Navy took 
me to war. 

Unless you are a veteran you might find it 
odd that I would be indebted to the Navy for 
sending me to war. You might mistakenly 
conclude that the secret veterans' share is 
that they enjoyed war. 

We do share a secret, but it is not a roman
tic remembrance of war. War is awful. When 
nations seek to resolve their differences by 
force of arms, a million tragedies ensue. 
Nothing, not the valor with which it is 
fought nor the nobility of the cause it serves, 
can glorify war. War is wretched beyond de
scription. Whatever gains are secured by 
war, it is loss that the veteran remembers. 
Only a fool or a fraud sentimentalizes the 
cruel and merciless reality of war. 

Neither do we share a nostalgia for the ex
hilaration of combat. That exhilaration, 
after all, is really the sensation of choking 
back fear. I think we are all proud to have 
once overcome the paralysis of terror. But 
few of us are so removed from the memory of 
that terror to mistake it today for a wel
come thrill. 

What we share is something harder to ex
plain. It is in part a pride for having sac
rificed together for a cause greater than- our 
individual pursuits; pride for having your 
courage and honor tested and affirmed in a 
fearsome moment of history; pride for hav
ing replaced comfort and security with mis
ery and deprivation and not been broken by 
the experience. 

We also share-and this is harder to ex
plain-the survivors' humility. That's a pro
vocative statement, I know, and the non-vet
eran may easily mistake its meaning. I am 
not talking about shame. I know of no shame 
in surviving combat. But every combat vet
eran remembers those comrades whose sac
rifice was eternal. Their loss taught us ev
erything about tragedy and everything about 
duty. 

I suspect that at one time or another al
most everyone in this room has been called 
a hero for having done their duty. It is at 
that moment that we feel most keenly the 
memory of our comrades who did not return 
with us to the country we love so dearly. I 
cannot help but wince a little when heroism 
is ascribed to me. For I once watched men 
pay a much higher price for that honor than 
was asked of me. 

I am grateful, as we all are, to have come 
home alive. I prayed daily for deliverance 
from war. No one of my acquaintance ever 
chose death over homecoming. But I wit
nessed some men choose death over dishonor. 
The memory of them, of what they bore for 
country and honor helped me to see the vir
tue in my own humility. 

It is in that humility-and only in that hu
mility-that the memory of almost all 
human experiences-love and hate, loss and 
redemption, joy and despair, suffering and 
release, regret and gratitude-reside. In the 
end, that is the secret that veterans share. 

It is a surpassing irony that war, for all its 
unspeakable horrors, provides the combatant 
with every conceivable human experience. 
Experiences that usually take a lifetime to 
know are all felt-and felt intensely-in one 
brief moment of life. Anyone who loses a 
loved one knows what great loss feels like. 
Anyone who gives life to a child knows what 
great joy feels like. The veteran knows what 
great joy and great loss feel like when they 
occur in the same moment, in the same expe
rience. 

That is why when we are asked about our 
time at war, we often offer the contradictory 
response that it was an experience that, if 
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given the choice, we would neither trade nor 
repeat. The meaning behind that response is 
powerful, and I fear that my own powers of 
expression have failed to explain it clearly. 
But you know what I am talking about, and 
in gratitude for the honor you have bestowed 
on me, I wanted to this evening talk about 
things I more often leave unexpressed. 

Perhaps, I should talk about the veterans 
issues before the 104th Congress. But no 
doubt you have by this point in your conven
tion heard from both Congress and the Ad
ministration a great many promises to pro
tect and advance the interests of American 
veterans. For my part, I would simply affirm 
that the sacrifices borne by veterans deserve 
to be memoralized in something more last
ing than marble or bronze or in the fleeting 
effect of a politician's speech. Your valor and 
your devotion to duty have earned your 
country's abiding concern for your well
being. I am, I assure you, committed to hon
oring that debt. 

I suspect you already knew that or you 
would not have honored me with this award. 
And, as I said, I wanted to talk of other 
things as well tonight, of the experiences we 
share and the memory that holds us to one 
another. 

Let me talk now of what you gave your 
country, the contribution for which the na
tion is in your debt. It is more than the bat
tles you won. More than Iwo Jima or Midway 
or the Battle of the Bulge. More than the 
Chosin Reservoir or Inchon. More than 
flights over that most heavily defended 
enemy capital, Hanoi. More than Khe San or 
the I Drang. 

All these battles, all these grim tests of 
courage and character have made a legend of 
the American fighting man's devotion to 
duty in every community in America. And it 
is the lesson of your courage that will help 
instruct those who will defend our country 
tomorrow in their duty. For they will seek 
to immortalize in their own devotion to duty 
your valor and the long and noble history of 
a free people's defense of their liberty. Their 
character will be derived in part from their 
appreciation of your character. 

You know, as well as I, that the world in 
which they shoulder their responsibilities is 
an uncertain one. Our familiarity with man's 
inhumanity to man assures us that Ameri
cans will be asked someday to again bear 
sacrifices that only the brave can endure. 
That burden will be their honor, as it was 
once ours. 

I have memories of that honor that cau
tion me to this day to be careful when ask
ing such sacrifices of others. But I fear that 
the day will come when my caution is over
come by necessity. 

Last June, the free world celebrated one of 
the greatest battles in the long struggle 
against tyranny-the invasion of Normandy. 
President Clinton, quite appropriately, me
morialized the occasion by recognizing the 
profound debt the world owes to the veterans 
of D Day. In the President's words: "they 
saved the world." 

Our world, then and now, is indeed the con
sequence of their suffering on killing 
grounds that were once and are again quiet 
beaches in a peaceful corner of the free 
world. But the memory of their sacrifice, and 
the memories of sacrifice that are held by all 
of you, caution us always to never assume 
that peace is the normal state of world af
fairs . 

I have memories of a place so far removed 
from the comforts of this blessed country 
that I have forgotten some of the anguish it 
once brought me. But my happiness these 

last twenty years has not let me forget the 
friends who did not come home with me. The 
memory of them, of what they bore for honor 
and country, causes me to look in every pro
spective conflict for the shadow of Vietnam. 

I do not let that shadow hold me in fear 
from my duty as I have been given light to 
see that duty. Yet, it no longer falls to me to 
bear arms in my country's defense. It falls to 
our children, and our children's children. I 
pray that if the time comes for them to an
swer a call to arms, the battle will be nec
essary and the field well chosen. But that 
will not be their responsibility. As it once 
was for us, their honor is in their answer, not 
their summons. 

I trust in their willingness and ability to 
answer the call faithfully. I hold that trust 
in deference to memories of brave men lost 
long ago. I hold that trust in deference to 
you and the courage with which you came of 
age during a moment of violence and terror. 
I know that the cause which you defended 
will not suffer in our children's hands. They 
are born into the same traditions, with the 
same values that empowered us. 

I know that on some fitting, distant occa
sion, young men and women will be in
structed in their duty by recalling our chil
dren's and our grandchildren's example. And 
on a quiet beach somewhere, many years 
from now, the liberated will again gather to 
pay tribute to the liberators, look upon their 
seasoned faces and say: they were warriors 
once and very brave. You and I know how 
great an honor that is. 

Thank you for this award. I will always try 
to remain worthy of the honor. Good night 
and God bless you. 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MARCH 24, 
1995 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
again for the majority leader, I would 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until the hour of 9:45 
a.m. Friday, March 24, 1995; that fol
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro
ceedings be deemed approved to date; 
the time for the two leaders be re
served for their use later in the day; 
that there then be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning busi
ness not to extend beyond the hour of 
10 a.m. with Senator McCAIN to be rec
ognized for up to 10 minutes. I further 
ask that at the hour of 10 a.m. the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 831, the self-employed health de
duction bill. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Again, Mr. Presi

dent, for our leader, for the informa
tion of my colleagues, tomorrow the 
Senate will consider the self-employed 
health deduction bill under a previous 
concept agreement. Senators should be 
aware that there will be no rollcall 
votes during Friday's session of the 
Senate. 

On Monday, the majority leader has 
indicated it will be his intention to 
proceed to S. 219, the regulation mora
torium bill. 

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

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Now, if there is no 

further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask that following Senator 
DASCHLE's statement, the Senate stand 
in recess under the previous order. 

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

FURTHER THOUGHTS ON LINE
ITEM VETO 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I did 
not want to take the remaining mo
ments prior to the time people had the 
opportunity to vote on the line-item 
veto, but I did want to speak before the 
end of the day for a couple of reasons. 

First of all, to commend the distin
guished Senator from Nebraska and the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia, on our side, for their admirable 
leadership in the effort over the last 
many days. Their leadership, their ex
pertise, the remarkable contribution 
that they made to this debate I think 
lent service to the entire body. I am 
very grateful to them. 

Let me also commend the distin
guished Senators from Arizona and In
diana for their work. Certainly as are
sult of their leadership and commit
ment they made to this issue for many 
years, we have now reached the point 
where this legislation passed tonight 
on a vote of 6~29. 

Mr. President, I voted in favor of this 
legislation, very, very reluctantly. It is 
no secret that I have had some very 
significant concerns about this particu
lar version of line-item veto. 

A week ago tomorrow I went to the 
floor to express my grave concern 
about the practicality of separate en
rollment, about its constitutionality, 
and about the shift in the balance of 
power a way from Congress and to the 
White House. I addressed some of those 
concerns again on several occasions, 
the latest of which was last evening. I 
have said all along it was my view that 
a legislative line-item veto, if done 
properly, was a very important tool, 
budgetarily and legislatively. 

I have consistently supported the 
line-item veto on a number of occa
sions over the past 16 years. So my 
vote tonight was consistent with that 
record. But I cast it, as I said, with 
some reservation. 

I did so with the satisfaction that we 
also achieved some compromise over 
the course of the last several days. We 
achieved a better understanding of 
what would be included in the bill's tax 
expenditure provisions. In our view, 
the Republicans have come some dis
tance in accommodating our concern 
with regard to ensuring that tax ex
penditures be included in this bill, that 
special-interest tax breaks be exposed 
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to the same critical review by the 
President as other spending. 

We were also able to ensure that the 
savings generated here would be locked 
in, locked in to deficit reduction and 
nothing else. I was disappointed with 
the vote tonight on the Byrd amend
ment, because I thought that would go 
even further toward ensuring that our 
purpose in this regard would be clearly 
understood from the very beginning. I 
thought the leadership provided by the 
Senator from West Virginia was very 
important in articulating clearly our 
desire to have all savings designated 
for purposes of deficit reduction and 
nothing else. 

I was pleased, as well, that we were 
able to accommodate the concern that 
many had about separate enrollment. 
While this was not a perfect solution, 
at least we . may have a little more 
practical understanding of how this 
bill, with its many pieces, would be 
packaged and sent to the President in 
a form that may allow us constitu
tionally to deal with the issue of sepa
rate enrollment, if not practically. 

I still have some fundamental con
cerns about the practicality of requir
ing separate enrollment and separate 
signatures, about the practicality of, 
line by line, taking a simple bill and 
making it as complex as the separate 
enrollment process will make it. 

Clearly, it is a start. It is an effort at 
compromise. Indeed, I believe that we 
have accommodated that concern to 
the extent that it was possible at the 
end of this debate. 

In terms of the constitutionality of 
this proposal, I think it is important 
that we approved an amendment ensur
ing judicial review of the proposal. The 
courts will now have the ability to as
sess the constitutionality of this legis
lation. 

The constitutionality of this particu
lar version of line-item veto may be in 
doubt. But we have a provision in place 
now that will allow Members to review 
and to come to some conclusion about 
the constitutional viability of this leg
islation at an early date. That, too, in 
my view, was an improvement in this 
piece of legislation. 

Third, let me say that I think it is 
very important that everyone under
stand this bill has a life-a life and a 
death, frankly. When the year 2000 ap
proaches, we will have a much better 
understanding of whether or not this 
worked, whether or not it was prac
tical, certainly whether or not it was 
constitutional, whether or not we have 
succeeded in preserving the balance of 
legislative responsibility between the 
President and the Congress. So, in the 
year 2000, knowing all of that, we will 
be in a much better position to deter
mine whether or not this ought to be 
extended, whether or not it ought to be 
given a new life. 

So that sunset provision, in my view, 
was critical to coming to the conclu-

sion I did about this particular piece of 
legislation. This is not permanent. It is 
an experiment. It is an opportunity for 
us to see whether it will work. 

Senator BYRD and others have raised 
some very legitimate concerns, both 
constitutionally and in many other 
ways. We will learn, over the course of 
the next 5 years, whether they need to 
be addressed, to what degree they 
should be addressed, and ultimately 
what if any changes may be necessary 
prior to the time this legislation is ex
tended for any length of time after the 
year 2000. 

Finally, let me say I am very con
cerned about the budgetary implica
tions of what we do here. We have had 
a very vigorous debate on a constitu
tional amendment to balance the budg
et, on proposals to lay out a plan by 
which we achieve a balanced Federal 
budget by a date certain. We all recog
nize we have to make some tough deci
sions about what will be spent, how it 
will be spent, what if any tax changes 
we make-ultimately, what conclu
sions we can make with regard to the 
difficult, vexing problem we face with 
regard to the deficit in the oncoming 
years. If we do not have the tools avail
able to us to make those decisions in a 
meaningful way, then I fear we will 
never achieve what we all say we want. 

This is a tool. It may be a blunt in
strument. It may be a precision tool. 
We do not know yet. But we do know it 
ought to give us yet one more oppor
tunity to say with some confidence 
that, indeed, we are going to get our 
hands on the budget, our grip on the 
deficit, in a way that will allow us a 
greater degree of confidence that in
deed we can succeed in these coming 
years. 

It may not be the tool I would have 
chosen first. It may not be the tool I 
believe ought to ultimately be pre
served in law in perpetuity. But it is a 
tool that will allow us for the next 5 
years to make some effort to do what 
we desperately need to do , and that is 
find a way to reduce the deficit, find a 
meaningful way to assess our expendi
tures, find a way to ensure that we pass 
the best possible piece of legislation 
each and every time it involves spend
ing. That is what this allows us to do, 
and I am very hopeful that we have 
made the right decision tonight. 

This has been another in an ongoing 
series of debates about how best to ac
complish deficit reduction and a mean
ingful plan for balancing the budget. I 
hope that our colleagues can now come 
together on other issues, as well, espe
cially on that which we have felt all 
along is needed, if indeed this or any
thing else is going to work, and that is 
a budget plan that will accomplish the 
deficit reduction we need. 

There are now 8 days left before the 
legal deadline, before the Budget Com
mittee must report a budget resolu
tion. There are 23 days prior to the 

time this body must act on a budget 
resolution. We tell the American peo
ple they need to pay their taxes by 
April 15. The law also requires that we 
pass a budget resolution by April 15. 
That, too, is a tool. That, too, ought to 
be something that has the priority that 
the line-item veto had this week. 

I am hopeful we still can meet that 
goal. I am not optimistic. But whether 
it is April 15 or some time shortly 
thereafter, let us use that tool as well 
to achieve what we know we must. We 
know we must make the tough deci
sions and it is time we get on with it. 

We have made a tough decision to
night. I think, all things considered, it 
was the right decision. 

Again, let me commend those who 
had a role to play in the debate. It was 
a good debate, a debate that educated 
the American people and certainly our 
colleagues with regard to the implica
tions of this legislation. 

I think the Congress has served its 
role very well. I commend those in
volved and I now yield the floor. 

RECESS UNTIL 9:45 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate now 
stands in recess until 9:45 a.m. tomor
row, March 24, 1995. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:05 p.m, 
recessed until Friday, March 24, 1995, 
at 9:45a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate March 23, 1995: 
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND 

INFORMATION SCIENCE 

MARY S . FURLONG, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND IN
FORMATION SCIENCE FOR A TERM EXPIRING JULY 19, 
1999 , VICE DANIEL W. CASEY, TERM EXPIRED. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

JEFFREY M. LANG, OF MARYLAND, TO BE DEPUTY 
UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE, WITH THE 
RANK OF AMBASSADOR, VICE RUFUS HAWKINS YERXA, 
RESIGNED. 

FEDERAL RETIREMENT THRIFT INVESTMENT 
BOARD 

JEROME A. STRICKER, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE FEDERAL RETIREMENT THRIFT INVESTMENT 
BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 25, 1998, VICE 
SHIRLEY CHILTON-O'DELL, TERM EXPIRED. 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE FOR PROMOTION IN THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE TO THE CLASS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF MIN
ISTER-COUNSELOR: 

ROBERT A. KOHN, OF MARYLAND 
JERRY K. MITCHELL, OF MARYLAND 

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED CAREER MEMBERS OF THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE FOR PROMOTION INTO THE SENIOR 
FOREIGN SERVICE, AS INDICATED: 

CAREER MEMBERS OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, CLASS OF COUN
SELOR: 

CAROLS F. POZA, OF FLORIDA 
YING PRICE, OF MARYLAND . 
ROBERT A. TAFT, OF CONNECTICUT 

THE JUDICIARY 

CARLOS F . LUCERO, OF COLORADO, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT 
JUDGE FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT, VICE A NEW POSITION 
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* B R O W N , R IC H A R D  0 ., I, 

* B U T L E R , S T E V E N  E ., 

* C H IA R E L L A , L O U IS  A ., 

* C H IT W O O D . M IT C H E L L , 

* C O R E , D A V ID  A ., 

* C O R N , G E O F F R E Y  S ., 

* C O Z Z IE . R O B E R T  M ., 

* D O S S . A N N  M ., 

* E C O N O M , S H E L L E Y  R ., 

E IN W E C H T E R , JO H N  P ., 

* F O R D , F R E D  K ., 

* G A R R E T T , JA M E S  F ., 

* G E R E S K I, JO H N  T ., 

* H A W K , S A M U E L  D ., 

* H A Y E S , C H A R L E S  D  JR ., 

* K E E , C O N R A D  S .. I, 

* K E R N , W IL L IA M  R ., 

* K E Y , JA M E S  D ., 

* K R IV D A , M A R Y  K ., 

* L A H M , D A V ID  M ., 

* L E R C H , C H R IS T IN E , 

M A R T IN , E D W A R D  J., 

* M C  C O R D , M A R Y  M ., 

* M U R P H Y , JE R O M E  A ., 

* N A N C E , JE F F E R Y  R ., 

* N IC A S T O , A N T H O N Y  P ., 

O 'B R IE N , E D W A R D  J., 

* P A R K , K A T H R Y N  S ., 

* P A R K E R , C U R T IS  A ., 

* P E D E , C H A R L E S  N ., 

* P E R R IT T , B IL L Y  D ., 

* P O D L A S K I, K E V IN  P ., 

* R E D M O N , S T E P H E N  T ., 

* R IS C H , S T U A R T  W ., 

* S A IN S B U R Y , M IC H A E L , 

* S A V A G E , A N G E L A  S ., 

* S E IT S IN G E R , M A R K  W ., 

"S H E E R A N , E D W A R D  J., 

* S IE M IE T K O W S K I, JO H N , 

* S M IT H , M IC H A E L  E ., 

S T O R E Y , E R IC  G ., 

* S T R U N C K , T H O M A S  F ., 

* T O Z Z I, K E N N E T H  J., 

* T U R N E Y , P A U L  H ., 

* W A L T E R S , S T E V E N  M ., 

* W IL K E R S O N , L A U R E L  L ., 

* W O L L S C H L A E G E R , D A R I, 

IN  T H E  M A R IN E  C O R P S

T H E  F O L L O W IN G -N A M E D  O F F IC E R S  O F  T H E  M A R IN E

C O R P S  R E S E R V E  F O R  T R A N S F E R  IN T O  T H E  R E G U L A R

M A R IN E  C O R P S  U N D E R  T H E  P R O V IS IO N S  O F  T IT L E  1 0 ,

U N IT E D  S T A T E S  C O D E , S E C T IO N  5 3 1 : U .S . M A R IN E  C O R P S

A U G M E N T A T IO N  L IS T .

T o be captain

A L L E N , D A V ID  F ., 

A L P E R T , C H R IS T O P H E R  J., 

A N D E R S O N , JA M E S  P ., 

A R A U JO , T H E O D O R E  L ., 

A S K E W , JA M E S  B ., 

A T K IN S , C Y N T H IA  M ., 

A U D S L E Y , W A L T E R  W ., 

B A R G E R , D A N IE L  P ., 

B A R R , R O B E R T  S ., 

B E U K E , JA M E S  F ., JR ., 

B L A U , JE F F R E Y  L ., 

B L E S S IN G , M IC H A E L  A ., 

B L O T . H A R O L D  W ., JR ., 

B O O S , G E R A L D  F ., JR ., 

B O Y E R , R IC H A R D  T ., 

B O Z E M A N , K E N N E T H  M ., 

B R E N N A N , JA M E S  C .. 

B R IG H T , JA M E S  M ., 

B R O U G H T O N , A L L E N  D ., 

B R O W N , G R E G O R Y  R ., 

B R O W N , W IL L IA M  M ., JR ., 

B U D D E , M A R K  V ., 

B U L L A R D . K IM B A L L  S ., III, 

B U L M A N , T IM O T H Y  P ., 

B U F tL IN G A M E , JO H N  C ., 

B U R T O N , D A N  E ., 

C A N N IO N , D W A Y N E  K ., 

C A N T R E L L , T H O M A S  L ., 

C A P U T O , R IC H A R D  L ., JR ., 

C A R T E R , M IC H A E L  L ., 

C A S S ID Y , T IM O T H Y  M ., 

C E D E R H O L M , M IC H A E L  S ., 

C H A B O L L A , M IG U E L . 

C H A T M A N , A L E X A N D E R  A ., JR ., 

C H E N A IL , K E V IN  M ., 

C H R IS T E N S E N , JE R R Y  T ., 

C L A R K . A L A N  B ., 

C L A R K , B A R T  W ., 

C L A R K , JA M E S  C ., 

C L A R K S O N . JO H N  B ., 

C L O S E , B R A D L E Y  C ., 

C O K E , C H R IS T O P H E  P ., 

C O K E R , S T E V E N  K ., 

C O N L E Y , S E A N  P ., 

C O R D E L L , R O G E R  L .. 

C O T E , JO H N  D ., 

C O T E , R O B E R T  P ., 

C O X , M IC H A E L  E ., 

C R O S S , K E N N E T H  H ., 

C U R A T O L A , JO H N  M ., 

D A R C Y , P A T R IC K  J.. 

D E F F E N B A U G H , L A N C E  D ., 

D E L A C R U Z , S T E V E  A ., 

D E M E R S , JE F F R E Y  R ., 

D E V L IN , JE F F R E Y  S ., 

D IB E N E D E T T O , A N T H O N Y  P ., JR ., 

D IC K E R S O N , W IL L IA M  N ., 

D IN G E E , A N D R E W  J., 

D U N K IN , S T E V E  M ., 

D U N N , JE F F R E Y  M ., 

E G E N O L F , R O B E R T  W ., 

E H N O W , R O B E R T  M ., 

E V E R E T T , C U R T IS  J., 

E Z Y K , D A V ID  A ., 

F A C U N D U S . JO H N  E ., 

F A IR C L O T H , JO H N  K ., JR ., 

F E E N E Y , JA M E S  P ., 

F E G A R D , S T E P H E N  A .. 

F E R N A N D E Z , M IC H A E L  M ., 

F L A N E R Y , P A T R IC K  S ., 

F O G G , M IC H A E L  D ., 

F O R C U M , L Y L E  E .. 

F O R D , R O B E R T  B .. 

F R E N C H , C H R IS T O P H E R  L  

G A IT H E R , M IC H A E L  S .. 

G A L L A G H E R , JO S E P H  V ., III, 

G A L L IG A N , P A T R IC K  J., 

G A R F IE L D , P E T E R  J., 

G A S K IL L , T H O M A S  M ., 

G E IS L E R , M A T T H E W  J., 

G IL L C R IS T , E D W A R D , 

G IL M O R E , A N D R E W  J., 

G IU D IC E , R IC H A R D  J., 

G O R S K I, R O B E R T  B ., 

G O U L E T , JO S E P H  R ., 

G R A S S O . D O M IN IC  A ., 

G R E E N W O O D , F R E D E R IC  J., 

G R O G A N , P E T E R  A ., 

G R U T E R , JE S S E  L ., 

G U Z M A N , R A N D O L P H  A ., 

H A H N , C H E T  P ., 

H A R D M A N , K Y L E  E ., 

H A R G IS , D A R R E N  L ., 

H A T H A W A Y , S E T H  A ., 

H E N D E R S O N , C H A R L E S  R ., 

H E N R Y , JO H N  M ., 

H E R R E R A , JA M E S  H ., 

H E S F O R D , JO H N  P ., JR ., 

H IT C H C O C K , M IC H A E L  C ., 

H O G A N , JO H N  S ., 

H U T C H IN S O N , M IC H A E L  T ., 

H Y A M S , H E N R Y  M ., III, 

JA C K S O N , B R IA N  L ., 

JE N K IN S , O L IV E R  G ., 

JE N N IN G S , S T E P H A N IE  C ., 

JE S S U P , K A R L A  M .. 

JO H N S O N , B R A N D O N  F ., 

JO H N S O N , T H O M A S  V ., 

JO H N S O N , JA M E S  C ., JR ., 

K E E N E Y , JE R O M E  T .. III, 

K IE F N E R , M A T T H E W  A ., 

K IL L E A , K E V IN  J.. 1

K IM B R O U G H , R O N A L D  S .. 

K IN G , L O N N IE  F ., 

K N A B E L , JO H N  F ., 

K N U T H , M A R K  D ., 

K O C H A N S K I, R O B E R T  J., 

K O JA C , JE F F R E Y  S .. 

K R A F F T , JO H N  C ., 

K R E K E L , R O B E R T  A ., 

K U . B R IA N  L ., 

K U D S IN , M IC H E L  W ., 

K U H N , B R IA N  E ., 

K U M A G A I, K IR K  J., 

L A N D E C H E , L A N C E  K .. 

L A O , R A M O N , 

L A R S O N , K U R T  B ., 

L E M O N S , G R E G O R Y  L ., 

L IB E R A C E , JA M E S  P ., 

L IZ O T T 'E , B R IA N  B .. 

L O F T E S N E S , G R E G O R Y  C ., 

L U C A S , W IL L IA M  S ., 

M A C D O U G A L L , K E V IN  M ., 

M A C K IE , T H O M A S  J., 

M A C  T O U G H , R O B E R T  B ., JR ., 

M A N IS , C H R IS T O P H E R  S ., 

M A R Q U IS E , D A N IE L  R ., 

M A R R O N , JO S E P H  A ., 

M A X W E L L , W IL L IA M  H ., 

M C C A R T H Y , M IC H A E L  A ., 

M C C L E L L A N D , M A R C  A ., 

M C C O N N E L L , M A R K  G ., 

M C  C O Y , M IC H A E L  G .. 

M C H E N R Y , F R E D E R IC K  S ., 

M C K A Y , R A Y M O N D  N ., 

M C L E N N A N , S C O T T  L ., 

M C N A M A R A , B R IA N  F ., 

M C N A M A R A , JO H N  J., 

M E L L O T T , W IL L IA M  C ., 

M E R C A D O , L U IS  A ., 

M IC H A U D , R O B E R T  C ., 

M IC H E L S E N , C H R IS T O P H E R  J., 

M IL E S , S C O T T  G ., 

M IL L E R , M IC H A E L  C .. 

M IT C H E L L , B O N N IE  J., 

M O C K B E E , T H O M A S  B ., 

M O N T G O M E R Y , E D W A R D  M ., 

M O N T G O M E R Y , JA Y  B ., 

M O R R IS , R O N A L D  M  

M O R S E , L O U IS  J., JR ., 

M Y R IC K , R IC H A R D  E ., 

N E L S O N , M A R K  W ., 

N E L S O N , T R O Y  L ., 

N E M E T H , T H O M A S  J., III, 

N E S T E R , W A L T E R  J., III, 

N E W M A N , S T E P H E N  C ., 

O 'C O N N O R , K E V IN  S ., 

O 'L E A R Y , T H O M A S  J., 

O W E N , D A V ID  M ., 

P A T T E R S O N , P A U L  D ., JR ., 

P E R L A K , JO S E P H  R ., 

P E R R Y , D U A N E  B ., 

P E R R Y , M IC H A E L  W ., 

P E T E R S , M A R K  E ., 

P F IS T E R E R , D A V ID  P ., 

P IE R S O N , JO S E P H  C ., 

P IN N E Y , C H A R L E S  D ., 

P O H L M A N , D A V ID  L ., 

P o m A rro , M IC H A E L  P .. 

P R IM M , S T E P H E N  W ., 

P U G H , F R A N K L IN  L ., JR ., 

P U S K A R , JO H N  M ., 

R A Y , E D D IE  S ., 

R E Y E S , JO H N  D ., 

R IL E Y , P A T R IC K  T ., 

R IL E Y , R IC H A R D  J., 

R O S E N B E R G , A N D R E  J., 

R O S S , S Y L V IA  D ., 

R U B L E , S A M U E L  L ., 

R U T L E D G E , JO S E P H . 

S A L A S , B R Y A N  F .. 

S C A L IS E , M IC H A E L  L .. 

S E IL H A M E R , M A R K  E ., 

S E L L E C K , R IC H A R D  M .. 

S E X T O N , C L A R E N C E  E ., JR ., 

S H A R P , JO S E P H  W ., 

S H E L B U R N E , JO N  W ., 

S H E N B E R G E R , M IC H A E L  C ., 

S IM P S O N , S T E P H E N  A ., 

S IN IF F , D E A N  T ., 

S IS S O N , JO H N  A ., 

S M IT H , H O R A C E  W ., 

S M IT H , JE F F R E Y  A ., 

S M IT H . K E N N E T H  

S O L L N E R , JO H N  F ., 

S T A N T O N . JO H N  A ., 

S T E IN IN G E R , R O B E R T  M ., 

S T E N B E R G , R O L L A N D  E ., 

S T E R L IN G , D O N A L D  G ., 

S T O U T , C H A R L E S  D ., 

S U L L IV A N , C H R IS T O P H E  G ., 

S W A N , S T U A R T  M ., 

S W A R T Z . P E T E R  G ., 

S W E IT Z E R , D O U G L A S  J., 

T A Y L O R , T R O Y  D ., 

T H IR Y , JE F F R E Y  A ., 

T H O M A S , JO H N  J., 

T IM B E R L A K E , T H O M A S  B ., 

V A R A , JO H N  C ., 

V E S E L Y , D A L E  S ., 

V IS T E D , W IL L IA M  A .. 

W A L K E R W IC Z , R O N A L D  C ., 

W A L S H , M IC H A E L  J.. 

W A L S H , T H O M A S  F ., III. 

W A N G , A L B E R T  C ., 

W A R IS , JA M E S  R ., 

W E L L IN G , JA M E S  L ., 

W E R T Z , S C O T T  C ., 

W H IT E , JA C K  R ., 

W IL C O X , A N D R E W  G ., 

W IL E Y , D O N A L D  J., 

W IL K E S , H E R M A N  L ., JR ., 

W IL L IA M S . B R IA N  A ., 

W IL L IA M S , C H R IS T O P H E  W ., 

W IL L IA M S , JO H N  P ., 

W IL L S O N , B R E N T  S .. 

W IN IC K I, A N T H O N Y  A ., 

W O L F E , E D W IN  A ., 

W O L F E , R IC H A R D  T ., JR ., 

W O O D A R D , K E N N E T H  M ., 

W O O T E N , M IC H A E L  E ., 

Y O S T E N , B E R N A R D  J., 

T o be first lieutenant

A B B O T T , P A T R IC K  J., 

A K E R S , D A R R E L L  L ., 

A L B E R T S , C L IN T O N  D ., 

A M E L S E , S T E V E N  P ., 

A N D E R S O N , JA M E S  H ., II, 

A R L E D G E , C A R A  S ., 

A R M E L L IN O , JO H N , JR ., 

A Z E V E D O , R O G E R  S ., 

B A IR D , R O B E R T  A ., 

B A K E R , D E A D R IC K  D ., 

B A R N E S , L E W IS  R ., 

xxx-xx-x...
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTAT1VE~-Thursday, March 23, 1995 
The House met at 10 a.m. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Remind· us, 0 God, of the privilege of 
public service, a calling to represent 
people with wisdom and diligence and 
perseverance. May not the difficulties 
of any time cause us to lose the vision 
of those goals that unite us as one peo
ple, of those ideals that express our ex
pectations and our yearning for justice. 
Give each person, gracious God, the 
strength of character and the integrity 
of the heart, that will enable us to be 
the people You would have us be. Bless 
us this day and every day, we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ] come for
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ 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. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 

announce that there will be 20 1-min
utes on each side. 

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH 
AMERICA 

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, for too 
long, this institution has lost faith be
cause we have been unable to restore 
the integrity of this institution. But 
we are here now to restore the--

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
suspend. The Chair notes a disturbance 
in the Visitors Gallery in contraven
tion of the law and the rules of the 
House. 

The doormen and police will remove 
· from the gallery those persons partici
pating in the disturbance. 

The Chair will re-recognize for his 
full time the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. TIAHRT. I thank the Speaker. I 
did not realize I would have such an 
impact on the audience today. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair commends 
the gentleman from Kansas who can 
arouse such spirit of interest but rec
ommends he start over. 

Mr. TIAHRT. I thank the Speaker. 
Mr. TIAHRT. For too long, Mr. 

Speaker, America has lost faith in this 
institution, because we were unable to 
focus on the integrity that is required 
on the floor of the House. We are here 
to restore faith in this institution, in 
America. Our Contract With America 
on the very first day of Congress 
changed the way business was done. We 
required Congress to live under the 
same laws as everyone else. We cut 
committee staffs by one-third. We cut 
the congressional budget. 

Then during the first 100 days we 
have gone on to keep our promises: a 
balanced budget amendment; unfunded 
mandate legislation; line-item veto; a 
new crime package to stop violent 
criminals; National Security Restora
tion Act to protect our freedoms; Gov
ernment regulatory reform, and com
monsense legal reform. 

We are now working on welfare re
form so that we can encourage work, 
restore hope in people and not depend
ence on the Government. We are work
ing on it now. We hope to have it 
passed by this week. We are cracking 
down on deadbeat dads. 

In the near future we are going to be 
dealing with tax cuts for middle-Amer
ican families. 

There is going to be a Senior Citizens 
Equity Act, congressional term limits, 
all are going to be dealt with. 

We are here to restore faith in this 
institution for the American public. 

This is our Contract With America, 
Mr. Speaker. 

TERM LIMITS 
(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, today 
I want to send a special message to the 
people of the Sixth District in Georgia. 
I want to inform you that your Con
gressman, Mr. GINGRICH- whom you 
first elected in 1978--supports limiting 
members to 12 years of service . 

In a press conference endorsing the 
12-year limit, the Speaker, now in his 

17th year, said: "The balance of power 
in favor of professional politicians as 
incumbents * * * has made a mockery 
of the process of open elections." 

So, that must mean that each elec
tion held in Georgia's Sixth District 
since 1990, when Mr. GINGRICH's 12 
years were up, has been a mockery. 

If I lived in Georgia, I'd be concerned 
to hear that I had voted in a "mock
ery" of an election. In fact, three of 
them, since 1990. 

But, there is a remedy. No, not a spe
cial election, and, no, we don't have to 
ask President Carter to monitor the 
elections, even though he lives right 
there. The solution is real term limits, 
retroactive term limits. Now, it is hard 
work to be the Speaker, but, it should 
not be too much trouble to actually 
live by the words that you speak. 

CHANGING THE FAILED WELFARE 
SYSTEM 

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, one of 
our liberal Democratic colleagues, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MAR
TINEZ], said during the general debate 
Tuesday that the welfare system was 
originally conceived to help children. 

If that is the case, there has never 
been a clearer example of unintended 
consequences. For it is a sad fact that 
the current welfare system has been a 
disaster for children. Study after study 
shows that children on welfare do 
worse in school, are more likely to 
have other developmental problems, 
and are three times as likely as the av
erage child to end up on welfare them
selves. 

Yet my liberal colleagues constantly 
parade to the floor to defend a system, 
their system, that has produced noth
ing but misery. 

What do the liberals have against 
work? What do they have against per
sonal responsibility? Why do they de
fend a system that has resulted in an 
explosion of illegitimacy in this coun
try? 

The American people are fed up with 
an immoral system that rewards per
sonally destructive behavior. But this 
week, we finally begin to change the 
welfare system. 

SUCCESSFUL WELFARE ALUMNI 
(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for ·1 
minute.) 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, we 

Democrats are for welfare reform, but 
we are for meaningful welfare reform. 
We are not for mean-spirited, radical 
welfare reform. We are not for taking 
food away from children and infants 
and giving it to millionaires, because 
that is what they do. 

They take the $70 billion that they 
cut from school lunch, from AFDC, 
from the food stamp bill, and they are 
going to give it to the millionaires and 
the big corporations. 

I have heard anecdotal statements 
down here on the floor from that side 
about what kind of welfare mother we 
have out there. I want to tell you about 
some welfare mothers. I am going to 
give you names. I have not heard one 
name from that aside. 

I am going to give you the name of 
Ms. Keneetha Jackson, I am going to 
give you the name of Ms. Reba Brown, 
and I am going to give you the name of 
Ms. Shauntel Freelon. 

All three of them used to be on wel
fare, all three of them are no longer on 
welfare, and Keneetha come May gets a 
B.A. in business administration from 
the University of Missouri, my alma 
mater. She has worked her way out of 
it. She does not want to be on welfare. 

That is the Democratic proposal. Get 
them off of welfare. Help them out. 

ACTIONS SPEAK LOUDER THAN 
WORDS 

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, for 
years the American people have de
manded that Washington reform wel
fare. 

For years politicians have talked 
about reforming welfare. 

But for years liberal politicians 
blocked consideration of an overhaul of 
our welfare system. 

What a difference an election makes. 
Before the Republicans were even 

elected, we promised America that we 
would reform the welfare state if we 
were elected to the majority. 

Today we are keeping our word. We 
are replacing a system that abuses 
children, ensnares generations in de
pendency, and subsidizes illegitimacy 
and destructive behavior with billions 
of taxpayer dollars. 

The Republican plan will put mil
lions of people now on welfare back on 
payrolls. Our bill encourages families 
and stops paying kids to have kids. We 
will give power to the States so they 
can develop local solutions to local 
poverty problems. 

The President may speak about end
ing welfare as we know it, but it took 
Republicans to actually turn those 
words into real and responsible legisla
tive action. 

Remember today, actions speak loud
er than words. 

CONGRESS TURNS BACK ON 
GROWING TRADE DEFICIT 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. January's trade 
deficit hit a record $12.3 billion, ladies 
and gentlemen. 

This is absurd. Everyone in this body 
knows Japan rips us off. Mexico and 
China literally have slave labor wages. 
And Congress debates welfare. Congress 
debates budgets. Congress turns its 
back on the trade deficit. 

Ladies .and gentlemen, the Congress 
of the United States has betrayed the 
American worker. Harry Truman is 
rolling over in his grave . 

I have never had one constituent ask 
me for welfare. My constituents want a 
job. It is a sad day in America when 
Congress turns its back and allows 
White House after White House to 
make false threats and do absolutely 
nothing. 

Shame, Congress. Jobs is a 4-letter 
word but it is not a dirty word and it 
is time we start digging into it . 

WELFARE REFORM 
(Mr. JONES asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, we must re
member that the American people sent 
us to Washington to downsize and 
streamline the Federal Government. 
Working people have consistently paid 
more taxes each year to combat the 
war on poverty- which we are losing. 

The current system offers benefits to 
a record 14.3 million people, a 31-per
cent increase from 1989, which costs 
taxpayers $325 billion. Our proposal 
will save taxpayers $66.3 billion over 5 
years by streamlining the administra
tive end and transferring authority 
over to the States. 

This outdated and bureaucratic-laden 
system subsidizes illegitimacy, breaks 
up families, and promotes personally 
destructive behavior. 

Let us continue fighting for the tax
payers of America and pass this much 
needed welfare reform bill. 

SCHOOL LUNCH 
(Mr. MEEHAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, Demo
crats are for cutting spending and cut
ting the deficit, but do we really have 
to start with children? · 

There has been a lot of discussion 
about how much the Republican plan 
would cut the School Lunch Program. 
So when I went home this weekend, I 
went right to the source. I had lunch 
with the students at the Dutile Ele
mentary School in Billerica, MA. They 
filled me in on the missing details. 

According to school administrators, 
the Republican plan would cut $210,000 
a year from the Billerica school lunch 
program which means that 600 students 
who now get free or reduced lunches 
will have to find some other way to 
make up the difference. 

Chicken sandwiches and carrot sticks 
may not seem like much to some Mem
bers of Congress who are used to dining 
out with lobbyists at Morton's eating 
thick, juicy steaks. But for the kids at 
the Dutile Elementary School, school 
lunch is often the only way to get 
through their day. 

There are plenty of places to cut 
spending on entitlements that will not 
hurt kids, but instead of cutting the 
wealthy by closing corporate welfare 
tax breaks, the Republican plan takes 
money away from low-income school 
children and hands it over to people 
making $100,000 a year. 

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION'S TIME HAS 
PASSED 

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

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker, of 
all of the destructive ideas invented by 
the American left, none has been more 
pernicious than affirmative action. It 
has changed America from a country 
grounded in individual rights and merit 
to one where justice is determined by 
what is done for, and to, one's racial or 
ethnic group. 

Originally affirmative action was de
signed to protect men and women who 
had actually suffered direct discrimi
nation. But now, these laws are used to 
set aside jobs, contracts, and seats in 
our best colleges. 

Bill Bennett notes that with the 
helping hand of Federal bureaucrats 
and an activist judiciary we have actu
ally regressed in race relations be
cause, "you have a combination of re
segregation, reseparation, and 
pseudopsychological nonsense about 
how skin color means a different iden
tity psychologically." 

Mr. Speaker, discrimination is wrong 
period. It is always wrong and affirma
tive-action is nothing more than dis
crimination with the Federal stamp of 
approval. For the sake of every Amer
ican it is finally time to end the cult of 
victimization. It really is past time to 
end affirmative action as we know it. 

REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN 
HURTS CHILDREN 

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, out of 
this debate has come a paradox- a puz
zle . The Republicans say that they can 
save $70 billion through welfare reform. 
They say they can save that amount 
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and increase spending, at the same 
time. We say that $70 billion in reduced 
spending is a cut. They want to use the 
money saved to give a tax break to the 
wealthiest Americans. We want to use 
the money cut to give a break to the 
children of America. 

Who is right? Their bill ends entitle
ments; sharply cuts back aid to dis
abled children; allows below inflation 
growth for food stamps; puts a 5-year 
spending freeze on the largest cash pro
gram; reduces foster care; punishes fa
therless children; and cuts off benefits 
after 5 years. They have the power to 
force this plan on the American people. 
Whatever piece of this puzzle you pick, 
the result is the same. They say they 
are saving money, but they are sac
rificing children. 

0 1015 

THE DEFINITION OF BIODIVERSITY 
(Mr. GILCHREST asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, what 
is biodiversity? 

Biodiversity is the overwhelming di
versity of life. Each species has a defi
nite and specific role to play in sus
taining the dynamics of ecosystem 
processes as producers, consumers, 
decomposers, parasites, and predators, 
and each species occupies a specific 
niche. 

Biodiversity refers to the harmony 
and tension that exist between all spe
cies and ecological systems on the 
plant. Remove or sufficiently damage 
one of the components and the entire 
structure is weakened. 

The value of biodiversity to human
ity goes far beyond economic utility. 
Humans are a part of the diversity of 
life. We rely on it to sustain our exist
ence on this plant. We cannot continue 
to exist without interaction with other 
species. We rely on diversity for the air 
we breathe and the water we drink. 
The value of biodiversity lies not only 
in the utilization value of resources, it 
lies in the intrinsic value of its ability 
to support life. 

CHARGES AGAINST SPEAKER 
GINGRICH ARE NOT FRIVOLOUS 
(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, Congresswoman NANCY JOHN
SON is right this morning when she 
says that the charges against Speaker 
GINGRICH are not frivolous. The fact is 
from across the country the evidence 
and the calls for an investigation are 
mounting up. In this last week the Bal
timore Sun, the Boston Globe, the Los 
Angeles Times, and the Chicago Trib
une all raised questions about Speaker 

GINGRICH'S actions as Speaker and his 
service in the House of Representa
tives, raised questions about whether 
or not he has violated the gift rules in 
receiving gifts from corporate inter
ests, whether or not he has violated the 
use of his staff in the production of his 
book and production of his TV show 
and his classroom, whether or not he 
violated the rules of this House by ped
dling his tapes on the floor of the 
House. 

These are serious questions. Con
gresswoman NANCY JOHNSON, the chair
man of the Ethics Committee, is quite 
right. These are not frivolous, but they 
also are so serious that they should 
call for a special counsel to provide for 
an independent investigation of wheth
er or not the Speaker is peddling his of
fice, his position, and his power. 

ABRAHAM LINCOLN'S CAN-NOTS 
(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given 

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

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, as the 
misinformation swirls around the wel
fare debate, it is important to remem
ber a few principles that have passed 
the test of time. Our great President 
Abraham Lincoln had a list of "Lin
coln's Can-Nots." Mr. Speaker, here 
are just a few: 

You cannot build character and cour
age by taking a way a man's ini tia ti ve 
and independence. 

You cannot further the brotherhood 
of man by inciting class hatred. 

You cannot help men permanently by 
doing for them what they could and 
should do for themselves. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the failure that we 
call a welfare system snubs these prin
ciples. It saps initiative; it does for its 
victims what they should do for them
selves; its defenders stir up class ha
tred to protect it. It replaces principle 
with pork, and confuses reason with 
regulation. As a result, children are 
born into a world without hope or inde
pendence. 

Mr. Speaker, answers start with prin
ciples. Our welfare reform bill works 
because it is based on solid, enduring 
principles. Lincoln would have ap
proved. 

THE PHYSICS OF SCHOOL 
LUNCHES 

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to talk about a simple law of phys
ics: "For every action there is an equal, but 
opposite reaction." Although it is not a difficult 
concept to grasp, I would like to offer an ex
ample to help my colleagues who may not un
derstand. 

Last Friday, I had the opportunity to 
visit two schools in my district to ob-

serve the large number of children par
ticipating in the School Lunch Pro
gram. My district has been hard hit by 
a base closure, defense downsizing, and 
high unemployment. 

At both Alessandro and Monterey El
ementary Schools, over 80 percent of 
the children participate in the School 
Lunch Program. These schools are typ
ical of the numbers of students whose 
nutritional needs are supplemented by 
the School Lunch Program in San 
Bernardino. 

If we skimp on meals for hungry 
school children, we may save money in 
one area. But those savings will be lost 
due to increased medical expenses for 
undernourished children and higher 
education costs as children are held 
back in grades because they are not 
learning at the expected rate, unable to 
concentrate on an empty stomach. Our 
local schools may also lose much need
ed aid due to increased absenteeism 
due to sick, malnourished children hav
ing to stay home. 

Throughout the balanced budget amend
ment debate in this House, my Republican 
colleagues took to the floor stating that unless 
we passed that one piece of legislation, our 
children and grandchildren would face a grim 
future. What could be more grim than 2 million 
children going hungry because congressional 
Republicans cut the School Lunch Program? 

These may be simple cuts to make today, 
but the chain reaction set in motion could be 
disastrous for our country. Cutting school 
lunches is not the answer to this country's 
economic problems. 

Let us be sure that we fully understand the 
opposite reaction to the action of cutting 
school lunches. 

BUILDING BRIDGES 
(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to read this morning a poem 
from Bill Bennett's book of virtues. It 
is entitled "The Bridge Builder." 

THE BRIDGE BUILDER 

(By Will Allen Dromgoole) 
This poem speaks of each generation's re

sponsibilities to its successors. 
An old man, going a lone highway, 
Came, at the evening, cold and gray, 
To a chasm, vast, and deep, and wide, 
Through which was flowing a sullen tide. 
The old man crossed in the twilight dim; 
The sullen stream had no fears for him; 
But he turned, when safe on the other side, 
And built a bridge to span the tide. 
"Old man," said a fellow pilgrim, near, 
"You are wasting strength with building 

here; 
Your journey will end with the ending day; 
You never again must pass this way; 
The builder lifted his old gray head: 
"Good friend, in the path I have come," he 

said, 
"There followeth after me today 
A youth, whose feet must pass this way. 
This chasm, that has been naught to me, 
To that fair-haired youth may a pitfall be. 
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He, too, must cross in the twilight dim; 
Good friend, I am building the bridge for 

him." 

Mr. Speaker, balancing the budget is 
not some mean-spirited accounting ex
ercise. It is about preserving the Amer
ican dream for future generations. 

OUR FAILED WELFARE POLICIES 
OF THE PAST 

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

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, the current 
welfare system is the $600 toilet seat of 
social policy. In fact, it is worse. At 
least after spending $600 on the prover
bial toilet seat, we actually got one 
that did what it was supposed to do. 
You cannot say that about welfare. 

We spend and we spend and we spend. 
Yet the problems we set out to solve 30 
years ago have only gotten worse and 
worse and worse. 

Illegitimacy and teen pregnancy 
have exploded, leaving in their wake 
drug abuse and crime. Family break
down is a national crisis. Moral confu
sion and antisocial behavior is ramp
ant. 

Welfare has failed children more than 
anyone. Children on welfare do worse 
in school. They tend to have other de
velopmental problems. They are three 
times more likely to end up on welfare 
themselves. 

What a perverse and cruel form of 
compassion that encourages children 
to have children, and then condemns 
them to a dead end cycle of govern
ment dependency. 

We could not consciously design a 
system that is more cruel to children 
which is what makes the liberals' de
fense of this current system all the 
more perplexing. 

Hell hath no fury like a special inter
est masquerading as a moral principle. 

GO AFTER THE CHEATS, NOT THE 
CHILDREN 

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no doubt that the American people 
want us to fix the broken welfare sys
tem. There is too much fraud and abuse 
in it, especially in the Food Stamp 
Program. But they want us to go after 
the cheats, not the children. 

A U.S.A. Today editorial the other 
day, not a Democrat or a Republican 1-
minute speech, said this about the Re
publican proposal: 

Today if people are thrown out of work by 
recession and their children's nutrition is 
jeopardized, Federal school lunch aid rises. 
The GOP plan erases that protection. It 
could divert up to 20 percent to other pro
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, this welfare 
bill does an amazing thing, it unifies 

the Children's Defense Fund and the 
Right to Life Organization who both 
oppose this bill because it is extreme 
and it is coldhearted to our Nation's 
children. 

HELP-I'VE FALLEN AND I CAN'T 
GET UP 

(Ms. PRYCE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, help. I 
have fallen and I cannot get up. 

For 5 million families, the average 
length of stay on welfare is 13 years. 
The Democrats have coated the social 
safety net with glue and millions of 
Americans are crying for help to be
come unstuck. 

Republicans want the social safety 
net to be a trampoline off of which peo
ple can bounce to new heights. 

We simply want to return this money 
to the State level where people can be 
helped the most. We don't cut it, we 
send it back. 

Democrats do not trust the States. 
But it is these same Democrats who 
are standing in the doors of the Na
tion's ghettos, refusing to let people 
out. 

I say to my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, "Get out of the door. Give 
people back their dignity by providing 
them with hope, independence, and op
portunity." They want these for more 
than a handout. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF NUTRITION 
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

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

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, you know being a 
nurse you understand the importance 
of nutrition. It did not start with chil
dren. Poor nutrition was recognized 
back during World War II when we 
found that our soldiers were not quite 
prepared and when they looked for the 
reason it was because they did not have 
proper nutrition. So it stands to reason 
if our soldiers were not prepared with
out proper nutrition our children sim
ply cannot be. They cannot be healthy 
adults unless they have access to some 
nutrition as children. 

We have heard that the nutrition 
programs for children will not be cut. I 
simply want to call our attention to 
this graph. If it is not going to be cut, 
then what does this mean? If it is going 
to be cut, this $13.6 billion, $7 billion to 
bring it up to $13.6 billion by the year 
2000, when it should be $15.9 billion, is 
that a cut with more and more children 
eligible for school nutrition? 

We must look after the health of our 
children to have a healthy Nation. We 
are not asking for welfare for adults. 
We simply want attention being given 

to our children. Do not punish the chil
dren for what parents do not do. 

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY 
ACT 

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

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, the Fed
eral Government has spent $5 trillion 
in the last 30 years creating a safety 
net for the needy. Unfortunately, that 
net has become more like a spider 
web-trapping the poor, destroying 
lives, and crushing hopes and dreams. 

The Personal Responsibility Act is 
an attempt to create a welfare system 
that really works-a system that pro
vides a helping hand but also encour
ages work and self-reliance. This bill 
increases money for WIC and school 
nutrition, provides more direct re
sources for child care and child protec
tion services, and allows resources to 
go directly to the poor-not bureau
crats. And it will end the perverse in
centives that drive illegitimacy, de
stroy families, and punish work. 

The time has come for us to recog
nize that there is dignity in work-not 
dependency-and create a welfare sys
tem that provides a hand up rather 
than a hand-out. Vote for H.R. 4. 

AN APOLOGY DUE WELFARE 
MOTHERS 

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

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, this 
morning a Republican Member of this 
body, the gentleman from Florida, Mr. 
CLAY SHAW, was shown on national TV 
making a most irresponsible and out
rageous statement disparaging welfare 
mothers by saying, and I quote, "You 
wouldn't leave your cat with them on 
the weekend.'' 

CLAY SHAW owes the welfare mothers 
of this country an apology. How dare 
him single out welfare mothers and 
refer to them in such negative terms. 
There are responsible people in all seg
ments of our society and there are irre
sponsible people. 

Some politicians are responsible and 
some are irresponsible. Mr. CLAY SHAW 
falls in the category of the irrespon
sible. 

There are many solid responsible wel
fare recipients who love and care for 
their children, who attend church on 
Sunday, who work part-time jobs, who 
search for jobs, who attend schools in 
an effort to better themselves. 

Welfare mothers and fathers, it is 
time to speak up. Call NEWT GINGRICH 
at 202-225-0600 and tell him to help you 
with a job. 
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IN SUPPORT OF THE PERSONAL 
RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to speak in support of the 
Personal Responsibility Act. 

This bill releases the welfare trap by 
empowering recipients to take charge 
of their lives and work their way off 
welfare. 

The current system provides little in
centive for individuals to work. As a 
result, only 20,000 individuals on AFDC 
are working in paid jobs. By rewarding 
recipients who remain idle and punish
ing those who try to lift themselves 
out of poverty, the current welfare sys
tem is trapping families in a life of de
pendency. 

It is wrong to deprive individuals the 
dignity of work. The Personal Respon
sibility Act promotes work and re
quires able-bodied adults to work in ex
change for their benefits. By 1998, one 
parent in at least 90 percent of two-par
ent AFDC families will be required to 
work. By the year 2000, 2 million single 
AFDC parents will be working. 

The Republican welfare bill embodies 
the principles that make our Nation 
strong and provides hope, opportunity, 
and independence to those unfortunate 
Americans trapped in the current sys
tem. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

PROPOSALS IMPACT ALABAMA'S 
CHILDREN 

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

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, the Re
publican contract continues to cut and 
slash our child welfare programs and 
other essential-type programs which 
have never been accused of fraud or 
abuse. 

The Republican bill simply goes too 
far. It eliminates many good, worth
while programs which benefit pregnant 
mothers, infants, children, and the el
ders. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the Republican 
welfare bill is a crude and cruel bill 
which is going to hurt many helpless 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, as most Democrats, I, 
too, am in favor of a prudent, well
thought-out welfare reform bill. When 
it comes to cutting out welfare fraud 
and fat, I was one of the very first 
Members of this body to call for an in
vestigation of the SSI welfare program 
which is referred to in the press as 
crazy checks or dummy checks. 

But not since the Biblical days of 
King Herod have our children been in 

such grave danger. But unlike King 
Herod, who went only after the male 
child, the Republicans have targeted 
all of America's poor children. 

Mr. Speaker, it is necessary for the 
Democrats to save our future, to save 
our children, to save America. 

ENACT TERM LIMITS THIS YEAR 
(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute .) 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in strong support for term 
limitations which this body will take 
up in the very near future. 

Term limits will assure that new peo
ple with new energy and new ideas will 
come to serve in this body and serve 
the American people. Term limits will 
assure the intent that the Founding 
Fathers had of having people from the 
various districts come to this city and 
this body and serve with distinction 
the cause of good government and 
make a contribution to politics and 
good government, not to have a career 
here. 

Term limits will encourage more peo
ple to serve in this body, to serve in 
Congress and run for Congress. Term 
limits will eliminate the automatic 
election advantage that incumbents 
have that perpetuates their existence. 

Let us follow the example of Abra
ham Lincoln and the example of many 
States in this country which have 
adopted term limits. 

Abraham Lincoln served one term. 
Let us follow his example and enact 
term limits this year. 

IMPACTS OF THE REPUBLICAN 
WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

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

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to change our welfare system, and I 
was 2 years ahead of the curve in call
ing for reform of the current system. 

But, Mr. Speaker, welfare reform 
should not mean help denied. 

If this plan my Republican friends 
propose passes, in South Carolina 
400,000 schoolchildren will be denied a 
lunch; in South Carolina, 20 percent of 
our children with disabilities will be 
denied SSI; in South Carolina, 5,000 ad
ditional children will receive less Fed
eral child care assistance; in South 
Carolina, the State stands to lose $522 
million for programs to help children. 

Mr. Speaker, if this program is ap
proved, over 60,000 people will be denied 
much-needed assistance. 

FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANTS 
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, today an important amend
ment will come before us, an amend
ment that will block-grant food stamps 
and complete the historic trans
formation of the Democrat-created, 
heinous, disastrous, and destructive 
Federal welfare system. 

We must pass this amendment to en
sure that the Governors have all the 
tools they need to create welfare solu
tions for their States. Without this 
amendment, our work here will be in
complete. 

Two out of three committees respon
sible for change stood fast and fulfilled 
their promise to the States, giving 
them the flexibility they need, but un
fortunately one committee did not. 

Food stamp block grants will repair 
that weak link and provide the States 
with the means to completely break 
down and bury a system whose time 
has long since come and gone. 

Our Governors want, need, and de
serve nothing less than full welfare re
form. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE DEAL 
SUBSTITUTE 

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

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Deal 
substitute which approaches welfare 
reform head on by moving people from 
welfare to work. Under the Deal sub
stitute, each individual must sign a 
contract which requires them to begin 
a job search immediately. Benefits 
would be terminated for any individual 
who refused to work or refused to ac
cept a job. States would have greater 
flexibility to develop and administer 
welfare programs. By providing transi
tional medical assistance, the Deal 
substitute provides concrete incentives 
needed to ensure that a welfare recipi
ent is better off economically by tak
ing a job than by remaining on welfare. 
The Republican approach has no re
quirement for work. Even worse, the 
Republicans would slash the School 
Lunch Program to fund tax cuts for 
corporations and the wealthy. The Deal 
substitute explicitly provides that all 
savings would be applied to deficit re
duction. Mr. Speaker, the American 
people-who are truly concerned with 
improving the welfare system by en
couraging work, not abandoning peo
ple-are seeing through the charade . I 
urge my colleagues to vote for genuine, 
constructive reform by supporting the 
Deal substitute. 

WELFARE REFORM PACKAGE 
REDUCES THE BUDGET DEFICIT 
(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to talk for a moment about some 
children in my district. I would like to 
talk about the 20 students in Mary 
Mills' 5th grade class at Oconee County 
Intermediate in Watkinsville, GA. 
When I was sworn in, the share of the 
national debt owed by Mary Mills' 
class was $365,000. Since I have been 
here, a total of 80 days, they have in
curred another $2,500 of debt. Mr. 
Speaker, everyday we are spending 
away the future of those children. Our 
welfare reform package does signifi
cantly reduce the budget deficit. My 
colleagues on the other side continue 
to whine and wail that we are hurting 
children. Some of my more irrespon
sible colleagues continue to compare 
our welfare reforms to Nazi Germany. 
Mr. Speaker, someone has to speak up 
for the children of the next generation. 
I would ask my colleagues on the other 
side one simple question, how will we 
be able to do anything for our children 
when we bankrupt this Nation? We can 
do nothing worse than to keep our cur
rent system. 

WELFARE AND NUTRITION 
REFORM 

(Mrs. THURMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to talk about the real stories, not just 
the stories made up in people's minds, 
real people at home. 

Here is a family, a husband, two 
teenage boys, one 11-year-old with cer
ebral palsy; husband works near mini
mum wage, Social Security for dis
abled child, receives food stamps. Says 
hardest time is last week of the month; 
never skips meals, but makes do with 
noodles and bouillon or grilled cheese 
sandwiches. She always worries that 
the kids are not getting enough protein 
and fresh vegetables. She feeds the kids 
first, then she eats, sometimes she does 
not eat. Delays bills to pay for food, 
had water shut off; a local program 
provided turkey and fixings last Christ
mas, also blankets and other things. 

She says it hurts to hear that pro
grams might be cut. She knows that 
some people sell their food stamps, and 
that makes others look bad. 

She wants people to know that poor 
does not mean lazy. Her husband 
works, and she works hard taking care 
of her disabled son. 

Things were better about 6 years ago, 
when her husband had a good job and 
she was working, too. Then her mother 
died, and they almost filed bankruptcy. 

Kathleen says she never thought her 
family would be poor, but is thankful 
for the small things. "I always tell my 
kids that we are not as bad off as some 
people. They should feel fortunate to 
have a roof over their heads." 
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WELFARE PROGRAM 
(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican people want us to get on with re
pairing our Nation's broken welfare 
system. They know, as we do, that 
what was intended to be a safety net 
has become a tragic snare for genera
tions of our fellow citizens. 

Today, Republicans will reform regu
lations on food stamps and commodity 
distribution. These are safety net pro
grams that touch the lives of poor peo
ple every day. 

Our food stamp proposals will target 
benefits to those who truly need them. 

Our proposals will remove the 
humiliating piles of paperwork that 
now plague the poor in these programs. 
This means that resources now squan
dered on bureaucratic red tape will in
stead go to feed hungry Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, our reforms reduce pa
perwork and regulations that weigh 
about this much to only about this 
much. 

Most importantly, Mr. Speaker, our 
reforms will target our tax dollars 
where the American people want 
them-on the dinner tables of our Na
tion's needy children. 

THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM 
(Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin asked 

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

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I went to Lloyd Street School 
in my hometown of Milwaukee on Mon
day. I had the opportunity to eat lunch 
with children who depend on the 
School Lunch Program. 

Republicans howl at the suggestion 
that their bill to eliminate this critical 
program and block-grant child nutri
tion programs is cruel. But their ac
tions are cruel to the children at Lloyd 
Street School and 13 million children 
across America who rely on child nu
trition programs each day for a bal
anced meal. 

Republicans argue their bill does not 
cut child nutrition programs, but ac
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, this bill cuts nutrition pro
grams by as much as $7 billion over the 
next 5 years. You cannot claim that 
you are spending more and spending $7 
billion less at the same time. 

Republicans also argue that their 
program will cut bureaucrats and will 
not hurt kids. They are dead wrong. 
Any savings in costs would be retained 
to pay for tax cuts and not sent back to 
help kids. 

Mr. Speaker, today children in Amer
ica are being asked to say no to many 
things, but it is dead wrong for Con
gress to ask them to say no to food. 

SUPPORT THE TRUTH IN BUDGET
ING ACT, RESTORE HIGHWAY 
TRUST FUNDS 
(Mr. COOLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, as Mem
bers of the freshman class, we were 
elected to restore accountability and 
honesty to Congress. We have a unique 
opportunity, indeed an obligation, to 
fulfill our promise. In 1969, the Federal 
Highway Trust Fund became part of 
the unified Federal budget. Since that 
time, taxes paid by users of the system 
for the express purpose of improving 
and upgrading our roads and bridges, 
have been buried in the budget, mask
ing the true size of the Federal deficit. 

Prior to 1969, the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund was an off-budget program. 
The pay-as-you-go system allowed re
pairs to be made as the money was col
lected. Today, a surplus has amassed at 
the expense of much needed improve
ments. 

H.R. 842, the Truth in Budgeting Act, 
seeks to restore the Federal Highway 
Trust Fund to its original off-budget 
status. This will put an end to the 
budget gimmick of hiding the deficit at 
the expense of motorists. I urge you to 
join me and nearly 140 cosponsors in 
supporting H.R. 842, a bill that answers 
the people's call to improve America's 
infrastructure, and to make Govern
ment fiscally responsible. 

A promise is a promise, and it is time 
for us to live up to ours. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR THE DEAL 
SUBSTITUTE 

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, as the 
only former mother in this Congress 
that was ever on welfare with children, 
I rise today to urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support Deal 
substitute that we will be voting on 
today. I support Deal substitute be
cause it offers welfare recipients a fair 
deal. 

As long as there are jobs and recipi
ents are willing to work and play by 
the rules, the Deal bill will invest up 
front in education, job training, and 
child care to ensure that recipients get 
into jobs and off welfare permanently. 

Unlike the Republican bill that does 
not invest in work and punishes chil
dren, the Deal welfare substitute pro
tects children. It also guarantees help 
if the State experiences a recession or 
a national disaster, times when the 
needs are greatest. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice comes down 
to this: We either punish poor people 
who play by the rules, as the Repub
lican bill would do, or we invest in 
them so that they can get off welfare 
permanently. 
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GOODBYE MILK, HELLO KOOL-AID CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM HAS 

NEVER WORKED (Mr. POMEROY asked and was given 
(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was permission to address the House for 1 

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, in Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, while 
the last few. days I have seen an uproar both parties support welfare reform, 
from the fr1en~s on the left regarding there is something terribly unseemly 
the restructurmg of the welfare sys- about the debate under way in the 
tern. I hear phrases like "lacking com- House. Well-fed speaker after well-fed 
passion," "mean spirited," "cruelty to speaker has gotten up and argued pas
childr~n." I am here to tell you that sionately for the Republican proposal 
changmg a system that does not work which makes deep cuts in the nutri
h.as nothing to do with lacking compas- tional program helping infants at 
s1on. home, toddlers in day care and kids in 

What is lacking is maintaining a wel- school. 
fare systei? that has never worked and My abundantly nourished Republican 
has only mcreased dependence to en- friends maintain they are not cutting 
sure. the ~urvival of. a. ~olitical party, anything. But the numbers tell quite a 
lack~ng . m respo~s1b1llty, and, yes, different story. The Congressional 
lackmg m compassion. Budget Office, which they control, says 

o 1045 more than $22 billion will be removed 

Yes, you know, in the last 30 years 
the Democratically controlled Con
gress has spent over $5 trillion on wel
fare. In that same 30 years AFDC re
cipients have more than doubled, the 
number of single parents has tripled, 
food stamp recipie:r;tts have quintupled, 
while these same Democrats stand up 
and yell about compassion. 

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

Pass the Republican welfare bill. 

THE SAFETY NET 
(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

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

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

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

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

from the nutritional spending. The 
only way you get this much money 
from nutrition programs is by sharply 
reducing the quality and nutritional 
value of these programs which help 
these kids who need them so badly. For 
kids all across the country, it is good
bye milk, hello Kool-Aid. I wonder how 
my comfortable, well-fed colleagues 
would like a diet like that for them-
selves? 

A DISAPPOINTING PERFORMANCE 
(Mr. COLLINS of Georgia asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

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

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

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

H.R. 4 CUTS CHILD NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS 

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

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I hold in 
my hand H.R. 4, the Republican so-

called welfare reform package. I urge 
everyone to read this, to read this and 
weep. Because in the attempt to im
prove the welfare system, which we all 
agree needs to be reformed, our Repub
lican colleagues have cut-yes, cut
the children's nutrition programs that 
have been an entitlement for America's 
poor and hungry children for over 50 
years. 

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

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

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
it. 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 
OF 1995 

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

0 1055 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. JOHNSON OF 
CONNECTICUT 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. JOHNSON of 

Connecticut: Page 87, line 3, strike 
"$1,943,000,000" and insert "$2,093,000,000". 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I am pleased to be proposing this 
amendment today because I think it 
expands our resources significantly to 
address the child care needs that will 
develop as we reform welfare. But this 
amendment is not the whole answer. 
That is a point that is very important 
to make because there was a lot of mis
understanding in recent days as we de
bated this bill about how we are going 
to manage the child care needs that 

welfare reform will impose upon soci
ety. The heart of the solution is actu
ally not this amendment; the heart of 
the solution is moving welfare from a 
cash-gift basis to a cash-wage basis be
cause if everyone receiving welfare 
were also working and we used our day 
care resources to pay very skilled ad
ministrators and lead teachers, child 
development experts to run these day 
care centers, with welfare recipients 
now being paid to staff them, then we 
would in fact have the child care slots 
that we need at the money that is cur
rently available. 

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

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

0 1100 

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

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

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

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

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

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

H.R. 4 repeals a transitional child 
care program which guarantees day 
care for the children of parents who 
leave welfare. This is needed. It repeals 

an AFDC child care program which 
provides day care for parents attempt
ing to get off welfare, and H.R. 4 re
peals the at-risk child care program for 
people that try to stay off and do not 
want to go back on, and so we :i1ave this 
amendment before us which is a good 
amendment because it has additional 
dollars for day care. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. Chairman, the beauty of the gen
tlewoman's amendment is that she 
goes way above what the CBO baseline 

projects for spending over this 5 years. 
CBO baseline says $9,396,000,000. With 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN
SON] we are now up to $10,515,000,000. So 
there is a sizable increase over what 
the CBO baseline projects, and I am 
happy to support the gentlewoman's 
amendment. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
that right. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Eight and a half 
minutes. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is 
correct. 

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

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

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

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

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

Last Saturday, Mr. Chairman, at 
home in Washington State I met with a 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8993 
group of welfare mothers at a Head 
Start meeting. They were unanimous 
and emphatic in their desire to get off 
welfare, but one thing they did ask for 
help on was the responsibility of fund
ing day care. Help them find good day 
care, and they will take the respon
sibility of finding work in the private 
sector. 

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

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

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

Now the amendment offered by our 
colleagues, the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE] and the 
gentlewoman from Utah ~Mrs. 
WALDHOLTZ], is a step in the right di
rection, and I commend the sponsors 
for offering it, but I recall a story by 
the former Governor of Texas who said, 
"You can put lipstick on a sow and call 
it Monique, but it's still a pig," and 
this, I con tend, is a cosmetic change to 
this terrible bill, H.R. 4. 

0 1115 
In my State of California, H.R. 4 cuts 

out 35,000 child care slots. This bill 
would restore 9,000 of those. That, as I 
said, is a step in the right direction. 

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

continue to cut, I repeat, cut child care 
services for more than 300,000 low-in
come children in the year 2000. It would 
continue to pit poor parents and their 
demands to children and to work to 
provide for those children. It addresses 
the basic fundamental problem with 
this bill, it is weak on work, cheats 
children, and rewards the rich, all of 
this to give a tax break to the weal thi
est Americans. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

First, it provideR States maxi~um 
flexibility in developing programs that 
best suit the needs of the residents. It 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I had an amendment before the Com
mittee on Rules that would have al
lowed States to match more money 
into this program, but that was notal
lowed. 

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

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

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

As good intentioned as all of us 
might be, you have not done anything 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8995 
to help Alejandrita Hernandez. You 
cannot bring her back. But it would 
burn in my mind and soul that her 
name would be forgotten so that we 
can give tax credits to $200,000 and 
over. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BILBRA Y], 
who has had a lot of experience in this 
area. 

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

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

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

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 

Chairman, I have a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
will state it. 

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

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

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

0 1130 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in strong support of this 
amendment and of the whole concept of 
block granting. 

We currently have seven different 
Federal programs: Child Care for 
AFDC, Transitional Child Care, At
Risk Child Care, Child Care Develop
ment Block Grant, State Dependent 

Care Planning and Development Grants 
Program, Child Development Associate 
Credential Scholarship Program, Na
tive American Family Centers Pro
gram. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

When it gets out here on the floor 
and the American public figures out 
what it is all about, suddenly they say, 
in the poll, the Republicans are cutting 
child care; they should not be doing 
that. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pi red. 

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

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. ROUKEMA: 

Page 114, strike line 4, and insert the follow
ing: 

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

" (!) MINIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.- The 
State shall 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou-
KEMA]. . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Moreover, my amendment would 
have States report annually to the Sec-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conversely, rebates tend to be lower in 
smaller States because these States have 
smaller populations most likely translating into 
fewer WIC participants which means that the 
market is smaller and, subsequently, less of 
an incentive for an infant formula manufacturer 
to offer a low bid. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE]. 

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

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

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

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

That is why in 1989, in a true biparti
san manner with the help of President 
George Bush, we enacted a law to re
quire States to use competitive bidding 
in the WIC program. We found that 
when we required States to use that 
competitive bidding, Mr. Chairman, 
not mere cost containment, that we 
saved $1 billion a year, $1 billion, $1 bil
lion that enabled 1 V2 million more 
pregnant women and infants to be 
served each month under the WIC pro
gram. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

We do not have all those benefits 
here, but this is a giant step, it seems 

to me, in the right direction of exercis
ing, maintaining the flexibility of the 
States and still exercising our fidu
ciary responsibility. 

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

So the gentlewoman can see the 
markup they have on infant formula. 
We would do far more than even if we 
got a $1 million rebate on a $5 million 
contract, if we used the language I 
wanted to use and which the gentle
woman supported in committee, to her 
great credit, competitive bidding. 

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

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

0 1145 

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

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

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

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

I would say that I certainly would 
hope that we all learn from subsequent 

actions. But I having served 12 years in 
State government know the influence 
of the infant formula companies on 
State government. They do various 
things on cost containment. They will 
promise the university hospital so 
much infant formula. They will prom
ise the health department so much. 
They work very closely with the legis
lature too. 

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

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

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

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

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

But what I want to say to my col
leagues is that after all the talk of free 
enterprise that we have heard from the 

. other side this session, as a result of 
this bill, even with the Roukema 
amendment, we will be going back to 
the old days of closed markets and 
backroom contracting. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Entry into a concentrated market can 
have significant procompetitive effects in a 
variety of ways. First, new entry into a con
centrated market will make it more difficult 
for the existing companies to collude. For 
example, in a given market otherwise sus
ceptible to collusion, a price-fixing agree
ment among three companies is easier to 
achieve and maintain than would be an 

agreement among four companies. The 
fourth company not only adds a fourth party 
that must be convinced to violate the law, 
but it also is likely to have different incen
tives than the other companies by virtue of 
its smaller market share. Expansion may be 
a more profitable strategy than collusion if 
the company's share is small. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

turned to USDA where the money was reallo
cated to other states. 

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

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

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

Anticompetitive behavior is more likely in 
markets where sales are concentrated in the 
hands of few sellers, where the product at 
issue is relatively homogeneous, where the 
firms selling the product are relatively ho
mogeneous, and where there are high bar
riers to entry. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL E. ANTALICS, 

Assistant Director [or 
Non-Merger Litigation. 

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
the time. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Given the tremendous savings States 
are able to achieve through current 
cost-containment contracts, it is im
perative that all States establish cost
containment systems and apply those 

savings to providing more services 
under the family nutrition block grant. 

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

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

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

But as they point out, nutrition 
needs do not vary from State to State. 
The WIC Directors I have spoken to 
feel it is important to preserve the re
quirement for national nutritional 
standards. 

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

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

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

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

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Roukema amendment. 

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

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

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

I also want to commend the gentle
woman from New Jersey in her inten-

tion and support her effort and think 
that this is a step in the right direction 
but it does not correct the problem. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve the balance of my time. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from New Jersey is recognized for 11/2 
minutes. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

0 1200 
In a way you feel it is almost like we 

are putting lipstick on pigs here, but 
when you get all done you still got a 
pig and that is what the other bill is . . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. McDERMOTT. A parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Chairman. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, is 
this amendment time on the amend-

men t we are discussing or is this on the 
next amendment? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It ·is on the next 
amendment. 

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROB-LEHTINEN 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. ROB-LEHTINEN: 

Page 157, after line 4, insert the following 
new paragraph: 

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentlewoman from Florida 
[Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN] and a Member op
posed will each control10 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Washington 
rise in opposition? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 

have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, are 

we now doing amendment No. 18? 
The CHAIRMAN. Amendment No. 18, 

that is correct. 
Mr. McDERMOTT. As printed in the 

RECORD? 
The CHAIRMAN. As printed in the 

Rules Committee report. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

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

The Chair recognizes the gen tie
woman from Florida, [Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is a 
straightforward, simple humanitarian 
amendment, which would exempt any 

U.S. legal permanent residents who 
cannot take the naturalization exam 
because they suffer from mental dis
orders and physical impairments or 
disabilities. 

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

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

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

Mr. Speaker, in my south Florida 
community and indeed around our 
great Nation, many U.S. permanent 
residents, especially the elderly, suffer
ing from such terrible diseases as Alz
heimer's are unable to take the citizen
ship test because of their illnesses. 
This amendment would help these most 
vulnerable permanent residents, many 
of whom after years of hard work and 
making wonderful contributions to our 
great Nation rely on these benefits for 
their well-being. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
ofmy time. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

What we want to do is make sure 
that we have it refer now to the exemp-

tion from welfare benefits for those 
people who suffer from these debilitat
ing diseases. 

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

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

Mr. SHAW. I know you have been 
working on this for sometime and you 
and I may have spoken with regard to 
the noncitizen portion of the bill, 
which I know gives you and a few other 
Members great concern. I would just 
like to echo the words of my chairman, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER], in saying we will be working 
closely during the conference process, 
and hopefully this is something that 
we can work together on. 
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I see that our colleague from south 

Florida has also come onto the floor, 
who has expressed great concern with 
regard to this portion of the bill, and I 
can assure you that we will do every
thing we can to be cooperative during 
the conference process. I am sorry that 
we were unable to change the amend
ment by unanimous consent, but we 
did run it by the minority, and they 
were not inclined to allow the change 
at this point. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Asian Pacific Americans in Califor
nia are second to none in our frustra
tion with illegal immigration. Many in 
the community have waited patiently 

for years for spouses and children to 
join them through the legal process. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ
BALART], who is a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I won
der if I could get the attention of the 
manager of the bill for one moment, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR
CHER]. I wanted to ask you to explain 

what I find to be one of the most aston
ishing features of this particular provi
sion which issue is raised by this 
amendment. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. ARCHER. Are you talking about 
farm workers? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. BERMAN. The problem is I only 
have 81/2 minutes. But I will yield as 
long as I have a little time to respond 
to your response. 

Mr. ARCHER. Well, on your time. 
The immigration law of this country 
provides that when you seek residency 
here as a legal alien that you are 
agreeing to support yourself. If you do 
not and you become a charge of the 
taxpayers of this country, you are sub
ject to deportation legally under the 
law today. A guest worker comes under 

a very different circumstance into this 
country and is protected by the law 
that relates to guest workers, and the 
gentleman should understand this. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I urge Members to support this 
amendment. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

I would hope that the members of 
this committee will vote this amend
ment down, that in conference we 
might have the opportunity to con
struct more constrictive language, but 
I would further say relative to this and 
any other amendments of this type, 
that the law of this land, the immigra
tion law of this land, since the late 
1800's, provides that anyone coming 
into this country as a legal alien un
derstands that they cannot become a 
public ward. 

0 1230 
They cannot throw themselves into 

the hands of the taxpayers of this 
country, and if they do, if they go on 
welfare, they legally, today, can be de
ported. 

In addition, where they come in 
under the sponsorship of other rel-

atives, those relatives take on the re
sponsibility of maintaining and sup
porting their immigrating relatives 
into this country so that they will not 
become a burden on the taxpayers of 
this country. 

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

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

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

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

This amendment before the House would 
provide some modest relief to the harsh GOP 
bill which unfairly and arbitrarily discriminates 
against legal noncitizens. The circumstances 
in St. Paul, MN for the Hmong are extraor
dinary, but individuals who have not become 
citizens and remain in the United States gen
erally are subject to unusual factors. Under 
what logic are they being denied benefits? I 
heard someone raise the notion of fraud and 
abuse but is there a demonstrated record of 
such a problem? Are legal noncitizens any dif
ferent in this regard than citizens? 

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

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

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

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

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

March 23, 1995 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

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

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORAN 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

amendment No. 20, printed in House 
Report 104-85. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of amendment No. 20 is as 
follows: 

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

BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES PARTICI
PATING IN WELFARE ASSISTANCE 
WORK PROGRAMS. 

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

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

" DECLARATION OF POLICY AND PREFERENCE 
FOR ASSISTANCE" ; 

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

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

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

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

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

" (B) has agreed, as the Secretary shall re
quire, to maintain and complete such par
ticipation and to occupancy or assistance 
subject to the limitations under paragraph 
(3) . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Is there a Member in opposition 
claiming the 10 minutes? 

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

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

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN]. 

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

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

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

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

What this is doing is providing a sig
nificant incentive for people to find 
work, to get themselves on the ground, 
so to speak, and then after 5 years they 

would lose their eligibility for this as
sisted housing. 

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

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

I will bet that Members are not 
aware of this. 

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

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

Mr. PASTOR. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

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

amendment that the gentleman is of
fering. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Yes. 

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

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

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

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. WALKER. I do not, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman does 
not yield. 

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

But the underlying facts belie their 
caterwauling. We Republicans are not 
empowered by our welfare reform bill. 
The legislation turns power back to 

States and localities, to neighborhoods, 
to churches, and to charities. The only 
way that the results can be cruel and 
harsh, insensitive and mean, and 
uncompassionate is if you do not be
lieve in the basic goodness of the 
American people and the American so
ciety. And the fact is-confirmed by 
this debate-the liberals do not believe 
in the basic goodness of the American 
people and American society. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is corrupt to pick on the most vul
nerable people in our society, the chil-

dren and the poor, to maintain ones 
own political power base. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Defending this welfare system is ac
tually corrupt and it is immoral. 

0 1245 
This system is absolutely one of the 

most corrupt and immoral systems, 
and it is about time we reform it. 

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

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

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. It does pro
vide incentives, and I do think it recog
nizes the importance of work over 
those who do not work, and I hope we 
pass it. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

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

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

minutes remaining in his time. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 

have a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
understand. 

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

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

First of all, let us recognize that 
there in fact would be a disincentive to 

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

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

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

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

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

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

So I say to my colleagues, You're not 
voting now, if you vote on this, as to 
whether or not this particular group is 
worthy of a preference. The question is: 
Is every other group in need of housing 
unworthy? Should every other group be 
put down? In fact, you have people who 
are very poor. You have people who 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
just also want to make the point that 
one of the difficulties with this issue is 
the whole notion of a 5-year sunset on 
all housing. I think the sunset that the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] 
has written into this is a very different 
housing policy than we have ever had 
in this country, and I think to do this 
without having debate-as my col
leagues know, I just found out about 
this amendment earlier today. I think 
this a very substantive change in our 
Nation's housing policy. It might make 
some sense under some circumstances, 
but let us have an opportunity to talk 
about it, to discuss it and to try to de
termine what the consequences are 
going to be. I want to just make sure 
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN] understands that there are 
going to be tens of thousands of people 

that are getting section 8 vouchers 
today that will have to get over $11 an 
hour in order to pay for 30 percent of 

. their income that would qualify them 
for housing in the private market
places. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

households. Thus, many of the elderly 
and children in families with nonable
bodied adults would be in jeopardy of 
having their assistance terminated. 

In addition, setting an arbitrary time 
limit on housing assistance is mis
guided and, while families receiving 
housing assistance should be encour
aged, this amendment really discour
ages them from doing so. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN] is recog
nized for the remaining 1112 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the mother whose 
husband left her 4 years ago is sleeping 
in an automobile. Her 6-year-old is 
with her in the back seat. The 4-year
old is in the front seat. They have been 
on the waiting list for 4 years. She has 
no hope of ever getting subsidized 
housing, and she is not unique. 

D 1300 
Because subsidized housing goes to 

people who have contacts, and in many 
urban areas, as it is in the District of 
Columbia, it went to people who were 
willing to bribe housing officials. In 
most suburban jurisdictions, subsidized 
housing goes to the elderly and the dis
abled, because that is where the profit 
margin is for building high-rise apart
ment buildings, and they are no threat 
to the community. 

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

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

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

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

Furthermore, in discussing this amendment 
with housing officials in my district, I have 
heard serious concerns that this amendment 
might undermine preferences which have 
been carefully developed. For example, some 
communities have given preference for section 
8 housing for residents of their own commu
nities. I do not want to see this House run 
roughshod over reasonable requirements that 
have often been in place for some time. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

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

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

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

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROS-LEHTINEN 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 18 printed in House 
Report 104-85 offered by the gen tie
woman from Florida [Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN] on which further proceed
ings were postponed and on which the 
ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment 
stands as agreed to. 

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

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

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 

been demanded. 

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

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

Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Beilenson 
Brown back 
Bryant (TX) 
Condit 
Cooley 
Cramer 
Davis 
Deal 
Emerson 
Geren 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 

[Roll No. 262] 

AYES-35 
Gilman 
Green 
Hall(TX) 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Klink 
Lincoln 
McCrery 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Myers 
Myrick 

NOES-395 

Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
de Ia Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 

Norwood 
Orton 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Roth 
Souder 
Stenholm 
Tanner 
Thornton 

Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (W A) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 

LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 

Clay 
Roukema 

Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sea strand 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 

NOT VOTING-4 
Salmon 
Smith (WA) 
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Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tate 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Messrs. ROBERTS, GOSS, and 
SMITH of Michigan, Mrs. FOWLER, 
and Messrs. FOLEY, MILLER of Cali
fornia, WICKER, and TIAHRT changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. HANSEN changed his vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

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

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: In 

section 7(i)(l)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016(i)), as added by section 556 
of the bill, insert ", except that each elec
tronic benefit transfer card shall bear a pho
tograph of the members of the household to 
which such card is issued" before the period. 

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

Is there a Member in opposition to 
the amendment? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Everybody in this House is concerned 
about the limited dollars we have to 
apply to the needy people of our coun
try. Let me say this, every dollar that 
can be saved by preventing abuse and 
fraud and the unintended purpose of 
the expenditures of these moneys is 
that much more for the people of our 

country who depend upon their food 
and nutrition from programs such as 
this. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In addition, in contacting the Inspec
tor General, there is very little if any 
evidence, there is no evidence that hav
ing a photograph of the entire family 

of the EBT card will stop any kind of 
traffi eking. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

If the Congress of the United States, 
after the track record of food stamp 
programs, is going to accept advice of 
counsel, some bureaucrat in some of
fice downtown who never had to cash a 
food stamp and does not know how im
portant they are to the family, if we 
are going to follow their advice and 
counsel, we have made a great mistake. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I yield lV2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
MciNNIS]. 

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

I think the gentleman is absolutely 
right, Mr. Chairman. He used to be a 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This does not serve any practical, 
useful purpose. It may send a message 
in terms of perception, but in terms of 
food stamp program reform and stop
ping crime and fraud, we should not 
use perception, we should use the best 
advice of a street cop, an FBI expert, 
and a gentleman who has come to the 
inspector general's office after it has 
been absent. The administration did 
not fill that position for the better part 
of 2 years. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has ll/2 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] has Ph min
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has the privilege 
of closing. 

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

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

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

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

I just hung up with the director of 
public welfare in Berks County, PA. 
They tell me this will work as an added 
deterrent to people trying to defraud 
the welfare system through EBT. I 
urge everyone to support this. 

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

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

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

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

The next amendment to be offered is 
one that allows States to pursue the 
gentleman's idea, but does not man
date it. 
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

30 seconds to the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LARGENT]. 

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

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

If we are about anything in H.R. 4, it 
is about granting the authority and the 

power to make decisions like this back 
to the States where people really are 
on the street dealing with this issue. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 30 sec
onds. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COBURN · 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

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

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

April1. 1992,"; 
(B) by striking " the approval of" ; 
(C) in subparagraph (A) by striking " , in 

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

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. COBURN] and a Member opposed 
will each control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

After listening to the discussion that 
we just had, I think it is important 
that we bear in mind that the objec
tives of the gentleman from Ohio and 
my objectives are the same. That is, to 
try to return integrity to the Food 
Stamp Program at the point at which 
food stamps are used. 

Several gentlemen have shown their 
congressional voting card here today 
that does have a photo ID on it. This 
amendment will allow that if a State 
so chooses to have a photo ID. 

The Food Stamp Program was estab
lished to provide a level of nutritional 
sustenance for people who cannot af
ford to feed themselves. Oftentimes 
this does not seem to be the case when 
we observe how food stamps are used: 

Everyone knows that the current sys
tem has loopholes that have allowed 
fraud, waste, and abuse to become 
rampant. Many States, including my 
home State of Oklahoma, are looking 
at electronic benefit transfer systems 
as an alternative way which have prov
en to be effective at saving administra
tive costs and cutting down on waste, 
fraud, and abuse. 

H.R. 4 encourages States to establish 
EBT systems for distributing food 
stamp benefits. For · this reason I 
wholeheartedly agree. 

My amendment is intended to further 
help States make the transition to an 
EBT system while strengthening the 
ability of States to cut out the waste 
in the system. 

The first part of the amendment ad
dresses a concern that many States 
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have voiced in setting up an EBT sys
tem. Current law states that an EBT 
system must demonstrate lower admin
istrative cost than paper coupons in 
any one year. 

Although costs have been shown to 
be considerably lower with EBT sys
tems over time, the first-year cost may 
be higher in order to set up this new 
system. 

The amendment drops the "any one 
year" phrase to give States the flexi
bility to set up a system that works 
properly while still keeping adminis
trative costs far lower than the current 
system. 

The second part of the amendment 
addresses one of the most common 
forms of food stamp abuse, their use by 
unauthorized persons. 

With paper coupons or even EBT 
cards, there is danger that someone 
could steal the benefits we have pro
vided. 

There is also nothing to prevent are
cipient from giving his coupons or EBT 
card to a noneligible person. We should 
ensure that the person to whom we 
have given the food stamp benefits is 
the only person who can use those ben
efits. 

The Trafican t amendment addresses 
this in one fashion, although the State 
should be allowed to determine how 
best to achieve security in their sys
tem, whether it is a photo ID, a PIN 
number, a fingerprint or a retinal scan, 
all of which companies are readily 
available to provide. The State can de
termine how to do it. But the system 
must be secure. 

The most important part of the 
amendment, however, addresses the 
most visible problem people have with 
the current Food Stamp Program-peo
ple using food stamps for things other 
than food. 

I cannot tell you how many times I 
have had people in my district talk to 
me about the abuse of food stamps. The 
whole purpose of this program is to 
make sure food stamps are used for 
their intended purpose, for nutrition 
and support, and not for i terns other 
than that. 

Current law provides certain guide
lines as to what can and cannot be pro
vided. This system is intended to elec
tronically and through computer tech
nology force that into happening. It 
has a wide range of time on it, up to 2 
years, and we will have a discussion 
about the benefits associated with this. 

I would urge all of my colleagues to 
vote for this amendment. 

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

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen
tleman from Oklahoma for .yielding. I 
thank him for his amendment. I would 
like to engage him in a colloquy if I 
might. 

There could be a situation here when 
States are able to define the food items 

that are eligible, that conceivably that 
could slow down the conversion by 
States to the EBT system. 

I know that that is not the outcome 
that the gentleman anticipates or 
wants and the body should understand 
that if it looks like this could occur, 
that the 2-year time frame can be ex
tended to 5 years. I think the gen
tleman has stated this, but I wanted to 
make sure that that was the gentle
man's intent. 

Mr. COBURN. That is my intent, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution, and I sup
port the amendment. 

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

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. FORD. To the author of the 
amendment, I want to support the 
amendment, but would the gentleman 
respond to a couple of questions if you 
do not mind? 

The electronic transfer benefit, 
would this apply to food stamps as well 
as the block grant cash benefits of the 
AFDC recipients as well? 
· Mr. COBURN. This amendment does 

not address that, but it could be used 
in that fashion if a State wanted to use 
it. But it would be under a completely 
different set of circumstances. But this 
amendment addresses only food stamp 
benefits. 

Mr. FORD. But this electronic trans
fer would be through some sort of card; 
is that correct? 

Mr. COBURN. That is correct. 
Mr. FORD. States are going on-line 

now with the electronic benefit trans
fer; is that correct? 

Mr. COBURN. That is correct. 
Mr. FORD. With the Personal Re

sponsibility Act, we are talking about 
block-granting the cash benefit to 
AFDC recipients and then in most 
cases they are recipients of food 
stamps as well. 

With that, should we authorize or say 
to those States that the cash benefit 
should also be a part of this electronic 
card? 

Mr. COBURN. We have not tried to 
make that a focus of this amendment 
and that has not been addressed. We 
were specifically addressing food 
stamps because of the significant 
amount of fraud that is seen and used 
with food stamps, both on the black 
market, the use of purchasing even 
cars or drugs. 

The whole goal of the amendment is 
to eliminate the fraud in the Food 
Stamp Program and not address the 
other issues, although it is entirely 
possible that it could be used in that 
manner. 

Mr. FORD. We just want to make 
sure that we can also look at this in
formation superhighway, that we make 
sure that the cost savings that might 
be involved with the cash benefits. Now 

that we are only allocating the 1994 
level under the formula of $15.4 billion, 
we want to make sure that States can 
also have savings here, that they will 
not have to mail out a check monthly 
to the AFDC recipients. 

Mr. COBURN. Reclaiming my time, 
that is entirely possible with this sys
tem and States could do that. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11/z minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
SHADEGG]. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment of
fered by my colleague the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

The Co burn amendment makes very 
modest changes to this legislation 
which will do a tremendous amount to 
solve the real threat to the credibility 
of the Food Stamp Program which is 
posed by fraud, waste, and abuse. Be
yond that, it will save taxpayers dol
lars. We have to all be about that task. 

The electronic benefit transfer cards 
save money over the current paper food 
stamps. Distributing food stamps by 
this method will also enable us to 
eliminate a great deal of the fraud. 

There is indeed, today, a regrettable 
amount of black market in food 
stamps. Hundreds of millions of dollars 
of our taxpayers' money are going to 
be used right now not for food for the 
hungry but to buy drugs from black
marketed stamps and to buy beer and 
drugs that do not help the families who 
are supposed to be benefited. This pro
gram will give us an opportunity to 
stop that kind of fraud and abuse. But 
more importantly, it will let the States 
decide. 

In the debate we just heard on the 
Traficant amendment, we saw the men
tality of Washington, DC, that for too 
long, we, in the Congress, know the an
swer. Certainly a photograph is a right 
step in the direction of stopping fraud. 
But there are other mechanisms. There 
are retina testers, there are thumb
print screeners. There are lots of dif
ferent devices. Technology moves fast
er than the U.S. Congress. 

What the Coburn amendment does is 
it said, we don't have all that wisdom 
here. We should let the States, charged 
with the responsibility of administer
ing this program, make those deci
sions. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Coburn amendment. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. FOLEY]. 

Mr. FOLEY. I want to commend my 
colleague on this very good amend
ment. 

We have talked about it a lot in Flor
ida and we have talked about it in 
other States. In fact, Maryland is going 
quickly to the EBT system. This 
amendment gives the States the flexi
bility to implement what I think is the 
most important aspect of reform in the 
Food Stamp Program; $1.8 billion has 
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been shown to be wasted at least in the 
Food Stamp Program. This very good 
amendment will now strike some of 
that and bring the dollars to truly ben
efit the needy of our communities. 

The Republican Party is about feed
ing the poor. We want to make certain 
they get basic nutrition. 

This bill also provides that we can 
exclude cigarettes, alcohol, and hope
fully ice cream, hopefully popcorn, 
hopefully junk foods that are taking 
our precious tax dollars and giving peo
ple food that is not nutritious in value. 

I strongly support the Coburn amend
ment. I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] is recog
nized for 1 minute. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
my colleagues to support the amend
ment. 

If there is an emotional issue, it is 
that the money that we spend to help 
those who need it should go for what 
we in tend it to do. This amendment 
goes very far in that regard. 

I would urge all to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, to ex
tend the debate, I move to strike the 
last word, and I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, let me try 
a couple of questions to the author of 
the amendment. 

The way I read your amendment is 
that you require the States which 
would mean that this would be a man
date on the States to put in place. I am 
not opposed to your amendment at all. 
I am just trying to make sure that we 
clearly understand that we would re
quire the States to do this which would 
mean that this would be a mandate; is 
that correct? 

Mr. COBURN. If the gentleman will 
yield, what we are requiring is the 
States to be responsible for how they 
spend the money in terms of using the 
available technology that is available 
to them at any one period of time. It is 
our intention, and if you will see in the 
rest of the bill, that there is no man
date on States other than having the 
call. They can use any one they want, 
the cheapest one or the most expen
sive. 

The most expensive happens to be 
retinal images presently. If they want 
to use that, they can. They are just re
quired if they want to have block
granted food stamps that within a 2-
year period, if the technology is avail
able, which we think it will be, that 
they are going to use a system that se
cures it for the very purpose that the 
food stamp was intended for, that sup
plement. 

Mr. FORD. I think it is a good 
amendment. I guess an amendment to 
your amendment would not be in order 

under the rule of the House today, but 
if this bill does go to the Senate in con
ference , hopefully the provision with 
. the electronic transfer would be part of 
the cash benefit for the AFDC recipi
ents as well that would be included at 
some point. 
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Mr. COBURN. I would very much 

agree with the gentleman on that . I 
think that is a good way to make sure 
those benefits are intended and spent, 
and intended in a direction. They can
not be spent on things we would not 
want , our support dollars going to sup
port. 

That is not part of this amendment 
and I think it is a wonderful sugges
tion. If the gentleman would bring that 
up when we do go to conference, we 
could do that. 

Mr. FORD. Before I yield to my other 
colleagues, let me say that it is very 
clear that this is an area that we need 
to look at, the electronic on-line sys
tem with food stamps as well as AFDC. 

Fraud, waste, and abuse is something 
we all are in opposition to and we want 
to do everything possible to cut it out, 
but we certainly do not want to con
fuse it with the vast majority of these 
recipients and try to suggest for one 
minute that people who are trying to 
make ends meet and to feed their chil
dren every day, and it is difficult for 
food stamps and other benefits to carry 
them through the month, that we want 
to lump everybody into some type of 
waste, fraud, and abuse situation. That 
is not the case. Those who are doing it, 
we want to stop it certainly, but we 
want to stop it immediately. 

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding, and I agree 
with the gentleman's amendment. But 
make no mistake about it, this is not 
going to get to the problem of the peo
ple that do the massive abuses in auto
mobiles and traffic in this. I say to the 
gentleman from Kansas City, you have 
to have a willing counterpart to engage 
in this, and I think what you have to 
do is go even further than this and get 
some real strong restrictions from the 
inspector general to get to the root be
cause of the people that are ripping off 
the food stamp program. It is not the 
little old lady trying to get by and feed 
her children that is ripping off the food 
stamp program. And as noble as this is, 
you are not going to solve the big prob
lems of ripping off the hundreds of mil
lions of dollars until you get to some 
real strict enforcement like the gen
tleman from Kansas is talking about. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would just re
mind the gentleman 10 days ago using 
the system in Houston, several gen
tleman were found through the use of 

the EBT securities system and will be 
making restitution of some $300,000 to 
$500,000 because we can now with the 
EBT system track for fraud and indi
vidual abusers. And the technology is 
there. There is technology to eliminate 
this fraud and abuse, even to eliminate 
willing providers because the computer 
chip will be hard to beat. 

Mr. HEFNER. Good for them. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 

remainder of the time to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], 
who serves on the Committee on Agri
culture. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding the time, and 
thank our colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Let me say everyone is in favor of 
cutting fraud and waste and abuse, and 
saving money. There is not problem in 
that. How we address it is part of the 
problem. 

And I basically am in accord with 
what the gentleman is attempting to 
do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
time has expired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. COBURN]. 

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

consider amendment No. 24 printed in 
House Report 10~5. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UPTON 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment No . 24 offered by Mr. UPTON: 

At the end of subtitle B of title V, insert the 
following (and make such technical and con
forming changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 581. DISQUALIFICATION RELATING OF 

CHILD SUPPORT ARREARS. 
Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(i) No individual is eligible to participate 
in the food stamp program as a member of 
any household during any period such indi
vidual has any unpaid liability under a court 
order for the support of a child of such indi
vidual. " . 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. UPTON] will be recognized for 10 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Does any Member seek control of the 
time in opposition? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR. 
UPTON 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent for a very small 
modification in the amendment which, 
as I understand, the ranking member of 
the committee has agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment, as modified. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 24, as modified, offered by 

Mr. UPTON: At the end of subtitle B of title 
V, insert the following (and make such tech
nical and conforming changes as may be ap
propriate): 
SEC. 581. DISQUALIFICATION RELATING OF 

CHILD SUPPORT ARREARS. 
Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 

U.S.C. 2015) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(i) No individual is eligible to participate 
in the food stamp program as a member of 
any household during any period such indi
vidual has any unpaid liability that is both-

"(1) under a court order for the support of 
a child of such individual; and 

"(2) for which the court is not allowing 
such individual to delay payment.". 

Mr. UPTON (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment, as modified, be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the modification? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am very encouraged 
by the child support enforcement pro
visions that are part of this welfare re
form bill. But we need to do more. 

I have spent considerable time with a 
number of 14- and 15-year-old mothers 
who face a very hard life juggling 
school work, work and the demands of 
parenthood as well. Many of us take 
that responsibility very seriously, as 
we live for our kids and we want them 
to have a better life, and we are taken 
aback by parents who shirk this re
sponsibility and refuse to make even a 
modest payment to help support their 
child. The result is that both the child 
and the attending parent suffer and are 
penalized. 

This amendment will no longer re
ward parents who fail to fulfill their 
obligations to pay child support but 
continue to receive Government assist
ance through the Food Stamp Pro
gram. 

Today there is $34 billion in unpaid 
child support due to more than 23 mil
lion children. More specifically, more 
than 30 percent of women with kids in 
poverty receive no child support what
soever. 

A survey of income and program par
ticipation found that of the 525,000 non
custodial parents rece1vmg food 
stamps, 79 percent or 415,000 were not 
paying child support. 

It is time to stop the free lunch. We 
are asking custodial single parents, 
who happen to be primarily mothers, 
to cover a lot of bases and carry the 
load, but what about the other parent? 
Where is the equity? We cannot forget 

that parenting is the responsibility of 
two people, and we certainly cannot 
forget the children who are in des
perate need of assistance. 

If this amendment passes, I fully in
tend to work to ensure that this 
amendment targets those who are 
dodging their parental responsibilities, 
not those who are making an honest ef
fort to care for their child. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot continue to 
support deadbeat parents, and I urge 
Members to vote "yes" on this amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. MAR
TINI]. 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time, and I congratulate him for the 
fine effort on this amendment. 

To me, this amendment is a clear 
statement of right and wrong. 

If there is one overriding message in 
our overhaul of the welfare system, it 
is that we as a government and as 
members of a compassionate society 
demand that all of us act as responsible 
citizens. 

Well, as most of my colleagues know, 
parenthood demands responsibility. 

Any person who brings a child into 
this world and then refuses to do every
thing in his or her power to ensure that 
child's well-being deserves punishment, 
not the taxpayers' generosity. 

In Maine, it has been the case that 
the very threat of such sanctions as li
cense forfeiture has produced a huge 
increase in the amount of child support 
that state has collected. 

I would expect that the very threat 
of withholding food stamps from dead
beat parents would do the same. 

I once again commend the gentleman 
from Michigan for his excellent idea, 
and urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], former chair
man and now ranking member of the 
committee. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding the 
time, and I appreciate his interest and 
his effort. All of us are of course in 
favor of reducing fraud, waste and 
abuse, and certainly this is an area of 
very strong interest to us. 

What I would like to ask of the gen
tleman is that there is concern that 
there needs to be further refinement of 
his amendment. Am I correct in that? 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding back. I 
would like to say I want to work very 
closely with the chairman and others 
on his side, as well as our side, to make 
sure that the intent of this legislation, 
or that the actual language follows the 
intent. 

In some cases, of course, an individ
ual not making child support payments 
may be doing so in conjunction with 
the court, and those we do not want to 
penalize. We want to make sure those 
individuals who are in fact in arrears 
at the subjugation, I guess, of the 
courts, are in fact those who are penal
ized. This language does not permit 
that. 

I would like to work with the gen
tleman and others as the bill moves 
forward to make sure we get the best 
language available. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, we 
appreciate that. We support the gentle
man's intent and motive, and hopefully 
we will be able to craft it in an appro
priate manner so it can address effec
tively the intent. And I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. I will not take the 2 minutes. 

As indicated, the gentleman's amend
ment does require that no person can 
receive food stamps if that person is re
quired by a court order to pay child 
support, and then dealt with the un
paid liability issue. The gentleman has 
amended his amendment so that be
comes more flexible and certainly more 
practical. 

Let me seek the gentleman's assur
ance that the effective date of this 
amendment will coincide with the im
plementation of the new child support 
enforcement system as described in 
H.R. 4. 

Mr. UPTON. I accept that. 
Mr. ROBERTS. I support the gentle

man's amendment and I thank him for 
his contribution. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to extend the time of debate, I 
move to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
wish to control the 5 minutes? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent, if the occasion 
arises, that I be allowed to allocate 
blocks of time to Members. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, this is about the most 

tepid debate I have seen around here in 
years, and I think it is really by de
sign. 

Yesterday it was obvious that theRe
publicans wanted to move this bill 
quickly through the House without 
anybody really seeing what was in it 
and what it really did. But they have 
succeeded in cutting off all of the real
ly spirited debate by what they have 
done here. 

I wish the cameras would please pan 
the floor. I think there are 12 Members, 
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maybe 13. Two just came in. Fourteen 
Members here on this debate, 14 Mem
bers out of 435 Members on this debate 
on the most important piece of legisla
tion that will come before this body, a 
piece of legislation that takes about 
$70 billion from poor children to use in 
the crown jewel of the contract to give 
tax cuts that are not needed to people 
who do not deserve them. 

There are 12 or 14 of us here. And the 
Committee on Rules I think did this 
deliberately. The amendments we have 
had have been nothing amendments. I 
do not impugn anybody's integrity 
about them, but they have just been 
nothing amendments. We have not 
even called for rollcalls on any of 
them. They do nothing. They could 
have been done by unanimous consent. 

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

Mr. GIBBONS. No, I am not going to 
yield. But why did the Committee on 
Rules do that? 

I have the floor and I would like to 
continue using it. If I have any time 
left over, I may yield it to you, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida has the time. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee on Rules had 164 requests 
for amendments up there. They grant
ed 31 amendments, 5 of which came 
from the Democrats, and 2 of our 
amendments they stole from us and 
gave to the Republicans because they 
sounded so good that they could notre
sist that. I have a list of 13 really im
portant amendments here that they 
turned down and would not even let be 
debated here, and yet there are 12 or 14 
of us here on the floor to carry on this 
nothing debate today. 

The Committee on Rules did not 
allow the Stenholm amendment to re
strict the 70 billion dollars' worth of 
savings here to budget deficit reduc
tion and not to spend it on tax cuts. 
They did not allow another 12 amend
ments, all sponsored by Democrats, 
that were good, substantive amend
ments, that were controversial. They 
put in all of these nothing amendments 
that we have had here all day. 

You know, I do not blame the Repub
licans for wanting to duck this bill. I 
know they are embarrassed that they 
had to bring this dog to the floor. But 
that is the only way they could raise a 
part of the money so they can give it 
back to tax cuts that the Nation itself 
does not need, tax cuts that come at 
the wrong time in the American eco
nomic history. 

D 1415 
America is at full employment right 

now. America is at maximum factory 
capacity utilization right now. The 
American dollar is unstable because 
the world currency traders are betting 
we do not have the guts to balance or 
reduce our budget deficit. 

And so we come into this debate 
today on these nothing amendments so 

that people will be bored to death and 
so that 10 or 12 of us here will be here 
to take part in it. It is a travesty. It is 
a travesty that the time of Congress is 
wasted on what we have here before us 
today. It was deliberately done to bore 
the audience to death and the Members 
to death so that they would have no op
portunity to make any important deci
sions. 

The Committee on Rules did not 
allow the Matsui-Kennedy amendment. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
F/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield
ing. 

And I want to say good job to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON], 
good amendment. 

You know, the breakdown of the fam
ily is a national tragedy, and when we 
do have time to discuss the amend
ments, let us discuss what is happen
ing. 

This is another notch. This is an
other foot forward in trying to control 
irresponsibility of parents that forsake 
their kids. 

I just want to, in the U.S. News, read 
a couple of quotes out of it. It says: 

More than virtually any other factor, a bi
ological father's presence in the family will 
determine the child's success and happiness. 

Rich or poor, white or black, the children 
of divorce and those born outside of marriage 
struggle through life at a measurable dis
advantage. The absence of fathers is linked 
to the most social nightmares from boys 
with guns to girls with babies. 

This is a step forward. We have the 
ability within H.R. 4 to identify these 
individuals. It is reasonable that we do 
not reward the individuals that have 
forsaken their responsibilities for their 
kids by giving them additional Federal 
handouts. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11/2 minutes to my friend, the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Ah, memories are made of this. It 
was just the other day when the gen
tleman from Florida was requesting of 
the House in decibels a little higher 
than the ones he just used everybody 
to sit down and cease and desist, let us 
have a rational debate. 

I would suggest that the amendments 
that we are considering are not noth
ing amendments. I would suggest the 
policy debate we had in the House Ag
riculture Committee that went 15 
hours did not involve nothing. It in
volved tremendous policy decision in 
regards to food stamp reform. 

Might I remind the gentleman from 
Florida that in October 1987 the Demo
crats first attempted to self-execute 
the adoption of their welfare reform 
bill into the reconciliation bill without 
a separate vote. The adoption of the 
rule was considered to be the adoption 
of the welfare reform amendment. That 

rule was rejected by the House. A sec
ond legislative day was created that 
same day by Speaker Wright. Memories 
are made of this. 

And we brought forward a new rule 
for reconciliation minus the welfare re
form component. The Committee on 
Rules subsequently reported a separate 
rule for the welfare reform bill making 
in order just one amendment, one 
amendment, not a series of amend
ments or nothing amendments that we 
are talking about here, in the nature of 
a substitute by the minority leader, 
but that rule was withdrawn from lack 
of support by the Democrats. 

Finally we had a third rule. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Kansas has expired. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I have a p~rliamentary in
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. At what 
point can I be recognized to offer an 
amendment so that whatever savings 
come from this bill, possibly $70 bil
lion, would be dedicated for deficit re
duction? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Regular order, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I am 
making a parliamentary inquiry, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. The rule does not 
allow amendments to these amend
ments. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. How did 
that happen, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is in the rule. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. And a 

majority of Members voted to keep a 
Member from offering an amendment 
so that the savings from this bill could 
be placed towards deficit reduction? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Regular order. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the House 

adopted House Resolution 119, the rule 
governing this debate, the rule de
clared there were no amendments to be 
offered to these amendments being of
fered today. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, as the 
designee of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
that right. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] for 5 min
utes. 

Without objection, the gentleman 
may control the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, so finally, a third 

rule, Mr. Chairman, as I continue with 
memories are made of this, and would 
call for the attention of the gentleman 
from Florida if he might, was reported 
which provided for 4 hours of general 
debate, only minority substitute, and a 
set of en bloc amendments by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ANDREWS]. 
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Both the Michel and Andrews amend
ments were subject to 1 hour of debate 
each. The rule made in order a com
promise and reported bill put together 
by the four committees of jurisdiction, 
1 hour, four committees, not what we 
are having here today, as the base text 
for the amendment purposes. 

The rule was adopted 213 to 206, so 
there was just a tad bit of controversy 
in regards to that rule back in 1987 on 
the very same subject. 

The manager of the rule, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], said 
that was a modified closed rule, and so 
here we are today after hours of de
bate, many hours of debate. 

I would remind the gentleman from 
Florida that Members are in their of
fices. Members have heard this debate 
on and on and on, 15 hours in the Ag 
Committee, many, many hearings. I 
think the commentary is specious. I 
think it ill serves the House. I think it 
ill serves the intent of Members who 
brought to this title of the bill impor
tant amendments that they thought 
were important. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON] if he chooses to 
comment. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield, 
to close the debate on this amendment, 
to my friend, the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON] has 30 sec
onds remaining. The gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 3 minutes re
maining. That is all the time remain
ing. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Has someone claimed 
time in opposition to the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. No one has. 
Mr. VOLKMER. I do so. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 

that right. The gentleman controls 10 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume, 
but no longer than 5 minutes, to the 
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
THURMAN]. 

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

I know that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] has spoken 
with the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. UPTON] about this amendment, 
and I understand that he was given an 
opportunity to try to perfect the 
amendment without any opposition 
from the minority side, because we rec
ognize how important it is to make 
this correct. 

But I do want to make some points, 
because I think it is very important 

that we understand what we are trying 
to do and get this on the record. 

When the amendment was drafted, it 
failed to distinguish between a parent 
who fell behind in payments but was 
making a good-faith effort to make 
payments, and a deadbeat dad who re
fuses to pay support even though he 
had the money. And if you denied food 
stamps to these individuals who were 
trying to make their payments, recipi
ents would have likely spent their 
money on food than on child support 
payments, which is why we have tried 
to correct that, and I suggest the gen
tleman was correct in doing that, and I 
appreciate it, and I hope that if this 
language is not correct, that we con
tinue to work on this. 

However, let me just say to you all 
that I want to point out here on the 
table about the Deal substitute again. 

Because I think it is important that 
we understand we even have a stronger 
child support enforcement where we 
are demanding an uncompromising, pu
nitive measure for deadbeat dads. It is 
basically a stronger version of legisla
tion than was even in traduced by Rep
resentatives JOHNSON, KENNELLY, and 
others, and that the Deal substitute 
will strongly enforce income withhold
ing and allow States to revoke licenses, 
and the substitute also enhances the 
paternity establishment by simplifying 
procedures in hospitals. 

What I would like to just suggest is 
that while we all agree that this is a 
very, very, very important part of this 
debate, that if you have questions and 
you are not pleased with what is hap
pening on the other side right now with 
strong enforcement, I would hope that 
you would all, please, support the Deal 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Florida earlier had pointed out, this 
amendment, even though it may be 
somewhat meritorious on its face, but 
actually has very little to do with food 
stamp fraud. Very few people fit the 
category that the gentleman from 
Michigan is attempting to address to 
say to deny them food stamps, every 
benefit from food stamps, and yet we 
have within the proposal by the major
ity on that side provisions to reduce 
food stamps for needy families, people 
out there that need it, by USDA, says 
by $24 billion. Even CBO says $21 bil
lion we are cutting back. 

And this little amendment is sup
posed to help it? This little amendment 
does not help those people who are 
going to be denied. 

How are they going to be denied? 
Well, they are going to be denied be
cause their proposal under the thrifty 
food plan does not give you 103 percent 
of the thrifty food plan. Oh, no, it says 
2-percent increase a year, and as had 
been pointed out by USDA, that means 

by 1999 people are going to be getting 
less than they are getting today. Ev- · 
erybody, the working poor, are going 
to get less. Children at home are going 
to get less than under the lunch pro
gram. They cannot eat at school. They 
cannot get their breakfast food for 
breakfast. They cannot get food stamps 
at home. 

Now, we were told in the Committee 
on Agriculture when we marked up this 
bill on this part of the welfare bill that 
it was only going to cost $16.5 billion. 
That is all they were going to take 
away. It is not through reform that 
money is taken away from people. It is 
through the thrifty food plan and the 
cap that they put on. They put a cap on 
there so that you cannot in times of re
cession, you are not going to have any 
increase. People are going to do away 
with food. 

Here we are talking about an amend
ment that does very little to correct 
the situation. There were amendments 
that this gentleman and others on this 
side tried to offer to this bill so that 
hungry kids could eat. We were denied 
the opportunity to offer that amend
ment. 

What is more important, to say that 
someone cannot get good stamps be
cause he is not supporting the chil
dren? Yes, I agree, that is a good idea. 
But, gentlemen, that does not help the 
kids that are going to go hungry be
cause of the cuts in this bill. That does 
not give them any more. You are not 
helping them a bit. 

Our amendments that we wanted to 
do to help, we did not get to offer. We 
were denied those, to take the cap off. 
We were denied to put the thrifty food 
plan back in in whole. We were denied. 
Why? Because they need that $21 or $24 
billion to give to millionaires, to give 
to the big corporations. That is where 
the money is going to go, out of the 
mouths of babes. That is where it is 
going to go, gentleman from Michigan. 

This is where you are going to vote 
to put the money. Between now and 2 
weeks from now you will have voted to 
say take away from them and give it 
over here. 

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

Mr. VOLKMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment, the gentleman talked a 
little bit about fraud and how my 
amendment does not go after fraud. 
The gentleman is right. What my 
amendment does is this, it indicates 
that if there is a deadbeat parent that 
is out there that is not paying child 
support by order of the court and re
ceiving food stamps, that is what it 
does. 

Mr. VOLKMER. He should not get 
the food stamps. 

Mr. UPTON. It does not go after 
fraud. It does not address a whole num
ber of things you talked about. I was 
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not able to add 100 amendments as 
someone would have perhaps liked on 
this bill. 

Mine is a very small amendment that 
goes after folks who abuse the system 
who are trying to get a free lunch at 
the expense of the taxpayers, and I say 
enough is enough. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Reclaiming my time, 
you are addressing more than one
tenth of 1 percent of the problem. You 
were given 20 minutes of the time of 
the House to do it. I cannot get 1 
minute to address problems. 

0 1430 
I would like to address one other 

problem here, that I took to the Com
mittee on Rules an amendment which I 
was not given the opportunity to offer, 
and that is, under the language of the 
working requirements in this bill that 
you have before you today you could 
have people that are on welfare today 
that are not working, that should be 
working but they are not working, 
maybe they could not find a job, and if 
they have been on welfare for 90 days 
they do not meet the criteria in order 
to continue on welfare. They are off be
cause they are not working 20 hours a 
week. They are given some time to find 
a job after this bill becomes law. 

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

Mr. VOLKMER. No, I will not yield. I 
tried to talk to the gentleman about 
this. We tried to talk to his staff and 
discussed the amendment with him. We 
were not even allowed a colloquy on 
those who were sick and ill and because 
they got laid off by the employer invol
untarily and could not work 20 hours a 
week. We tried to discuss this. We 
could not even get a colloquy on that. 
We could not get a colloquy worked out 
with the gentleman's staff. 

So I will not yield. They will not 
even address the problem. What hap
pens to the working poor, the man be
tween 18 and 50 who is out there work
ing trying to make it but for some rea
son or other he gets laid off by the em
ployer, not because of his own fault, he 
could not work 20 hours a week. They 
say you do not get it anymore. Now, is 
that more important than this amend
ment we have here today? I think so, I 
think so. At least as important. But 
they say, "no." 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield 1 minute to 
the distingui$hed chairman of the Sub
committee on Human Resources of the 
Committee of the Ways and Means, the 
man who is most responsible for this 
welfare reform proposal, Mr. SHAW. 

Mr. SHAW. I thank the chairman for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my 
friend from Missouri, who has just 
consumed a great deal of time, do not 
trivialize the amendment that is pres
ently on the floor. This is a very im-

portant amendment. There is nothing 
more frightening today than what is 
going on of the trend toward fathers 
not taking care of their children; fa
thers would have kids with unwed 
mothers and then disappear. In fact, we 
find they are having kids with a num
ber of women and then disappearing 
and leaving the poor mothers to fend 
for themselves, to depend upon the life 
of dependence on welfare. 

This is an important amendment, 
and this deserves the time of this com
mittee, and I am proud to support it. 

I say to my friend, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS} that this 
amendment process, these are not un
important amendments. We just passed 
an amendment a few hours ago on a 
voice vote, I might say, that was very 
important, in which we put $750 million 
more in child care. If you need child 
care, that is an important amendment. 
It is an important amendment, and 
that is why we supported it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has 2 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON] P/2 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. VOLKMER] ll/2 minutes re
maining. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
VOLKMER] has the right to close. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
35.2 seconds to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I will add 
my 30 seconds to that which the gen
tleman just yielded to me, and I yield 
the balance of my time to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE], to close in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. KOLBE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, a lot of things have 
been said here on the floor today. It re
minds me of a bloodhound who is sent 
out after a convict out there but some
body gave him the wrong piece of 
clothing. So we are chasing up the 
wrong tree, we are going after the 
wrong thing here. 

What we have heard is not what this 
amendment is about. It is very simple, 
as the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
UPTON] explained just a few minutes 
ago. 

It is a good amendment. It says if an 
individual is getting food stamps now 
and under a court order to pay child 
support and he has not gone to court to 
get a delay because he cannot afford to 
make the payments under the court 
order, not having done that, no delay 
from the court, if he is not making 
payments, he should not be getting 
food stamps. The taxpayers should not 
be subsidizing him. They are trying, 
but they cannot afford to. They have 
not done that. They are under an order 
from the court, they are supposed to. be 
making payments, they should not be 
getting food stamps. The rest of the 

taxpayers should not be subsidizing 
them. They are supposed to be making 
child support payments to support 
their kids. That is what this says. They 
do not get the food stamps if they are 
not current in their child support pay
ments. 

It is as simple as that. It clearly fills 
a loophole, fills a gap in the bill. Some
thing should be done. I do not know 
why all the discussion about other 
things. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat puz
zled here because the distinguished 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, who controls the de
bate on the other side, was up making 
the speech complaining about the qual
ity of debate. Surely having made such 
a complaint, he should insure that at 
least his side follows his admonition. 
The gentleman from Missouri made a 
lot of very baseless allegations, rhetor
ical statements that have absolutely 
nothing to do with the point of debate 
here. 

The gentleman says our staff denied 
him the right to find out some matters 
involved here. The gentleman's staff, 
so the record will be straight, the gen
tleman's staff discussed with our staff 
some questions relating to work re
quirements. The majority staff an
swered them. They added some lan
guage to a report which the gentleman 
was concerned about, in cooperation 
with the staff of the gentleman from 
Missouri, relating to retroactive work 
requirements. 

So let us be clear between sub
stantive debate and rhetorical flour
ishes here. I wish the gentleman from 
Florida, having admonished us to stick 
to quality, would get his own troops in 
line. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to have the outstanding quality 
in this debate, I yield the time remain
ing to the outstanding member of the 
Committee on Agriculture, the former 
chairman, now the ranking member of 
the full committee, the great gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 
yes, perhaps we have gone a little 
astray of the debate on the amend
ment. But-and not in defense, but 
feeling the same way as the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]-the issue 
is the way that the rule is crafted, the 
inability for a ranking member to have 
sufficient time to discuss an issue. 

But the underlying theme here is the 
motive and the reason. We are going 
about with little amendments that cut 
a little bit here, save a little bit there. 
What for? So that we can pay for tax 
breaks for the rich. That is what this is 
all about. 

It is not what the chairman of the 
committee is intending to do. We have 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9019 
a good chairman. We have good mem
bers on this committee. But the under
lying motive of the leadership is 
money to pay for tax breaks for the 
rich and take it from the children and 
take it from the elderly and take it 
from those that cannot defend them
selves. 

So, getting back to the amendment, I 
commend the gentleman for his amend
ment. I think it is a good amendment. 
But I disagree with what we are going 
to do with the funds: Give it to the 
rich. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. UPTON]. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 25, printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 
Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer amendment No. 25, printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HOSTETTLER: 
In title V of the bill, strike subtitle B and 

insert the following: 
Subtitle B-Consolidating Food Assistance 

Programs 
SEC. 531. FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) AUTHORITY To MAKE BLOCK GRANTS.
The Secretary of Agriculture shall make 
grants in accordance with this section to 
States to provide food assistance to individ
uals who are economically disadvantaged 
and to individuals who are members of eco
nomically disadvantaged families. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.-The funds ap
propriated to carry out this section for any 
fiscal year shall be allotted among the 
States as follows: 

(1) Of the aggregate amount to be distrib
uted under this section, .21 percent shall be 
reserved for grants to Guam, the Virgin Is
lands of the United States, American Samoa, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
the Federated States of Micronesia, and 
Palau. 

(2) Of the aggregate amount to be distrib
uted under this section, .24 percent shall be 
reserved for grants to tribal organizations 
that have governmental jurisdiction over 
geographically defined areas and shall be al
located equitably by the Secretary among 
such organizations. 

(3) The remainder of such aggregate 
amount shall be allocated among the re
maining States. The amount allocated to 
each of the remaining States shall bear the 
same proportion to such remainder as the 
number of resident individuals in such State 
who are economically disadvantaged sepa
rately or as members of economically dis
advantaged families bears to the aggregate 
number of resident individuals in all such re
maining States who are economically dis
advantaged separately or as members of eco
nomically disadvantaged families. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE GRANTS.-To be 
eligible to receive a grant in the amount al-

lotted to a State for a fiscal year, such State 
shall submit to the Secretary an application 
in such form, and containing such informa
tion and assurances, as the Secretary may 
require by rule, including-

(!) an assurance that such grant will be ex
pended by the State to provide food assist
ance to resident individuals in such State 
who are economically disadvantaged sepa
rately or as members of economically dis
advantaged families, 

(2) an assurance that not more than 5 per
cent of such grant will be expended by the 
State for administrative costs incurred to 
provide assistance under this section, and 

(3) an assurance that an individual who has 
not worked 32 hours in a calendar month 
shall be ineligible to received food assistance 
under this subtitle during the succeeding 
month unless such individual is-

(A) disabled, 
(B) has attained 60 years of age, or 
(C) residing with one or more of such indi

vidual's children who have not attained 18 
years of age, but is not residing with any 
other parent of any of such children, unless 
that other parent is disabled. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.-Each State that re
ceives funds appropriated to carry out this 
section for a fiscal year shall submit the Sec
retary, not later than May 1 following such 
fiscal year, a report-

(1) specifying the number of families who 
received food assistance under this section 
provided by such State in such fiscal year; 

(2) specifying the number of individuals 
who received food assistance under this sec
tion provided by such State in such fiscal 
year; 

(3) the amount of such funds expended in 
such fiscal year by such State to provide 
food assistance; and 

(4) the administrative costs incurred in 
such fiscal year by such State to provide 
food assistance. 

(e) LIMITATION.-No State or political sub
division of a State that receives funds pro
vided under this title shall replace any em
ployed worker with an individual who is par
ticipating in a work program for the purpose 
of complying with subsection (c)(3). Such an 
individual may be placed in any position of
fered by the State or political subdivision 
that-

(A) is a new position, 
(B) is a position that became available in 

the normal course of conducting the business 
of the State or political subdivision, 

(C) involves performing work that would 
otherwise be performed on an overtime basis 
by a worker who is not an individual partici
pating in such program, or 

(D) that is a position which became avail
able by shifting a current employee to an al
ternate position. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-(!) 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $26,245,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 
2000. 

(2) For the purpose of affording adequate 
notice of funding available under this sec
tion, an appropriation to carry out this sec
tion is authorized to be included in an appro
priation Act for the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year for which such appropriation is 
available for obligation. 
SEC. 532. AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL COUPON 

SYSTEM TO STATES. 
(a) ISSUANCE, PURCHASE, AND USE OF COU

PONS.-The Secretary shall issue, and make 
available for purchase by States, coupons for 
the retail purchase of food from retail food 
stores that are approved in accordance with 

subsection (b). Coupons issued, purchased, 
and used as provided in this section shall be 
redeemable at face value by the Secretary 
through the facilities of the Treasury of the 
United States. The purchase price of each 
coupon issued under this subsection shall be 
the face value of such coupon. 

(b) APPROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND 
WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.-(!) Regulations 
issued pursuant to this section shall provide 
for the submission of applications for ap
proval by retail food stores and wholesale 
food concerns which desire to be authorized 
to accept and redeem coupons under this sec
tion. In determining the qualifications of ap
plicants, there shall be considered among 
such other factors as may be appropriate, 
the following: 

(A) The nature and extent of the food busi
ness conducted by the applicant. 

(B) The volume of coupon business which 
may reasonably be expected to be conducted 
by the applicant food store or wholesale food 
concern. 

(C) The business integrity and reputation 
of the applicant. 
Approval of an applicant shall be evidenced 
by the issuance to such applicant of a non
transferable certificate of approval. The Sec
retary is authorized to issue regulations pro
viding for a periodic reauthorization of retail 
food stores and wholesale food concerns. 

(2) A buyer or transferee (other than a 
bona fide buyer or transferee) of a retail food 
store or wholesale food concern that has 
been disqualified under subsection (d) may 
not accept or redeem coupons until the Sec
retary receives full payment of any penalty 
imposed on such store or concern. 

(3) Regulations issued pursuant to this sec
tion shall require an applicant retail food 
store or wholesale food concern to submit in
formation which will permit a determination 
to be made as to whether such applicant 
qualifies, or continues to qualify, for ap
proval under this section or the regulations 
issued pursuant to this section. Regulations 
issued pursuant to this section shall provide 
for safeguards which limit the use or disclo
sure of information obtained under the au
thority granted by this subsection to pur
poses directly connected with administra
tion and enforcement of this section or the 
regulations issued pursuant to this section, 
except that such information may be dis
closed to and used by States that purchase 
such coupons. 

(4) Any retail food store or wholesale food 
concern which has failed upon application to 
receive approval to participate in the pro
gram under this section may obtain a hear
ing on such refusal as provided in subsection 
(f). 

(C) REDEMPTION OF COUPONS.-Regulations 
issued under this section shall provide for 
the redemption of coupons accepted by retail 
food stores through approved wholesale food 
concerns or through financial institutions 
which are insured by the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation, or which are insured 
under the Federal Credit Union Act (12 
U.S.C. 1751 et seq.) and have retail food 
stores or wholesale food concerns in their 
field of membership, with the cooperation of 
the Treasury Department, except that retail 
food stores defined in section 533(9)(D) shall 
be authorized to redeem their members' food 
coupons prior to receipt by the members of 
the food so purchased, and publicly operated 
community mental health centers or private 
nonprofit organizations or institutions 
which serve meals to narcotics addicts or al
coholics in drug addiction or alcoholic treat
ment and rehabilitation programs, public 
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and private nonprofit shelters that prepare 
and serve meals for battered women and chil
dren, public or private nonprofit group living 
arrangements that serve meals to disabled or 
blind residents, and public or private non
profit establishments, or public or private 
nonprofit shelters that feed individuals who 
do not reside in permanent dwellings and in
dividuals who have no fixed mailing address
es shall not be authorized to redeem coupons 
through financial institutions which are in
sured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration or the Federal Credit Union Act. No 
financial institution may impose on or col
lect from a retail food store a fee or other 
charge for the redemption of coupons that 
are submitted to the financial institution in 
a manner consistent with the requirements, 
other than any requirements relating to can
cellation of coupons, for the presentation of 
coupons by financial institutions to the Fed
eral Reserve banks. 

(d) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES AND DISQUALI
FICATION OF RETAIL FOOD STORES AND WHOLE
SALE FOOD CONCERNS.- (!) Any approved re
tail food store or wholesale food concern 
may be disqualified for a specified period of 
time from further participation in the cou
pon program under this section, or subjected 
to a civil money penalty of up to $10,000 for 
each violation if the Secretary determines 
that its disqualification would cause hard- ' 
ship to individuals who receive coupons, on a 
finding, made as specified in the regulations, 
that such store or concern has violated this 
section or the regulations issued pursuant to 
this section. 

(2) Disqualification under paragraph (1) 
shall be-

(A) for a reasonable period of time, of no 
less than 6 months nor more than 5 years, 
upon the first occasion of disqualification, 

(B) for a reasonable period of time, of no 
less than 12 months nor more than 10 years, 
upon the second occasion of disqualification, 
and 

(C) permanent upon-
(i) the third occasion of disqualification , 
(ii) the first occasion or any subsequent oc-

casion of a disqualification based on the pur
chase of coupons or trafficking in coupons by 
a retail food store or wholesale food concern, 
except that the Secretary shall have the dis
cretion to impose a civil money penalty of 
up to $20 ,000 for each violation (except that 
the amount of civil money penalties imposed 
for violations occurring during a single in
vestigation may not exceed $40,000) in lieu of 
disqualification under this subparagraph, for 
such purchase of coupons or trafficking in 
coupons that constitutes a violation of this 
section or the regulations issued pursuant to 
this section, if the Secretary determines 
that there is substantial evidence (including 
evidence that neither the ownership nor 
management of the store or food concern was 
aware of, approved, benefited from , or was 
involved in the conduct or approval of the 
violation) that such store or food concern 
had an effective policy and program in effect 
to prevent violations of this section and such 
regulations, or 

(iii) a finding of the sale of firearms, am
munition, explosives, or controlled sub
stance (as defined in section 802 of title 21, 
United States Code) for coupons, except that 
the Secretary shall have the discretion to 
impose a civil money penalty of up to $20,000 
for each violation (except that the amount of 
civil money penalties imposed for violations 
occurring during a single investigation may 
not exceed $40,000) in lieu of disqualification 
under this subparagraph if the Secretary de
termines that there is substantial evidence 

(including evidence that neither the owner
ship nor management of the store or food 
concern was aware of, approved, benefited 
from, or was involved in the conduct or ap

. proval of the violation) that the store or food 
concern had an effective policy and program 
in effect to prevent violations of this section. 

(3) The action of disqualification or the im
position of a civil money penalty shall be 
subject to review as provided in subsection 
(f). 

(4) As a condition of authorization to ac
cept and redeem coupons issued under sub
section (a), the Secretary may require a re
tail food store or wholesale food concern 
which has been disqualified or subjected to a 
civil penalty pursuant to paragraph (1) to 
furnish a bond to cover the value of coupons 
which such store or concern may in the fu
ture accept and redeem in violation of this 
section. The Secretary shall , by regulation, 
prescribe the amount, terms, and conditions 
of such bond. If the Secretary finds that such 
store or concern has accepted and redeemed 
coupons in violation of this section after fur
nishing such bond, such store or concern 
shall forfeit to the Secretary an amount of 
such bond which is equal to the value of cou
pons accepted and redeemed by such store or 
concern in violation of this section. Such 
store or concern may obtain a hearing on 
such forfeiture pursuant to subsection (f). 

(5)(A) In the event any retail food store or 
wholesale food concern that has been dis
qualified under paragraph (1) is sold or the 
ownership thereof is otherwise transferred to 
a purchaser or transferee, the person or per
sons who sell or otherwise transfer owner
ship of the retail food store or wholesale food 
concern shall be subjected to a civil money 
penalty in an amount established by the Sec
retary through regulations to reflect that 
portion of the disqualification period that 
has not yet expired. If the retail food store 
or wholesale food concern has been disquali
fied permanently, the civil money penalty 
shall be double the penalty for a 10-year dis
qualification period, as calculated under reg
ulations issued by the Secretary. The dis
qualification period imposed under para
graph (2) shall continue in effect as to the 
person or persons who sell or otherwise 
transfer ownership of the retail food store or 
wholesale food concern notwithstanding the 
imposition of a civil money penalty under 
this paragraph. 

(B) At any time after a civil money pen
alty imposed under subparagraph (A) has be
come final under subsection (f)(l), the Sec
retary may request the Attorney General of 
the United States to institute a civil action 
against the person or persons subject to the 
penalty in a district court of the United 
States for any district in which such person 
or persons are found, reside, or transact busi
ness to collect the penalty and such court 
shall have jurisdiction to hear and decide 
such action. In such action, the validity and 
amount of such penalty shall not be subject 
to review. 

(C) The Secretary may impose a fine 
against any retail food store or wholesale 
food concern that accepts coupons that are 
not accompanied by the corresponding book 
cover, other than the denomination of cou
pons used for making change as specified in 
regulations issued under this section. The 
amount of any such fine shall be established 
by the Secretary and may be assessed and 
collected separately in accor:dance with reg
ulations issued under this section or in com
bination with any fiscal claim established by 
the Secretary. The Attorney General of the 
United States may institute judicial action 

in any court of competent jurisdiction 
against the store or concern to collect the 
fine. 

(6) The Secretary may impose a fine 
against any person not approved by the Sec
retary to accept and redeem coupons who 
violates this section or a regulation issued 
under this section, including violations con
cerning the acceptance of coupons. The 
amount of any such fine shall be established 
by the Secretary and may be assessed and 
collected in accordance with regulations is
sued under this section separately or in com
bination with any fiscal claim established by 
the Secretary. The Attorney General of the 
United States may institute judicial action 
in any court of competent jurisdiction 
against the person to collect the fine. 

(e) COLLECTION AND DISPOSITION OF 
CLAIMS.- The Secretary shall have the power 
to determine the amount of and settle and 
adjust any claim and to compromise or deny 
all or part of any such claim or claims aris
ing under this section or the regulations is
sued pursuant to this section, including, but 
not limited to, claims arising from fraudu
lent and nonfraudulent overissuances to re
cipients, including the power to waive claims 
if the Secretary determines that to do so 
would serve the purposes of this section. 
Such powers with respect to claims against 
recipients may be delegated by the Secretary 
to State agencies. 

(0 ADMINISTRATIVE AND JUDICIAL REVIEW.
(1) Whenever-

(A) an application of a retail food store or 
wholesale food concern for approval to ac
cept and redeem coupons issued under sub
section (a) is denied pursuant to this section, 

(B) a retail food store or wholesale food 
concern is disqualified or subjected to a civil 
money penalty under subsection (d), 

(C) all or part of any claim of a retail food 
store or wholesale food concern is denied 
under subsection (e), or 

(D) a claim against a State is stated pursu
ant to subsection (e), 
notice of such administrative action shall be 
issued to the retail food store, wholesale food 
concern , or State involved. Such notice shall 
be delivered by certified mail or personal 
service . If such store , concern, or State is ag
grieved by such action, it may, in accordance 
with regulations promulgated under this sec
tion, within 10 days of the date of delivery of 
such notice, file a written request for an op
portunity to submit information in support 
of its position to such person or persons as 
the regulations may designate . If such a re
quest is not made or if such store, concern, 
or State fails to submit information in sup
port of its position after filing a request, the 
administrative determination shall be final. 
If such request is made by such store, con
cern, or State such information as may be 
submitted by such store, concern, or State as 
well as such other information as may be 
available, shall be reviewed by the person or 
persons designated by the Secretary, who 
shall, subject to the right of judicial review 
hereinafter provided, make a determination 
which shall be final and which shall take ef
fect 30 days after the date of the delivery or 
service of such final notice of determination. 
If such store , concern, or State feels ag
grieved by such final determination, it may 
obtain judicial review thereof by filing a 
complaint against the United States in the 
United States court for the district in which 
it resides or is engaged in business, or, in the 
case of a retail food store or wholesale food 
concern. in any court of record of the State 
having competent jurisdiction, within 30 
days after the date of delivery or service of 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9021 
the final notice of determination upon it, re
questing the court to set aside such deter
mination. The copy of the summons and 
complaint required to be delivered to the of
ficial or agency whose order is being at
tacked shall be sent to the Secretary or such 
person or persons as the Secretary may des
ignate to receive service of process. The suit 
in the United States district court or State 
court shall be a trial de novo by the court in 
which the court shall determine the validity 
of the questioned administrative action in 
issue. If the court determines that such ad
ministrative action is invalid, it shall enter 
such judgment or order as it determines is in 
accordance with the law and the evidence. 
During the pendency of such judicial review, 
or any appeal therefrom, the administrative 
action under review shall be and remain in 
full force and effect, unless on application to 
the court on not less than ten nays' notice, 
and after hearing thereon and a consider
ation by the court of the applicant's likeli
hood of prevailing on the merits and of irrep
arable injury, the court temporarily stays 
such administrative action pending disposi
tion of such trial or appeal. 

(g) VIOLATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT.-(!) 
Subject to paragraph (2), whoever knowingly 
uses, transfers, acquires, alters, or possesses 
coupons in any manner contrary to this sec
tion or the regulations issued pursuant to 
this section shall, if such coupons are of a 
value of $5,000 or more, be guilty of a felony 
and shall be fined not more than $250,000 or 
imprisoned for not more than 20 years, or 
both, and shall, if such coupons are of a 
value of $100 or more, but less than $5,000, be 
guilty of a felony and shall, upon the first 
conviction thereof, be fined not more than 
$10,000 or imprisoned for not more than 5 
years, or both, and, upon the second and any 
subsequent conviction thereof, shall be im
prisoned for not less than 6 months nor more 
than 5 years and may also be fined not more 
than $10,000 or, if such coupons are of a value 
of less than $100, shall be guilty of a mis
demeanor, and, upon the first conviction 
thereof, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or 
both, and upon the second and any subse
quent conviction thereof, shall be impris
oned for not more than one year and may 
also be fined not more than $1,000. 

(2) In the case of any individual convicted 
of an offense under paragraph (1), the court 
may permit such individual to perform work 
approved by the court for the purpose of pro
viding restitution for losses incurred by the 
United States and the State as a result of 
the offense for which such individual was 
convicted. If the court permits such individ
ual to perform such work and such individ
ual agrees thereto, the court shall withhold 
the imposition of the sentence on the condi
tion that such individual perform the as
signed work. Upon the successful completion 
of the assigned work the court may suspend 
such sentence. 

(3) Whoever presents, or causes to be pre
sented, coupons for payment or redemption 
of the value of $100 or more, knowing the 
same to have been received, transferred, or 
used in any manner in violation of this sec
tion or the regulations issued under this sec
tion, shall be guilty of a felony and, upon the 
first conviction thereof, shall be fined not 
more than $20,000 or imprisoned for not more 
than 5 years, or both, and, upon the second 
and any subsequent conviction thereof, shall 
be imprisoned for not less than one year nor 
more than 5 years and may also be fined not 
more than $20,000, or, if such coupons are of 
a value of less than $100, shall be guilty of a 
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misdemeanor and, upon the first conviction 
thereof, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or 
both, and, upon the second and any subse
quent conviction thereof, shall be impris
oned for not more than one year and may 
also be fined not more than $1,000. 
SEC. 533. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle-
(1) the term "coupon" means any coupon, 

stamp, or type of certificate, but does not in
clude currency, 

(2) the term "economically disadvantaged" 
means an individual or a family, as the case 
may be, whose income does not exceed the 
most recent lower living standard income 
level published by the Department of Labor, 

(3) the term "elderly or disabled individ
ual" means an individual who-

(A) is 60 years of age or older, 
(B)(i) receives supplemental security in

come benefits under title XVI of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.), or Fed
erally or State administered supplemental 
benefits of the type described in section 
212(a) of Public Law 93-66 (42 U.S.C. 1382 
note), or 

(ii) receives Federally or State adminis
tered supplemental assistance of the type de
scribed in section 1616(a) of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1382e(a)), interim assist
ance pending receipt of supplemental secu
rity income, disability-related medical as
sistance under title XIX of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.), or disability
based State general assistance benefits, if 
the Secretary determines that such benefits 
are conditioned on meeting disability or 
blindness criteria at least as stringent as 
those used under title XVI of the Social Se
curity Act, 

(C) receives disability or blindness pay
ments under title I, II, X, XIV, or XVI of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or 
receives disability retirement benefits from 
a governmental agency because of a disabil
ity considered permanent under section 22l(i) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 42l(i)), 

(D) is a veteran who-
(i) has a service-connected or non-service

connected disability which is rated as total 
under title 38, United States Code, or 

(ii) is considered in need of regular aid and 
attendance or permanently housebound 
under such title, 

(E) is a surviving spouse of a veteran and
(i) is considered in need of regular aid and 

attendance or permanently housebound 
under title 38, United States Code, or 

(ii) is entitled to compensation for a serv
ice-connected death or pension benefits for a 
non-service-connected death under title 38, 
United States Code, and has a disability con
sidered permanent under section 221(i) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)). 

(F) is a child of a veteran and-
(i) is considered permanently incapable of 

self-support under section 414 of title 38, 
United States Code, or 

(ii) is entitled to compensation for a serv
ice-connected death or pension benefits for a 
non-service-connected death under title 38, 
United States Code, and has a disability con
sidered permanent under section 22l(i) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)), or 

(G) is an individual receiving an annuity 
under section 2(a)(l)(iv) or 2(a)(l)(v) of the 
Railroad Retirement Act of 1974 (45 U.S.C. 
231a(a)(l)(iv) or 231a(a)(1)(v)), if the individ
ual's service as an employee under the Rail
road Retirement Act of 1974, after December 
31, 1936, had been included in the term "em
ployment" as defined in the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), and if an applica
tion for disability benefits had been filed, 

(4) the term "food" means, for purposes of 
section 532(a) only-

(A) any food or food product for home con
sumption except alcoholic beverages, to
bacco, and hot foods or hot food products 
ready for immediate consumption other than 
those authorized pursuant to subparagraphs 
(C), (D), (E), (G), (H), and(!), 

(B) seeds and plants for use in gardens to 
produce food for the personal consumption of 
the eligible individuals, 

(C) in the case of those persons who are 60 
years of age or over or who receive supple
mental security income benefits or disability 
or blindness payments under title I, II, X, 
XIV, or XVI of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 301 et seq.), and their spouses, meals 
prepared by and served in senior citizens' 
centers, apartment buildings occupied pri
marily by such persons, public or private 
nonprofit establishments (eating or other
wise) that feed such persons, private estab
lishments that contract with the appropriate 
agency of the State to offer meals for such 
persons at concessional prices, and meals 
prepared for and served to residents of feder
ally subsidized housing for the elderly. 

(D) in the case of persons 60 years of age or 
over and persons who are physically or men
tally handicapped or otherwise so disabled 
that they are unable adequately to prepare 
all of their meals, meals prepared for and de
livered to them (and their spouses) at their 
home by a public or private nonprofit organi
zation or by a private establishment that 
contracts with the appropriate State agency 
to perform such services · at concessional 
prices, 

(E) in the case of narcotics addicts or alco
holics, and their children, served by drug ad
diction or alcoholic treatment and rehabili
tation programs, meals prepared and served 
under such programs, 

(F) in the case of eligible individuals living 
in Alaska, equipment for procuring food by 
hunting and fishing, such as nets, hooks, 
rods, harpoons, and knives (but not equip
ment for purposes of transportation, cloth
ing, or shelter, and not firearms, ammuni
tion, and explosives) if the Secretary deter
mines that such individuals are located in an 
area of the State where it is extremely dif
ficult to reach stores selling food and that 
such individuals depend to a substantial ex
tent upon hunting and fishing for subsist
ence, 

(G) in the case of disabled or blind recipi
ents of benefits under title I, II, X, XIV, or 
XVI of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 301 
et seq.), or are individuals described in sub
paragraphs (B) through (G) of paragraph (4), 
who are residents in a public or private non
profit group living arrangement that serves 
no more than 16 residents and is certified by 
the appropriate State agency or agencies 
under regulations issued under section 
1616(e) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382e(e)) or under standards determined by 
the Secretary to be comparable to standards 
implemented by appropriate State agencies 
under such section, meals prepared and 
served under such arrangement, 

(H) in the case of women and children tem
porarily residing in public or private non
profit shelters for battered women and chil
dren, meals prepared and served, by such 
shelters, and 

(I) in the case of individuals that do notre
side in permanent dwellings and individuals 
that have no fixed mailing addresses, meals 
prepared for and served by a public or pri
vate nonprofit establishment (approved by 
an appropriate State or local agency) that 
feeds such individuals and by private estab
lishments that contract with the appropriate 
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agency of the State to offer meals for such 
individuals at concessional prices, 

(5) the term " retail food store" means-
(A) an establishment or recognized depart

ment thereof or house-to-house trade route , 
over 50 percent of whose food sales volume, 
as determined by visual inspection, sales 
records, purchase records, or other inventory 
or accounting recordkeeping methods that 
are customary or reasonable in the retail 
food industry, consists of staple food items 
for home preparation and consumption, such 
as meat, poultry, fish , bread, cereals, vegeta
bles, fruits , dairy products, and the like , but 
not including accessory food items, such as 
coffee, tea, cocoa, carbonated and 
uncarbonated drinks, candy, condiments, 
and spices, 

(B) an establishment, organization, pro
gram, or group living arrangement referred 
to in subparagraph (C) , (D), (E), (G), (H), or 
(I) of paragraph (5) , 

(C) a store purveying the hunting and fish
ing equipment described in paragraph (5)(F), 
or 

(D) any private nonprofit cooperative food 
purchasing venture, including those in which 
the members pay for food purchased prior to 
the receipt of such food, 

(6) the term " school" means an elemen
tary, intermediate, or secondary school, 
. (7) the term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Agriculture , 
(8) the term " State" means any of the sev

eral States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands of the United States, Amer
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of 
Micronesia, Palau, or a tribal organization 
that exercises governmental jurisdiction 
over a geographically defined area, and 

(9) the term " tribal organization" has the 
meaning given it in section 4(1) of the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education Assist
ance Act (25 U .S.C. 450b(l)) . 
SEC. 534. REPEALER. 

The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 
et seq.) is repealed. 

Strike section 591 of the bill and insert the 
following: 
SEC. 591. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF RE· 

PEALER. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUBTITLE 

A.-Subtitle A shall take effect on October 1, 
1995. 

(2) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE OF SUBTITLE 
B.-Except as provided in subsection (b), sub
title B and the repeal made by section 534 
shall take effect on the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

(3) SPECIAL EFFECTIVE DATE.-The repeal 
made by section 534 shall not take effect 
until the first day of the first fiscal year for 
which funds are appropriated more than 180 
days in advance of such fiscal year to carry 
out section 531. 

(b) APPLICATION OF REPEALER.- The repeal 
made by section 534 shall not apply with re
spect to-

(1) powers, duties, functions , rights , 
claims, penalties, or obligations applicable 
to financial assistance provided under the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 before the effective 
date of such repeal , and 

(2) administrative actions and proceedings 
commenced before such date, or authorized 
before such date to be commenced, under 
such Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 

HoSTETTLER] will be recognized for 10 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Is there a Member in opposition? 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise to oppose the amendment and seek 
the time allotted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] will be 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to extend debate time, I move to 
strike the last word and ask unani
mous consent that I may yield that 
time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DE LA GARZA], the former chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture, and 
that he be allowed to control the time 
and yield it in blocks. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] will be 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] . 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
for the past 30 years in this country we 
have conducted a social experiment. 
More than $5 trillion has been spent on 
this experiment, aimed at exterminat
ing poverty in the United States. De
spite this massive outpouring of tax
payer dollars, poverty actually has in
creased. The people sitting in the cof
fee shops in Vincennes, IN, understand 
from this data that letting Washing
ton, DC, handle it is a bad idea. The 
people on the job site in French Lick 
understand that taking more and more 
of their tax dollars is not only bad for 
them, but it does not help the people it 
is supposed to help. The people drop
ping off their kids at school in Chan-

-dler understand the local officials and 
other residents of communities have a 
far better perspective on dealing with 
the problems of the economically dis
advantaged than do career bureaucrats 
in a Washington, DC, office. Washing
ton, DC, does not have the answers; the 
people of the eighth District of Indiana 
and all the other districts in the U.S. 
do. 

This is why I am introducing an 
amendment calling for repeal of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 and block 
granting cash to be used by the States 
for food assistance to the economically 
disadvantaged. Funding would be fro
zen at fiscal year 1995 levels, around 
$26.25 billion. This would bring a sav
ings of $18.6 billion over current Con
gressional Budget Office baseline lev
els. The savings come from ending the 
individual entitlements status of the 
programs. The amendment also in
cludes a work provision calling for 
able-bodied individuals who are under 
the age of 60 and who are not at home 
alone with a dependent child to work 
at least 32 hours each month. Only 5 
percent of the grant funds can be used 

for administrative costs, meaning 95 
percent of the funds go to food assist
ance. 

I signed the Contract With America, 
Mr. Chairman, not for political gain, 
but because I thought the policies it es
poused were good policies. This amend
ment returns to the original concept of 
H.R. 4, which included the block grant
ing of food stamps. There are concerns 
raised by some about how well the 
States will administer the program. 
While I resist the temptation to answer 
this with "They can't do any worse 
than has the Federal Government," I 
think the testimony from Ag Commit
tee hearings, the track record of the 
Federal Government and the feeling of 
the public at large bear testament to 
the fact that it is time to give this pro
gram to the States-as the other com
mittees have decided to do with many 
of the other programs. 

It seems we need to be reminded that 
the taxpayers providing funding for 
food stamps are residents of the States. 
It is the taxpayers' money, not money 
belonging to the Agriculture Commit
tee or to the Congress or to the Federal 
Government. It belongs to the people. 
We should, therefore, take the adminis
tration of the program closer to the 
people. Governor Thompson and Gov
ernor Engler among others have shown 
just how innovative and effective wel
fare reform at the State level can be. 

I do not question the sincerity of my 
Republican colleagues' belief that they 
can reform the program at the Federal 
level, rather I sincerely disagree with 
the policy itself. Under Federal guid
ance, food stamp spending has in
creased nearly 300 percent since 1979. 
Today more than 28 million people in 
the United States receive food stamps. 

For true and comprehensive welfare 
reform to take place, we at the Federal 
level must let go and let the more local 
bodies of governmentr--along with the 
private sector responsibility. This is 
what has been done in much of this 
welfare reform bill, and this is what 
should be done with food stamps. 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may 
yield en bloc half of my time to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to our distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, you 
know, the gentleman who is sponsoring 
the amendment is absolutely correct in 
his desire to cut spending. He just hap
pens to be incorrect in the method 
which his amendment seeks to accom
plish that end. The amendment under 
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consideration, like the bill it amends, 
fails to take into account something 
pretty basic, something any consumer 
in any corner of any of our neighbor
hoods could tell us: The cost of food 
goes up. 

Mr. Chairman, for goodness sakes, 
the cost of a box of cereal now is in ex
cess of $4. That is more than it was last 
year, quite a bit more than it was the 
year before that. That is why the cost 
of the Food Stamp Program has to 
track the increasing costs in groceries. 
Food costs go up for all of us, including 
those on food stamps. 

The amendment under consideration, 
like the bill it seeks to amend, fails to 
take into account another fact: If you 
have more people on food stamps, you 
are going to have to have more funds 
available for those people's needs. Only 
Jesus can feed the multitude from a 
single little boy's portion. For us mere 
mortals, if we are going to have more 
people, we are going to need more por
tions, it is as simple as that. 

0 1445 

Mr. Chairman, this is critically im
portant, not for the people presently on 
assistance, presently on welfare, who 
have been so denigrated in the debate 
that has taken place, but working fam
ilies hanging in there, standing on 
their own, but one recession away from 
losing their job, losing their pay check 
and needing the assistance of food 
stamps. A critical part of this Nation's 
safety net is the ability of programs to 
rise and shrink depending on economic 
cycles. We have had recessions before, 
and we will certainly have them again. 

This chart indicates the difference 
between the Deal substitute and the 
bill that it seeks to amend relative to 
the· costs of food. The red line shows 
that in years to come, under the bill 
before us, we do not keep up with the 
cost of food. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I have a prepared text here, but 
there is something else that I really 
want to say as part of this debate here. 

I began to realize there was some
thing wrong with our food stamp pro
gram when I was in college. I worked 
my way through college, and I had a 
friend who did not work, but he went 
out, and he applied for and qualified for 
food stamps, and, when I was working 
on weekends from 11 o'clock at night 
until 7 a.m. in the morning and when I 
was working in the evenings in the dor
mitory, he was not, and he was qualify
ing for food stamps, and that is the 
problem with these programs. Some of 
the people who get them really do need 
them, and some of the people do not. 

What we are saying here with the 
Hostettler amendment is we are going 
to put it out at the lowest level where 
the local officials can really seriously 

monitor who really needs these pro
grams and who does not because we 
have a serious problem with fraud, and 
we are spending the people's money. 
We are not spending our money; we are 
spending the people's money, and most 
of the people work very, very hard for 
this, and my colleague here has · come 
up with what I think is a very good 
idea, to help improve the efficiency of 
this program, and I thoroughly support 
the Hostettler amendment to this bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to our distinguished 
colleague, the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CLAYTON]. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment, like this bill, will hurt 
poor families and hurt children. But, 
the amendment goes further. It will 
also hurt farmers, hurt large and small 
grocery stores and hurt the economy. 
The Food Stamp Program feeds more 
than poor families . It feeds the farmers 
who feed America. It feeds those who 
retail foods, along the dusty country 
roads and in the large urban shopping 
centers. 

For most in the food business, up to 
30 percent of their revenue comes from 
the Food Stamp Program. Cut food 
stamps and you cut commodities. Cut 
food stamps and you choke America's 
economy. Cut food stamps and you put 
people out of work and maybe into wel
fare. I say cut food stamps because a 
block grant is a cut. It is a cut because, 
unlike current law, there would be no 
automatic increases in funding to keep 
pace for inflation under a block grant 
program. It is a cut because, when pop
ulations rise, as they will over the next 
years, the funds do not rise. The de
mand rises, the funds are frozen. That 
is a cut. 

A block grant is a cut because States 
will be able to use one-fifth of the 
money for things other than food. If a 
State spends 20 percent less on food in 
1 year than was spent in a prior year, 
that is a cut. We confronted this issue 
of block granting food stamps in the 
Committee on Agriculture. In fact, we 
spent, as the Chairman said, 15 hours, 
into the early morning, when we con
sidered title 5 of this bill. On a bi-par
tisan basis, Democrats joined with Re
publicans, and we soundly rejected the 
block grant proposal. That decision 
was wise then, and it is wise now. This 
amendment also requires work for food 
stamps. 

In some instances, it requires 32 
hours of work per week. Yet, it does 
not mandate the minimum wage as 
compensation for that work. That is 
another issue we confronted in the Ag
riculture Committee, and, again, on a 
bi-partisan basis, Democrats and Re
publicans, overwhelmingly rejected 
forced labor at less than the minimum 
wage. This amendment hurts every
body, Mr. Chairman. It hurts the rich, 
the poor, it is poorly conceived, ill-ad
vised and goes against the considered, 

bi-partisan opinion of the committee of 
jurisdiction. It deserves to be rejected. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HOSTETTLER] does provide that the 
Food Stamp Program will be block 
granted to the States. I rise in reluc
tant opposition. 

The committee considered several 
policy options as we were considering 
food stamp reform, and in contacting 
the Governors of the States and the 
National Governors' Conference, not to 
mention many experts in the field, the 
first policy option that we considered 
was that of the gentleman from Indi
ana (Mr. HOSTETTLER]. However the 
Republican leadership, along with the 
committee leadership, made the deter
mination that the Food Stamp Pro
gram should remain at the Federal 
level as a safety net during the transi
tion period while States begin to re
form the entire welfare programs, and 
the committee strongly believes that 
the intent of the gentleman is very 
good, but that the Food Stamp Pro
gram should be reformed. After all, it 
is our responsibility before it is con
verted into, into a block grant. 

Fraud and trafficking, as we have 
heard, are serious problems in the pro
gram. We do have significant reforms, 
and they are bipartisan, and States 
will have the responsibility to institute 
reforms of the AFDC program and 
other State programs. They will be 
harmonized, and, while this is going 
on, we think it is important that there 
be a food program for needy families. 

We have a provision allowing States 
that have implemented the EBT sys
tem that has been much discussed in 
this debate on a statewide basis to ad
minister the Food Stamp Program in a 
block grant. Therefore States can have 
a block grant for food stamps, as the 
gentleman desires, if they have taken 
steps to reduce fraud and if they have 
really started to implement an effi
cient system to issue the food benefits. 
The EBT block grant in H.R. 4 says 
that food benefits can only be used for 
food. The Hostettler amendment will 
allow States to issue food benefits and 
cash. The gentleman has a very innova
tive amendment. It was a good amend
ment. This is a very sharp departure 
from our current practice. Food stamps 
should be used only for food. Under 
that amendment what has been food 
benefits can be used for any item. 

My opposition to this amendment 
does not mean there will never be any 
block grant for the food stamp pro
gram, quite the contrary, but the Com
mittee on Agriculture will continue its 
oversight of the program, monitor the 
State's progress of AFDC and other 
block grants. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 
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0 1500 Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas, the distinguished 
ranking minority member. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
associate myself with the gentleman's 
remarks and endorse his remarks in op
position to the amendment. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
his comments, and I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN
SON. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
the gentleman's amendment to block 
grant food stamps back to the States, 
and I understand that the chairman of 
the committee really says that he 
wants to do that, but he did not do it, 
and I believe this is a very important 
amendment because it will complete 
the historic transformation of the most 
disastrous, cruel, and mean-spirited 
and destructive Federal welfare system 
ever created. We owe it to the States, 
the counties, the local communities, 
and the people currently trapped in 
this system to pass this amendment. 
This amendment will ensure that the 
Governors and local officials have not 
just some, but all, of the tools they 
need to create real solutions to serious 
problems facing their communities. 
Without this amendment our work 
here is actually incomplete. 

I remember when we first began the 
task of designing solutions to end the 
welfare bureaucracy. We agreed the 
best thing we could do for the truly 
needy Americans was to return control 
of all major programs back to the 
States. We agreed on this approach be
cause the current system run by Wash
ington is broke, it does not work. I 
cannot understand why we would now 
turn around and say, "Well, block 
grants are good, but not for food 
stamps." That is what I just heard. If 
local control is the solution for school 
lunches, family nutrition and child 
protection, which we believe it is, then 
it must also be the answer for reform
ing food stamps. The Governors need 
and deserve all the flexibility we can 
give them to solve the problems that 
they understand best. I say to my col
leagues, "To only give them two-thirds 
of the tools they need is like playing 
golf without a putter. You can't fin
ish." 

Two committees I served on stood 
fast, and fuifilled their promise and 
passed out a tough, but fair welfare 
bill. Despite all the Democratic rhet
oric, I strongly support and believe in 
the block grant proposals contained in 
this bill, but I cannot believe the Com
mittee on Agriculture caved in to the 
big farm lobbyists and failed to fulfill 
their Contract With America. By doing 
this they have put our entire effort at 
real reform at risk. This system was 

designed by the Governors and the Con
gress as an integrated system that 
works simultaneously, together. It was 
to work as one, each section supporting 
the next. This is why it is so important 
we pass this amendment. 

Let us get back to the State author
ity that our U.S. Constitution de
mands, Mr. Chairman. The Governors 
would not need and deserve nothing 
less than full welfare reform. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLK
MER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to point out to the 
members of the committee that this 
amendment, when offered by the gen
tleman from Indiana in the Committee 
on Agriculture, got a total of five 
votes, and yet the Committee on Rules 
has made it in order while the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
Florida, which is very important to 
correct the thrifty food plan provision 
under this bill, got 18 votes. It was not 
made in order by the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point 
out to my colleagues how this Commit
tee on Rules of the majority is operat
ing, giving an amendment that has no 
chance at all a chance, and yet would 
not give a good amendment a chance. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the con
cern and the sense of frustration of the 
gentleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHN
SON, who spoke here just a moment 
ago, and, as I tried to indicate, in re
gard to the policy options that we con
sidered in the House Committee on Ag
riculture there were four. The first op
tion that was suggested by the gen
tleman from Indiana was obviously 
supported by the gentleman from 
Texas in terms of his remarks, and we 
offered the Governors a block grant, 
and we said, "What do you want? Here 
are the coupons. Here is the Food 
Stamp Program." 

They said, "Thank you, but no thank 
you. We don't want to administer the 
Food Stamp Program. We want the 
tax, 27 billion dollars' worth." 

Well, with all due respect, Richard 
Nixon is no longer President, and we do 
not have any revenue to share. 

So then we said, "OK, you can't have 
the cash. That really wouldn't be re
sponsible. But you can have the cou
pons." 

They said, "We don't want the cou
pons.'' 

That may give my colleagues a little 
indication as to what they would do 
with the cash. 

So then we considered a 4(}.-60 split, 
and if you give them the 40 percent, 
and that amounts to the people on food 
stamps that are also on welfare, and we 
wanted to have one-stop service, 
streamline it, bring the cost down. 

But the 60 percent on the other side 
would have grown. That is about a $6 
billion expenditure, and we could not 
afford that. So we decided to do what 
we tried to do for decades, years, and 
that is establish food stamp reform. 
And we have done that, and we have a 
good bill. 

I remind everyone on this floor that 
not one farm lobbyist came to this 
chairman and this committee and indi
cated that we should cave in in regards 
to food stamp reform. I am tired of 
hearing it, and it is not accurate. And 
the Committee on Agriculture meas
ured up to its responsibility, and we 
have a fine food stamp reform package. 
If the package were considered a year 
ago, it would have been incredible in 
this House of Representatives. 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
when it comes to the question of block 
granting food stamps, I want to com
mend the responsible and thoughtful 
leadership of the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. ROBERTS] and the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] who both 
understand what a bad idea this is. The 
amendment was voted down 37 to 5 in 
the Committee on Agriculture just a 
few weeks ago. 

The notion that without block grants 
States are powerless against Federal 
bureaucrats is pure fiction. Block 
granting the food stamp program 
would place a terrible burden on States 
and take food out of the mouths of 
hungry children and the elderly. 

The big difference with block grants 
is in that the programs are no longer 
entitlements, so in a slump States 
would no longer get a automatic boost 
in Federal aid. They would have to cut 
benefits or, more likely, place newly 
unemployed on waiting lists. Longer
term recipients would keep their bene
fits as would people with steady job 
histories, but those with a little bad 
luck would suffer. 

This proposal would put hard-work
ing families with children on waiting 
lists for food, just when they need it 
the most. It would actually put long
term recipients ahead of people with 
short-term needs. I thought we wanted 
to decrease long-term dependence. 

The Deal substitute recognized that 
State flexibility is important, but that 
welfare reform will fail if States do not 
have the proper resources for State 
programs. The Deal plan provides 
States with flexibility to respond to 
economic downturns and increases in 
child poverty. 

I would like to have my name associ
ated with the chairman's remarks on 
the farm. Not one farmer came to me. 
Children came to me about this. 
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Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, when I looked at the 
amendment of the distinguished col
league from Indiana, Mr. HOSTETTLER, 
I asked myself certain questions. I 
asked do we want a program that is 
streamlined? I said to myself, yes. I 
said do we want a program that is con
sistent? I said to myself, yes. I asked 
do we need a program that reduces 
fraud? I said yes. I said do we want a 
program that requires the dignity of 
work by a recipient that is able, and I 
said yes. More important, my constitu
ents said yes to each and every one of 
those questions. 

I think this is a very well thought
out amendment, I think it is consistent 
with what we are doing here, and it has 
an added bonus of reducing the power 
of bureaucrats which I think is good, 
my constituents think is good, and the 
recipients of this important program 
think is good. 

I rise in strong support of my distin
guished colleague from Indiana's 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first 
state the reason why the Committee on 
Rules most probably ruled this amend
ment in order was given the fact the 
recent CNN-USA Today-Gallop Poll 
says that 60 percent of Americans be
lieve the budget deficit should be cut 
by cutting food stamps. Not by reduc
ing the increase in spending in food 
stamps, and not even by freezing the 
expenditures in food stamps as this 
amendment calls for, but by cutting 
food stamps. Sixty percent of Ameri
cans believe we have got to return to 
fiscal responsibility by reducing this 
program. 

In conclusion, the staff of Governor 
Pete Wilson of California contacted our 
office today and said that this amend
ment was vital to the total welfare re
form that must happen on the State 
level. It gives the States the ability 
and the capability to have real welfare 
reform on the local level. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the distinguished gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR], a 
valued member of the committee. 

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to help set the record straight 
and talk about the actual cuts that the 
WIC Program would suffer under the 
Republican welfare proposal. To begin, 
the House has just passed a $25 million 
rescission to the WIC Program. Is this 
cut not to be considered a cut just be
cause it was voted on separately? Sec
ond, under a block grant approach, WIC 
would be competing with other pro
grams for funding and only 80 percent 
of its funds would be guaranteed for 

WIC-like services. Yet, how can we in 
good conscience say that WIC will not 
be cut when we are drastically cutting 
the other programs in its block grant? 
Is the remaining 20 percent that might 
be diverted to another program not to 
be considered a cut? Or, more to the 
point, if the child and adult care feed
ing program and the summer food pro
gram are cut, will that not lead some 
States to shift funds around to meet 
the various competing needs? What 
guarantees will we have to assure that 
funds for this program will be there 
when needed? 

Lastly, I want to clarify how WIC 
· funds are spent. To begin, WIC dollars 
are not spent on items such as dispos
able diapers, as was alleged last night 
on the floor of the House. Expenditures 
under WIC are used to promote good 
nutrition and to encourage eligible per
sons to participate in this program. To 
fulfill the spirit of the block grant ap
proach, States have already been given 
some latitude in the administration of 
this program. States have the option of 
approving food i terns to meet the spe
cific nutritional needs of a particular 
population group which may have cer
tain nutritional deficiencies. This way, 
nontraditional foods may be permitted 
to meet these identified needs. The 
principal point to remember, though, is 
that WIC vouchers are used exclusively 
on nutritional products. Are we now 
switching the terms of the debate to 
say that States should not determine 
how to best encourage mothers and 
children to participate in this pro
gram? I would admonish this body to 
seek a modicum of consistency as we 
move forward with the year's legisla
tive agenda. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, is it 
the Chair's understanding that as the 
designee of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, I can move 
to strike the last word? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
that right. If the gentleman is asking 
unanimous consent to combine it, he 
would have 61/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I ask unan
imous consent to merge that additional 
time with the time I am currently con
trolling. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, again I want to say 

that I am rising in reluctant opposition 
to the amendment of the gentleman 
from Indiana. The intent of the amend
ment is to move immediately in regard 
to block grants to the States. The in-

tent of the amendment is good. The bill 
as passed by the committee gives us 
the opportunity to do that once States 
can demonstrate they meet the criteria 
of an EBT program. So we are not at 
odds. It is merely a timing issue. 

I would also like to add, in a calmer 
tone, that this perception that some
how the Committee on Agriculture did 
not address true food stamp reform is 
simply not accurate. I would like to 
stress again that no farm organization, 
no commodity group, no lobbyists in 
regard to the food chain, no one in the 
agriculture community, that I am 
aware, called the chairman in reference 
to changing any policy in regards to 
food stamp reform, whether it be a 
block grant or not. 

The decision reached by the commit
tee was reached by determining serious 
policy options: Will it work, can we 
achieve the reform, can it be done in a 
timely basis. 

Now, I understand the blood pressure 
around this place in regards to the 
marching orders and the deadlines that 
have been suggested, not only with 
welfare reform but the entire Contract 
With America. There is nothing in the 
Contract With America, by the way, 
that specifies that block grants of cash 
be given to States. We are attempting, 
and I think we are actually achieving, 
true reform. 

Now, my good friend from Texas, the 
chairman emeritus of the House Com
mittee on Agriculture, and others on 
the minority side, have characterized 
the food stamp reforms as something 
that we have done in regards to saving 
money to pay for tax cuts. We had this 
discussion all during our committee 
markup, and I want to repeat what I 
said then: The food stamp provisions of 
H.R. 4 in title IV are for the purpose of 
badly needed reforms. These reforms 
are to achieve policy changes, not to 
cut spending to pay for taxes. 

The Committee on Agriculture held 
extensive hearings, and let me just 
read again the provisions that are con
tained in this reform package. I want 
all sides to listen to this. I want all of 
the folks who have been so vocal on 
that side in regard to the tax cuts and 
all the Robin Hood statements that we 
have had in that regard, and I want ev
erybody on this side over here who 
claims instant purity in regards to 
whatever this legislation should or 
should not be. 

We increase the penalties and proce
dures to curb the more than $3 billion 
annually that is lost to waste, fraud, 
and abuse. We have not done that for 
years. We are doing it now. We are har
monizing the welfare reform in regards 
to AFDC and food stamp programs so 
that States can provide a more effi
cient one-stop service. Not only for the 
taxpayer, but for the user. 

In regards to the recipient, we have a 
promotion of real private sector work 
by requiring able-bodied individuals be
tween 18 and 50 years of age who have 
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no dependents must work at least part
time now to be eligible for food stamps, 
called workfare, jobfare. It promotes 
the adoption of a new and more effi
cient technology within something 
called the electronic benefit transfer 
system. 

Finally, it takes the program off of 
autopilot that it has been on for years 
and years and years and years, to re
gain the control of the ballooning 
costs. This thing started about $1 mil
lion back in 1961. Four years later, we 
were up to $60 million. I remember the 
former chairman of the House Commit
tee on Agriculture, Bob Poage said, 
"You know, sometimes this is going to 
get to be expensive. We are going to get 
to real money here.'' 

Ten years later, $4.6 billion. Today, 
$27 billion, in terms of cost. Ten years 
ago, 19.9 million people. Today, 27.3 
million people. The economy went up, 
these costs went up, automatically. 
The economy went down, and that is 
the time the Food Stamp Program 
should work. Why, of course they con
tinued to go up. 

So we have restored, as far as I am 
concerned, the congressional respon
sibility to at least come in and take a 
look at this with a 2-percent increase 
every year, and with real reform, as 

· suggested by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON], in terms of add
ing $100 million in terms of the feeding 
programs to the homeless and the soup 
kitchens all around the country. Under 
these reforms there will be no more un
controlled growth in costs. If there is a 
future need for funding , Congress will 
do its job, we will step up to that re
sponsibility. No child will go hungry. 

So I think it a good reform package. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to the gen

tleman from Missouri. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

want to associate myself with every
thing that the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture has 
just said, and to say to my conserv
ative brothers and sisters that the bot
tom line here is accountability. The 
chairman stated that we offered the 
States the block grant in food stamps, 
which is the form in which the program 
now exists. You do have a much higher 
level of accountability with food 
stamps than you do with cash. Frank
ly, food stamps or cash are neither one 
any good, which is why we have the 
strong provisions in this act to move 
us toward an electronic benefit trans
fer system in which we will achieve the 
highest level of accountability. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, re
claiming my time, I thank the gen
tleman for his comments. There is 
sound policy for all of these reforms. It 
is time to stop building straw men and 
support the reform. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I join the gentleman 
from Kansas in opposition to this 
amendment. There was a novel and in
novative block grant program called 
revenue sharing. It did not work. Be
sides, if you give 50 States the money, 
you will have 50 different programs. Is 
that streamlining? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas is recognized for 45 seconds. 

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Vermont. 

0 1515 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the 

chairman of the committee made a 
point when he said no child would go 
hungry. I believe he just said that. 

Does the chairman deny that in 
America today, with the highest rate 
of childhood poverty in the industri
alized world, 5 million children are al
ready hungry? 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the chairman, the 
ranking member, and say that on the 
Hostettler amendment, I cannot be
lieve that he would offer an amend
ment that reduces the work require
ments. In a bill in which we have 
talked about work, this amendment 
would require recipients to work only 
32 hours. The Deal substitute would re
quire an average of 20 hours of work 
per week. 

With all of the rhetoric going on on 
this floor, how we would have entered 
in an amendment that was defeated 37 
to 5 in the Committee on Agriculture, 
I cannot believe. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to 
Mr. HOSTETILER's amendment to block grant 
the Food Stamp Program and to freeze the 
spending level through fiscal year 2000. I be
lieve it is very important that we maintain a 
very basic food safety net to ensure that chil
dren do not go hungry. 

The fact is that 82 percent of food stamp 
households contain children and 16 percent 
have elderly members. In addition, 92 percent 
of food stamp households have gross incomes 
at or below the Federal poverty level. Freezing 
the funding levels, therefore, will most heavily 
impact poor children and the elderly and will 
not account for major shifts in the economy. 

Not only does Mr. HOSTETILER's amend
ment threaten this safety net, it also weakens 
the current work requirement in the base bill. 
This amendment would require recipients to 
work only 32 hours in a calendar month, 
whereas, the Deal substitute would require an 
average of 20 hours of work per week. The 
Deal substitute also provides funding for addi
tional employment and training to help move 
people off welfare and into work. . 

Finally, I would like to remind my colleagues 
of the discussion we had yesterday regarding 
the deficit reduction issue. Members from the 
other side of the aisle pointed out to me that 

the committees had spoken on deficit reduc
tion provisions during the markup process. I 
resent that characterization since my sub
stantive deficit reduction amendments were 
not allowed to be voted on. However, the 
sense-of-the-committee resolution which stat
ed savings should go to deficit reduction did 
unanimously pass the Agriculture Committee. 
On the other hand, I would like to point out 
that by a vote of 37 to 5, Members from both 
sides of the aisle in the Agriculture Committee 
rejected the Hostettler amendment. The com
mittee has, in fact, spoken clearly on this 
issue. 

I urge the defeat of this amendment and 
support of a food safety net for children and 
the elderly. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HOSTETTLER]. 

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

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] will be post
poned. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, proceedings will now resume on 
those amendrr\ents on which further 
proceedings were postponed, in the fol
lowing order: }\mendment No. 21 of
fered by the gerttleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]; amendment No. 25 offered 
by the gentlem~n from Indiana [Mr. 
HOSTETTLER] . \ 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 21 printed in House 
Report 104-85 offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT] on which 
further proceedings were pas tponed and 
on which the ayes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] withdraws 
his demand for a recorded vote, and the 
amendment is agreed to. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on amendment No. 25 printed in House 
Report 104-85 offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HOSTETTLER] on 
which further proceedings were post
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOT E 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 
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A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 114, noes 316, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (LA) 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bono 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Chabot 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Duncan 
Dunn 
English 
Ensign 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Forbes 
Fox 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilman 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baker (CAl 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Burr 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 

[Roll No. 263] 

AYES-114 

Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall(TX) 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
King 
Klug 
Largent 
Livingston 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Myrick 
Neumann 
Ney 

NOES-316 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de la Gan:a 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz·Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 

Norwood 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Quillen 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Riggs 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Seastrand 
Sen sen brenner 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornberry 
Torkildsen 
Walker 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Zimmer 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Furse 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutchinson 
Jackson· Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 

Chapman 
Hastings (WA) 

Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Pryce 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros· Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roukema 
Roybal·Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 

NOT VOTING-4 
Moakley 
Williams 
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Serrano 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walsh 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

Messrs. BASS, KIM, BERMAN, and 
DICKEY changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mrs. MYRICK and Messrs. BART
LETT of Maryland, CRANE, COX of 
California, HEFLEY, PORTER, MOOR
HEAD, RAMSTAD, DORNAN, PETE 
GEREN of Texas, TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, FOX of Pennsylvania, and 
RIGGS changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

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

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 26 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE 
Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLUTE: 
Page 37, after line 21 , insert the following: 
"(11) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR FUGITIVE 

FELONS AND PROBATION AND PAROLE VIOLA
TORS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide assistance to 
any individual who is-

"(i) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus
tody or confinement after conviction, under 
the laws of the place from which the individ
ual flees, for a crime, or an attempt to com
mit a crime, which is a felony under the laws 
of the place from which the individual flees, 
or which, in the case of the State of New Jer
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of 
such State; or 

"(ii) violating a condition of probation or 
parole imposed under Federal or State law. 

" (B) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES.-If a State to which 
a grant is made under section 403 establishes 
safeguards against the use or disclosure of 
information about applicants or recipients of 
assistance under the State program funded 
under this part, the safeguards shall not pre
vent the State agency administering the pro
gram from furnishing a Federal, State, or 
local law enforcement officer, upon the re
quest of the officer, with the current address 
of any recipient if the officer furnishes the 
agency with the name of the recipient and 
notifies the agency that such recipient is 
fleeing to avoid prosecution, or custody or 
confinement after conviction, under the laws 
of the place from which the recipient flees, 
for a crime, or an attempt to commit a 
crime, which is a felony under the laws of 
the place from which the recipient flees, or 
which, in the case of the State of New Jer
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of 
such State, or is violating a condition of pro
bation or parole imposed under Federal or 
State law, or has information that is nec
essary for the officer to conduct the official 
duties of the office , that the location or ap
prehension of the recipient is within such of
ficial duties. 

Page 37, after line 21, insert the following: 
"(11) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR MINOR 

CHILDREN WHO ARE ABSENT FROM THE HOME 
FOR A SIGNIFICANT PERIOD.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 may not use 
any part of the grant to provide assistance 
for a minor child who has been, or is ex
pected by a parent (or other caretaker rel
ative) of the child to be, absent from the 
home for a period of 45 consecutive days or, 
at the option Of the State, such period of not 
less than 30 and not more than 90 consecu
tive days as the State may provide for in the 
State plan submitted pursuant to section 
402. 

"(B) STATE AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH GOOD 
CAUSE EXCEPTIONS.-The State may establish 
such good cause exceptions to subparagraph 
(A) as the State considers appropriate if such 
exceptions are provided for in the State plan 
submitted pursuant to section 402. 

" (C) DENIAL OF ASSISTANCE FOR RELATIVE 
WHO FAILS TO NOTIFY STATE AGENCY OF AB
SENCE OF CHILD.-A State to which a grant is 
made under section 403 may not use any part 
of the grant to provide assistance for an indi
vidual who is a parent (or other caretaker 
relative) of a minor child and who fails to 
notify the agency administering the State 
program funded under this part, of the ab
sence of the minor child from the home for 
the period specified in or provided for under 
subparagraph (A), by the end of the 5-day pe
riod that begins with the date that it be
comes clear to the parent (or relative) that 



9028 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 23, 1995 
the minor child will be absent for such pe
riod so specified or provided for." 

Page 235, after line 24, insert the following 
(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 581. ELIMINATION OF FOOD STAMP BENE· 

FITS WITH RESPECT TO FUGITIVE 
FELONS AND PROBATION AND PA· 
ROLE VIOLATORS. 

(a) INELIGIBILITY FOR FOOD STAMPS.-Sec
tion 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2015), as amended by section 555, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(j) No member of a household who is oth
erwise eligible to participate in the food 
stamp program shall be eligible to partici
pate in the program as a member of that or 
any other household while the individual is-

"(1) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus
tody or confinement after conviction, under 
the laws of the place from which he flees, for 
a crime, or an attempt to commit a crime, 
which is a felony under the laws of the place 
from which he flees, or which, in the case of 
the State of New Jersey, is a high mis
demeanor under the laws of such State; or 

"(2) violating a condition of probation or 
parole imposed under a Federal or State 
law." . 

(2) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 0FFICERS.-Section ll(e)(8) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended-

(!) by striking "and (C)" and inserting 
"(C)"; and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the 
end the following: " , (D) notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the address of a 
member of a household shall be made avail
able, on request, to a Federal, State, or local 
law enforcement officer if the officer fur
nishes the State agency with the name of the 
member and notifies the agency that (i) the 
member (I) is fleeing to avoid prosecution, or 
custody or confinement after conviction, 
under the laws of the place from which he 
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit 
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of 
the place from which he flees, or which, in 
the case of the State of New Jersey, is a high 
misdemeanor under the laws of such State, 
or is violating a condition of probation or pa
role imposed under Federal or State law, or 
(II) has information that is necessary for the 
officer to conduct the officer's official du
ties, (ii) the location or apprehension of the 
member is within the official duties of the 
officer, and (iii) the request is made in the 
proper exercise of such duties, and" . 

Page 266, after line 15, insert the following: 
SEC. 606. DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS FOR FUGI· 

TIVE FELONS AND PROBATION AND 
PAROLE VIOLATORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 161l(c) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)), as 
amended by section 601(b)(l) of this Act, is 
amended by inserting after paragraph (2) the 
following: 

"(3) A person shall not be an eligible indi
vidual or eligible spouse for purposes of this 
title with respect to any month if, through
out the month, the person is-

"(A) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus
tody or confinement after conviction, under 
the laws of the place from which the person 
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit 
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of 
the place from which the person flees, or 
which, in the case of the State of New Jer
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of 
such State; or 

"(B) violating a condition of probation or 
parole imposed under Federal or State law.". 

(b) EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION WITH LAW 
ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES.- Section 163l(e) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(e)) is amended by in
serting after paragraph (3) the following: 

"(4) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Commissioner shall furnish any 
Federal, State, or local law enforcement offi
cer, upon the request of the officer, with the 
current address of any recipient of benefits 
under this title, if the officer furnishes the 
agency with the name of the recipient name 
and notifies the agency that-

" (A) the recipient-
"(i) is fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus

tody or confinement after conviction, under 
the laws of the place from which the person 
flees, for a crime, or an attempt to commit 
a crime, which is a felony under the laws of 
the place from which the person flees, or 
which, in the case of the State of New Jer
sey, is a high misdemeanor under the laws of 
such State; 

"(ii) is violating a condition of probation 
or parole imposed under Federal or State 
law; or 

"(iii) has information that is necessary for 
the officer to conduct the officer's official 
duties; 

"(B) the location or apprehension of the re
cipient is within the official duties of the of
ficer; and 

"(C) the request is made in the proper exer
cise of such duties. " . 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, ·the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. BLUTE] and a Member op
posed with each control 10 minutes. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I am reluc
tantly opposed to the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. SHAW. A parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I have no

ticed during the debate on at least one 
occasion, if not more, that a Member of 
this body has stood up to claim the 
time on the negative side of the amend
ment, and has not voted that way. 

Is it the Chair's interpretation that 
those who claim to be voting or are 
against the amendment must have 
every intention to vote against it, 
also? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must as
sume that the Member seeking the 
time in opposition intends at the time 
he seeks it to vote against it. It is not 
the Chair's intention to double check 
everyone's vote. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
just curious if the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SHAW] could tell us the 
name of an individual who rose in op
position to an amendment and then did 
not vote that way. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I will tell 
the gentleman privately, if he wishes 
to know. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I would like to know, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, to extend 
debate, as the designee of the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GmBONS], I 

move to strike the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to merge that addi
tional time with the time I am cur
rently controlling. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
ask, does the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. FORD] intend to control the 
entire 15 minutes? Was that the gentle
man's request? 

Mr. FORD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, it 
was. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the unanimous consent request is 
agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, the need 
for welfare reform in our country is ob
vious. The system is broken and it just 
does not work. There are aspects of our 
welfare system · that are downright 
silly. 

Recently, many of us saw the movie 
"The Fugitive," with Harrison Ford. In 
the movie, the fugitive gets financial 
help from a friend. However, a more 
real world scenario would have the tax
payer financing the · fugitive's flight 
from justice, because that is exactly 
what is happening in the streets of 
America today. 

0 1545 
The truth is indeed stranger than fic

tion because in the real world fugitives 
do in fact go to the taxpayers to sub
sidize their life on the lam. Sting oper
ations in Ohio, Pennsylvania, and 
other States have found anywhere from 
one-third to three-fourths of fugitive 
felons collecting welfare benefits. Last 
year, then Congressman and now Sen
ator RICK SANTORUM and I introduced 
legislation to address this situation. 
This amendment, the Blute-Lipinski
Johnson amendment, is based on that 
bill and would solve this problem by 
doing two things. 

First, Mr. Chairman, it defines the 
term "fugitive felon" and cuts off ben
efits to those who fit the definition. 
Second, it forces Federal agencies to 
share certain information with law en
forcement officials who request it, ena
bling them to better track down fugi
tives. Under present law, Federal social 
service agencies routinely deny infor
mation to the police regarding the 
whereabouts of criminals who have 
committed felonies and later fled jus
tice, even though in many cases they 
are sending a check to the fugitive's 
new address. This amendment would 
end that scenario by requiring social 
service agencies that administer SSI, 
food stamps, and AFDC to turn off the 
spigot of free money once they are 
made aware that an individual is a fu
gitive felon. Presently there are about 
392,000 fugitive warrants on file at the 
National Crime Information Center. So 
if only 30 percent of this total is col
lecting an average welfare benefit 
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package of $300 monthly, a very con
servative estimate means that tax
payers could be shelling out almost 
$400 million annually. We have got to 
stop making crime pay. 

My amendment would take us a step 
closer to a smaller, more efficient wel
fare system that benefits those who 
truly need it. 

This legislation has been endorsed by 
the National Association of Chiefs of 
Police and the Fraternal Order of Po
lice. 

Let's put an end to this taxpayer rip
off that allows criminals to benefit 
from the tax dollars of law-abiding 
Americans, and let's put an end to pro
tecting these criminals from being 
thrown back into jail because our own 
government agencies are denying infor
mation about their location to law en
forcement. 

Support the Blute-Lipinski-Johnson 
amendment. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. I thank the gen
tleman from Tennessee for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very apparent to 
me that on Tuesday night and then 
yesterday, we in this House have been 
presented with legislation which I 
would call as ugly as a sow's ear. They 
have tried yesterday and today to 
make a silk purse out of a sow's ear by 
trimming it on the edges. 

We first had the amendment by the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut to im
prove on the child care provisions. But 
just marginally. We had amendments 
by the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
BUNN] and the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] in regard to unwed 
mothers under 18. We still have major 
problem, but it is just a marginal im
provement. 

In the debate on the Johnson amend
ment, the gentlewoman from Utah said 
was real cruel to mothers to deny them 
child care. That is what the bill did 
when it basically came out of the com
mittees. It still does, because it does 
not fully fund the child care, so it is 
still cruel but maybe not quite as 
cruel. It is still a sow's ear. 

We have adopted the Traficant 
amendment and the Upton amendment, 
and the Blute amendment is now before 
us and I am sure it will be adopted. But 
these, too, are just minor changes on 
the fringes. Still the problem remains, 
reducing school lunches, reducing food 
stamps for the working poor, the hun
gry kids, kicking people off welfare, ac
tually, kicking them off programs that 
will help them so that they work them
selves out of, not letting them have 
those programs. 

Seventy billion dollars in total cuts. 
Where is it going to go? Major corpora
tions, going to go to the weal thy in tax 
cuts when we do the bill next week. 

It is still a sow's ear, folks, You have 
not made a silk purse out of this sow's 
ear. The only silk purse that is going 
to be here today in my opinion is the 
Deal substitute. If you want a silk 
purse, you vote for the Deal substitute. 
You have got a sow's ear. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. LIPINSKI], a coauthor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very proud to stand up and support this 
amendment. I believe this amendment 
is a silk purse amendment and not a 
sow's ear amendment. As you all know 
.now, fugitives have been receiving wel
fare benefits. I found it hard to believe 
at first, but upon further investigation, 
I discovered that the Federal and State 
laws prohibited some welfare agencies 
from disclosing the addresses of recipi
ents to law enforcement departments 
under the guise of confidentiality. 

Does America really want to protect 
the confidentiality of a fugitive? Do 
the American people want to support 
these people with their tax dollars? I 
doubt it very seriously. 

The amendment that we offer today 
not only ensures the exchange of infor
mation between police and welfare 
agencies but makes fugitives ineligible 
for benefits in the first place. Cur
rently there is no provision in the wel
fare bill to prohibit States from pass
ing confidentiality laws. Section 403(f) 
of H.R. 1214 says that the Federal Gov
ernment may not regulate the conduct 
of States except to the extent expressly 
provided. We need to provide that, so 
no State shall hinder police in their 
search for fugitives. 

It is estimated that one-third of 
those running from the law are receiv
ing welfare benefits. Yet, in some 
States it is impossible or next to im
possible to track them down by going 
to the agency and asking for an ad
dress. Lieutenant Griffin of the Chi
cago Police Department told me that it 
is a tremendous benefit to be able to 
access public aid lists. It is the only 
spot they really go to, he said. 

The Federal Government has been 
just as guilty as the States in protect
ing the rights of criminals. Between 
the two, we have created a bureau
cratic nightmare. 

For example, the Food Stamp Act ex
pressly prohibits the release of infor
mation of recipients. And the States 
build on this nonsense by either deny
ing access of data or making the proc
ess of receiving data too prohibitive. 

Another situation that I discovered 
is the inconsistency with which infor
mation is available. For example, in Il
linois, police can access AFDC lists but 
not so food stamp lists. Depending on 
what kind of assistance someone re
ceives depends on whether police can 
track them down. Does this make any 
sense? I do not think so. 

Access of information should be con
sistent regardless of the type of assist-

ance someone is receiving. Let's set a 
Federal standard. You break the law, 
you do not receive benefits, and the po
lice can use these public aid lists if 
need be. 

What will happen if this amendment 
does not pass? Fugitives will continue 
to receive welfare benefits and the po
lice will not be able to track them 
down. Let's pass a little common sense. 
Let's pass the Blute-Lipinski-Johnson 
amendment today. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, let's introduce just for 
kic"Rs, as we say, a note of reality into 
this debate. Welfare reform and the end 
of food stamp abuse, yes. Everybody is 
for that. Increased pain and suffering 
for America's children, no; many of us 
are opposed to that. 

A little while ago, the chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture stated 
that under his reform, no child in 
America would go hungry. Who are we 
kidding? 

Today in America, before cutbacks to 
food stamps or to WIC or to other nu
trition programs, 5 million children in 
the United States are hungry. Today, 
in this country, we have by far-... the 
highest rate of childhood poverty in 
the industrialized world. What kind of 
country are we when we are talking 
about more cutbacks for low-income 
kids, when we already have double the 
highest rate of childhood poverty in 
the industrialized world? 

Mr. Chairman, if we were serious 
about welfare reform, and I do not 
think we really are, but if we were, we 
would be talking about a Federal jobs 
program to create real jobs so that 
poor people could then have real work 
and earn a real income. 

If we were serious about welfare re
form, we would be talking about rais
ing the minimum wage so that when 
poor people work, they can escape from 
poverty, not abolishing the minimum 
wage as some would have. 

If we are serious about talking about 
welfare reform, we must talk about im
proving child care capabilities, so that 
children of working mothers and work
ing families are provided for. If we are 
serious about talking about welfare re
form, we must talk about job training 
and transportation so that welfare re
cipients are able to get to the jobs that 
are open for them. 

Last, today we are talking about wel
fare reform as it applies to the poor. I 
hope that in the future we will have 
the guts to talk about welfare reform 
as it applies to the rich and the multi
national corporations. 

I hope that we will say that the U.S. 
Government with its huge deficit and 
its enormous social problems can no 
longer afford to spend tens of billions 
of dollars a year providing tax breaks 
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and subsidies to the rich and the large 
corporations. I look forward to that 
welfare reform. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL], one of the distin
guished members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been a lot of concern about people 
calling each other mean-spirited and 
not being concerned about the welfare 
of children in this great country of 
ours. But also there has been a restric
tion that our Republican friends have, 
and, that is, a contract. That contract 
seems to be driving people to do things 
that are inconsistent with what they 
truly believe. What are they driving to 
do? 

The first drive, the jewel in the 
crown, is to cut back taxes. That is the 
driving force. That is the engine . 
Whether it is $780 billion over 10 years 
or $200 billion that we have to cut back 
in taxes now, not that we have heard 
the American people screaming for it, 
but I assume the wealthy people know 
what is best for them and I assume you 
work closer with them. But assuming 
that you have agreed and you are com
mitted in your contract to turn back 
$200 billion in revenues, then you have 
that same strong commitment to bal
ance the budget, indeed, ·change the 
Constitution. Once you have reached 
those conclusions, the tax cut and to 
balance the budget, the only thing left 
to do is to cut, cut, cut, cut. And where 
do you cut? Did you go to the strongest 
that have been enjoying the subsidies? 
No, you went to our aged, you went to 
our sick, you went to our children, and 
you charged it all up to the lack of dis
cretion of the teenaged mother for 
making God's child without having a 
legal contract. 

0 1600 
How dare we in this body determine 

what a child should or should not have 
because of the lack of discretion of the 
mother? And how do we feel as feder
ally elected legislators in saying we 
have messed up this program as Demo
crats, so our responsibility is to turn it 
over to the Governors, no strings at
tached? Oops, I made a mistake, there 
are strings attached. 

Do not show enough compassion to 
give cash assistance to anybody that 
has a child if they are 18 or younger 
and they are not married. Oops, an
other thing that had strings attached. 

If there. is another child while you 
are on welfare, regardless of how it 
came or the conditions, the governors 
are restricted from giving cash assist
ance. 

Oh, there is another restriction. No 
matter what the economic conditions 
are in the locality where the recipient 
is, no matter how hard he or she tries 
to get a job, if no jobs are available, 
then we say the governors cannot give 

them cash assistance because the time 
has run out. 

I tell my colleagues this: If a politi
cal pundit had to find out how to win 
an election they would say go against 
affirmative action, go against immi
grants, go against people who are poor, 
go against welfare, go against food 
stamps and make America feel that we 
have to reform the system. But then 
again, if you put that in a contract and 
you win, you can bet your life it is not 
enforceable, not in this great country 
it is not. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Dallas, 
TX, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, one of the lead
ers of the welfare reform movement 
here in the Congress. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I say to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL], I heard him 
yesterday talking about how we had 
left out our felons who were getting 
welfare, left them out. That is what we 
are talking about right now is an 
amendment to correct that and make 
it happen. 

The Deal bill does not even talk to 
that. In fact, it destroys any welfare 
reform that there is going. 

I cannot believe that our Federal 
Government actually pays with tax
payers dollars, I might add, welfare 
benefits to criminals who are fleeing 
prosecution from the law. I heard .the 
gentleman say that. 

I would like to list for those who do 
not know the benefits criminals get 
while on the run: Criminals, criminals 
under current law can and do receive 
AFDC, SSI, and food stamps. 

Instead of giving benefits to those 
who truly are in need we are giving 
them to individuals who have broken 
the law and are trying to escape from 
it. 

The real question is why does this 
atrocity continue to happen. The an
swer is because current law prohibits 
Federal welfare agencies from sharing 
information with local law enforce
ment communities. 

What this means, if your local police 
officer calls the Federal welfare agency 
that administers those benefits and 
asks for the address of a known felon, 
that welfare agency by law is forbidden 
even from giving the most current ad
dress to the police. 

I cannot believe that this is happen
ing in our country. It is just one more 
irritation that our police officers cur
rently have to hurdle in their attempt 
to stop crime. 

This is simply outrageous. Whoever 
said crime does not pay never under
stood how Government . bureaucracy 
works. I urge all of my colleagues and 
I hope the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. RANGEL], too, will support this 
amendment and stop the flow of tax
payer dollars to criminals and allow 
welfare aiencies to help our police offi
cers fight the war on crime. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for the purpose of my 
support? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
time has expired. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
be glad to support this well thought 
out amendment to stop welfare pay
ments from going to fugitives who are 
fleeing. The only thing I ask is, where 
does the fleeing fugitive apply for wel
fare? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire about how much time we have re
maining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 71/2 min
utes remaining and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BLUTE] has 
llh minutes remaining. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and I 
want to take this minute to talk about 
what I am for, what our caucus is for in 
terms of welfare reform. 

We are for a welfare reform package 
that is tough on work, that puts a 
work expectation for people receiving 
benefits. 

We are for a welfare reform package 
that enforces personal responsibility, 
particularly the personal responsibility 
for your children. 

Third, we are for a welfare reform 
package that does not punish kids be
cause, for gosh sakes, it was not the 
kids that caused the problems we have 
with the present system. 

These are meaningful responses, 
meaningful reforms and they are rep
resented in the Deal substitute. By 
contrast, the bill of the majority fails 
on all three counts, most particularly 
the work requirement. 

A Congressional Budget Office study 
put it on the front page of the Wash
ington Post today talking about how 
States will fail under the GOP work 
rules. 

We need to make a work program 
work, and that is the Deal substitute. 
Please support it this afternoon. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I sim
ply rise to ask of the sponsors two 
questions: No. 1, the question of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN
GEL]. If someone is a fugitive, how is it 
that we are paying him anything, since 
the definition of a fugitive is we do not 
know where he is and he is not declar
ing it because he is on the run from the 
law? 

The second question is: The meaning 
of the amendment, where it says that if 
a child, a second provision of the 
amendment that says if a child is ab
sent for any length of time that you 
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would not give the welfare to that fam
ily. My question is would you simply 
not give the welfare attributable to 
that child during the period of absence 
or for other children also who may be 
present in the home? 

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

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

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

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the 
first question, it is happening right 
now where fugitive felons are receiving 
welfare benefits and law enforcement 
agencies cannot get the information 
from social service agencies as to ex
actly who these people are or where 
they are. 

Mr. NADLER. Could the gentleman 
answer the second question? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
NADLER] has expired. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield F/z 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my colleague from Tennessee for 
yielding the time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say I do not 
think there is a person in the House 
and certainly not in this great country 
that would say that criminals are by 
and large the ones getting welfare. I 
did not know that 2- and 3-years-olds 
were criminals, so I would certainly be 
supportive of keeping criminal fugi
tives from getting welfare, but I am 
really here to talk about is what I 
stand for in terms of how to make this 
program really work and really be wel
fare reform. 

We have to have real welfare to work, 
we have to have a job creation program 
that is really sincere and offers to peo
ple the real opportunity to work. At 
the same time, we have to be sensitive 
to our infants and to our women and 
children, and I just want to emphasize 
that. We hear all of the talk about in
vestment in the future and taxpayers' 
money. And "I do not want to pay for 
those deadbeats." This is what an in
vestment in our children is all about. 

Just take the Women, Infants and 
Children Program. We can see what we 
would save if we were participating in 
the Women, Infants and Children Pro
gram some $12,000 to $15,000 per child 
that we invested in making sure that 
women, infants and children had good 
nutrition programs. 

The Republican program does not 
have good nutrition programs, it does 
not focus on the child. It focuses on 
taking away from the child. 

Let us move forward to a progressive 
standard for all people and that is vote 
for the Democratic alternative. Let us 
make sure welfare reform is that and 
not welfare punishment. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 

Carolina [Mr. HEINEMAN], one Member 
who has had a real world experience 
with this issue, being a former police 
chief of Raleigh, NC. 

Mr. HEINEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Blute-Lipin
ski-Johnson amendment. As a former 
police chief I can tell you that we need 
to crack down on the number of wel
fare recipients who become fugitive fel
ons and are now collecting welfare ben
efits at the expense of the American 
taxpayer. 

Today there are almost 400,000 fugi
tive warrants on file at the National 
Crime Information Center-and it is es
timated that one-third of those felons 
are receiving public assistance. 

What's even worse is that law en
forcement officers are prevented by 
privacy laws and regulations from 
tracking down these wanted felons. 

Welfare and Social Security offices 
are prevented from telling law enforce
ment officials the whereabouts of a 
felon-even though they are sending 
him or her a Government check every 
month. 

This is outrageous and an affront to 
the American taxpayer. We need to 
crack down on this kind of waste and 
abuse of our current welfare system
and help our law enforcement officials. 
This amendment will correct this ridic
ulous situation. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Bl u te-Lipinski -Johnson amendment 
and I compliment my friend from Mas
sachusetts for offering this amend
ment. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield P/z 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FATTAH]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
Pennsylvania State Legislature in 1987, 
I sponsored the Employment Opportu
nities Act. Democrats and Republicans 
got together in Pennsylvania and cre
ated a joint job training initiative and 
moved 200,000 people off of the welfare 
rolls, not by punishing them but by 
providing job training and child care, 
and transportation subsidies so they 
could get to a multitude of training 
programs and they work. We do not 
have to be mean-spirited if we want to 
help Americans by moving them to
ward self-sufficiency. It has worked in 
a number of States. 

It is unfortunate that the Republican 
majority thinks that the American 
people really do not understand. We 
have 9 million children on welfare, and 
they come to the floor talking about 
one set of abuses in Chicago with 19 
children in which someone was not 
doing the right thing with the welfare 
check. Millions of families are doing 
what they should do with a welfare 
check, and that is helping children 
meet their needs every day and work
ing and preparing for the moment in 
which they can be self-sufficient again 

in this land. We should be doing as 
much here in the U.S. Congress. 

The Preamble to the Constitution 
says it is our responsibility to promote 
the general welfare. This majority 
today in this Congress is not moving to 
promote the general welfare. It is real
ly moving to pull the carpet up from 
under millions of Americans who need 
the help so one day they can be in a po
sition to be tax producers rather than 
recipients of subsidies from the Gov
ernment. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, under 
the rule I move to strike the last word. 

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

It seems we always get distracted 
from the debate on the amendment at 
hand. But I must say the gentleman 
who just spoke in the well spoke of 
local answers to problems, and then he 
turns right around and says but do not 
give the States and the local commu
ni ties more opportunity to do the kind 
of constructive job that he just spoke 
to. 

Ironic, because our plan does pre
cisely that. It puts more resources in 
the hands of the communities and the 
States where real success can occur, 
not where you have payment. And one 
thing my friend from New York forgot 
to mention is what are we doing here; 
we are cutting off Federal bureaucrats. 
We forget to use them in his litany and 
yes, we are doing that and we are cre
ating more flexibility. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Massachusetts seek to yield his 
last one-half minute? 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remainder of our time to the gen
tleman from Chattanooga, TN [Mr. 
WAMP]. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. WAMP]. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. BLUTE] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, to keep convicted fel
ons from receiving Government welfare 
benefits is through my eyes a no
brainer. This amendment will fix an in
justice in the current system that I be
lieve no one wants. 

Mr. Chairman, no matter what side 
of the debate you fall on, I think you 
will agree that welfare dollars should 
not be spent on criminals, should not 
be spent on criminals who have suc
cessfully avoided the law. This is not 
the type of success we want to reward. 

While you may agree this is wrong, 
the gentlewoman from Texas thinks 
this does not happen very much. It is 
an exception that is costing the tax
payers an estimated $1 billion annu
ally. 

The American people are frustrated. 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
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support this amendment and close a 
disgusting loophole in the welfare bu
reaucracy. 

Two hundred years ago Benjamin 
Franklin said: 

I am for doing good to the poor, but I differ 
in my opinion of the means. I think the best 
way of doing good for the poor is not making 
them easy in poverty but leading them or 
driving them out. 

Mr. F.ORD. Mr. Chairman, could I in
quire how much time is remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 2¥2 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 3lh min
utes remaining. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, do we re
serve the right to close? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Tennessee has the right to close. 

0 1615 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished chairman for yield
ing and commend him for his great 
work on this welfare reform bill. 

We all know our welfare system is 
broken, that it needs to be fixed, that 
it creates dependency, victimization, 
and ultimately despair amongst our 
citizens, and we need to change that, 
and we need to tighten up the welfare 
system so it does what it is supposed to 
do. 

And one of those things should not be 
giving welfare benefits to convicted fel
ons who are on the lam from the law. I 
have with me a number of letters from 
the parole board in my State where 
they have been rejected from getting 
information from social welfare agen
cies on the whereabouts of felons that 
the parole board is looking for. 

This is a system that is broken. It is 
wrong. It should not happen. 

I urge all of my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to adopt this amend
ment, and let us restore some sanity to 
our welfare system. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], a very distin
guished spokesman on welfare reform 
in this Nation, one who has been very 
active in this debate. 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, the 
fundamental difference between the 
Democrat and the Republican approach 
to what we do about welfare is what 
you believe is the fundamental prob
lem. If you beat on people, they will go 
to work; that is what Republicans be
lieve. 

Now, if this bill were in effect in 1982 
when Ronald Reagan, and we had that 
big sweep and we were close to the 
wall, the unemployment rate in the 
State of Washington was 12.1 percent. 
The national unemployment rate was 
9.6 percent. The Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics says the underemployment rate 

in the country at that time was 16.5 
percent, and in the State of Washing
ton it was 20 percent. That includes 
those people who were involuntarily 
working part-time and discouraged 
workers. 

Now, when you say you are going to 
take a 16-year-old kid and drive them 
out into the street by taking away the 
money for their kid and that somehow 
they are going to magically find a job 
when there is 20 percent of the people 
unemployed or underemployed in the 
State of Washington, you simply live 
in a dream world. 

This is a bad bill. 
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, we have got to try to 

separate rhetoric from fact in this de
bate. It is very difficult to do. 

When we talk about the supposed re
ductions in whether WIC or school 
lunches or whatever it might be, we are 
not talking about cuts at all. We are 
talking about increases of dollars based 
on the current level. 

But from the Democrat side of the 
aisle, they think only Federal entitle
ment programs dictated in a strait
jacket with Federal bureaucrats ad
ministering with pounds and pounds of 
regulations are the only way that you 
get help to people who need help. Just 
the reverse. 

And as far as work habits or work re
quirements are concerned, you can go 
to Massachusetts or Virginia, and you 
can go to States today that are putting 
people on work as a condition of wel
fare within 60 days. That is what we 
want all of the States to be able to do, 
and we want to get through with this 
waiver process and these pounds of pa
pers that have to be filed that take 
money away from really going to those 
who need help. 

That is why we have got an outstand
ing welfare reform approach, and it is 
why the Democrat substitutes will not 
do the job. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, no one wants to see 
fugitives receive welfare in this coun
try. You know, it is really amazing to 
see what the Republicans are doing and 
saying about children in this country. 
The Los Angeles opinion page on Sun
day said that: "Congressional Driveby: 
Gang-bangers Kill Innocent Kids. Re
publicans Just Kill Programs To Help 
Kids." And to quote the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SHAW], who is the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and the 
source is the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
March 22, he said, "We are talking 
about children you would not want to 
leave your cat with over the weekend," 
or you hear what the gentlewoman 
from Conne11ticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], who 
serves on the Committee on Ways and 
Means, says, "It is not hard to clothe 

your kids, folks. Just go to the second
hand store to do so." 

The Republicans are so mean to kids 
in this welfare reform package just for 
the sole purpose of giving the well-t·o
do rich of this Nation a huge tax cut. 

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HEFNER. I do not think felons 
should get welfare. 

But the numbers just do not add up, 
Mr. Chairman. If you are going to get 
$69 billion over 5 years to pay for a tax 
cut, somebody is going to get cut. 

Bureaucrats are bureaucrats whether 
in North Carolina or Washington, DC, 
or North Dakota or wherever they are. 
You are not cutting out bureaucrats. 
You are going to cut $69 billion worth 
of benefits to the most vulnerable peo
ple in these United States to give a tax 
cut to the wealthiest people in this 
country, and that is what you said in 
your contract, and that is what you are 
trying to live up to. So why not brag 
about it? 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

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

consider amendment No. 30 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SALMON 
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SALMON: Page 

387, after line 10, insert the following: 
SEC. 768. LIENS. 

Section 466(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(4)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(4) Procedures under which-
"(A) liens arise by operation of law against 

real and personal property for amounts of 
overdue support owed by an absent parent 
who resides or owns property in the State; 
and 

"(B) the State accords full faith and credit 
to liens described in subparagraph (A) aris
ing in another State, without registration of 
the underlying order.". 

Amend the table of contents accordingly. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
SALMON] will be recognized for 10 min
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. FORD] seek the time in opposition? 

Mr. FORD. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] will be rec
ognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. SALMON]. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, delinquent parents 
can no longer be allowed to shirk their 
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responsibilities and expect the Govern- child support enforcement measures as 
ment to act in their place. That is un- part of the Welfare Reform legislation 
fair to the child. It is unfair to the tax- we promised in our Contract With 
payer. It is time we sent a message if America. The States will achieve a bet
you bring a child into this world that ter collection rate through these provi
you are going to care for it. This is the sions and thus lower costs to the 
compassionate and sensible thing to do States and Federal Government, who 
for our Nation's children. are left to provide the full financial 

In child support cases, liens are not care for children of delinquent parents. 
used by States to their full potential. States are already required to use 
Upon locating property, many case- liens to collect past-due support but do 
workers still prepare individual liens not use this remedy to its full paten
and seek judicial approval for each tial. Upon locating property, they pre
case. This is a slow and ineffective pare individual liens and must go back 
process, and our Nation's children are to court for each case, which is burden
the ones that are paying for it. some and slows the process signifi-

Our amendment makes it easier for cantly. Thus deadbeat parents can in
States to collect or for States to issue dulge in luxury items such as boats and 
liens to collect past-due support and to fancy cars, buy real estate, make in
help each other collect child support vestments, etc., while their children 
debts by providing that child support are left to endure life's hardships with 
liens are enforceable across State lines not only the emotional, but also the fi
without going to court again unless nancial support of only one parent. 
contested. Past-due support in all cases Most often the mothers are left with 
already becomes a judgment by oper- this heavy burden, and are forced to 
ation of law. look to the State and Federal Govern-

Many States support this amend- ment for a helping hand. Abandoning 
ment. In fact, just about every State parental responsibility can no longer 
we have talked to wants this amend- be tolerated if this country is to sur
ment. This is not an unfunded man- vive, and the Government should not 
date. In fact, the States will save bear the burden of deadbeats anymore. 
money by this measure, and the Na- The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen 
tion's children will benefit. amendment is a simple, straight-

America cannot work unless its citi- forward approach to the problems 
zens take more responsibility for their States are currently experiencing in 
own actions. It is time that parents collecting past-due support. It states 
fulfill not only their own emotional that liens will arise by operation of 
but also their financial obligations to law, which means that processing the 
their children. We can at least address thousands of delinquent cases will be 
the financial obligations in this body. much easier and cheaper by avoiding 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has return visits to court. For example, 
widespread support from the national since 1992, Massachusetts has issued 
child support enforcement advocates. administrative liens in every case 
Marilyn Smith, president of the Na- where a noncustodial parent owed more 
tional Child Support Enforcement As- than $500-liens to more than 90,000 
sociation, has campaigned tirelessly child support delinquents with prop
for the reforms in this amendment, and erty as varied as workman's compensa
Jerri Jensen, president and founder of tion claims, wages, bank accounts, and 
Aces, whose story was told this week in real estate. All were handled by com
the TV movie "Abandoned and De- puter on a wholesale rather than retail 
ceived," says that irresponsible parents basis, collecting more than $13 million. 
should not be able to profit from sell- • Not only has the collection process 
ing out-of-state property while their been difficult within a State, it is even 
children suffer due to lack of court-or- more so when delinquent parents cross 
dered child support. State lines to thwart efforts to track 

Child support enforcement is a vital them down and collect. Although 30 
component of welfare reform. Delin- percent of all child support cases are 
quent parents can no longer be allowed interstate, only 10 percent of all dollars 
to shirk their responsibilities and ex- collected originate from out-of-State. 
pect the Government to act in their For example, if a deadbeat dad from 
place. That is unfair to the child, and Arizona moves to Utah to avoid sup
unfair to the taxpayer. It is time we porting his children, currently it is ex
sent the message that if you bring a tremely difficult to recover the money 
child into this world, you must care for he owes across State lines. Under our 
it. This is the compassionate and sen- amendment, if the lien is sent to an
sible thing to do for our Nation's chil- other State to attach property owned 
dren. in that State, it can be filed by the 

The national collection rate of child State agency in the second State with
support payments is abysmal. Regu- out going to court to get accepted as a 
larly received collections average 18 lien issued in that State. Again, this 
percent in the United States. In my simplifies the process and thus it will 
State, Arizona, the rate is only 10 per- be vastly easier for States to collect 
cent, and even in the best States it even across State lines. Arizona, Mas
reaches only as high as 27 percent. For sachusetts, and Utah have come out in 
this reason we have decided to adopt support of this amendment and other 

States have expressed great interest in 
such procedural changes. 

The sections of the welfare reform 
bill that were reported out of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means-primarily 
those sections dealing with child sup
port enforcement reform-go far in 
solving the collection problems experi
enced at the State level. However, the 
Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen amend
ment is fundamental to the successful 
reform of the system, according to 
child support associations and State 
agencies across the Nation. The Na
tional Child Support Enforcement As
sociation, a leader is the reform move
ment, has called this amendment the 
basis for every other enforcement 
mechanism in this legislation. Time is 
of the essence in our efforts to end the 
cycle of dependency while ensuring the 
well-being of our children. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. NEAL], one of the distin
guished members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and who handled an 
amendment similar to this, if not the 
same amendment, before the commit
tee. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I think one of the most sig
nificant options in this debate has been 
how a well-organized minority can, in
deed, move the majority. I remind the 
listeners today and the viewing audi
ence that there was no child support 
initiative offered by the Republican 
majority in this House until we con
vinced them that there should have 
been a strong child support component. 
I offered a similar amendment to this 
during the Ways and Means markup, 
and it was turned down on a party-line 
vote. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. TORKILDSEN], to his credit, had 
contacted my office and asked me to 
offer this amendment. It has the sup
port of Bill Clinton and Bill Weld. I 
think that this goes to the heart of 
personal responsibility, paying for the 
children that you have. 

During the Ways and Means Commit
tee markup I offered an amendment to 
the child support enforcement title to 
include the use administrative liens to 
collect past-due child support. This 
amendment failed on a party line veto. 

Now this amendment has bipartisan 
support. Congressman SALMON and 
Congresswoman WALDHOTZ are cospon
sors of this amendment. This amend
ment is something both President Clin
ton and Governor Weld agree upon. 

This is the type of amendment which 
should have bipartisan support. Under 
current law, a child support payment 
becomes a judgment by operation of 
law as it becomes due and unpaid and 
entitled to full faith and credit. This 
provision takes existing law one step 
further and allows States in interstate 
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cases to move and to levy and seize as
sets without registering the underlying 
order in the sister States, unless the 
lien is contested on grounds of mistake 
of fact. Because the lien arises by oper
ation of law, unlike current practice, 
which is "case-by-case." It gives simi
lar treatment in interstate cases to 
liens as has been already accorded to 
interstate income withholding order 
since 1984. An estimated one third of 
delinquent obligors own property eligi
ble for a lien. With approximately 3.5 
million delinquent support cases na
tionwide, that equals a million or more 
liens, easy to issue and transmit by 
computer, impossible to write by and 
send by hand. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Lou
isiana [Mr. MCCRERY]. 

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

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for his efforts in 
committee and here on the floor to 
adopt this. As I told him during the 
committee, it was new to me. I just 
had to look at it, and a number of us 
have, and we are going to support it. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
seconds to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. NEAL], a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. MCCRERY]. I think that the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. McCRERY] 
is an example of how this bill could 
have been accomplished in a bipartisan 
manner. From day 1, he indicated a 
willingness to work with the minority 
party to get a good, sound bill done, 
and his mind was always open in this 
debate. 

I thank the gentleman for his kind 
words. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN). 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
nearly 2 years ago, a constituent of 
mine-Susan Brotchie, a divorced 
mother and president of Advocates for 
Better Child Support-met with me 
and requested that I work on legisla
tion to address the issue of delinquent 
parents hiding their assets in real prop
erty, and thus avoiding child support 
payments. Out of that meeting was 
born H.R. 1029 and the substance of this 
amendment. 

Let us face it. Child support enforce
ment will only be truly effective if we 
enforce cases across State lines. It is 
also important that we reduce the bur
den placed on parents left with little or 
no means of support. It is cost prohibi
tive for a parent whose children need 
support to chase a delinquent parent 
from State to State, hire lawyers, and 
wade through multiple State judicial 
systems. 

This amendment attacks the inter
state problem at its core by allowing 

States to give full faith and credit to 
liens placed in other States. It saves 
Federal and State taxpayer money, 
while leaving in tact all State enforce
ment procedures. This amendment im
proves existing law; .it does not create 
new, unfunded mandates on the States. 

My home State of l:\1assachusetts re
mains a leader in the fight to make de
linquent parents accountable. Since 
1992, Massachusetts has issued adminis
trative liens in every case where a par
ent owed more than $500. Massachu
setts also set up reciprocal agreements 
with neighboring States, so that liens 
placed in Massachusetts are given full 
faith and credit in Vermont. These re
forms have resulted in a 29-percent in
crease in child support collections in 
the last 3 years-a compliance rate 
that has risen from 51 to 60 percent-
and 10,000 more families receiving sup
port. Expanding this model nationwide 
would boost the rate of compliance in 
interstate cases up to 70 percent. 

By not passing this amendment, we 
are endorsing the safe havens that cur
rently exist for parents who own prop
erty in other States. This Congress 
must send a powerful message to delin
quent parents: You can no longer enjoy 
the benefits of property and 1 uxuries in 
other States and not fulfill your fun
damental commitment to our children. 

Welfare reform will only be complete 
if we boost compliance in interstate 
cases. Fewer children and single par
ents will turn to public assistance, 
making this amendment is win-win-win 
situation-a win for children, a win for 
custodial parents, and a win for tax
payers. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MEEHAN], who is a former 
prosecutor. 

D 1630 
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of this amendment. This is a 
actually a very, very good amendment 
to a very bad bill. 

We have been doing a lousy job in 
this country of holding people account
able when they have children. Mr. 
Chairman, as a prosecutor in Massa
chusetts, I prosecuted a case, the first 
criminal enforcement case in child sup
port in Massachusetts under the re
vised statute. It was a defendant who 
was married, lived in Lowell, MA. This 
defendant took off to New York. He 
had 7 children at home. The bank 
began foreclosure procedures because 
the wife could not make payments. He 
was living in New York City, on 52d 
Street, and he had a place in the Carib
bean. 

The child support enforcement divi
sion in Massachusetts could not get at 
any of the assets. 

We could do a much, much better job 
of collecting child support. State agen
cies do not have the ability to do long
arm statutes, go out and collect these 

assets. We could save $32 to $35 billion 
if we could just collect child support. 

By the way, 90 percent of the money 
that is owed in child support in this 
country is men who owe women child 
support. I cannot help but think that if 
90 percent of the money was women 
who owed men, this system would have 
found out a way to collect these pay
ments. 

This bill is part of a bill I supported 
and sponsored. It is long overdue. I 
would hope we could get something 
done to increase the effort to hold peo
ple accountable when they have chil
dren. We are doing a lousy job at it 
now. 

Massachusetts, as my colleague indi
cated, is a leader in this area. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I want to extend my congratulations to 
our colleague, the gentleman from Ari
zona. This is a wonderful amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak now as the 
first person back 10 years ago who 
brought the issue of child support, and 
the national disgrace it had become, 
before our Congress. 

We have had two reforms. I hope this 
third reform that is implicit in this 
bill-because child support enforce
ment is welfare reform-that is, his 
amendment, we will be recognizing 
that no child support system is any 
better than the individual States. So 
we have reached into the States. This 
is an interstate system, and we have to 
have reciprocity. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield additional time, in order to ex
tend debate, as the designee of the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], I 
move to strike the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to merge that addi
tional time with the time I currently 
control. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment which requires the 
States to adopt procedures under which 
liens may be imposed automatically 
against the property of persons who are 
delinquent in child support payments 
in another State, and also of the next 
amendment providing for suspension of 
drivers and professional licenses for 
child support delinquencies. 

The nonpayment of child support is 
an urgent public crisis that com
promises the economic security of a 
very large number of American chil
dren and families. In 1994, more than 
half the children living in single-parent 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9035 
families were poor, and the majority, 
the large majority of them were in 
families where the child support pay
ments were delinquent. 

Before I came to this House, I was 
the author of bills in the New York 
State Legislature which allowed for 
liens to be placed against the property 
of persons who were delinquent in their 
child support payments and which pro
vided for suspension of drivers and pro
fessional licenses of delinquent payers. 

The lien bill passed and resulted in a 
large increase in child support collec
tions in New York. 

The amendments before us today 
would improve the collection of child 
support in an area where we have seri
ous collection difficulties, interstate 
collections. Interstate child support 
cases comprise 30 percent of all child 
support cases and a very large fraction 
of the failures of collection. 

The effective child support enforce
ment helps many single-parent fami
lies make the move to independence, 
self-reliance. This approach has suc
ceeded in New York, and it will im
prove the lives of single parents and 
their children across the country. 

This amendment will let absent par
ents know we are serious about collect
ing due child support. It will contrib
ute to improving the economic condi
tions of children and families and will 
lessen the number of families forced to 
go on welfare to survive. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment and the next amendment 
as two very worthy amendments to 
what is, unfortunately, a very bad bill 
but which will improve that bill sig
nificantly. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. WELLER]. 

Mr. WELLER. I thank the gentleman 
from Arizona for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Salmon-Waldholtz
Torkildsen amendment, which further 
strengthens the essential child support 
enforcement provisions contained in 
the "Personal Responsibility Act," our 
Republican welfare reform initiative. 

It is unconscionable that 30 percent 
of dead-beat parents are able to shirk 
their responsibilities to their children 
because they reside in a different State 
than their children. In fact, in Illinois, 
little children were stiffed to the tune 
of $176.1 million in 1994 due to dead
beat parents who refused to meet their 
responsibility to their own flesh and 
blood. This has got to stop. 

Provisions in H.R. 4 go a long way to
ward solving this problem, and this 
amendment works hand-in-hand with 
these improvements by providing a 
simple, straightforward method of 
processing interstate collection. It 
simply allows liens on personal prop
erty filed in one State to be honored in 
a second State without having to go 

back to court, thereby avoiding unnec
essary delays and judicial red-tape. It 
is better for the child and the taxpayer. 

Abandoning parental · responsibility 
can no longer be tolerated-and the 
Personal Responsibility Act, with this 
amendment, brings us one step closer 
to providing America's children with 
the inherent parental support they 
need and deserve. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire as to how much time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. SALMON] has 4 min
utes remaining and the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] has 9 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the debate on this 
floor regarding welfare reform has 
been, in my opinion, as far from what 
is real in the real world as anything I 
have ever seen. I have heard what a lot 
of you call rhetoric. I have heard a lot 
of theoretical aspirations from many of 
you. 

Many of you would not know a wel
fare mother if you saw her. Not only 
would you not know her, but you do 
not know how they live. You do not 
know what it takes to feed their chil
dren. You do not know what it takes to 
find a job. 

You talk about getting jobs. Leaving 
the jobs out of the bill and not having 
a full track to find a job, it is not easy 
to find a job. Most people on welfare 
will not work. I have not seen in any of 
these bills any way that would lead to 
a job. 

So all we are talking about here is 
vapor, vapor that does not really go 
any place. And we are looking at chil
dren in a very cruel way. 

There is no mistake about it. Our 
welfare system needs to be improved. 
We all know that. But do we have to 
improve it by taking food out of chil
dren's mouths? Do we have to improve 
it by taking away the welfare help we 
are giving States now? You are talking 
about States' rights, but you are not 
giving them the autonomy they need. 
On the one hand you say here· is auton
omy; on the other hand you take away 
the money. Does that make sense? It 
does not work. If you want the States 
to do something with welfare reform, 
then give them the same amount of 
money you gave them before. 

I stand here today to say to you that 
all of this is a bunch of baloney. It does 
not lead down to the neighborhoods 
where the people are poor and need 
help. All this about wearing second
hand clothes, where have you heard of 
such a mess before? Wearing second
hand clothes? It goes to show you 
where the mindset is. How . can you 
make an amendment if you do not have 
the right mindset? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11/2 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
CLEMENT) . 

Mr. CLEMENT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, once you get past all 
the rhetoric, you are left with just the 
facts. And the facts are that H.R. 4 
does not fund its requirements. 

Translation-H.&. 4 passes on a huge 
unfundated mandate to States, cities, 
counties and localities. 

Just yesterday President Clinton 
signed the unfunded mandate legisla
tion into law. During the debate and in 
the days which have passed since we 
sent this legislation on, many on the 
other side have been beating their 
chest and talking about how they 
saved our States, cities, and American 
taxpayers from the evils of the Federal 
Government. And now, before the 
President's signature is even dry we 
are being asked to support the mother 
of all unfunded mandates. 

But do not just take my word for it. 
A letter from the United States Con
ference of Mayors "* * * H.R. 4 will 
further strain local budgets. It basi
cally shifts costs our way. We can ex
pect general assistance expenditures to 
skyrocket in those states which pro
vide it* * *". 

The League of Cities had this to say 
about H.R. 4, "The bill could be one of 
the greatest mandates ever imposed 
upon our communi ties." 

And from a report issued today by 
the Congressional Budget Office on 
H.R. 4, "the literature on welfare-to
work programs, as well as the experi
ence with the JOBS program indicates 
that States are unlikely to obtain such 
high rates of participation." And June 
O'Neil, the Director who was recently 
installed by the Republican leadership 
said that "given what is known about 
how these programs work, I was com
fortable signing" the report. "We did 
this totally based on the evidence." 

Support the only responsible welfare 
reform bill. Protect your States and 
cities. Support the Deal substitute. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I am a 
little confused. I have not found that 
the gentlewoman from Florida or the 
gentleman from Tennessee have been
they have been going on and on-and I 
do not find any of this information in 
the Salmon-Waldhol tz-Torkildsen 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in
form the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
SALMON] that the Chair has been rea
sonably lenient because about 75 per
cent of the conversation has not been 
on the appropriate amendment. 

Mr. SALMON. I am baffled. We seek 
child support enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SCARBOROUGH]. 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I will actually speak 

on the Salmon amendment. I am a 
strong supporter of it. I have been lis
tening to this debate for a week, "Help 
the children, the children, the children; 
you are mean-spirited." All you talk 
about is children, children. We finally 
have a bill before us, an amendment 
that will help children without increas
ing the Federal bureaucracy. It is 
about time. We have deadbeat dads 
going from State to State, running 
away from child enforcement author
ity, and here is a great idea. We can 
help children without funding a huge 
bureaucracy. The argument all week 
has been, "You have got to vote more 
money, throw more money at a prob
lem that we have not been able to solve 
for the past 30 years, by making bu
reaucracies larger. And if you are not 
for huge bureaucracies, then you are 
against children." That is garbage, and 
everybody here knows it is garbage. 

That is the great thing about the 
Salmon amendment: It finally helps us 
do it without increasing the size of bu
reaucracy. 

Let us cut down on deadbeat dads 
running away from their responsibil
ity, and do it without creating a huge 
Federal bureaucracy. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, for the 
purpose of debate I yield 1112 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BECERRA]. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen
tleman from Tennessee for yielding the 
1112 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to dis
cuss just this one particular amend
ment. The problem is that on a lot of 
these small amendments that we see, 
when you take a look at the entire bill, 
what we have is a beast. And whether 
you put lipstick on it or not, it is still 
an ugly beast. It is difficult to talk just 
about one little aspect of this entire 
debate when the beast is out there hov
ering over your shoulders. 

What we find in this entire debate is 
the fact that we are talking about cuts, 
cuts to kids, cuts to school lunch pro
grams. And for what? We found out 
very clearly in an amendment that 
passed yesterday. These are cuts on 
kids, cuts on school lunch programs so 
that we could pay for cuts for tax 
breaks, cuts for the wealthy. That is 
what we are driving toward. 

Billions of dollars will be saved, 
saved by cutting from kids and cutting 
from school lunch so we can send it 
over to give tax breaks for the weal thy. 
That is what this is all about. That is 
our concern. 

But we have to talk about this entire 
legislation, not just about one particu
lar amendment, because this is going 
to affect the entire country, not one in-
dividual. · 

So let us remember, when we start 
voting on these particular amend
ments, whether you are voting to pass 
it or not, you cannot improve the looks 

of a beast by putting some lipstick on from Texas, [Mr. SAM JOHNSON] wheth
it. I hope that we understand that, ulti- · er he is going to control the 5 minutes 
mately, the folks who are going to suf- or if he is yielding the control of the 5 
fer at the hands of this beast are not minutes to the gentleman from Ari
the folks in this room, not the people zona. 
that got elected, but the people who Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I will 
voted to elect us to office. That is, the maintain control of the time, Mr. 
children and the families who will suf- Chairman. 
fer because school lunch programs will Mr. Chairman, I yield 1112 minutes to 
not be there and day care will not be the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
there-all because Republicans wanted MORELLA]. 
to give tax cuts to the rich. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, let me in- Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
quire as to how much time the Demo- just think that this amendment makes 
crats would have and whether or not a great deal of sense. Here we are talk
we reserve the right to close on this ing about child support enforcement, 
particular issue. and I can tell my colleagues that for 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman instance in my State of Maryland $500 
from Tennessee (Mr. FORD] has the million plus is in arrears, and only $300 
right to close, and he has 4 minutes re- million has been aid. 
maining. I say to my colleagues, Now, if you're 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I would going to have this amendment in order, 
like to also know whether or not my this means that, if somebody from 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle Maryland has a deadbeat parent who 
will request the additional 5 minutes may be in Florida in a marvelous 
and if so, how will we handle that in palazzo which has been purchased, this 
the closing? will allow her to be able to put a lien, 

Mr. SALMON. Yes, we will request have a lien put on, that property in 
the additional 5 minutes. order to help to support the children 

Mr. FORD. Then I will yield to the that have been parented by both of 
gentleman. them. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, as the designated represent- I think it makes a great deal of 
ative for Mr. ARCHER, I move to strike sense. Current law allows the imposi
the last word. tion of liens by processing orders 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is through the judicial system, but it is 
entitled to 5 minutes on his pro forma really a very difficult, if not impos
amendment and, without objection, sible, process for an out-of-State par-
may control that time. ent to utilize. So this bill would elimi-

There was no objection. nate such a system. It would order 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. I thank states to give full faith and credit to 

the Chair, and I yield to the gen- any lien imposed by another State in 
tleman. the pursuit of child support collection. 

0 1645 
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
Mr. Chairman, I am a little bit baf

fled. It seems that we are hearing that 
this amendment somehow benefits the 
rich. I am getting a little bit confused. 
Actually this amendment hurts the 
rich deadbeat dads and it helps the 
children that are not getting their 
child support, and I would really appre
ciate if we can understand that cogent 
point and stay on point. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chair
man, how this amendment came about. 
It did come up in the Committee on 
Ways and Means. It was not successful. 
I think it should have been there. I will 
agree that it should be a bipartisan ef
fort, and I am happy to say I believe 
now it is. The gentlewoman from Utah 
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ] and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN] 
and I put our heads together and came 
up with this idea. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN] has 
been working on this issue for the last 
couple of years, and it is an important 
issue, not only to American families, 
but children everywhere. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
like to inquire from the gentleman 

When we cannot collect child support 
by utilizing all the means that we have 
available, and this is a means that is 
available, then taxpayers pay, and chil
dren, children, suffer. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I certainly urge 
strong support of this amendment. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE]. 

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the authors of this amend
ment, including my colleague from 
Massachusetts. Our State has taken 
the lead on this issue. Governor Weld 
and his Lieutenant Governor Salucci 
believe this is absolutely essential to 
any welfare reform, but, speaking of all 
the States, I say to my colleagues, If 
you look around this country, and look 
at Massachusetts, and Wisconsin, State 
after State have engaged in stronger 
welfare reform than we're talking 
about here. The States are way ahead 
of this Congress in tightening up and 
changing this welfare system, and we 
better get our act together here, and 
pass this amendment and pass this bill 
so we can do what we said we're going 
to do, and reform our welfare system 
and catch up to all those State govern
ments out there. 
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Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Utah [Mrs. 
WALDHOLTZ]. 

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Chairman, 
this is an amendment designed to help 
make parents meet their moral and 
legal responsibility to support their 
children. In our mobile society, many 
parents evade their child support obli
gations simply by moving to another 
State. Thirty percent of delinquent 
child support cases involve parents who 
have moved to another State, while the 
families they left behind suffer. 

The bill we are debating today in
cludes strong new measures to enforce 
child support orders and track down 
deadbeat parents. But, we can make a 
good provision even better with this 
amendment. 

The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen 
amendment will help ensure that when 
a State issues a child support order, 
the debt can be collected regardless of 
where the noncustodial parent lives or 
owns property. This amendment 
streamlines the process of collecting 
past due child support by allowing 
liens to attached to property automati
cally, without registration of the origi
nal child support order in the State in 
which the deadbeat parents' property is 
located. All 50 States allow some sort 
of lien to arise automatically, by oper
ation of law. This amendment will not 
require States to significantly chance 
their laws, but does require that liens 
for past due child support be accorded 
this most simplified kind of enforce
ment to avoid the expense and time of 
registering liens in various jurisdic
tions. 

The Salmon-Waldholtz-Torkildsen 
amendment is not an unfunded man
date and it does not alter State law re
garding lien priority. The amendment 
does not impose additional costs on the · 
States. What it does do, is simplify the 
procedure for enforcing valid child sup
port orders and does away with the cur
rent incentive for irresponsible parents 
to move out of State to try to dodge 
their obligations. 

The bill is supported by the National 
Child Support Enforcement Associa
tion, the Association for Children for 
Enforcement of Support, and by my 
home State of Utah which is well
known for objecting to Federal man
dates. 

Nothing in our society is more simple 
than a parent's duty to support their 
child. This simple amendment will 
make it easier to enforce that duty 
against parents who ignore it. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Salmon-Waldhol tz-Torkildsen amend
ment. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 
seconds to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman on an 
excellent, excellent amendment. I wish 

he had had more input into this very 
bad bill , but I support it strongly. I 
think it is the one bright spot in this 
terrible bill. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1112 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this is a good amendment, but, as Ann 
Richards, Governor of Texas, said, 
"Just because you dress up a pig, that 
doesn't mean it still isn't a pig," and 
that is what this bill is. 

I think we are going to make the 
same mistake that this Congress made 
a long time ago under President Nixon. 
President Nixon worked hard. He got 
through this House on a bipartisan 
basis a sweeping welfare reform bill, 
and then, when it went to the Senate, 
it got killed because it was crunched 
between extreme conservatives on one 
side and extreme liberals on the other 
side. And so this country went for 
years without welfare reform. 

Now I am afraid we are going to see 
the same thing. I think we are seeing 
in this House the chances of this bill 
becoming law being destroyed by the 
extremism of those who are supporting 
the committee Republican bill. I do not 
think the public wants us to pursue 
ideology. I do not think they want us 
to pursue our pet theory of social engi
neering. I think the public wants us to 
focus on how to move people on welfare 
to work; that ought to be the sole ques
tion. They want to know what works in 
the real world. 

It seems to me that the crucial dif
ference between the Deal amendment 
and the base bill which we are debating 
is that the Deal amendment is more 
real. It deals with real world situa
tions. It will move more people into 
the world of work. The committee bill 
tries to do that on the cheap. It is not 
going to work. It will fail the basic re
sponsibility that we have to the Amer
ican people. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would urge us to 
support the Deal amendment when we 
get the opportunity. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP]. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
express my concern over title VII sub
title G section 459(h)(1)(A)(ii)(V) of 
H.R. 1214, which would permit garnish
ment of veterans disability compensa
tion. While I support the bill, I oppose 
the particular provisions regarding 
garnishment of VA disability com
pensation. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an alternative 
to garnishment. VA has long had a 
process known as apportionment, 
which accomplishes essentially the 
same result as garnishment. As di
rected by 38 CFR 3.451, VA can appor
tion disability benefits by considering 
the: 

Amount of VA benefits payable; other re
sources and income of the veteran and those 

dependents in whose behalf apportionment is 
claimed; and special needs of the veterans, 
his or her dependents, and the apportion
ment claimants. The amount apportioned 
should generally be consistent with the total 
number of dependents involved. Ordinarily, 
apportionment of more than 50 percent of 
the veterans benefit would constitute undo 
hardship-on the veteran, while apportion
ment of less than 20 percent of the benefits 
would not provide a reasonable amount for 
any apportionee. 

I would like to work with my distin
guished colleague, Mr. ARCHER, chair
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, to ensure the interests of the 
disabled veterans and their dependents 
are protected. As chairman of the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee, I intend to 
review VA's apportionment authority 
under chapter 53 of title 38. 

There is a good reason to retain the 
current method of apportioning VA dis
ability pay. That is the presence of a 
disability which impairs the earning 
power of the veteran. There is an agen
cy which is best suited to judge the 
fairness of an application for appor
tionment; an agency with the most 
knowledge of the case, and that is the 
VA. 

Children of disabled veterans do not 
suffer because the authorities are un
able to locate the veteran to enforce 
child support or alimony orders. A dis
abled veteran who receives a disability 
benefit must hav'e a mailing address . 

There is a long history of special 
treatment of disability payments to 
veterans. They are tax-exempt. They 
have generally been safe from garnish
ment. 

I believe disabled veterans should 
meet their parental obligations when
ever they are financially able to do so. 

In 1994, there were approximately 
22,729 cases in which VA apportioned 
compensation or pension benefits. 

There is a system in place-the VA 
and its authority to apportion. I hope 
my concerns can be addressed as this 
measure moves through the Senate and 
into conference. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, from the other side of the 
aisle we have heard a lot of comments 
during the debate on this amendment 
about taking food out of the mouths of 
children. I would just like to observe 
that this amendment, colleagues, does 
exactly the opposite of that. It puts 
food in the mouths of children because 
this is an amendment that has to do 
with parental responsibility, with 
deadbeat dads and occasionally, per
haps, a deadbeat mom. But this is a bill 
that does exactly the opposite of what 
they are accusing it of not doing. This 
amendment puts food in the mouths of 
children, and the debate during this 
time ought to be focused on this 
amendment. I am very pleased that the 
last two speakers on that side of the 
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aisle did admit, after all of the diatribe 
before, that this, in fact, was a good 
amendment and should be supported, 
and I support it, too. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
seconds to the gentlewoman from Colo
rado [Mr. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to point out that we are glad 
these amendments are bringing this 
bill up to the level of the Deal bill, and 
that is all we are talking about here. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor
ida [Ms. BROWN]. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair
man H.R. 4 is a big failure. H.R. 4 does 
not create a single job. It is reform in 
name only. It cuts the school lunch 
program. It cuts resources for child 
care. It cuts health care. It cuts trans
portation. It cuts the tools that make 
a difference in whether someone keeps 
a stable job or ends up back on welfare. 

Haste makes waste. Republicans are 
in a hurry to pay for the tax breaks for 
the rich at the expense of hungry chil
dren, the elderly and veterans. Once 
the sound bites are over, the American 
people will realize that the contract 
"with" is a contract "on." 

Shame, shame, shame, Republican 
shame. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of the 
Mink substitute which will transform the AFDC 
program into a program that will really move 
people from welfare to work. 

The Mink substitute significantly increases 
the funding for education, job training, employ
ment services, and child care for welfare re
cipients. These components are essential to 
any program to help people move into the 
work force. This amendment helps to make 
sure that States move people off of welfare 
and into real jobs. 

H.R. 4 is a bad bill. It is a mean-spirited bill 
because it does not provide the tools needed 
to help people work and lift themselves out of 
poverty. Yes, we need real reform that helps 
people get off welfare for good and helps 
them to take care of their own families. But 
H.R. 4 does not create a single job. It repeals 
the main job training program even though 
education and job training are the keys off 
welfare. This bill is a big failure; it is reform in 
name only: 

It cuts resources for child care. 
It cuts health care. 
It cuts transportation. 
It cuts the tools that make the difference in 

whether someone keeps a stable job or ends 
up back on welfare. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Mink 
substitute to improve this bad bill that the ma
jority has shamelessly rushed through the 
House. 

Shame, shame, shame on the Republicans. 
The Republican bill is just part of a bigger 

GOP plan to rush bad legislation through so 
Americans won't see the fine print in the Con
tract on America. 

Haste makes waste. Republicans are in too 
much of a hurry to pay for tax breaks for the 
rich at the expense of hung,ry children, the el
derly, and veterans. Once the sound bites are 

over, the American public wi.ll realize that this 
slash and burn lawmaking will only hurt the 
most vulnerable in America. 

. Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON, for 11/2 minutes. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to point out for 
starters that Ann Richards is the ex
Governor of Texas. I believe Mr. George 
Bush is the Governor down there now 
by acclamation. 

I might add that the Deal bill, which 
my colleagues have been talking about 

· at length all day, is really the Clinton 
deal, phony deal, bill. Let me just say 
that it does not talk to any of the is
sues that we have been discussing. Our 
bill is totally more substantive than 
that. It talks to fugitives that are in 
food .stamps. It talks to the food 
stamps. It talks to the kids. 

Mr. Chairman, with the amendments 
we have we have a far stronger bill 
than the Deal bill, the Clinton deal, 
phony deal, bill ever thought of being. 
As a matter of fact, the Clinton deal is 
an unfunded mandate on the States. 
Medicaid transitional assistance is in
creased from 1 year to 2 years. States 
must provide additional Medicaid bene
fits which, according to CBO, the Deal 
bill, the Clinton deal, phony deal, bill 
will cost the States an additional $1.5 
billion between now and the year 2000. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues 
know, the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. SALMON] mentioned earlier that 
the Democrats are talking about the 
bill in general and not talking about 
the amendment that is before the Con
gress today. I would say his amend
ment was offered in the full commit
tee. We tried, as Democrats, in every 
way to perfect the bill at the sub
committee level and the full commit
tee level. We debated this particular 
amendment. We debated the next 
amendment that will be on this House 
floor. Democrats voted for this amend
ment in the full committee, Repub
licans voted no against both amend
ments in the subcommittee and full 
committee. 

0 1700 
Better still, the gentleman from 

Florida [Mr. SHAW] indicated to us that 
we would have an opportunity to bring 
this particular amendment on child 
support enforcement to the full com
mittee. We thought these provisions 
would have been in the bill. They were 
not included in the bill. Plus, the 
Democrats tried to go before the Com
mittee on Rules with 104 Democratic 
amendments. We wanted to perfect this 
bill on the House floor. The Repub-

licans are denying the Democrats an 
opportunity to perfect the bill. We 
think the Deal substitute is the right 
answer to this welfare issue before this 
House today. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. SALMON]. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. SALMON] will be post
poned. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 31 printed in 
House Report 104-85. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment made in order 
under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows:. 

Amendment offered by Mrs. ROUKEMA: 
Page 387, after line 10, insert the following: 

SEC. 768. STATE LAW AUTHORIZING SUSPENSION 
OF LICENSES. 

Section 466(a) (42 u.s.a. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 715, 717(a), and 723 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(15) AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD OR SUSPEND 
LICENSES.-Procedures under which the State 
has (and uses in appropriate cases) authority 
to withhold or suspend, or to restrict the use 
of driver's licenses, professional and occupa
tional licenses, and recreational licenses of 
individuals owing overdue support or failing, 
after receiving appropriate notice, to comply 
with subpoenas or warrants relating to pa
ternity or child support proceedings.". 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentlewoman from New Jer
sey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] and a Member op
posed will each control10 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. FORD] seek control of the time in 
opposition? 

Mr. FORD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will 
be recognized for 10 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. FORD] 
will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou
KEMA]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the provisions of this 
bill go far. With the last amendment, 
with the provisions in the bill, we are 
probably 90 percent close to closing 
this circle, the circle of loopholes that 
have existed in law regarding inter
state child support enforcement. I hope 
that we can close that full circle. 

I do not know whether or not we can 
this year, but for my colleagues who do 
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not have the background, I want you to 
know this has been a 10-year effort 
with two major reforms, and now I 
would hope that in the interests of the 
children, and in the interests of the 
taxpayers, that we recognize that we 
have to deal firmly and strongly with 
this national disgrace of child support 
enforcement and the deadbeats. 

The amendment before us is very 
straightforward. States must have in 
place a program of their own design 
and choosing that provides for the rev
ocation, suspension, or restriction of 
driver's licenses, professional and occu
pational licenses, and recreational li
censes for deadbeat parents. We are 
talking, remember, about willful viola
tion, repeated willful violation of legal 
child support orders. 

As we debate this amendment today, 
I want to point out that we as Repub
licans have referred to the States as 
the laboratories of democracy, and 
here we can learn in this amendment 
exactly how effective States have been 
in terms of leading the way on effective 
child support enforcement. These re
forms have saved taxpayers millions of 
dollars in a relatively very short time. 

By the way, there are at least 19 
States, and some say closer to 25, that 
already have these kinds of measures 
on the books. For example, the State of 
Maine has been a leader in this respect 
and has come to be known for its effec
tiveness in terms of using the prospect 
of losing a license. They have collected 
multiple millions of dollars in very 
short time, less than a year, in delin
quent child support payments, and 
they have only had to suspend, believe 
it or not, 41 licenses. The State of Cali
fornia has had a very similar experi
ence. They have collected $10 million 
in a short time and have not revoked 
even one single license. I think what it 
shows is when the law means business, 
deadbeat parents miraculously come up 
with the money which they swore was 
not available. 

Effective child support enforcement 
reforms are an essential component of 
true welfare prevention. Research has 
been conducted by various groups, 
whether it is Columbia University or 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services, that show up to 40 percent of 
mothers on public assistance would not 
be on welfare today if they were receiv
ing the legal support orders to which 
they are legally and morally entitled. 

It is a national disgrace, as I have 
said before. Our child support enforce
ment system continues to allow the 
most obvious things to go on and peo
ple are neglecting their children, their 
moral obligations, and their legal obli
gations. Make no mistake about it: If 
we close this circle and close the loop
holes, as we are about to do today, the 
so-called enforcement gap, the dif
ference between how much child sup
port can be collected and how much 
child support is actually collected, has 

been estimated conservatively at $34 
billion. 

Perhaps the most salient fact we 
must keep in mind as we seek to im
prove our system is that our interstate 
system is only as good as its weakest 
link. States that have been enforcing 
and collecting child support payments 
that have given it a priority are penal
ized by those States who fail to recip
rocate. That is precisely why we need 
comprehensive reform, to ensure that 
all States come up to the highest level 
and not sink to the lowest common de
nominator. 

So what this amendment is about is 
putting into practice what our lan
guage has been, family values, needs of 
children, and, of course, to save the 
taxpayer. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], the great 
woman warrior of child support en
forcement on the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been much disagreement on 
this floor the last 2 days, and honest 
disagreement, on the way we are going 
forward in welfare reform. Of course, 
that is what this process is about and 
what this democracy is about. But 
when we come to the amendment of the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA], the amendment for child 
support enforcement, revoking the li
censes of delinquent parents, I think it 
is very nice we can come together on 
both sides of the aisle and agree on this 
amendment to revoke licenses of peo
ple who do not pay. 

When we say licenses, we are talking 
about a driver's license, we are talking 
about a professional license. We are 
talking about saying to somebody if 
you want to have what society can give 
you and be according to the law in the 
area of what you want to do, such as 
drive a car under the rulings of the 
State, then you will pay your child 
support. 

When this amendment came up in the 
Committee on Ways and Means, we had 
a 17 to 17 tie. The committee discussed 
it on both sides of the aisle, much talk, 
and we sat and figured out how this 
could be acceptable to all of us. I am 
delighted that the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] has got 
this amendment on the floor. The 
Women's Caucus, with all the other 
members, the gentlemen that are mem
bers of the caucus over the years, this 
is the idea, to be serious about child 
support enforcement. 

This is tough. This says to people we 
should collect child support enforce
ment, and if you are going to have to 
be inconvenienced, it might be quite a 
real inconvenience. I must say in this 
situation, you do not necessarily im
mediately take away the license. If 

someone comes forth and says "I am 
willing to make an agreement, I can 
only give so much," and they are up 
front about it, this can work. It worked 
in New Hampshire, it worked in 19 
other States, and I think it can work 
in a Federal way. I think it is nice we 
can come together on an amendment 
and agree. I thank the gentlewoman for 
bringing it forth on the floor and the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] for 
bringing it up again after the commit
tee. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my 
strong support for this amendment on revoking 
the licenses of delinquent parents. 

I offered an identical amendment in the 
Ways and Means Committee, which I regret to 
say rejected the provision on a 17 to 17 tie 
vote. I said then, and say again now, we 
should not be squeamish about being as 
tough on delinquent parents as the bill is on 
mothers and children. 

Nineteen States are already experimenting 
with restricting professional and driver's li
censes of delinquent parents and the initial in
dications are very good. For example, Maine 
has collected $23 million in additional collec
tions just since August 1993. The State only 
had to revoke 41 licenses to get this money: 
in other words, the threat was almost always 
enough. 

California increased collections by $10 mil
lion without revoking a single license-just by 
sending out notices to delinquent parents. 

The Department of Health and Human Serv
ices look at this evidence and estimated that 
nationwide license revocation could increase 
cliild support collections by $2.5 billion over 1 0 
years. 

Let us say once and for all that both parents 
share responsibility for their children. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amendment. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, this 
license revocation amendment is so 
very important to child support en
forcement. It had its inception in the 
Women's Caucus child support bill in 
the last Congress. It was also contained 
in the Women's Caucus bill this year, 
too. 

The caucus has always felt that li
cense revocation is critical to any ef~ 
fective child support reform. I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from New Jer
sey [Mrs. ROUKEMA], the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], and 
others for their strong support, and the 
strong support of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] for this amend
ment. 

Why must it be done on a Federal 
level? Because States have been notori
ously lax in implementing strong child 
support reforms. This says States must 
have license revocation procedures in 
place. We now have 19 States that have 
revocation procedures in place, and in 
those cases we have found that people 
immediately get out and write their 
checks for child support, because they 
do not want to lose their hunting li
cense, their driver's license, or their 
professional license. 
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Using as one of the examples Maine, 

Maine has collected nearly $13 million 
in back support and only revoked 15 li
censes. Let us support this important 
amendment. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, to extend debate as Mr. AR
CHER's designee, I move to strike the 
last word. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

entitled to 5 minutes on his pro forma 
amendment and may control that time 
or allow that time to be controlled by 
others. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, to extend 
debate as Mr. GIBBON's designee, I 
move to strike the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to merge that addi
tional time with time I am currently 
con trolling. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], our 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee that designed such a wonderful wel
fare bill. 

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

Mr. Chairman. I would like to stand 
in support of the amendment, and I 
want to direct my remarks to the gen
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN
NELLY] who offered this in the commit
tee, at which time I did vote against it. 
We concocted a variation of it, a much 
weaker one which expressed the desire 
of the Congress to put this, for the 
States to put this in their own bill . It 
is effective and it is. 

I would like to say to the gentle
woman I have come along to your way 
of thinking on this and intend to sup
port it, and wanted to be sure that I did 
come forward and congratulate you for 
being as persistent as you were, and 
also to congratulate the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey [Mr. ROUKEMA] as 
well as other Members of this Congress, 
who did work hard to see that this be
came a part of the bill. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gen tie
woman from Connecticut. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, we 
did have some good discussion in com
mittee. I thank the chairman. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. MciNNIS]. 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this amendment reflects an idea that 
works. In the United States a very in
teresting statistic is that 4 percent of 
our population, 4 percent of our popu
lation, is behind on their car payments. 
Almost 50 percent of the population 

that is legally obligated to pay child 
support is behind on their child support 
payments. This amendment works. It 
is a good idea. 

Now, some people will say that it is 
not a good amendment, it is not a good 
idea, because you are taking away the 
ability for these people obligated to 
pay child support from driving to work. 
But I ask you to take a look at the sta
tistics where it has been tried. 

For example, in Maine, they only had 
to revoke 41 licenses. Just the fear of 
the revoking of the license brought in 
$23 million. In California, they col
lected $10 million without revoking one 
license. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the spon
sors on both sides of the aisle on this 
amendment. This is an idea that 
works. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

0 1715 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman from Tennessee 
for yielding time to me. I thank the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey for 
bringing this forward. 

The prior speakers have pointed this 
out. Thank goodness we have had the 
bipartisan Women's Caucus or we 
would not have this great alliance, be
cause the Women's Caucus has been 
working on this year after year after 
year. And let me tell you how dis
appointed we were when the committee 
marked up the welfare reform bill of 
the majority side, the Republican side, 
and there were some Members who had 
a press conference and said how pleased 
they were it was father friendly. 

Well , let me tell you, first of all, it is 
not just fathers who miss payments. 
this is really a deadbeat parent issue, 
unfortunately, anymore. But the 
women have constantly rallied and the 
Congresswoman from New Jersey is re
minding us all of that to say that chil
dren in a divorce should be held eco
nomically harmless as long as possible. 
And that is what this is about. This is 
welfare prevention. 

My colleague from Colorado points 
out that car payments are made almost 
automatically and yet child support 
payments are ignored. They are going 
to dig this society up and think that 
we worship cars and did not like our 
children. There is something wrong 
with that picture. 

I am really glad there has been a 
change of heart on the other side and 
that they are now going to put this in 
their bill and that now all the bills will 
be as strong as they can be on child 
support enforcement because it has 
been much too long in coming. 

The children of America deserve this. 
They deserve not to have to live under 
the taint of welfare because one parent 
decided that they had had enough of 
that and wanted to escape. This is 

about responsibility. This is about tak
ing responsibility and enforcing it. It is 
very, very important. 

Again, I thank my colleague from 
New Jersey and all the Congresswomen 
and the members of the caucus across 
the aisle who have stood for this for so 
long. 

This is a good day in that no matter 
what happens, we are going to have the 
highest standard here, and it is about 
time. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment and in support of this leg- 
islation. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
child support provisions in H.R. 1214, the Per
sonal Responsibility Act, including the amend
ments to it that we will consider today. 

I would like to take this opportunity to com
mend my colleagues on the Congressional 
Caucus for Women's Issues who have worked 
long and hard on child support issues. In par
ticular, Congresswomen MARGE ROUKEMA and 
BARBARA KENNELLY, who served on the U.S. 
Commission on Interstate Child Support, have 
brought years of leadership and experience to 
our debate. The Child Support Responsibility 
Act, which we introduced earlier this year 
along with Congresswomen CONNIE MORELLA, 
PATRICIA SCHROEDER, and ELEANOR HOLMES 
NORTON, has been largely adopted into the 
welfare reform bill before us today. 

Consequently, I am extremely pleased that 
the child support title in this bill will go a long 
way toward solving some of the most difficult 
problems in the system. If focuses on locating 
parents who move from State to State in order 
to avoid paying support, and puts into effect 
tough enforcement mechanisms that will force 
reluctant parents into paying even when we al
ready know their whereabouts. The legislation 
sets up interacting State databases of child 
support orders, which will be matched against 
basic "new hire" data so that State child sup
port officials can locate missing, non-paying 
parents. It applies the same wage withholding 
and enforcement rules to Federal employees, 
including military personnel, as currently apply 
to the rest of the workforce. It makes enforce
ment of orders for parents who are self-em
ployed easier through a number of means, 
such as the newly adopted amendment to ad
minister liens on an interstate level. 

Finally, this legislation contains my provision 
adopted in the Ways and Means Committee 
that will put work requirements on many non
custodial parents who are behind in paying 
child support, often due to their not having a 
job. Just because a person is not employed 
does not mean his or her obligation to support 
the child ends. Many children are on welfare 
because one parent is not paying their court
ordered child support. This provision requires 
parents to either pay their child support, enter 
into a repayment plan through the courts, or 
work in a government-sponsored program. 
Since the government is paying for the child's 
support through a welfare check, it is entirely 
reasonable to expect something in return from 
the non-paying parent. And we do. 
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I am confident that the child support legisla

tion we have before us today will result in mil
lions upon millions more dollars being put to
ward the support of children by their parents. 
It is with great enthusiasm that I support the 
child support enforcement title of the bill, as 
well as the bill as a whole. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment. I 
would like to advise the gentlewoman 
from Colorado, it is the Republican bill 
that is passing it. The democrats would 
not bring it up. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee for 
yielding time to me. I rise to thank the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA] for her leadership on this 
issue and certainly my colleague and 
friend, the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], who has 
been in the forefront of this fight, as 
have others on this floor. 

Mr. Chairman, every able-bodied 
American must understand it is wrong 
to have children you cannot or will not 
care for and support. The message we 
are sending with this amendment is, if 
you are a deadbeat parent, we are 
going to pursue you and demand you 
meet your moral and legal obligations 
to those children you brought into this 
world. 

It is a simple but a very compelling 
and important message. 

We understand during the course of 
this debate that one problem with chil
dren in America today is that too 
many people believe that having chil
dren is a spectator sport. Too many 
deadbeat dads, unfortunately, believe 
it is a nonparticipatory event after 
birth. 

This amendment says, you need to 
care for and support, to the extent of 
your ability, your child. And if you do 
not, the rest of us, who will clearly 
want to support that child, will, how
ever, exact a price from you. 

This is a good amendment. This 
moves in the right direction. The gen
tleman from Colorado made a very sa
lient point, nobody wants to lose their 
car so they stay current with their car 
payments. They ought to be much 
more responsible when it comes to car
ing for the dearest thing they may ever 
have. And that is their child. 

I thank the gentlewoman for offering 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, every able-bodied American 
must understand-it is wrong to have children 
you cannot or will not care for. 

And the message we are sending with this 
amendment is if you are a deadbeat parent, 
we are going to pursue you and demand you 
meet your moral and legal responsi~i!ities to 
those children you brought into this world. 

This amendment puts real teeth into the 
child support enforcement system. 

It would require States to establish proce
dures under which they could withhold, sus
pend, or restrict State issued licenses of per
sons delinquent in making court ordered child 
support payments. 

It would give my State of Maryland an addi
tional weapon in its fight to collect $771 million 
in uncollected child support from deadbeat 
parents. 

Last week, the Health and Human Services 
Department released a study which tracked 
the revocation of State issued licenses from 
parents ignoring child support obligations. 

It estimates that if similar programs were in 
place nationwide, child support collections 
would grow by $2.5 billion over 1 0 years. 
Clearly, the mere threat of not receiving or 
keeping licenses has caused deadbeat par
ents to pay what they owe in child support. 

Moreover, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates the Federal Government could save 
$146 million over the first 5 years as a result 
of a nationwide license revocation program. 
This is a direct savings to the American tax
payers. 

If there is a way we can cause deadbeat 
dads and moms to support their children, we 
must. This amendment provides us with a re
sponsible and just action by helping to instill in 
parents the values needed in child rearing. I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. MARTINI]. 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding, 
time to me and applaud her efforts 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I rise to 
speak out on the important issue of 
forcing deadbeat parents to pay their 
fair share of child support. In threaten
ing to revoke the drivers or profes
sional licenses of parents whose pay
ments are in arrears, Mrs. RoUKEMA 
has proposed to us an enforcement 
mechanism that will truly go a long 
way toward collecting more money for 
children in need. Similar to Mr. 
UPTON's amendment offered earlier, 
Mrs. ROUKEMA is championing a plain 
old question of right and wrong. The 
message is simple if you do not want to 
play by the rules, do not expect privi
leges from the State. What is more, 
this measure will work. 

Maine instituted the same reform 
and sent over 22,000 notices in a year 
and a half to deadbeat parents inform
ing them that they were in danger of 
losing their licenses. 

While over 13 million dollars in back 
support was recovered, only 41 licenses 
needed to be revoked. 

I cannot think of any better evidence 
of this measure's effectiveness. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. MORAN]. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, it is en
couraging that at least we have found 
one subject on which we all agree, and 
!it is a terribly important subject. And 

whether it is men or women legislators 
or Republicans and Democrats, we real
ize something has to be done. 

We all know that the single greatest 
correlative factor to poverty and, thus, 
welfare dependency is teenage girls be
coming pregnant, out of wedlock, with
out a man to support the family. 

One thing we may not be aware of, I 
was shocked when I found out, is that 
the vast majority of the men that are 
causing teenage pregnancies are sig
nificantly older adult men. They are 
men who oftentimes are financially 
independent, and they skip out on their 
responsibilities. But this is much more 
than skipping out on one's responsibil
ities. 

What we are left with is a program 
that in effect punishes the parent who 
raises the child, who assumes respon
sibility for the discipline, the struc
ture, the financial support of that 
child, worries every day about their 
health care, about their child care, 
about their discipline, while the man 
who is at least equally responsible has 
no concern for what is happening to 
the family they created. 

There is probably no greater scandal 
in American society today than to 
think of the millions of young children 
of families who are living in poverty 
because of the lack of responsibility 
and accountability by the men who 
caused those families, who are equally 
responsible for their support. If noth
ing else happens, we at least will make 
sure that they have to assume their re
sponsibility when welfare reform legis
lation is passed. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield F/2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. ESHOO]. 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee for 
yielding time to me. 

I rise in support of the Roukema 
amendment. I would like to salute the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey for her 
decade-long effort on this as well as the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. 
KENNELLY] and the women that have 
worked long before me in the House of 
Representatives through the bipartisan 
Women's Causus. 

Mr. Chairman, this bipartisan meas
ure would put real teeth in the enforce
ment of child support payments by re
quiring states to establish license rev
ocation programs for deadbeat parents. 

According to a recent HHS study, 19 
States have already adopted this. Just 
the threat of revoking licenses has 
raised $35 million in nine States that 
collect these statistics. In fact, my own 
State of California has collected over 
$10 million of outstanding child sup
port since beginning its program in 
late 1992. 

If similar programs were in place na
tionwide-as this amendment would re
quire-child support collections would 
grow by $2.5 billion over 10 years and 
Federal welfare spending would shrink 
by $146 million in half that time. 
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Mr. Chairman, revoking a license is a 

powerful tool for enforcing child sup
port. The Roukema amendment would 
put this tool in the hands of officials 
who need it and put money in the pock
ets of families who deserve it and 
where it should be. I urge my col
leagues to support this bipartisan pro
posal. 

And again, I would like to pay trib
ute to the gentlewomen, the great 
women that have served before us and 
those that have brought this forward. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the Rou
kema amendment to the child support 
enforcement provisions contained in 
this bill. Many members of the con
gressional caucus for women's issues, 
particularly Congresswomen BARBARA 
KENNELLY and LYNN WOOLSEY, have 
long worked for comprehensive, fun
damental reforms of the child support 
enforcement system. We are pleased 
that many of the provisions of the cau
cus bill were incorporated into the cur
rent bill by the Ways and Means Com
mittee. 

Child support enforcement is essen
tial to the reform of the welfare sys
tem. Deadbeat parents in the United 
States owe over $34 billion to their 
children-more than the cost of the en
tire welfare system. To help families 
stay off welfare in the first place, we 
m1,1st strengthen the child support en
forcement system and demand that 
parents support the child they bring 
into this world. 

This amendment, building on the 
work of Congresswoman KENNELLY, 
does just this: It strengthens the en
forcement provisions in the bill. We're 
reforming the system now, because 
families and children can't enforce the 
laws on their own. They need our help. 

By requiring States to establish pro
cedures under which they would with
hold, suspend, or restrict the State-is
sued licenses of persons who are delin
quent in making court-ordered child 
support payments, the amendment pro
vides the leverage States need to con
vince deadbeat parents to pay-;up. This 
amendment, by giving children and 
families the assurance that States will 
take away privileges this society has 
granted to parents, should send a 
strong message that those parents 
must fulfill their obligations to their 
own offspring. What is more, we know 
this works in the States that have al
ready established license revocation 
procedures. 

Let us build on what works and pass 
this amendment. Let's help children re
cover the support owed to them. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
MCCRERY]. 

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

I just want a chance to say that I 
want to commend all who worked on 
this amendment-the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey, as well as the gentle
woman from Connecticut who offered it 
in committee. I thought it was a good 
amendment in committee. 

I voted present, but I have had a 
chance to look at it since then, and I 
am prepared to vote for it today and 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, talk about 
a great idea whose time has come. This 
certainly is such an idea. I really want
ed to express my appreciation to the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA] for her leadership on this. 

I would like to point out one thing 
with respect to this bill that I think is 
particularly important with respect to 
this amendment. 

That is, when you combine the estab
lishment of a paternity requirement 
along with this revocation of a license 
requirement, what you are going to do 
is for the first time you are going to 
actually create consequences for teen
age boys who will have to think twice 
about the consequences of their actions 
because they will become accountable. 
They will become accountable in a way 
that will have maybe a lot more im
pact than anything that we have done 
to date. 

That is the car keys. We are going to 
take away the car keys, and I believe it 
will have a profound impact on promis
cuity. And we will really do what we 
have not been able to do in other ways. 

I rise in strong support, and I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. HARMAN]. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Roukema 
amendment to strengthen the welfare 
reform bill's child support enforcement 
provisions. 

As a mother of four, I know that 
child support enforcement is the moth
er of welfare reform. The best way to 
reform our welfare system is to prevent 
mothers from going on welfare in the 
first place, and that is what these pro
visions will do. It is time that both 
parents take responsibility for them
selves and for their children. 

I applaud the child support provi
sions in the welfare reform bill before 
us, which are based on the Child Sup
port Responsibility Act that I, along 
with many members of the congres
sional caucus for women's issues, co
sponsored. I was distressed to learn, 
however, that the Ways and· Means 
Committee omitted a critical provision 
which requires States to enact laws de-

nying professional, occupational, and 
driver's licenses to deadbeat parents. 
The Roukema amendment would re
insert this critically important en
forcement provision. 

The child support provisions are built 
around a key element of the Child Sup
port Responsibility Act, the creation of 
centralized registries for child support 
orders and "new hires" information, 
and the centralization of child support 
collections and distribution. Interstate 
coordination is critical to reach the 
high percentage of deadbeats who try 
to escape responsibility by residing in 
other States. 

Although I strongly urge my col
leagues to support the Roukema 
amendment to ensure that both par
ents take responsibility for their chil
dren, this is a good amendment to a 
bad bill. I also urge my colleagues to 
support the Deal substitute that would 
also allow States to suspend the li
censes of those in arrears in their child 
support payments while being tough on 
work without punishing children. 

0 1730 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 

would ask how much time I have re
maining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] has 1 
minute remaining. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to strongly sup
port this amendment, and all the work 
the gentlewoman has done on this. 
Child support enforcement is another 
issue which has bipartisan support, as 
we have seen today, and for good rea
son. 

There now exists about $45 billion in 
back child support owed. About 5 mil
lion mothers are on welfare because fa
thers do not pay. At least $10 billion in 
child support goes unpaid each year. 

A Columbia University study found 
almost 40 percent of welfare bene
ficiaries could be self-sufficient if non
custodial parents paid their support. 
The proposal to deny licenses, along 
with other measures in our bill to 
crack down on deadbeat dads, would in
crease child support collections by $24 
billion over 10 years, and help 800,000 
mothers and children off welfare. 

We need to send parents all across 
the country a loud signal: if you ne
glect your responsibility to support 
your children, we will suspend your li
cense, garnish your pay, track you 
down, and make you pay. My State dis
covered this some number of years ago, 
and has very high rankings in the area 
of paternity and child support pay
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I encourage us all to 
support this amendment. 
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Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11/z 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased and proud to rise in support of 
the Roukema amendment. We need to 
penalize parents who do not support 
their children. I think we will find that 
there is no disagreement in this House. 
Democrats and Republicans alike do 
not like deadbeat dads. I think this is 
an example of the kind of cooperation 
we could have had on welfare reform if 
we had had a little bit of reasoned co
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say it 
is a good amendment, again, to a bad 
bill. I still think the bill is bad because 
we are taking money, we are taking 
food out of the mouths of children in 
order to provide tax cuts for the rich. I 
think we are punishing teenaged par
ents unfairly when we should be train
ing them to become independent. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to plead 
with my colleagues to please do some
thing about that portion of the bill 
that would deny cash benefits to dis
abled children. I have discovered that 
deaf children, I have discovered that 
crippled children, and mentally re
tarded children are going to be terribly 
hurt by this legislation. Their parents 
will have no way of getting people to 
help them while they are working, and 
it is unfair. 

If Members want to do better and co
operate in the way that we have been 
cooperating on the deadbeat dads, I 
would ask them to eliminate that from 
their bad bill, and I think we could do 
something about real reform. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the remainder of our 
time to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. COLLINS], our colleague on the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS] is recog
nized for 31/z minutes. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise as a cosponsor 
of this amendment and its role in the 
debate on how and why a change to the 
welfare system is needed. 

Mr. Chairman, why is change needed? 
Because today's welfare system pro
vides an income-based subsidy for 26 
percent of the families in this country. 

In 1965, President Johnson launched 
the war on poverty which was supposed 
to be a short-term investment. For the 
next 5 years, the rolls of AFDC grew 
from 4.3 to 9.6 million-this was a 
record growth for welfare during 5 
years when unemployment averaged 3.8 
percent-the lowest unemployment 
rate in 40 years. It is evident the lack 
of jobs was not the reason for the 
growth. 

What was the reason? The 1960's ex
pansion of the welfare system taught a 
new generation of Americans that it is 

your right as a citizen to depend on the 
Government to provide an income. The 
welfare system of the sixties said it is 
fine to have children out of wedlock if 
you cannot afford them-because it is 
your right to have the Federal Govern
ment support them. The welfare sys
tem of the sixties said it was fine for 
children to have children; and, accept
able for deadbeat parents to evade re
sponsibility because it is your right to 
transfer the needs of your children to 
the Federal Government. The welfare 
expansion of the 1960's changed the at
titudes and behavior of millions of peo
ple. 

That attitude is wrong-but that at
titude still exists today and that atti
tude is the major problem with the cur
rent welfare system. Middle-income 
American workers are tired of working 
hard to make ends meet, only to have 
more money taken out of their family 
budgets, to pay for those who think it 
is their right to depend on the Govern
ment. 

This legislation will change welfare 
assistance so that it is not seen as a 
citizen's right-but instead a vehicle 
for temporary, transitional assist
ance-an alternative of last resort. 

This amendment, under very flexible 
parameters, will require States to es
tablish procedures for the revocation of 
driver's, professional, occupational, 
and recreational licenses for noncusto
dial parents that have failed to be re
sponsible for their children. It will send 
a strong message to noncustodial par
ents that they can no longer push the 
responsibility of supporting their chil
dren onto someone else. 

The Personal Responsibility Act will 
continue to provide assistance to fami
lies while eliminating the nature of the 
status quo. 

I urge support of this amendment and 
this welfare change bill. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I was 
called off the floor. I just wanted to 
make sure from the chairman, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. CLAY SHAW], 
whether or not the language in the 
Roukema amendment is the same lan
guage we had in the Committee on 
Ways and Means, which we referred to 
as the Kennelly amendment. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, in the 
Committee on Ways and Means I do not 
believe we have the statutory lan
guage, so it is different, but the intent 
is the same. I think I made that very 
clear in my short statement on the 
floor, in which I addressed the gentle-

woman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN
NELLY]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I 
join with the Women's Caucus, and join 
with my Democratic colleagues who of
fered this amendment in the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. I certainly join 
with all of those here today in giving 
strong support to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we tried to perfect 
this bill in the full committee. We said 
to our Republican colleagues who voted 
this amendment down in the Commit
tee on Ways and Means that this was 
the right thing to do. 

Even though we will vote in a few 
minutes, and hopefully we will pass 
this amendment, this does not make up 
for the cuts and the pain that they will 
have caused on the children with this 
passage of the Personal Responsibility 
Act that is before this committee 
today. They will take the $69.4 billion 
in cuts and give it to the privileged few 
of America. It will be painful on chil
dren in this Nation, and it certainly 
will send the wrong message. 

Although we will vote on a very good 
amendment that will help perfect this 
bill, by no means will this make up for 
the pain that it will cause and the cru
elty that there will be on the children 
of the welfare population of this Na
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my 
friends to vote for this amendment, but 
I want the Republicans to know by no 
means will they make up for what they 
are doing to the children of this Na
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, further proceedings on the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA] will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, proceedings will now resume on 
those amendments on which further 
proceedings were postponed, in the fol
lowing order: 

First, amendment No. 30 offered by 
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
SALMON); 

Second, amendment No. 31 offered by 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
[Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SALMON 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
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on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. SALMON] on 
which further proceedings were post
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 15-

minute vote, followed by a 5-minute 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman ·from New Jersey [Mrs. 
ROUKEMA]. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 433, noes 0, 
not voting 1, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 'J 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 0 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 
Clayton 

[Roll N?. 264] 
AYE8-433 

Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cub in 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay· 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 

Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
H1lleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 

Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Jones 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lincoln 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Longley 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Martini 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 

Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myers 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Roth 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Saba 
Salmon 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 

NOT VOTING-! 
Hefley 

0 1759 

Serrano 
Shad egg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stockman 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tate 
'Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thornberry 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young(FL> 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

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

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to · the 
rule, the Chair announces that he will 
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the 

· period of time within which the follow-

ing vote will be taken by electronic de
vice. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. ROUKEMA 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou
KEMA] on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 426, noes 5, 
not voting 3, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bi!irakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bryant (TX) 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chapman 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clay 

[Roll No. 265] 
AYE8-426 

Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Ensign 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields <TX) 

Filner 
Flake 
Flanagan 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fowler 
Fox 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Frost 
Funderburk 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden f, 

Horn 
Hostettler 
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Houghton Mfume Schroeder 
Hoyer Mica Schumer 
Hunter Miller (CA) Scott 
Hutchinson Mineta Seastrand 
Hyde Minge Sen sen brenner 
Inglis Mink Serrano 
Is took Moakley Shadegg 
Jackson-Lee Molinari Shaw 
Jacobs Mollohan Shays 
Jefferson Montgomery Shuster 
Johnson (CT) Moorhead Sisisky 
Johnson (SD) Moran Skeen 
Johnson, E. B. Morella Skelton 
Johnson, Sam Murtha Slaughter 
Johnston Myers Smith (MI) 
Jones Myrick Smith (NJ) 
Kanjorski Nadler Smith (TX) 
Kaptur Neal Smith (WA) 
Kasich Nethercutt Solomon 
Kelly Neumann Souder 
Kennedy (MA) Ney Spence 
Kennedy (RI) Norwood Spratt 
Kennelly Nussle Stark 
K!ldee Oberstar Stearns 
Kim Obey Stenholm 
King Olver Stockman 
Kingston Ortiz Stokes 
Kleczka Orton Studds 
Klink Owens Stump 
Klug Oxley Talent 
Knoll en berg Packard Tanner 
Kolbe Pallone Tate 
LaFalce Parker Tauzin 
LaHood Pastor Taylor (MS) 
Lantos Paxon Taylor (NC) 
Largent Payne (NJ) Tejeda 
Latham Payne (VA) Thomas 
LaTourette Pelosi Thompson 
Laughlin Peterson (FL) Thornberry 
Lazio Peterson (MN) Thornton 
Leach Petri Thurman 
Levin Pickett Tiahrt 
Lewis (CA) Pombo Torkildsen 
Lewis (GA) Pomeroy Torres 
Lewis (KY) Porter Torricelli 
Lightfoot Portman Towns 
Lincoln Poshard Traficant 
Linder Pryce Tucker 
Lipinski Quillen Upton 
Livingston Quinn Velazquez 
LoBiondo Radanovich Vento 
Lofgren Rahall Visclosky 
Longley Ramstad Volkmer 
Lowey Rangel Vucanovich 
Lucas Reed Waldholtz 
Luther Regula Walker 
Maloney Reynolds Walsh 
Manton Richardson Wamp 
Manzullo Riggs Ward 
Markey Rivers Waters 
Martinez Roberts Watts (OK) 
Martini Roemer Waxman 
Mascara Rogers Weldon (FL) 
Matsui Rohrabacher Weldon (PA) 
McCarthy Ros-Lehtinen Weller 
McCollum Rose White 
McCrery Roth Whitfield 
McDade Roukema Wicker 
McDermott Roybal-Allard Williams 
McHale Royce Wilson 
McHugh Rush Wise 
Mcinnis Sabo Wolf 
Mcintosh Salmon Woolsey 
McKeon Sanders Wyden 
McKinney Sanford Wynn 
McNulty Sawyer Yates 
Meehan Saxton Young (AK) 
Menendez Scarborough Young(FL) 
Metcalf Schaefer Zeliff 
Meyers Schiff Zimmer 

NOEs-5 
Chenoweth Skaggs Watt (NC) 
Cubin Stupak 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bunn Meek Miller (FL) 

0 1808 

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

as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 

during rollcall vote 265, the Roukema 
amendment, I was unfortunately un
able to be present. 

I would have voted "yes" on the 
amendment. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair

man, I missed rollcall vote No. 265. I 
was unavoidably detained. If I had been 
here I would have voted "yes." 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. DEAL OF GEORGIA 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. DEAL of Georgia: Strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Individual 
Responsibility Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. Amendment of the Social Security 

Act. 
TITLE I-TIME-LIMITED TRANSITIONAL 

ASSISTANCE 
Sec. 101. Limitation on duration of AFDC 

benefits. 
Sec. 102. Establishment of Federal data 

base. 
TITLE II-MAKE WORK PAY 

Subtitle A-Health Care 
Sec. 201. Transitional medicaid benefits. 

Subtitle B-Earned Income Tax Credit 
Sec. 211. Notice of availability required to 

be provided to applicants and 
former recipients of AFDC, food 
stamps, and medicaid. 

Sec. 212. Notice of availability of earned in
come tax credit and dependent 
care tax credit to be included 
on W-4 form. 

Sec. 213. Advance payment of earned income 
tax credit through State dem
onstration programs. 

Subtitle C-Child Care 
Sec. 221. Dependent care credit to be refund

able; high-income taxpayers in
eligible for credit. 

Sec. 222. Funding of child care services. 
Subtitle D-AFDC Work Disregards 

Sec. 231. Option to increase disregard of 
earned income. 

Sec. 232. State option to establish voluntary 
diversion program. 

Sec. 233. Elimination of quarters of coverage 
requirement for married teens 
under AFDC-UP program. 

Subtitle E-AFDC Asset Limitations 
Sec. 241. Increase in resource thresholds; 

separate threshold for vehicles. 
Sec. 242. Limited disregard of amounts saved 

for post-secondary education, 
the purchase of a first home, or 
the establishment or operation 
of a microenterprise. 

TITLE III-THE WORK FIRST PROGRAM 
Sec. 301. Work first program. 
Sec. 302. Regulations. 
Sec. 303. Applicability to States. 
Sec. 304. Sense of the Congress relating to 

availability of work first pro
gram in rural areas. 

Sec. 305. Grants to community-based organi
zations. 

TITLE IV-FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY 
AND IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT EN
FORCEMENT 
Subtitle A-Eligibility and Other Matters 

Concerning Title IV-D Program Clients 
Sec. 401. State obligation to provide pater

nity establishment and child 
support enforcement services. 

Sec. 402. Distribution of payments. 
Sec. 403. Due process rights. 
Sec. 404. Privacy safeguards. 

Subtitle B-Program Administration and 
Funding 

Sec. 411. Federal matching payments. 
Sec . 412. Performance-based incentives and 

penalties. 
Sec. 413. Federal and State reviews and au

dits. 
Sec. 414. Required reporting procedures. 
Sec. 415. Automated data processing require

ments. 
Sec. 416. Director of CSE program; staffing 

study. 
Sec. 417. Funding for secretarial assistance 

to State programs. 
Sec. 418. Reports and data collection by the 

Secretary. 
Subtitle C-Locate and Case Tracking 

Sec. 421. Central State and case registry. 
Sec. 422. Centralized collection and disburse

ment of support payments. 
Sec. 423. Amendments concerning income 

withholding. 
Sec. 424. Locator information from inter

state networks. 
Sec. 425. Expanded Federal Parent Locator 

Service. 
Sec. 426. Use of social security numbers. 
SubtitleD-Streamlining and Uniformity of 

Procedures 
Sec. 431. Adoption of uniform State laws. 
Sec. 432. Improvements to full faith and 

credit for child support orders. 
Sec. 433. State laws providing expedited pro

cedures. 
Subtitle E-Paternity Establishment 

Sec. 441. Sense of the Congress. 
Sec. 442. Availability of parenting social 

services for new fathers. 
Sec. 443. Cooperation requirement and good 

cause exception. 
Sec. 444. Federal matching payments. 
Sec. 445. Performance-based incentives and 

penalties. 
Sec. 446. State laws concerning paternity es

tablishment. 
Sec. 447. Outreach for voluntary paternity 

establishment. 
Subtitle F-Establishment and Modification 

of Support Orders 
Sec. 451. National Child Support Guidelines 

Commission. 
Sec. 452. Simplified process for review and 

adjustment of child support or
ders. 

Subtitle G-Enforcement of Support Orders 
Sec. 461. Federal income tax refund offset. 
Sec. 462. Internal Revenue Service collec

tion of arrears. 
Sec. 463. Authority to collect support from 

Federal employees. 
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Sec. 464. Enforcement of child support obli

gations of members of the 
Armed Forces. 

Sec. 465. Motor vehicle liens. 
Sec. 466. Voiding of fraudulent transfers. 
Sec. 467. State law authorizing suspension of 

licenses. 
Sec. 468. Reporting arrearages to credit bu

reaus. 
Sec. 469. Extended statute of limitation for 

collection of arrearages. 
Sec. 470. Charges for arrearages. 
Sec. 471. Denial of passports for nonpayment 

of child support. 
Sec. 472. International child support en

forcement. 
Sec. 473. Seizure of lottery winnings, settle

ments, payouts, awards, and be
quests, and sale of forfeited 
property, to pay child support 
arrearages. 

Sec. 474. Liability of grandparents for finan
cial support of children of their 
minor children. 

Sec. 475. Sense of the Congress regarding 
programs for noncustodial par
ents unable to meet child sup
port obligations. 

Subtitle H-Medical Support 
Sec. 481. Technical correction to ERISA def

inition of medical child support 
order. 

Sec. 482. Extension of medicaid eligibility 
for families losing AFDC due to 
increased child support collec
tions. 

Subtitle !-Effect of Enactment 
Sec. 491. Effective dates. 
Sec. 492. Severability. 

TITLE V-TEEN PREGNANCY AND 
FAMILY STABILITY 

Subtitle A-Federal Role 
Sec. 501. State option to deny AFDC for ad

ditional children. 
Sec. 502. Minors receiving AFDC required to 

live under responsible adult su
pervision. 

Sec. 503. National clearinghouse on adoles
cent pregnancy. 

Sec. 504. Incentive for teen parents to attend 
school. 

Sec. 505. State option to disregard 100-hour 
rule under AFDC-UP program. 

Sec. 506. State option to disregard 6-month 
limitation on AFDC-UP bene
fits. 

Sec. 507. Elimination of quarters of coverage 
requirement under AFDC-UP 
program for families in which 
both parents are teens. 

Sec. 508. Denial of Federal housing benefits 
to minors who bear children 
out-of-wedlock. 

Sec. 509. State option to deny AFDC to 
minor parents. 

Subtitle E-State Role 
Sec. 511. Teenage pregnancy prevention and 

family stability. 
Sec. 512. Availability of family planning 

services. 
TITLE VI-PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION 

Subtitle A-Increased State Flexibility 
Sec. 601. State option to provide AFDC 

through electronic benefit 
transfer systems. 

Sec. 602. Deadline for action on application 
for waiver of requirement appli
cable to program of aid to fami
lies with dependent children. 

Subtitle B-Coordination of AFDC and Food 
Stamp Programs 

Sec. 611. Amendments to part A of title IV 
of the Social Security Act. 

Sec. 612. Amendments to the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977. 

Subtitle C-Fraud Reduction 
Sec. 631. Sense of the Congress in support of 

the efforts of the administra
tion to address the problems of 
fraud and abuse in the supple
mental security income pro
gram. 

Sec. 632. Study on feasibility of single tam
per-proof identification card to 
serve programs under both the 
Social Security Act and health 
reform legislation. 

SubtitleD-Additional Provisions 
Sec. 641. State options regarding unem-

ployed parent program. 
Sec. 642. Definition of essential person. 
Sec. 643. "Fill-the-gap" budgeting. 
Sec. 644. Repeal of requirement to make cer

tain supplemental payments in 
States paying less than their 
needs standards. 

Sec. 645. Collection of AFDC overpayments 
from Federal tax refunds. 

Sec. 646. Territories. 
Sec. 647. Disregard of student income. 
Sec. 648. Lump-sum income. 

TITLE VII-CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM 

Sec. 701. Establishment of programs. 
Sec. 702. Repeals and conforming amend

ments. 
Sec. 703. Effective date. 

TITLE VIII-SSI REFORM 
Subtitle A-Eligibility of Children for 

Benefits 
Sec. 801. Restrictions on eligibility. 
Sec. 802. Continuing disability reviews for 

certain children. 
Sec. 803. Disability review required for SSI 

recipients who are 18 years of 
age. 

Sec. 804. API?li~ity. 
Subtitle B-Denial of SSI Benefits by Reason 
of Disability to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 
Sec. 811. Denial of SSI benefits by reason of 

disability to drug addicts and 
alcoholics. 

TITLE IX-FINANCING 
Subtitle A-Treatment of Aliens 

Sec. 901. Extension of deeming of income 
and resources under AFDC, SSI, 
and food stamp programs. 

Sec. 902. Requirements for sponsor's affida
vits of support. 

Sec. 903. Extending requirement for affida
vits of support to family-relat
ed and diversity immigrants. 

Subtitle B-Limitation on Emergency 
Assistance Expenditures 

Sec. 911. Limitation on expenditures for 
emergency assistance. 

Subtitle C-Tax Provisions 
Sec. 921. Certain Federal assistance includ

ible in gross income. 
Sec. 922. Earned income tax credit denied to 

individuals not authorized to be 
employed in the United States. 

Sec. 923. Phaseout of earned income credit 
for individuals having more 
than $2,500 of taxable interest 
and dividends. 

Sec. 924. AFDC and food stamp benefits not 
taken into account for purposes 
of the earned income tax credit. 

TITLE X- FOOD ASSISTANCE REFORM 
Subtitle A-Food Stamp Program Integrity 

and Reform 
Sec. 1001. Authority to establish authoriza

tion periods. 

Sec. 1002. Specific period for prohibiting par
ticipation of stores based on 
lack of business integrity. 

Sec. 1003. Information for verifying eligi
bility for authorization. 

Sec. 1004. Waiting period for stores that ini
tially fail to meet authoriza
tion criteria. 

Sec. 1005. Bases for suspensions and disquali
fications. 

Sec. 1006. Authority to suspend stores vio
lating program requirements 
pending administrative and ju
dicial review. 

Sec. 1007. Disqualification of retailers who 
are disqualified from the WIC 
program. 

Sec. 1008. Permanent debarment of retailers 
who intentionally submit fal
sified applications. 

Sec. 1009. Expanded civil and criminal for
feiture for violations of the 
Food Stamp Act. 

Sec. 1010. Expanded authority for sharing in
formation provided by retailers. 

Sec. 1011. Expanded definition of " coupon". 
Sec. 1012. Doubled penalties for violating 

food stamp program require
ments. 

Sec. 1013. Mandatory claims collection 
methods. 

Sec. 1014. Reduction of basic benefit level. 
Sec. 1015. Pro-rating benefits after interrup

tions in participation. 
Sec. 1016. Work requirement for able-bodied 

recipients. 
Sec. 1017. Extending current claims reten

tion rates. 
Sec. 1018. Coordination of employment and 

training programs. 
Sec. 1019. Promoting expansion of electronic 

benefits transfer. 
Sec. 1020. One-year freeze of standard deduc

tion. 
Sec. 1021. Nutrition assistance for Puerto 

Rico. 
Sec. 1022. Other amendments to the Food 

Stamp Act of 1977. 
Subtitle B-Commodity Distribution 

Sec. 1051. Short title. 
Sec. 1052. Availability of commodities. 
Sec. 1053. State, local and private 

supplementation of commod
ities. 

Sec. 1054. State plan. 
Sec. 1055. Allocation of commodities to 

States. 
Sec. 1056. Priority system for State distribu-

tion of commodities. 
Sec. 1057. Initial processing costs. 
Sec. 1058. Assurances; anticipated use. 
Sec. 1059. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 1060. Commodity supplemental food 

program. 
Sec. 1061. Commodities not income. 
Sec. 1062. Prohibition against certain State 

charges. 
Sec. 1063. Definitions. 
Sec. 1064. Regulations. 
Sec. 1065. Finality of determinations. 
Sec. 1066. Relationship to other programs. 
Sec. 1067. Settlement and adjustment of 

claims. 
Sec. 1068. Repealers; amendments. 

TITLE XI-DEFICIT REDUCTION 
Sec. 1101. Dedication of savings to deficit re

duction. 
TITLE XII-EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 1201. Effective date. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENT OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 

ACT. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, 

wherever in this Act an amendment or repeal 
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is expressed in terms of an amendment to, or 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
reference shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Social Secu
rity Act. 

TITLE I-TIME-LIMITED TRANSITIONAL 
ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 101. LIMITATION ON DURATION OF AFDC 
BENEFITS. 

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (44); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (45) and inserting "; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (45) the fol
lowing: 

"(46) in the case of a State that has exer
cised the option provided for in paragraph 
(52), provide that-

"(A) a family shall not be eligible for aid 
under the State plan if a member of the fam
ily is-

"(i) prohibited from participating in the 
State program established under subpart 1 of 
part G by reason of section 497(b); or 

"(ii) prohibited from participating in the 
State program established under subpart 2 of 
part G by reason of section 499(a)(4); and 

"(B) each member of the family shall be 
considered to be receiving such aid for pur
poses of eligibility for medical assistance 
under the State plan approved under title 
XIX for so long as the family would be eligi
ble for such aid but for subparagraph (A).". 
SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL DATA 

BASE. 
Section 402 (42 U.S.C. 602) is amended by 

inserting after subsection (c) the following: 
"(d) The Secretary shall establish and 

maintain a data base of participants in State 
programs established under parts F and G 
which shall be made available to the States 
for use in administering subsection (a)(46).". 

TITLE II-MAKE WORK PAY 
Subtitle A-Health Care 

SEC. 201. TRANSmONAL MEDICAID BENEFITS. 
(a) EXTENSION OF MEDICAID ENROLLMENT 

FOR FORMER AFDC RECIPIENTS FOR 1 ADDI
TIONAL YEAR.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 1925(b)(l) (42 
U.S.C. 1396r-6(b)(1)) is amended by striking 
the period at the end and inserting the fol
lowing: ", and that the State shall offer to 
each such family the option of extending 
coverage under this subsection for any of the 
first 2 succeeding 6-month periods, in the 
same manner and under the same conditions 
as the option of extending coverage under 
this subsection for the first succeeding 6-
month period.". 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
1925(b) (42 U.S.C. 1396r-6(b)) is amended-

(A) in the heading, by striking "EXTEN
SION" and inserting "EXTENSIONS"; 

(B) in the heading of paragraph (1), by 
striking "REQUIREMENT" and inserting "IN 
GENERAL"; 

(C) in paragraph (2)(B)(ii)-
(i) in the heading, by striking "PERIOD" 

and inserting "PERIODS", and 
(ii) by striking "in the period" and insert

ing "in each of the 6-month periods"; 
(D) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking "the 6-

month period" and inserting "any 6-month 
period"; 

(E) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking "the 
extension period" and inserting "any exten
sion period"; and 

(F) in paragraph (5)(D)(i), by striking "is a 
3-month period" and all that follows and in
serting the following: "is, with respect to a 
particular 6-month additional extension pe-

riod provided under this subsection, a 3-
month period beginning with the 1st or 4th 
month of such extension period.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to cal
endar quarters beginning on or after October 
1, 1997, without regard to whether or not 
final regulations to carry out such amend
ments have been promulgated by such date. 

Subtitle B-Eamed Income Tax Credit 

SEC. 211. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY REQUIRED 
TO BE PROVIDED TO APPLICANTS 
AND FORMER RECIPIENTS OF AFDC, 
FOOD STAMPS, AND MEDICAID. 

(a) AFDC.-Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), 
as amended by sections 101 and 102 of this 
Act, is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (46); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (47) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (47) the fol
lowing: 

"(48) provide that the State agency must 
provide written notice of the existence and 
availability of the earned income credit 
under section 32 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to-

"(A) any individual who applies for aid 
under the State plan, upon receipt of the ap
plication; and 

"(B) any individual whose aid under the 
State plan is terminated, in the notice of 
termination of benefits.". 

(b) FOOD STAMPS.-Section ll(e) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is 
amended-

(!) in paragraph (24) by striking "and" at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (25) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting "; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (25) the fol
lowing: 

"(26) that whenever a household applies for 
food stamp benefits, and whenever such ben
efits are terminated with respect to a house
hold, the State agency shall provide to each 
member of such household notice of-

"(A) the existence of the earned income 
tax credit under section 32 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; and 

"(B) the fact that such credit may be appli
cable to such member.". 

(c) MEDICAID.-Section 1902(a) (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)) is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (61); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (62) and inserting"; and"; and 

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

"(63) provide that the State shall provide 
notice of the existence and availability of 
the earned income tax credit under section 
32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
each individual applying for medical assist
ance under the State plan and to each indi
vidual whose eligibility for medical assist
ance under the State plan is terminated.". 
SEC. 212. NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF EARNED 

INCOME TAX CREDIT AND DEPEND· 
EJ'IIT CARE TAX CREDIT TO BE IN· 
CLUDED ON W-4 FORM. 

Section 1114 of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1990 (26 U.S.C. 21 note), re
lating to program to increase public aware
ness, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "Such means shall 
include printing a notice of the availability 
of such credits on the forms used by employ
ees to determine the proper number of with
holding exemptions under chapter 24 of the 
In~ernal Revenue Code of 1986.". 

SEC. 213. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF EARNED IN· 
COME TAX CREDIT THROUGH STATE 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 3507 of the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to the ad
vance payment of the earned income tax 
credit) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(g) STATE DEMONSTRATIONS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In lieu of rece1vmg 

earned income advance amounts from an em
ployer under subsection (a), a participating 
resident shall receive advance earned income 
payments from a responsible State agency 
pursuant to a State Advance Payment Pro
gram that is designated pursuant to para
graph (2). 

"(2) DESIGNATIONS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-From among the States 

submitting proposals satisfying the require
ments of subsection (g)(3), the Secretary (in 
consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services) may designate not 
more than 4 State Advance Payment Dem
onstrations. States selected for the dem
onstrations may have, in the aggregate, no 
more than 5 percent of the total number of 
household participating in the program 
under the Food Stamp program in the imme
diately preceding fiscal year, Administrative 
costs of a State in conducting a demonstra
tion under this section may be included for 
matching under section 403(a) of the Social 
Security Act and section 16(a) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977. 

"(B) WHEN DESIGNATION MAY BE MADE.-Any 
designation under this paragraph shall be 
made no later than December 31, 1995. 

"(C) PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION IS IN 
EFFECT.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-Designations made under 
this paragraph shall be effective for advance 
earned income payments made after Decem
ber 31, 1995, and before January 1, 1999. 

"(ii) SPECIAL RULES.-
"(!) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATIONS.-The 

Secretary may revoke the designation under 
this paragraph if the Secretary determines 
that the State is not complying substan
tially with the proposal described in para
graph (3) submitted by the State. 

"(I!) AUTOMATIC TERMINATION OF DESIGNA
TIONS.-Any failure by a State to comply 
with the reporting requirements described in 
paragraphs (3)(F) and (3)(G) has the effect of 
immediately terminating the designation 
under this paragraph (2) and rendering para
graph (5)(A)(ii) inapplicable to subsequent 
payments. 

"(3) PROPOSALS.-No State may be des
ignated under subsection (g)(2) unless the 
State's proposal for such designation-

"(A) identifies the responsible State agen
cy, 

"(B) describes how and when the advance 
earned income payments will be made by 
that agency, including a description of any 
other State or Federal benefits with which 
such payments will be coordinated, 

"(C) describes how the State will obtain 
the information on which the amount of ad
vance earned income payments made to each 
participating resident will be determined in 
accordance with paragraph (4), 

"(D) describes how State residents who 
will be eligible to receive advance earned in
come payments will be selected, notified of 
the opportunity to receive advance earned 
income payments from the responsible State 
agency, and given the opportunity to elect to 
participate in the program, 

"(E) describes how the State will verify, in 
addition to receiving the certifications and 
statement described in paragraph (7)(D)(iv), 
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the eligibility of participating residents for 
the earned tax credit, 

"(F) commits the State to furnishing to 
each participating resident and to the Sec
retary by January 31 of each year a written 
statement showing-

"(i) the name and taxpayer identification 
number of the participating resident, and 

"(ii) the total amount of advance earned 
income payments made to the participating 
resident during the prior calendar year, 

"(G) commits the State to furnishing to 
the Secretary by December 1 of each year a 
written statement showing the name and 
taxpayer identification number of each par
ticipating resident, 

"(H) commits the State to treat the ad
vanced earned income payments as described 
in subsection (g)(5) and any repayments of 
excessive advance earned income payments 
as described in subsection (g)(6), 

"(I) commits the State to assess the devel
opment and implementation of its State Ad
vance Payment Program, including an agree
ment to share its findings and lessons with 
other interested States in a manner to be de
scribed by the Secretary, and 

"(J) is submitted to the Secretary on or 
before June 30, 1995. 

"( 4) AMOUNT AND TIMING OF ADVANCE 
EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.-

"(A) AMOUNT.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The method for deter

mining the amount of advance earned in
come payments made to each participating 
resident is to conform to the full extent pos
sible with the provisions of subsection (c). 

"(ii) SPECIAL RULE.-A State may, at its 
election, apply the rules of subsection 
(c)(2)(B) by substituting 'between 60 percent 
and 75 percent of the credit percentage in ef
fect under section 32(b)(l) for an individual 
with the corresponding number of qualifying 
children' for '60 percent of the credit per
centage in effect under section 32(b)(l) for 
such an eligible individual with 1 qualifying 
child' in clause (i) and 'the same percentage 
(as applied in clause (i))' for '60 percent' in 
clause (ii). 

"(B) TIMING.-The frequency of advance 
earned income payments may be made on 
the basis of the payroll periods of participat
ing residents, on a single statewide schedule, 
or on any other reasonable basis prescribed 
by the State in its proposal; however, in no 
event may advance earned income payments 
be made to any participating resident less 
frequently than on a calendar-quarter basis. 

" (5) PAYMENTS TO BE TREATED AS PAYMENTS 
OF WITHHOLDING AND FICA TAXES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 
title, advance earned income payments dur
ing any calendar quarter-

"(i) shall neither be treated as a payment 
of compensation nor be included in gross in
come, and 

"(ii) shall be treated as made out of-
"(1) amounts required to be deducted by 

the State and withheld for the calendar 
quarter by the State under section 3401 (re
lating to wage withholding), and 

"(II) amounts required to be deducted for 
the calendar quarter under section 3102 (re
lating to FICA employee taxes), and 

"(III) amounts of the taxes imposed on the 
State for the calendar quarter under section 
3111 (relating to FICA employer taxes), 
as if the State had paid to the Secretary, on 
the day on which payments are made to par
ticipating residents, an amount equal to 
such payments. 

"(B) ADVANCE PAYMENTS EXCEED TAXES 
DUE.-If for any calendar quarter the aggre
gate amount of advance earned income pay-

ments made by the responsible State agency 
under a State Advance Payment Program ex
ceeds the sum of the amounts referred to in 
subparagraph (A)(ii) (without regard to para
graph (6)(A)), each such advance earned in
come payment shall be reduced by an 
amount which beat'S the same ratio to such 
excess as such advance earned income pay
ment bears to the aggregate amount of all 
such advance earned income payments. 

"(6) STATE REPAYMENT OF EXCESSIVE AD
VANCE EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in the case of an ex
cessive advance earned income payment a 
State shall be treated as having deducted 
and withheld under section 3401 (relating to 
wage withholding), and therefore is required 
to pay to the United States, the repayment 
amount during the repayment calendar quar
ter. 

"(B) EXCESSIVE ADVANCE EARNED INCOME 
PAYMENT.-For purposes of this section, an 
excessive advance income payment is that 
portion of any advance earned income pay
ment that, when combined with other ad
vance earned income payments previously 
made to the same participating resident dur
ing the same calendar year, exceeds the 
amount of earned income tax credit to which 
that participating resident is entitled under 
section 32 for that year. 

"(C) REPAYMENT AMOUNT.- The repayment 
amount is equal to 50 percent of the excess 
of-

"(i) excessive advance earned income pay
ments made by a State during a particular 
calendar year, over 

"(ii) the sum of-
"(1) 4 percent of all advance earned income 

payments made by the State during that cal
endar year, and 

"(II) the excessive advance earned income 
payments made by the State during that cal
endar year that have been collected from 
participating residents by the Secretary. 

"(D) REPAYMENT CALENDAR QUARTER.-The 
repayment calendar quarter is the second 
calendar quarter of the third calendar year 

·after the calendar year in which an excessive 
earned income payment is made. 

"(7) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

" (A) STATE ADVANCE PAYMENT PROGRAM.
The term 'State Advance Payment Program' 
means the program described in a proposal 
submitted for designation under paragraph 
(1) and designated by the Secretary under 
paragraph (2). 

"(B) RESPONSIBLE STATE AGENCY.-The 
term 'responsible State agency' means the 
single State agency that will be making the 
advance earned income payments to resi
dents of the State who elect to participate in 
a State Advance Payment Program. 

"(C) ADVANCE EARNED INCOME PAYMENTS.
The term 'advance earned income p'ayments' 
means an amount paid by a responsible State 
agency to residents of the State pursuant to 
a State Advance Payment Program. 

" (D) PARTICIPATING RESIDENT.-The term 
'participating resident' means an individual 
who-

"(i) is a resident of a State that has in ef
fect a designated State Advance Payment 
Program, 

"(ii) makes the election described in para
graph (3)(C) pursuant to guidelines pre
scribed by the State, 

"(iii) certifies to the State the number of 
qualifying children the individual has, and 

"(iv) provides to the State the certifi
cations and statement set forth in .sub
sections (b)(l), (b)(2), (b)(3), and (b)(4) (except 

that for purposes of this clause (iv), the term 
'any employer' shall be substituted for 'an
other employer' in subsection (b)(3)), along 
with any other information required by the 
State.". 

(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.-The Secretar
ies of Treasury and Health and Human Serv
ices shall jointly ensure that technical as
sistance is provided to State Advance Pay
ment Programs and that these programs are 
rigorously evaluated. 

(C) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary shall 
issue annual reports detailing the extent to 
which-

(1) residents participate in the State Ad
vance Payment Programs, 

(2) participating residents file Federal and 
State tax returns, 

(3) participating residents report accu
rately the amount of the advance earned in
come payments made to them by the respon
sible State agency during the year, and 

(4) recipients of excessive advance earned 
income payments repaid those amounts. 
The report shall also contain an estimate of 
the amount of advance earned income pay
ments made by each responsible State agen
cy but not reported on the tax returns of a 
participating resident and the amount of ex
cessive advance earned income payments. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
For purposes of providing technical assist
ance described in subsection (b), preparing 
the reports described in subsection (c), and 
providing grants to States in support of des
ignated State Advance Payment Programs, 
there are authorized to be appropriated in 
advance to the Secretary of the Treasury 
and the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services a total of $1,400,000 for fiscal years 
1996 through 1999. 

Subtitle C-Child Care 
SEC. 221. DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT TO BE RE· 

FUNDABLE; HIGH-INCOME TAX· 
PAYERS INELIGmLE FOR CREDIT. 

(a) CREDIT To BE REFUNDABLE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 21 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to expenses 
for household and dependent care services 
necessary for gainful employment) is hereby 
moved to subpart C of part IV of subchapter 
A of chapter 1 of such Code (relating to re
fundable credits) and inserted after section 
34. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 35 of such Code is redesignated 

as section 36. 
(B) Section 21 of such Code is redesignated 

as section 35. 
(C) Paragraph (1) of section 35(a) of such 

Code (as redesignated by subparagraph (B)) is 
amended by striking "this chapter" and in
serting "this subtitle". 

(D) Subparagraph (C) of section 129(a)(2) of 
such Code is amended by striking "section 
21(e)" and inserting "section 35(e)". 

(E) Paragraph (2) of section 129(b) of such 
Code is amended by striking "section 
21(d)(2)" and inserting "section 35(d)(2)". 

(F) Paragraph (1) of section 129(e) of such 
Code is amended by striking "section 
21(b)(2)" and inserting "section 35(b)(2)". 

(G) Subsection (e) of section 213 of such 
Code is amended by striking "section 21" and 
inserting "section 35". 

(H) Paragraph (2) of section 1324(b) of title 
31, United States Code, is amended by insert
ing before the period ", or from section 35 of 
such Code". 

(I) The table of sections for subpart C of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of such 
Code is amended by striking the item relat
ing to section 35 and inserting the following: 
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"Sec. 35. Expenses for household and depend

ent care services necessary for 
gainful employment. 

"Sec. 36. Overpayments of tax.". 
(J) The table of sections for subpart A of 

such part IV is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 21. 

(b) HIGHER-INCOME TAXPAYERS INELIGIBLE 
FOR CREDIT.-Subsection (a) of section 35 of 
such Code, as redesignated by subsection (a), 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(3) PHASEOUT OF CREDIT FOR HIGHER-IN
COME TAXPAYERS.-The amount of the credit 
which would (but for this paragraph) be al
lowed by this section shall be reduced (but 
not below zero) by an amount which bears 
the same ratio to such amount of credit as 
the excess of the taxpayer's adjusted gross 
income for the taxable year over $60,000 
bears to $20,000. Any reduction determined 
under the preceding sentence which is not a 
multiple of $10 shall be rounded to the near
est multiple of $10.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1996. 
SEC. 222. FUNDING OF CHILD CARE SERVICES. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF CHILD CARE PRO
GRAMS.-

(1) AFDC AND TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE 
PROGRAMS.-

(A) REPEALER.-Section 402(g) (42 U.S.C. 
602(g)) is hereby repealed. 

{B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 403(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)) is 

amended by striking "other than services 
furnished pursuant to section 402(g)". 

(ii) Section 403(e) (42 U.S.C. 603(e)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking ". 402(a)(43), and 402(g)(l)," 
and inserting "and 402(a)(43)"; and 

(II) by striking the 2nd sentence. 
{2) AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM.-Sections 

402(i) and 403(n) (42 U.S.C. 602(i) and 603(n)) 
are hereby repealed. 

(3) CHILD CARE PROGRAMS UNDER THE CHILD 
CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACT OF 
1990.-The Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.) is 
hereby repealed. 

(b) FUNDING OF CHILD CARE SERVICES 
THROUGH SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT PRO
GRAM.-Title XX (42 U.S.C. 1397-1397[) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
"SEC. 2008. CHILD CARE. 

"(a) CONDITIONAL ENTITLEMENT.-In addi
tion to any payment under section 2002 or 
2007, each State with a plan approved under 
this section for a fiscal year shall be entitled 
to payment of an amount equal to the spe
cial allotment of the State for the fiscal 
year. 

"(b) STATE PLANS.-
"(1) CONTENT.-A plan meets the require

ments of this paragraph if the plan-
"(A) identifies an appropriate State agency 

to be the lead agency responsible for admin
istering at the State level, and coordinating 
with local governments, the activities of the 
State pursuant to this section; 

" (B) describes the activities the State will 
carry out with funds provided under this sec
tion; 

"(C) provides assurances that the funds 
provided under this section will be used to 
supplement, not supplant, State and local 
funds as well as Federal funds provided under 
any Act and applied to child care activities 
in the State during fiscal year 1989; 

"(D) provides assurances that the State 
will not expend more than 7 percent of the 
funds provided to the States under this sec-

tion for the fiscal year for administrative ex
penses; 

"(E) provides assurances that, in providing 
child care assistance, the State will give pri
ority to families with low income and fami
lies living in a low-income geographical 
area; 

"(F) ensures that child care providers re
imbursed under this section meet applicable 
standards of State and local law; 

"(G) provides assurances that the lead 
agency will coordinate the use of funds pro
vided under this section with the use of 
other Federal resources for child care pro
vided under this Act, and with other Federal, 
State, or local child care and preschool pro
grams operated in the State; 

"(H) provides for the establishment of such 
fiscal and accounting procedures as may be 
necessary to-

" (i) ensure a proper accounting of Federal 
funds received by the State under this sec
tion; and 

"(ii) ensure the proper verification of the 
reports submitted by the State under sub
section (f)(2); 

"(I) provides assurances that the State will 
not impose more stringent standards and li
censing or regulatory requirements on child 
care providers receiving funds provided 
under this section than those imposed on 
other child care providers in the State; 

"(J) provides assurances that the State 
will not implement any policy or practice 
which has the effect of significantly restrict
ing parental choice by-

"(i) expressly or effectively excluding any 
category of care or type of provider within a 
category of care; 

"(ii) limiting parental access to or choices 
from among various categories of care or 
types of providers; or 

"(iii) excluding a significant number of 
providers in any category of care; and 

"(K) provides assurances that parents will 
be informed regarding their options under 
this section, including the option of receiv
ing a child care certificate or voucher. 

"(2) FORM.-A State may submit a plan 
that meets the requirements of paragraph (1) 
in the form of amendments to the State plan 
submitted pursuant to section 658E of the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990, as in effect before the effective 
date of section 222 of the Individual Respon
sibility Act of 1995. 

"(3) APPROVAL.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date the State submits a plan to 
the Secretary under this subsection, the Sec
retary shall either approve or disapprove the 
plan. If the Secretary disapproves the plan, 
the Secretary shall provide the State with 
an explanation and recommendations for 
changes in the plan to gain approval. 

"(c) SPECIAL ALLOTMENTS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The special allotment of 

a State for a fiscal year equals the amount 
that bears the same ratio to the amount 
specified in paragraph (2) for the fiscal year, 
as the number of children who have not at
tained 13 years of age and are residing with 
families in the State bears to the total num
ber of such children in all States with plans 
approved under this section for the fiscal 
year, determined on the basis of the most re
cent data available from the Department of 
Commerce at the time the special allotment 
is determined. 

"(2) AMOUNT SPECIFIED.-The amount speci
fied in this paragraph is-

"(A) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; and 
"(B) $1,450,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

1998, 1999, and 2000. 
" (d) PAYMENTS TO STATES.-

"(1) PAYMENTS.-The Secretary shall pro
vide funds to each State with a plan ap
proved under this section for a fiscal year 
from the special allotment of the State for 
the fiscal year, in accordance with section 
6503 of title 31, United States Code. 

"(2) EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS BY STATES.
Except as provided in paragraph (3)(A), each 
State to which funds are paid under this sec
tion for a fiscal year shall expend such funds 
in the fiscal year or in the immediately suc
ceeding fiscal year. 

"(3) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNEXPENDED SPE
CIAL ALLOTMENTS.-

"(A) REMITTANCE TO THE SECRETARY.-Each 
State to which funds are paid under this sec
tion for a fiscal year shall remit to the Sec
retary that part of such funds which the 
State intends not to, or does not, expend in 
the fiscal year or in the immediately suc
ceeding fiscal year. 

"(B) REDISTRIBUTION.-The Secretary shall 
increase the special allotment of each State 
with a plan approved under this part for a 
fiscal year that does not remit any amount 
to the Secretary for the fiscal year by an 
amount equal to-

"(i) the aggregate of the amounts remitted 
pursuant to subparagraph (A) for the fiscal 
year; multiplied by 

"(ii) the adjusted State share for the fiscal 
year. 

"(C) ADJUSTED STATE SHARE.- As used in 
subparagraph (B)(ii), the term 'adjusted 
State share' means, with respect to a fiscal 
year-

"(i) the special allotment of the State for 
the fiscal year (before any increase under 
subparagraph (B)); divided by 

" (ii)(I) the sum of the special allotments of 
all States with plans approved under this 
part for the fiscal year; minus 

" (II) the aggregate of the amounts remit
ted to the Secretary pursuant to subpara
graph (A) for the fiscal year. 

"(e) USE OF FUNDS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Funds provided under 

this section shall be used to expand parent 
choices in selecting child care, to address de
ficiencies in the supply of child care, and to 
expand and improve child care services, with 
an emphasis on providing such services to 
low-income families and geographical areas. 
Subject to the approval of the Secretary, 
States to which funds are paid under this 
section shall use such funds to carry out 
child care programs and activities through 
cash grants, certificates, or contracts with 
families, or public or private entities as the 
State determines appropriate. States shall 
take parental preference into account to the 
maximum extent possible in carrying out 
child care programs. 

"(2) SPECIFIC USES.-Each State to which 
funds are paid under this section may expend 
such funds for-

"(A) child care services for infants, sick 
children, children with special needs, and 
children of adolescent parents; 

"(B) after-school and before-school pro
grams and programs during nontraditional 
hours for the children of working parents; 

" (C) programs for the recruitment and 
training of day care workers, including older 
Americans; 

"(D) grant and loan programs to enable 
child care workers and providers to meet 
State and local standards and requirements; 

"(E) child care programs developed by pub
lic and private sector partnerships; 

"(F) State efforts to provide technical as
sistance designed to help providers improve 
the services offered to parents and children; 
and 
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"(G) other child care-related programs con

sistent with the purpose of this section and 
approved by the Secretary. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.-A 
State to which funds are paid under this sec
tion for a fiscal year shall use not less than 
80 percent of such funds to provide direct 
child care assistance to low-income parents 
through child care certificates or vouchers, 
contracts, or grants. 

"(4) METHODS OF FUNDING.-Funds for child 
care services under this title shall be for the 
benefit of · parents and shall be provided 
through child care vouchers or certificates 
provided directly to parents or through con
tracts or grants with public or private pro
viders. 

"(5) PARENTAL RIGHTS OF CHOICE.-Any par
ent who receives a child care certificate 
under this title may use such certificate 
with any child care provider, including those 
providers which have religious activities, if 
such provider is freely chosen by the parent 
from among the available alternatives. 

"(6) CHILD CARE CERTIFICATES.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of this 

title, a child care certificate is a certificate 
issued by a State directly to a parent or 
legal guardian for use only as payment for 
child care services in any child care facility 
eligible to receive funds under this Act. 

"(B) REDEMPTION.- If the demand for child 
care services of families qualified to receive 
such services from a State under this Act ex
ceeds the available supply of such services, 
the State shall ration assistance to obtain 
such services using procedures that do not 
disadvantage parents using child care certifi
cates, relative to other methods of financing, 
in either the waiting period or the pecuniary 
value of such services. 

" (C) COMMENCEMENT OF CERTIFICATE PRO
GRAM .-Beginning not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this section, 
each State that receives funds under this 
title shall offer a child care certificate pro
gram in accordance with this section. 

" (D) AUTHORITY TO USE CHILD CARE FUNDS 
FOR CERTIFICATE PROGRAM.-Each State to 
which funds are paid under this title may use 
the funds provided to the State under this 
title which are required to be used for child 
care activities to plan and establish the 
State's child care certificate program. 

" (7) OPTION OF RECEIVING A CHILD CARE CER
TIFICATE.-Each parent or legal guardian 
who receives assistance pursuant to this 
title shall be provided with the option of en
rolling their child with an eligible child care 
provider that receives funds through grants, 
contracts, or child care certificates provided 
under this title. Such parent shall have the 
right to use such certificates to purchase 
child care services from an eligible provider 
of their choice. The State shall ensure that 
parental preference is considered to the max
imum extent possible in awarding grants or 
contracts. 

" (8) RIGHTS OF RELIGIOUS CHILD CARE PRO
VIDERS.- Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law, a religious child care provider 
who receives funds under this Act may re
quire adherence by employees to the reli
gious tenets or teachings of the provider. 

" (9) ELIGIBLE CHILD CARE PROVIDERS.-Any 
child care provider who meets applicable 
standards of State and local law shall be eli
gible to receive funds under this section. As 
used in this paragraph, the term 'child care 
provider' includes-

"(A) proprietary for-profit entities, rel
atives, informal day care homes, religious 
child care providers, day care centers, and 
any other entities that the State determines 

appropriate subject to approval of the Sec
retary; 

" (B) nonprofit organizations under sub
sections (c) and (d) of section 501 of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986; 

" (C) professional or employee associations; 
" (D) consortia of small businesses; and 
" (E) units of State and local governments, 

and elementary, secondary, and post-second
ary educational institutions. 

" (10) PROHIBITED USES.-Any State to 
which funds are paid under this section may 
not use such funds-

" (A) to satisfy any State matching re
quirement imposed under any Federal grant; 

" (B) for the purchase or improvement of 
land, or the purchase, construction, or per
manent improvement (other than minor re
modeling) of any building or other facility; 
or 

" (C) to provide any service which the State 
makes generally available to the residents of 
the State without cost to such residents and 
without regard to the income of such resi
dents. 

"(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) NOTICE TO SECRETARY OF UNEXPENDED 

FUNDS.-Each State which has not com
pletely expended the funds paid to the State 
under this section for a fiscal year in the fis
cal year or the immediately succeeding fis
cal year shall notify the Secretary of any 
amount not so expended. 

" (2) STATE REPORTS ON USE OF FUNDS.-Not 
later than 18 months after the date of the en
actment of this section, and each year there
after, the State shall prepare and submit to 
the Secretary, in such form as the Secretary 
shall prescribe , a report describing the 
State's use of funds paid to the State under 
this section, including-

" (A) the number, type, and distribution of 
services and programs under this section; 

" (B) the average cost of child care, by type 
of provider; 

" (C) the number of children serviced under 
this section; 

" (D) the average income and distribution 
of incomes of the families being served; 

"(E) efforts undertaken by the State pur
suant to this section to promote and ensure 
health and safety and improve quality; and 

" (F) such other information as the Sec
retary considers appropriate . 

" (3) GUIDELINES FOR STATE REPORTS; CO
ORDINATION WITH REPORTS UNDER SECTION 
2006.-Within 6 months after the date of the 
enactment of this section, the Secretary 
shall establish guidelines for State reports 
under paragraph (2). To the extent feasible , 
the Secretary shall coordinate such report
ing requirement with the reports required 
under section 2006 and, as the Secretary 
deems appropriate, with other reporting re
quirements placed on States as a condition 
of receipt of other Federal funds which sup
port child care. 

"(4) REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY.-
" (A) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS OF SUM

MARY OF STATE REPORTS.-The Secretary 
shall annually summarize the information 
reported to the Secretary pursuant to para
graph (2) and provide such summary to the 
Congress. 

" (B) REPORTS TO THE STATES ON EFFECTIVE 
PRACTICES.- The Secretary shall annually 
provide the States with a report on particu
larly effective practices and programs sup
ported by funds paid to the State under this 
section, which ensure the health and safety 
of children in care, promote quality child 
care, and provide training to all types of pro
viders. 

"(g) ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.-

"(1) ADMINISTRATION.-The Secretary 
shall-

" (A) coordinate all activities of the De
partment of Health and Human Services re
lating to child care, and, to the maximum 
extent practicable, coordinate such activi
ties with similar activities of other Federal 
entities; 

"(B) collect, publish, and make available 
to the public a listing of State child care 
standards at least once every 3 years; and 

" (C) provide technical assistance to assist 
States to carry out this section, including 
assistance on a reimbursable basis. 

" (2) ENFORCEMENT.-
" (A) REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE WITH STATE 

PLAN.-The Secretary shall review and mon
itor State compliance with this section and 
the plans approved under this section for the 
State, and shall have the power to terminate 
payments to the State in accordance with 
subparagraph (B). 

" (B) NONCOMPLIANCE.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-If the Secretary, after 

reasonable notice to a State and opportunity 
for a hearing, finds that-

" (!) there has been a failure by the State 
to comply substantially with any provision 
or requirement set forth in the plan ap
proved under this section for the State; or 

" (II) in the operation of any program for 
which assistance is provided under this sec
tion there is a failure by the State to comply 
substantially with any provision of this sec
tion; 
the Secretary shall notify the State of the 
findings and that no further payments may 
be made to such State under this section (or, 
in the case of noncompliance in the oper
ation of a program or activity, that no fur
ther payments to the State will be made 
with respect to such program or activity) 
until the Secretary is satisfied that there is 
no longer any such failure to comply or that 
the noncompliance will be promptly cor
rected. 

" (ii) ADDITIONAL SANCTIONS.- ln the case of 
a finding of noncompliance made pursuant to 
clause (i), the Secretary may, in addition to 
imposing the sanctions described in such 
subparagraph, impose the other appropriate 
sanctions, including recoupment of money 
improperly expended for purposes prohibited 
or not authorized by this section, and dis
qualification from the receipt of financial as
sistance under this section. 

" (iii) NOTICE.-The notice required under 
subparagraph (A) shall include a specific 
identification of any additional sanction 
being imposed under clause (ii) . 

" (C) ISSUANCE OF RULES.- The Secretary 
shall establish by rule procedures for-

"(i) receiving, processing, and determining 
the validity of complaints concerning any 
failure of a State to comply with the State 
plan or any requirement of this section; and 

" (ii) imposing sanctions under this sub
section. 

"SEC. 2009. CHll..D CARE DURING PARTICIPATION 
m EMPLOYMENT, EDUCATION, AND 
TRAINING; EXTENDED ELIGmiLITY. 

" (a) CHILD CARE GUARANTEE.-
" (!) IN GENERAL.- Each State agency re

ferred to in section 2008(b)(l)(A) shall guar
antee child care in accordance with section 
2008-

" (A) for any individual who is participat
ing in an education or training activity (in
cluding participation in a program estab
lished under part G of title IV) if the State 
agency approves the activity and determines 
that the individual is participating satisfac
torily in the activity; 
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"(B) for each family with a dependent child 

requiring such care to the extent that such 
care is determined by the State agency to be 
necessary for an individual in the family to 
accept employment or remain employed, in
cluding in a community service job under 
part H of title IV; and 

"(C) to the extent that the State agency 
determines that such care is necessary for 
the employment of an individual, if the fam
ily of which the individual is a member has 
ceased to receive aid under the State plan 
approved under part A of title IV by reason 
of increased hours of, or income from, such 
employment or by reason of section 
402(a)(8)(B)(ii)(II), subject to paragraph (2) of 
this subsection. 

"(2) LIMITATIONS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR TRAN
SITIONAL CHILD CARE.-A family shall not be 
eligible for child care under paragraph 
(l)(C)-

"(A) for more than 12 months after the last 
month for which the family received aid de
scribed in such paragraph; 

"(B) if the family did not receive such aid 
in at least 3 of the most recent 6 months in 
which the family received such aid; 

"(C) if the family does not include a child 
who is (or, if needy, would be) a dependent 
child (within the meaning of part A of title 
IV); 

"(D) for any month beginning after the 
caretaker relative (within the meaning of 
such part) in the family has terminated his 
or her employment without good cause; or 

"(E) with respect to a child, for any month 
beginning after the caretaker relative in the 
family has refused to cooperate with the 
State in establishing or enforcing the obliga
tion of any parent of the child to provide 
support for the child, without good cause as 
determined by the State agency in accord
ance with standards prescribed by the Sec
retary which shall take into consideration 
the best interests of the child. 

"(b) STATE ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENTS.
Each State with a plan approved under sec
tion 2008 shall be entitled to receive from the 
Secretary for any fiscal year an amount 
equal to-

"(1) the total amount expended by the 
State to carry out subsection (a) during the 
fiscal year; multiplied by 

"(2) the greater of-
"(A) 70 percent; or 
"(B) the Federal medical assistance per

centage (as defined in the last sentence of 
section 1118, increased by 10 percentage 
points.". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments and 
repeals made by this section shall take effect 
on October 1, 1996. 

Subtitle D-AFDC Work Disregards 
SEC. 231. OPI'ION TO INCREASE DISREGARD OF 

EARNED INCOME. 
Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)) 

is amended-
(!) by striking "and" at the end of clause 

(vii); and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(ix) if electing to disregard clauses (ii) 

and (iv), shall disregard from the earned in
come of any child, relative, or other individ
ual specified in clause (ii) an amount equal 
to not less than the first $120 and not more 
than the first $225 of the total of such earned 
income not disregarded under any other 
clause of this subparagraph, plus not more 
than one third of the remainder of such 
earned income; and" . 
SEC. 232. STATE OPI'ION TO ESTABLISH VOL· 

UNTARY DIVERSION PROGRAM. 
Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended 

by sections 101, 102, and 211(a) of this Act, is 
amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (47); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (48) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph ( 48) the fol
lowing: 

"(49) at the option of the State, and in such 
part or parts of the State as the State may 
select, provide that-

"(A) upon the recommendation of the case
worker who is handling the case of a family 
eligible for aid under the State plan, the 
State shall, in lieu of any other payment 
under the State plan to a family during a 
time period of not more than 3 months, 
make a lump-sum payment to the family for 
the time period in an amount not to exceed-

"(i) the amount of the monthly benefit to 
which the family is entitled under the State 
plan; multiplied by 

"(ii) the number of months in the time pe
riod; 

"(B) a lump-sum payment pursuant to sub
paragraph (A) shall not be made more than 
once to any family; and 

"(C) if, during a time period for which the 
State has made a lump-sum payment to a 
family pursuant to subparagraph (A), the 
family applies for and (but for the lump-sum 
payment) would be eligible for aid under the 
State plan for a greater monthly benefit 
than the monthly benefit to which the fam
ily was entitled under the State plan at the 
time of the calculation of the lump sum pay
ment, then, notwithstanding subparagraph 
(A), the State shall, for that part of the time 
period that remains after the family be
comes eligible for the greater monthly bene
fit, provide monthly benefits to the family in 
an amount not to exceed-

"(i) the amount by which the greater 
monthly benefit exceeds the former monthly 
benefit, multiplied by the number of months 
in the time period; divided by 

"(ii) the whole number of months remain
ing in the time period.". 
SEC. 233. ELIMINATION OF QUARTERS OF COV· 

ERAGE REQUIREMENT FOR MAR· 
RIED TEENS UNDER AFDC-UP PRO· 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 407(b)(l)(A)(iii)(I) 
(42 U.S.C. 607(b)(l)(A)(iii)(I)) is amended by 
inserting "except in the case of a family in 
which the parents are married and neither 
parent has attained 20 years of age," after 
"(I)". 

(b) EXTENSION OF AFDC-UP PROGRAM.
Section 401(h) of the Family Support Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C. 602 and note, 607) is amended 
by striking "1998" and inserting "2000". 

Subtitle E-AFDC Asset Limitations 
SEC. 241. INCREASE IN RESOURCE THRESHOLDS; 

SEPARATE THRESHOLD FOR VERI· 
CLES. 

Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)) 
is amended-

(!) by striking "$1,000 or such lower 
amount as the State may determine" and in
serting "$2,000"; and 

(2) in clause (i), by striking "such amount 
as the Secretary may prescribe" and insert
ing "the dollar amount prescribed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture under section 5(g) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977". 
SEC. 242. LIMITED DISREGARD OF AMOUNTS 

SAVED FOR POST-SECONDARY EDU· 
CATION, THE PURCHASE OF A FIRST 
HOME, OR THE ESTABLISHMENT OR 
OPERATION OF A MICROENTER· 
PRISE. 

(a) DISREGARD FROM RESOURCES.-Section 
402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking " or" before "(iv)" ; and 
(2) by inserting ", or (v) any amount not 

exceeding $8,000 in 1 qualified asset account 

(as defined in section 406(i)) of 1 member of 
such family" before"; and". 

(b) DISREGARD FROM INCOME.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 

U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by section 
231 of this Act, is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(viii); and 

(B) by inserting after clause (ix) the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(x) shall disregard any interest or income 
earned on a qualified asset account (as de
fined in section 406(i)) and paid into the ac
count, to the extent that the total amount in 
the account, after such payment, does not 
exceed $8,000; and". 

(2) NONRECURRING LUMP SUM EXEMPT FROM 
LUMP SUM RULE.-Section 402(a)(l7) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(17)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: "; and that this paragraph 
shall not apply to earned or unearned income 
received in a month on a nonrecurring basis 
to the extent that such income is placed in 
a qualified asset account (as defined in sec
tion 406(i)) the total amount in which, after 
such placement, does not exceed $8,000;". 

(3) TREATMENT AS INCOME.-Section 
402(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)) is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (B); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting "; and"; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(D) shall treat as income any distribution 
from a qualified asset account (as defined in 
section 406(i)(l)) that is not a qualified dis
tribution (as defined in section 406(i)(2));". 

(c) DEFINITIONS.-Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

"(i)(l) The term 'qualified asset account' 
means a mechanism approved by the State 
(such as individual retirement accounts, es
crow accounts, or savings bonds) that allows 
savings of an individual receiving aid to fam
ilies with dependent children to be used for a 
purpose described in paragraph (2). 

"(2) The term 'qualified distribution' 
means a distribution for expenses directly 
related to 1 or more of the following pur
poses: 

"(A) The attendance of a member of the 
family at any postsecondary education pro
gram. 

"(B) The purchase of residential real prop
erty for the family that the family intends 
to occupy. if no member of the family has an 
ownership interest in such a property. 

"(C) The establishment or operation of a 
microenterprise owned by a member of the 
family. 

"(j) The term 'microenterprise' means a 
commercial enterprise which has 5 or fewer 
employees, 1 or more of whom owns the en
terprise.". 

TITLE Ill-THE WORK FlRST PROGRAM 
SEC. 301. WORK FIRST PROGRAM. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 
402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended by sec
tions 101, 102, 211(a), and 232 of this Act, is 
amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (48); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (49) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (49) the fol
lowing: 

"(50) provide that the State-
"(A) shall develop an indiyidual respon

sibility plan in accordance with part F for 
each applicant for, or recipient of, aid under 
the State plan who-

"(i) has attained 18 years of age; or 
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"(ii) has not completed high school or ob

tained a certificate of high school equiva
lency, and is not attending secondary school; 

" (B) has in effect and operation-
" (i) a work first program that meets the 

requirements of subpart 1 of part G (or, for 
any fiscal year for which the Secretary has 
approved a State plan under subpart 2 of part 
G, such subpart 2); and 

" (ii) a community service program that 
meets the requirements of part H, or a job 
placement voucher program that meets the 
requirements of part I, but not both; 

" (C) shall provide a position in the 
workfare program established by the State 
under part H, or a job placement voucher 
under the job placement voucher program es
tablished by the State under part I to any in
dividual who, by reason of section 497(b), is 
prohibited from participating in the work 
first program operated by the State, and 
shall not provide such a position or such a 
voucher to any other individual; and 

"(D) shall provide to participants in such 
programs such case management services as 
are necessary to ensure the integrated provi
sion of benefits and services under such pro
grams." . 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF PRO
GRAM.- Title IV (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is 
amended by striking part F and inserting the 
following: 

"Part F-Individual Responsibility Plan 
"SEC. 481. ASSESSMENT. 

"The State agency referred to in section 
402(a)(3) shall make an initial assessment of 
the skills, prior work experience, and em
ployability of each individual for whom sec
tion 402(a)(50)(A) requires the State to de
velop an individual responsibility plan. 
"SEC. 482. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY PLANS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-On the basis of the as
sessment made under section 481 with re
spect to an individual, the State agency , in 
consultation with the individual , shall de
velop an individual responsibility plan for 
the individual , which-

" (1) shall provide that participation by the 
individual in job search activities shall be a 
condition of eligibility for aid under the 
State plan approved under part A, except 
during any period for which the individual is 
employed full-time in an unsubsidized job in 
the private sector; 

"(2) sets forth an employment goal for the 
individual and a plan for moving the individ
ual immediately into private sector employ
ment; 

" (3) sets forth the obligations of the indi
vidual, which may include a requirement 
that the individual attend school, maintain 
certain grades and attendance, keep school 
age children of the individual in school, im
munize children, attend parenting and 
money management classes, or do other 
things that will help the individual become 
and remain employed in the private sector; 
and 

" (4) may require that the individual enter 
the State program established under part G, 
if the caseworker determines that the indi
vidual will need education, training, job 
placement assistance, wage enhancement, or 
other services to become employed in the 
private sector. 

" (b) TIMING.-The State agency shall com
ply with subsection (a) with respect to an in
dividual-

" (1) within 90 days (or, at the option of the 
State, 180 days) after the effective date of 
this part, in the case of an individual who, as 
of such effective date, is a recipient of aid 
under the State plan approved under part A; 
or 

" (2) within 30 days (or, at the option of the 
State, 90 days) after the individual is deter
mined to be eligible for such aid, in the case 
of any other individual. 
"SEC. 483. PROVISION OF PROGRAM AND EM· 

PLOYMENT INFORMATION. 
"The State shall inform all applicants for 

and recipients of aid under the State plan ap
proved under part A of all available services 
under the State plan for which they are eli
gible . 
"SEC. 484. REQUIREMENT THAT RECIPIENTS 

ENTER THE WORK FIRST PROGRAM. 
" (a) IN GENERAL.- Beginning with fiscal 

year 2004, the State shall place recipients of 
aid under the State plan approved under part 
A, who have not become employed in the pri
vate sector within 1 year after signing an in
dividual responsibility plan, in the first 
available slot in the State program estab
lished under part G, except as provided in 
subsection (b). 

" (b) EXCEPTIONS.-A State may not be re
quired to place a recipient of such aid in the 
State program established under part G if 
the recipient-

"(!) is ill, incapacitated, or of advanced 
age; 

" (2) has not attained 18 years of age; 
" (3) is caring for a child or parent who is 

ill or incapacitated; or 
" (4) is enrolled in school or in educational 

or training programs that will lead to pri
vate sector employment. 
"SEC. 485. PENALTIES. 

"(a) STATE NOT OPERATING A WORK FIRST 
PROGRAM UNDER A STATE MODEL OR A 
WORKFARE PROGRAM.-In the case of a State 
that is not operating a program under sub
part 2 of part G or under part H: 

" (1) FAILURE TO. COMPLY WITH INDIVIDUAL 
RESPONSIBILITY PLAN OR AGREEMENT OF MU
TUAL RESPONSIBILITY.-

" (A) PROGRESSIVE REDUCTIONS IN AID FOR 
1ST AND 2ND FAILURES.-The amount of aid 
otherwise payable under the State plan ap
proved under part A to a family that in
cludes an individual who fails without good 
cause to comply with an individual respon
sibility plan (or, if the State has established 
a program under subpart 1 of part G and the 
individual is required to participate in the 
program, an agreement of mutual respon
sibility) signed by the individual (other than 
by reason of conduct described in paragraph 
(2)) shall be reduced by-

"(i) 33 percent for the 1st such act of non
compliance; or 

" (ii) 66 percent for the 2nd such act of non
compliance. 

"(B ) DENIAL OF AID FOR 3RD FAILURE.-In 
the case of the 3rd such act of noncompli
ance , the family of which the individual is a 
member shall not thereafter be eligible for 
aid under the State plan approved under part 
A. 

" (C) ACTS OF NONCOMPLIANCE.-For pur
poses of this paragraph, a 1st act of non
compliance by an individual continues for 
more than 1 calendar month shall be consid
ered a 2nd act of noncompliance, and a 2nd 
act of noncompliance that continues for 
more than 3 calendar months shall be consid
ered a 3rd act of noncompliance. 

" (2) DENIAL OF AFDC TO ADULTS REFUSING TO 
WORK, LOOK FOR WORK, OR ACCEPT A BONA FIDE 
OFFER OF EMPLOYMENT.-

" (A) REFUSAL TO WORK OR LOOK FOR 
WORK.-If an unemployed individual who has 
attained 18 years of age refuses to work or 
look for work-

" (i ) in the case of the 1st such refusal , aid 
under the State plan approved under part A 
shall not be payable with respect to the indi
vidual until the later of-
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" (I) a period of not less than 6 months after 

the date of the first such refusal; or 
" (II) the first date the individual agrees to 

work or look for work. 
"(ii) in the case of the 2nd such refusal , the 

family of which the individual is a member 
shall not thereafter be eligible for aid under 
the State plan approved under part A. 

" (B) REFUSAL TO ACCEPT A BONA FIDE OFFER 
OF EMPLOYMENT.-If an unemployed individ
ual who has attained 18 years of age refuses 
to accept a bona fide offer of employment, 
the family of which the individual is a mem
ber shall not thereafter be eligible for aid 
under the State plan approved under part A. 

" (b) OTHER STATES.-In the case of any 
other State, the State shall reduce, by such 
amount as the State considers appropriate. 
the amount of aid otherwise payable under 
the State plan approved under part A to a 
family that includes an individual who fails 
without good cause to comply with an indi
vidual responsibility plan signed by the indi
vidual. 

"Part G-Work First Program 
"Subpart 1-Federal Model 

"SEC. 491. ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF 
STATE PROGRAMS. 

"A work first program meets the require
ments of this subpart if the program meets 
the following requirements: 

" (1) OBJECTIVE.-The objective of the pro
gram is for each program participant to find 
and hold a full-time unsubsidized paid job, 
and for this goal to be achieved in a cost-ef
fective fashion. 

"(2) METHOD.-The method of the program 
is to connect recipients of aid to families 
with dependent children with the private 
sector labor market as soon as possible and 
offer them the support and skills necessary 
to remain in the labor market. Each compo
nent of the program should be permeated 
with an emphasis on employment and with 
an understanding that minimum wage jobs 
are a stepping stone to more highly paid em
ployment. 

" (3) JoB CREATION.-The creation of jobs, 
with an emphasis on private sector jobs, 
shall be a component of the program and 
shall be a priority for each State office with 
responsibilities under the program. 

" (4) USE OF INCENTIVES.-The State shall 
use incentives to change the culture of each 
State office with responsibilities under the 
State plan approved under part A, improve 
the performance of employees, and ensure 
that the objective of each employee of each 
such State office is to find an unsubsidized 
paid job for each program participant. 

"(5) CASEWORKER TRAINING.-The State 
may provide such training to caseworkers 
and related personnel (including through the 
use of incentives) as may be necessary to en
sure successful job placements that result in 
full-time public or private employment (out
side the State agencies with responsibilities 
under part A) for program participants. The 
State shall reward any caseworker who en
ters an agreement of mutual responsibility 
with a program participant that provides for 
education or training activities as well as 
work. 

" (6) REPORTS.-Each office with respon
sibility for operating the program shall 
make monthly statistical reports to the gov
erning body of the State, county, and city in 
which located, of job placements and the 
number of program participants who are no 
longer receiving aid under the State plan ap
proved under part A as a result of participa
tion in the program. 

" (7) CASE MANAGEMENT TEAMS.-
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"(A) DUTIES.-The program requires the 

State to assign to each individual required 
or allowed to participate in the program a 
case management team that shall meet with 
the program participant and develop an 
agreement of mutual responsibility for the 
individual. 

"(B) DEADLINE.-
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The case management 

team shall comply with subparagraph (A) 
with respect to a program participant within 
30 days (or, at the option of the State, within 
a period not exceeding 90 days) after the 
later of-

"(!) the date the application of the pro
gram participant for aid under the State 
plan approved under part A was approved; or 

"(II) the date this subpart first applies to 
the State. 

"(ii) REPEAT PARTICIPANTS.-Within 30 days 
after the State makes a determination under 
section 497(b)(2) to allow an individual to 
participate in the program, the case manage
ment team shall meet with the individual 
and develop an agreement of mutual respon
sibility for the individual. 

"(8) AGREEMENTS OF MUTUAL RESPONSIBIL
ITY.-The agreement of mutual responsibil
ity for a participant shall-

"(A) contain an individualized comprehen
sive plan, developed by the team and the par
ticipant, to move the participant into a full
time unsubsidized job, through activities 
under section 492, 493, 494, 495, or 496; 

"(B) to the greatest extent possible, be de
signed to move the participant as quickly as 
possible into whatever type and amount of 
work as the participant is capable of han
dling, and increases the responsibility and 
amount of work over time until the partici
pant is able to work full-time; 

"(C) where necessary, provide for edu
cation or training of the participant; 

"(D) provide that aid under the State plan 
is to be paid to the participant based on the 
number of hours that the participant spends 
in activities provided for in the agreement; 

"(E) provide that the participant shall 
spend at least 30 hours per week (or, at State 
option, at least 20 hours per week during fis
cal years 1997 and 1998, and at least 25 hours 
per week during fiscal year 1999) in activities 
provided for in the agreement; 

"(F) provide that the participant shall ac
cept any bona fide offer of unsubsidized full
time employment, unless the participant has 
good cause for not doing so; 

"(G) at the option of the State, require the 
participant to undergo appropriate substance 
abuse treatment; and 

"(H) at the option of the State, require the 
participant to have his or her children re
ceive appropriate immunizations against dis
ease. 

"(9) OPTIONS FOR PARTICIPANTS.-The case 
manager for a program participant shall 
present the participant with each option of
fered under the State program through 
which the participant will, over time, be 
moved into full-time unsubsidized employ
ment. 

"(10) ONE-STOP EMPLOYMENT SHOPS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-In carrying out the pro

gram, the State shall utilize and make avail
able to each program participant, through 
the establishment and operation or utiliza
tion of appropriate Federal or State one-stop 
employment shops, services under programs 
carried out under the following provisions of 
law: 

"(1) Part A of title II of the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) (re
lating to the adult training program). 
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"(ii) Part B of title II of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
1630 et seq.) (relating to the summer youth 
employment and training programs). 

"(iii) Part C of title II of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 1641 et seq.) (relating to the youth 
training program). 

"(iv) Title III of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1651 et 
seq.) (relating to employment and training 
assistance for dislocated workers). 

"(v) Part B of title IV of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 1691 et seq.) (relating to the Job 
Corps). 

"(vi) The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and 
Applied Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
2301 et seq.). 

"(vii) The Adult Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
1201 et seq.). 

"(viii) Part B of chapter 1 of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2741 et seq.) (relating to Even 
Start family literacy programs). 

"(ix) Subtitle A of title VII of the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11421) (relating to adult education for 
the homeless). 

"(x) Subtitle B of title VII of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 11431 et seq.) (relating to education 
for homeless children and youth). 

"(xi) Subtitle C of title VII of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 11441) (relating to job training for the 
homeless). 

"(xii) The School-to-Work Opportunities 
Act of 1994. 

"(xiii) The National and Community Serv
ice Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12501 et seq.). 

"(xiv) The National Skill Standards Act of 
1994. 

"(B) COORDINATION.-ln utilizing appro
priate Federal or State one-stop employment 
shops described in subparagraph (A), the 
State shall ensure coordination between the 
caseworker of each program participant and 
the administrators of the programs carried 
out under the provisions of law described in 
such subparagraph. 

"(11) NONDISPLACEMENT.-The program 
may not be operated in a manner that re
sults in-

"(A) the displacement of a currently em
ployed worker or position by a program par
ticipant; 

"(B) the replacement of an employee who 
has been terminated with a program partici
pant; or 

"(C) the replacement of an individual who 
is on layoff from the same position given to 
a program participant or any equivalent po
sition. 
"SEC. 492. REVAMPED JOBS PROGRAM. 

"A State that establishes a program under 
this subpart may operate a program similar 
to the program known as the 'GAIN Pro
gram' that has been operated by Riverside 
County, California, under Federal law in ef
fect immediately before the date this sub
part first applies to the State of California. 
"SEC. 493. USE OF PLACEMENT COMPANIES. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-A State that establishes 
a program under this subpart may enter into 
contracts with private companies (whether 
operated for profit or not for profit) for the 
placement of participants in the program in 
positions of full-time employment, pref
erably in the private sector, for wages suffi
cient to eliminate the need of such partici
pants for cash assistance. 

"(b) REQUIRED CONTRACT TERMS.-Each 
contract entered into under this section with 
a company shall meet the following require
ments: 

"(1) PROVISION OF JOB READINESS AND SUP
PORT SERVICES.-The contract shall require 
the company to provide, to any program par
ticipant who presents to the company a 

voucher issued under subsection (d) intensive 
personalized support and job readiness serv
ices designed to prepare the individual for 
employment and ensure the continued suc
cess of the individual in employment. 

"(2) PAYMENTS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The contract shall pro

vide for payments to be made to the com
pany with respect to each program partici
pant who presents to the company a voucher 
issued under subsection (d). 

"(B) STRUCTURE.-The contract shall pro
vide for the majority of the amounts to be 
paid under the contract with respect to a 
program participant, to be paid after the 
company has placed the participant in a po
sition of full-time employment and the par
ticipant has been employed in the position 
for such period of not less than 5 months as 
the State deems appropriate. 

"(c) COMPETITIVE BIDDING REQUIRED.-Con
tracts under this section shall be awarded 
only after competitive bidding. 

"(d) VOUCHERS.-The State shall issue a 
voucher to each program participant whose 
agreement of mutual responsibility provides 
for the use of placement companies under 
this section, indicating that the participant 
is eligible for the services of such a company. 
"SEC. 494. TEMPORARY SUBSIDIZED JOB CRE-

ATION. 
"A State that establishes a program under 

this subpart may establish a program similar 
to the program known as 'JOBS Plus' that 
has been operated by the State of Oregon 
under Federal law in effect immediately be
fore the date this subpart first applies to the 
State of Oregon. 
"SEC. 495. MICROENTERPRISE. 

"(a) GRANTS AND LOANS TO NONPROFIT OR
GANIZATIONS FOR THE PROVISION OF TECH
NICAL ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, AND CREDIT TO 
LOW INCOME ENTREPRENEURS.-A State that 
establishes a program under this subpart 
may make grants and loans to nonprofit or
ganizations to provide technical assistance, 
training, and credit to low income entre
preneurs for the purpose of establishing 
microenterprises. 

"(b) MICROENTERPRISE DEFINED.-For pur
poses of this subsection, the term 'micro
enterprise' means a commercial enterprise 
which has 5 or fewer employees, 1 or more of 
whom owns the enterprise. 
"SEC. 496. WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-A State that establishes 
a program under this subpart may institute 
a work supplementation program under 
which the State, to the extent it considers 
appropriate, may reserve the sums that 
would otherwise be payable to participants 
in the program as aid to families with de
pendent children and use the sums instead 
for the purpose of providing and subsidizing 
jobs for the participants (as described in sub
section (c)(3)(A) and (B)), as an alternative 
to the aid to families with dependent chil
dren that would otherwise be so payable to 
the participants. 

"(b) STATE FLEXIBILITY.-
"(!) Nothing in this subpart, or in any 

State plan approved under part A, shall be 
construed to prevent a State from operating 
(on such terms and conditions and in such 
cases as the State may find to be necessary 
or appropriate) a work supplementation pro
gram in accordance with this section and 
section 494 (as in effect immediately before 
the date this subpart first applies to the 
State). 

"(2) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(23) or 
any other provision of law, a State may ad
just the levels of the standards of need under 
the State plan as the State determines to be 
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necessary and appropriate for carrying out a 
work supplementation program under this 
section. 

" (3) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(l) or 
any other provision of law, a State operating 
a work supplementation program under this 
section may provide that the need standards 
in effect in those areas of the State in which 
the program is in operation may be different 
from the need standards in effect in the 
areas in which the program is not in oper
ation, and the State may provide that the 
need standards for categories of recipients 
may vary among such categories to the ex
tent the State determines to be appropriate 
on the basis of ability to participate in the 
work supplementation program. 

" (4) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a State may make such further ad
justments in the amounts of the aid to fami
lies with dependent children paid under the 
plan to different categories of recipients (as 
determined under paragraph (3)) in order to 
offset increases in benefits from needs-relat
ed programs (other than the State plan ap
proved under part A) as the State determines 
to be necessary and appropriate to further 
the purposes of the work supplementation 
program. 

" (5) In determining the amounts to be re
served and used for providing and subsidizing 
jobs under this section as described in sub
section (a), the State may use a sampling 
methodology. 

" (6) Notwithstanding section 402(a)(8) or 
any other provision of law, a State operating 
a work supplementation program under this 
section-

" (A) may reduce or eliminate the amount 
of earned income to be disregarded under the 
State plan as the State determines to be nec
essary and appropriate to further the pur
poses of the work supplementation program; 
and 

" (B) during 1 or more of the first 9 months 
of an individual 's employment pursuant to a 
program under this subpart, may apply to 
the wages of the individual the provisions of 
subparagraph (A)(iv) of section 402(a)(8) 
without regard to the provisions of subpara
graph (B)(ii)(II) of such section. 

"(c) RULES RELATING TO SUPPLEMENTED 
JOBS.-

" (1) A work supplementation program op
erated by a State under this section may 
provide that any individual who is an eligi
ble individual (as determined under para
graph (2)) shall take a supplemented job (as 
defined in paragraph (3)) to the extent that 
supplemented jobs are available under the 
program. Payments by the State to individ
uals or to employers under the work 
supplementation program shall be treated as 
expenditures incurred by the State for aid to 
families with dependent children except as 
limited by subsection (d). 

" (2) For purposes of this section, an eligi
ble individual is an individual who is in a 
category which the State determines should 
be eligible to participate in the work 
supplementation program, and who would, at 
the time of placement in the job involved, be 
eligible for aid to families with dependent 
children under an approved State plan if the 
State did not have a work supplementation 
program in effect. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, a sup
plemented job is-

"(A) a job provided to an eligible individ
ual by the State or local agency administer
ing the State plan under part A; or 

"(B) a job provided to an eligible individ
ual by any other employer for which all or 
part of the wages are paid by the State or 
local agency. 

A State may provide or subsidize under the 
program any job which the State determines 
to be appropriate. 

" (4) At the option of the State, individuals 
who hold supplemented jobs under a State's 
work supplementation program shall be ex
empt from the retrospective budgeting re
quirements imposed pursuant to section 
402(a)(l3)(A)(ii) (and the amount of the aid 
which is payable to the family of any such 
individual for any month, or which would be 
so payable but for the individual 's participa
tion in the work supplementation program, 
shall be determined on the basis of the in
come and other relevant circumstances in 
that month). 

" (d) COST LIMITATION.-The amount of the 
Federal payment to a State under section 403 
for expenditures incurred in making pay
ments to individuals and employers under a 
work supplementation program under this 
subsection shall not exceed an amount equal 
to the amount which would otherwise be 
payable under such section if the family of 
each individual employed in the program es
tablished in the State under this section had 
received the maximum amount of aid to fam
ilies with dependent children payable under 
the State plan to such a family with no in
come (without regard to adjustments under 
subsection (b)) for the lesser of-

"(1) 9 months; or 
" (2) the number of months in which the in

dividual was employed in the program. 
" (e) RULES OF lNTERPRETATION.-
" (1) This section shall not be construed as 

requiring the State or local agency admin
istering the State plan to provide employee 
status to an eligible individual to whom the 
State or local agency provides a job under 
the work supplementation program (or with 
respect to whom the State or local agency 
provides all or part of the wages paid to the 
individual by another entity under the pro
gram). or as requiring any State or local 
agency to provide that an eligible individual 
filling a job position provided by another en
tity under the program be provided employee 
status by the entity during the first 13 weeks 
the individual fills the position. 

" (2) Wages paid under a work 
supplementation program shall be consid
ered to be earned income for purposes of any 
provision of law. 

" (f) PRESERVATION OF MEDICAID ELIGI
BILITY.-Any State that chooses to operate a 
work supplementation program under this 
section shall provide that any individual who 
participates in the program, and any child or 
relative of the individual (or other individual 
living in the same household as the individ
ual) who would be eligible for aid to families 
with dependent children under the State 
plan approved under part A if the State did 
not have a work supplementation program, 
shall be considered individuals receiving aid 
to families with dependent children under 
the State plan approved under part A for 
purposes of eligibility for medical assistance 
under the State plan approved under title 
XIX. 
"SEC. 497. PARTICIPATION RULES. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), a State that establishes a pro
gram under this part may require any indi
vidual receiving aid under the State plan ap
proved under part A to participate in the 
program. 

" (b) 2-YEAR LIMITATION ON PARTICIPA
TION.-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), an individual may not partici
pate in a State program established under 
this part if the individual has participated in 

the State program established under this 
part for 24 months after the date the individ
ual first signed an agreement of mutual re
sponsibility under this part, excluding any 
month during which the individual worked 
for an average of at least 25 hours per week 
in a private sector job. 

" (2) AUTHORITY TO ALLOW REPEAT PARTICI
PATION.-

" (A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subparagraph 
(B) of this paragraph, a State may allow an 
individual who, by reason of paragraph (1) , 
would be prohibited from participating in 
the State program established under this 
part to participate in the program for such 
additional period or periods as the State de
termines appropriate . 

" (B) LIMITATION ON PERCENTAGE OF REPEAT 
PARTICIPANTS.-

" (i) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
clause (ii) of this subparagraph, the number 
of individuals allowed under subparagraph 
(A) to participate during a program year in 
a State program established under this part 
shall not exceed-

" (!) 10 percent of the total number of indi
viduals who participated in the State pro
gram established under this part or the 
State program established under part H dur
ing the immediately preceding program 
year; or 

"(II) in the case of fiscal year 2004 or any 
succeeding fiscal year, 15 percent of such 
total number of individuals. 

" (ii) AUTHORITY TO INCREASE LIMITATION.
" (!) PETITION.-A State may request the 

Secretary to increase to not more than 15 
percent the percentage limitation imposed 
by clause (i)(l) for a fiscal year before fiscal 
year 2004. 

" (II) AUTHORITY TO GRANT REQUEST.-The 
Secretary may approve a request made pur
suant to subclause (l) if the Secretary deems 
it appropriate . The Secretary shall develop 
recommendations on the criteria that should 
be applied in evaluating requests under sub
clause (l) . 
"SEC. 498. CASELOAD PARTICIPATION RATES; 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES. 
" (a) PARTICIPATION RATES.-
" (1) REQUIREMENT.-A State that operates 

a program under this part shall achieve a 
participation rate for the following fiscal 
years of not less than the following percent
age: 
"Fiscal year: Percentage: 

1997 ......... .... ...... .... .. ..... ....... .. ..... ... .. . 16 
1998 ····· ·· ······ ···· ··· ······· ···· ·· ······ ···· ···· ··· 20 
1999 ······ ··· ···· ······ ······ ····· ·· ·· ····· ····· ·· ···· 24 
2000 .... ... ...... .. .... ... ..... ...... .. .... ... .. .... .. 28 
2001 ··· ··· ······· ···· ··· ········ ······· ···· ·· ·· ···· ··· 32 
2002 ..... .......... ... ... ... .... ... .... .... ........... 40 
2003 or later ...... ........ ........... .... ....... 52. 
" (2) PARTICIPATION RATE DEFINED.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.- As used in this sub

section, the term 'participation rate ' means, 
with respect to a State and a fiscal year, an 
amount equal to-

" (i) the average monthly number of indi
viduals who, during the fiscal year, partici
pate in the State program established under 
this part or the State program (if any) estab
lished under part H; divided by 

" (ii) the average monthly number of indi
viduals for whom an individual responsibil
ity plan is in effect under section 482 during 
the fiscal year. 

" (B) SPECIAL RULE.-For each of the 1st 12 
months after an individual ceases to receive 
aid under a State plan approved under part A 
by reason of having become employed for 
more than 25 hours per week in an 
unsubsidized job in the private sector, the in
dividual shall be considered to be participat
ing in the State program established under 
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this part, and to be an adult recipient of 
such aid, for purposes of subparagraph (A). 

"(3) STATE COMPLIANCE REPORTS .-Each 
State that operates a program under this 
part for a fiscal year shall submit to the Sec
retary a report on the participation rate of 
the State for the fiscal year. 

"(4) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MEET PARTICIPA
TION RATES.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-If a State reports that 
the State has failed to achieve the participa
tion rate required by paragraph (1) for the 
fiscal year, the Secretary may make rec
ommendations for changes in the State pro
gram established under this part and (if the 
State has established a program under part 
H) the ·state program established under part 
H. The State may elect to follow such rec
ommendations, and shall demonstrate to the 
Secretary how the State will achieve the re
quired participation rates. 

"(B) SECOND CONSECUTIVE FAILURE.-Not
withstanding subparagraph (A), if a State 
fails to achieve the participation rate re
quired by paragraph (1) for 2 consecutive fis
cal years, the Secretary may-

"(i) require the State to make changes in 
the State program established under this 
part and (if the State has established a pro
gram under part H) the State program estab
lished under part H; and 

"(ii) reduce by 5 percent the amount other
wise payable to the State under paragraph 
(1) or (2) (whichever applies to the State) of 
section 403(a). 

"(b) PERFORMANCE STANDARDS.-The Sec
retary shall develop standards to be used to 
measure the effectiveness of the programs 
established under this part and part H in 
moving recipients of aid under the State 
plan approved under part A into full-time 
unsubsidized employment. 

"(c) PERFORMANCE-BASED MEASURES.-
"(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary shall, 

by regulation, establish measures of the ef
fectiveness of the State programs estab
lished under this part and under part H in 
moving recipients of aid under the State 
plan approved under part A into full-time 
unsubsidized employment, based on the per
formance of such programs. 

"(2) ANNUAL COMPLIANCE REPORTS.-Each 
State that operates a program under this 
part shall submit to the Secretary annual re
ports that compare the achievements of the 
program with the performance-based meas
ures established under paragraph (1). 

"Subpart 2-0ptional State Plans 
"SEC. 499. STATE ROLE. 

"(a) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-Any State 
may establish and operate a work first pro
gram that meets the following requirements, 
unless the State is operating a work first 
program under subpart 1: 

"(1) OBJECTIVE.-The objective of the pro
gram is for each program participant to find 
and hold a full-time unsubsidized paid job, 
and for this goal to be achieved in a cost-ef
fective fashion. 

"(2) METHOD.-The method of the program 
is to connect recipients of aid to families 
with dependent children with the private 
sector labor market as soon as possible and 
offer them the support and skills necessary 
to remain in the labor market. Each compo
nent of the program should be permeated 
with an emphasis on employment and with 
an understanding that minimum wage jobs 
are a stepping stone to more highly paid em
ployment. The program shall provide recipi
ents with education, training, job search and 
placement, wage supplementation, tem
porary subsidized jobs, or such other services 

that the State deems necessary to help are
cipient obtain private sector employment. 

"(3) JOB CREATION.-The creation of jobs, 
with an emphasis on private sector jobs, 
shall be a component of the program and 
shall be a priority for each State office with 
responsibilities under the program. 

"(4) FORMS OF ASSISTANCE.-The State 
shall provide assistance to participants in 
the program in the form of education, train
ing, job placement services (including vouch
ers for job placement services), work 
supplementation programs, temporary sub
sidized job creation, job counseling, assist
ance in establishing microenterprises, or 
other services to provide individuals with 
the support and skills necessary to obtain 
and keep employment in the private sector. 

"(5) 2-YEAR LIMITATION ON PARTICIPATION.
The program shall comply with section 
497(b). 

"(6) AGREEMENTS OF MUTUAL RESPONSIBIL
ITY.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-The State agency shall 
develop an agreement of mutual responsibil
ity for each program participant, which will 
be an individualized comprehensive plan, de
veloped by the team and the participant, to 
move the participant into a full-time 
unsubsidized job. The agreement should de
tail the education, training, or skills that 
the individual will be receiving to obtain a 
full-time unsubsidized job, and the obliga
tions of the individual. 

"(B) HOURS OF PARTICIPATION REQUIRE
MENT.-The agreement shall provide that the 
individual shall participate in activities in 
accordance with the agreement for-

"(i) not fewer than 20 hours per week dur
ing fiscal years 1997 and 1998; 

"(ii) not fewer than 25 hours per week dur
ing fiscal year 1999; and 

"(iii) not fewer than 30 hours per week 
thereafter. 

"(7) CASELOAD PARTICIPATION RATES.-The 
program shall comply with section 498. 

"(8) NONDISPLACEMENT.-The program shall 
comply with section 491(11). 

"(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.-
"(1) COMPLIANCE WITH PERFORMANCE MEAS

URES.-Each State that operates a program 
under this subpart shall submit to the Sec
retary annual reports that compare the 
achievements of the program with the per
formance-based measures established under 
section 490(b) . 

"(2) COMPLIANCE WITH PARTICIPATION 
RATES.-Each State that operates a program 
under this subpart for a fiscal year shall sub
mit to the Secretary a report on the partici
pation rate of the State for the fiscal year. 
"SEC. 500. FEDERAL ROLE. 

"(a) APPROVAL OF STATE PLANS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Within 60 days after the 

date a State submits to the Secretary a plan 
that provides for the establishment and oper
ation of a work first program that meets the 
requirements of section 499, the Secretary 
shall approve the plan. 

"(2) AUTHORITY TO EXTEND APPROVAL DEAD
LINE.-The 60-day deadline established in 
paragraph (1) with respect to a State may be 
extended in accordance with an agreement 
between the Secretary and the State. 

"(b) PERFORMANCE-BASED MEASURES.-The 
Secretary shall, by regulation, establish 
measures of the effectiveness of the State 
program established under this subpart and 
(if the State has established a program under 
part H) the State program established under 
part H in moving recipients of aid under the 
State plan approved under part A into full
time unsubsidized employment, based on the 
performance of such programs. 

"(c) EFFECT OF FAILURE To MEET PARTICI
PATION RATES.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-If a State reports that 
the State has failed to achieve the participa
tion rate required by section 499(a)(7) for the 
fiscal year, the Secretary may make rec
ommendations for changes in the State pro
gram established under this subpart and (if 
the State has established a program under 
part H) the State program established under 
part H. The State may elect to follow such 
recommendations, and shall demonstrate to 
the Secretary how the State will achieve the 
required participation rates. 

"(2) SECOND CONSECUTIVE FAILURE.-Not
withstanding paragraph (1), if the State has 
failed to achieve the participation rates re
quired by section 499(a)(7) for 2 consecutive 
fiscal years, the Secretary may require the 
State to make changes in the State program 
established under this subpart and (if the 
State has established a program under part 
H) the State program established under part 
H. 

"Part H-Workfare Program 
"SEC. 500A ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF 

PROGRAM. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-A State that establishes 

a work first program under a subpart of part 
G may establish and carry out a workfare 
program that meets the requirements of this 
part, unless the State has established a job 
placement voucher program under part I. 

"(b) OBJECTIVE.-The objective of the 
workfare program is for each program par
ticipant to find and hold a full-time 
unsubsidized paid job, and for this goal to be 
achieved in a cost-effective fashion. 

"(c) CASE MANAGEMENT TEAMS.-The State 
shall assign to each program participant a 
case management team that shall meet with 
the participant and assist the participant to 
choose the most suitable workfare job under 
subsection (e), (f), or (g) and to eventually 
obtain a full-time unsubsidized paid job. 

"(d) PROVISION OF JOBS.-The State shall 
provide each participant in the program with 
a community service job that meets the re
quirements of subsection (e) or a subsidized 
job that meets the requirements of sub
section (f) or (g). 

"(e) COMMUNITY SERVICE JOBS.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), each participant shall 
work for not fewer than 30 hours per week 
(or, at the option of the State, 20 hours per 
week during fiscal years 1997 and 1998, not 
fewer than 25 hours per week during fiscal 
year 1999, not fewer than 30 hours per week 
during fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and not 
fewer than 35 hours per week thereafter) in a 
community service job, and be paid at a rate 
which is not greater than 75 percent (or, at 
the option of the State, 100 percent) of the 
maximum amount of aid payable under the 
State plan approved under part A to a family 
of the same size and composition with no in
come. 

"(2) EXCEPTION.-(A) If the participant has 
obtained unsubsidized part-time employment 
in the private sector, the State shall provide 
the participant with a part-time community 
service job. 

"(B) If the State provides a participant a 
part-time community service job under sub
paragraph (A), the State shall ensure that 
the participant works for not fewer than 30 
hours per week. 

"(3) WAGES NOT CONSIDERED EARNED IN
COME.-Wages paid under a workfare program 
shall not be considered to be earned income 
for purposes of any provision of law. 

"(4) COMMUNITY SERVICE JOB DEFINED.-For 
purposes of this section, the term 'commu
nity service job' means-
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"(A) a job provided to a participant by the 

State administering the State plan under 
part A; or 

"(B) a job provided to a participant by any 
other employer for which all or part of the 
wages are paid by the State. 
A State may provide or subsidize under the 
program any job which the State determines 
to be appropriate. 

"(f) TEMPORARY SUBSIDIZED JOB CRE
ATION.-A State that establishes a workfare 
program unper this part may establish a pro
gram similar to the program operated by the 
State of Oregon, which is known as 'JOBS 
Pl-us'. 

"(g) WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM.
"(!) IN GENERAL.-A State that establishes 

a workfare program under this part may in
stitute a work supplementation program 
under which the State, to the extent it con
siders appropriate, may reserve the sums 
that would otherwise be payable to partici
pants in the program as a community service 
minimum wage and use the sums instead for 
the purpose of providing and subsidizing pri
vate sector jobs for the participants. 

"(2) EMPLOYER AGREEMENT.-An employer 
who provides a private sector job to a partic
ipant under paragraph (1) shall agree to pro
vide to the participant an amount in wages 
equal to the poverty threshold for a family 
of three. 

"(h) JOB SEARCH REQUIREMENT.-The State 
shall require each participant to spend a 
minimum of 5 hours per week on activities 
related to securing unsubsidized full-time 
employment in the private sector. 

"(i) DURATION OF PARTICIPATION.-
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), an individual may not partici
pate for more than 2 years in a workfare pro
gram under this part. 

"(2) AUTHORITY TO ALLOW REPEATED PAR
TICIPATION.-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subparagraph 
(B), a State may allow an individual who, by 
reason of paragraph (1), would be prohibited 
from participating in the State program es
tablished under this part to participate in 
the program for such additional period or pe
riods as the State determines appropriate. 

"(B) LIMITATION ON PERCENTAGE OF REPEAT 
.PARTICIPANTS.-

"(i) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the number of individuals allowed 
under subparagraph (A) to participate during 
a program year in a State program estab
lished under this part shall not exceed 10 per
cent of the total number of individuals who 
participated in the program during the im
mediately preceding program year. 

"(ii) AUTHORITY TO INCREASE LIMITATION.
"(!) PETITION.-A State may request the 

Secretary to increase the percentage limita
tion imposed by clause (i) to not more than 
15 percent. 

"(II) AUTHORITY TO GRANT REQUEST.-The 
Secretary may approve a request made pur
suant to subclause (I) if the Secretary deems 
it appropriate. The Secretary shall develop 
recommendations on the criteria that should 
be applied in evaluating requests under sub
clause (I). 

"(j) USE OF PLACEMENT COMPANIES.-A 
State that establishes a workfare program 
under this part may enter into contracts 
with private companies (whether operated 
for profit or not for profit) for the placement 
of participants in the program in positions of 
full-time employment, preferably in the pri
vate sector, for wages sufficient to eliminate 
the need of such participants for cash assist
ance in accordance with section 493. 

"(k) MAXIMUM OF 3 COMMUNITY SERVICE 
JoBs.-A program participant may not re-

ceive more than 3 community service jobs 
under the program. 

"Part 1--Job Placement Voucher Program 
"SEC. 500B. JOB PLACEMENT VOUCHER PRO

GRAM. 
"A State that is not operating a workfare 

program under part H may establish a job 
placement voucher program that meets the 
following requirements: 

"(1) The program shall offer each program 
participant a voucher which the participant 
may use to obtain employment in the pri
vate sector. 

"(2) An employer who receives a voucher 
issued under the program from an individual 
may redeem the voucher at any time afte·r 
the individual has been employed by the em
ployer for 6 months, unless another em
ployee of the employer was displaced by the 
employment of the individual. 

"(3) Upon presentation of a voucher by an 
employer to the State agency responsible for 
the administration of the program, the State 
agency shall pay to the employer an amount 
equal to 50 percent of the total amount of aid 
paid under the State plan approved under 
part A to the family of which the individual 
is a member for the most recent 12 months 
for which the family was eligible for such 
aid.". 

(C) FUNDING.-Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is 
amended by inserting after subsection (b) the 
following: 

"(c)(l) Each State that is operating a pro
gram in accordance with subpart 1 of part G 
(or in accordance with a plan approved under 
subpart 2 of part G), and a program in ac
cordance with part H or I shall be entitled to 
payments under subsection (d) for any fiscal 
year in an amount equal to the sum of the 
applicable percentages (specified in such sub
section) of its expenditures to carry out such 
programs (subject to limitations prescribed 
by or pursuant to such parts or this section 
on expenditures that may be included for 
purposes of determining payment under sub
section (d)), but such payments for any fiscal 
year in the case of any State may not exceed 
the limitation determined under paragraph 
(2) with respect to the State. 

"(2) The limitation determined under this 
paragraph with respect to a State for any fis
cal year is the amount that bears the same 
ratio to the amount specified in paragraph 
(3) for such fiscal year as the average month
ly number of adult recipients (as defined in 
paragraph (4)) in the State in the preceding 
fiscal year bears to the average monthly 
number of such recipients in all the States 
for such preceding year. 

"(3)(A) The amount specified in this para-
graph is-

"(i) $1,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
"(iii) $2,000,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 
"(iv) $2,600,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; 
"(v) $3,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and 
"(vi) the amount determined under sub-

paragraph (B) for fiscal year 2001 and each 
succeeding fiscal year. 

"(B) The amount determined under this 
subparagraph for a fiscal year is the product 
of the following: 

"(i) The amount specified in this paragraph 
for the immediately preceding fiscal year. 

"(ii) 1.00 plus the percentage (if any) by 
which-

"(!) the average of the Consumer Price 
Index (as defined in section 1(f)(5) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) for the most re
cent 12-month period for which such infor
mation is available; exceeds 

"(II) the average of the Consumer Price 
Index (as so defined) for the 12-month period 
ending on June 30 of the 2nd preceding fiscal 
year. 

"(iii) The amount that bears the same 
ratio to the amount specified in this para
graph for the immediately preceding fiscal 
year as the number of individuals whom the 
Secretary estimates will participate in pro
grams operated under part G, H, or I during 
the fiscal year bears to the total number of 
individuals who participated in such pro
grams during such preceding fiscal year. 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'adult recipient' in the case of any 
State means an individual other than a de
pendent child (unless such child is the custo .. 
dial parent of another dependent child) 
whose needs are met (in whole or in part) 
with payments of aid to families with de
pendent children. 

"(d)(1) In lieu of any payment under sub
section (a), the Secretary shall pay to each 
State that is operating a program in accord
ance with subpart 1 of part G (or in accord
ance with a plan approved under subpart 2 of 
part G), and a program in accordance with 
part H or I, and to which section 1108 does 
not apply, with respect to expenditures by 
the State to carry out such programs, an 
amount equal to 70 percent, or the Federal 
medical assistance percentage (as defined in 
section 1905(b)) increased by 10 percentage 
points, whichever is the greater, of the total 
amount expended during the quarter for the 
operation and administration of such pro
grams. 

"(2) In lieu of any payment under sub
section (a), the Secretary shall pay to each 
State that is operating a program in accord
ance with subpart 1 of part G (or in accord
ance with a plan approved under subpart 2 of 
part G), and a program in accordance with 
part H or I, and to which section 1108 applies, 
with respect to expenditures by the State to 
carry out such programs (including expendi
tures for child care under section 
402(g)(l)(A)), an amount equal to-

"(A) with respect to so much of such ex
penditures in a fiscal year as do not exceed 
the State's expenditures in the fiscal year 
1987 with respect to which payments were 
made to such State from its allotment for 
such fiscal year pursuant to part C of this 
title as then in effect, 9o percent; and 

"(B) with respect to so much of such ex
penditures in a fiscal year as exceed the 
amount described in subparagraph (A)-

"(i) 50 percent, in the case of expenditures 
for administrative costs made by a State in 
operating such programs for such fiscal year 
(other than the personnel costs for staff em
ployed full-time in the operation of such pro
gram) and the costs of transportation and 
other work-related supportive services under 
section 402(g)(2); and 

"(ii) 70 percent or the Federal medical as
sistance percentage (as defined in the last 
sentence of section 1118) increased by 10 per
centage points, whichever is the greater, in 
the case of expenditures made by a State in 
operating such programs for such fiscal year 
(other than for costs described in clause (i)). 

"(3) With respect to the amount for which 
payment is made to a State under paragraph 
(2)(A), the State's expenditures for the costs 
of operating such programs may be in cash 
or in kind, fairly evaluated. 

"(4) Not more than 10 percent of the 
amount payable to a State under this sub
section for a quarter may be for expenditures 
made during the quarter with respect to pro
gram participants who are not eligible for 
aid under the State plan approved under part 
A.". 

(d) SECRETARY'S SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT 
FUND.-Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
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"(p)(l) There shall be available to the Sec

retary from the amount appropriated for 
payments under subsection (c) for States' 
programs under parts G and H for fiscal year 
1996, $300,000,000 for special adjustments to 
States' limitations on Federal payments for 
such programs. 

"(2) A State may, not later than March 1 
and September 1 of each fiscal year, submit 
to the Secretary a request to adjust the limi
tation on payments under this section with 
respect to its program under part G (and, in 
fiscal years after 1997) its program under 
part H for the following fiscal year. The Sec
retary shall only consider such a request 
from a State which has, or which dem
onstrates convincingly on the basis of esti
mates that it will, submit allowable claims 
for Federal payment in the full amount 
available to it under subsection (c) in the 
current fiscal year and obligated 95 percent 
of its full amount in the prior fiscal year. 
The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe 
criteria for the equitable allocation among 
the States of Federal payments pursuant to 
adjustments of the limitations referred to in 
the preceding sentence in the case where the 
requests of all States that the Secretary 
finds reasonable exceed the amount avail
able, and, within 30 days following the dates 
specified in this paragraph, will notify each 
State whether one or more of its limitations 
will be adjusted in accordance with the 
State's request and the amount of the ad
justment (which may be some or all of the 
amount requested). 

"(3) The Secretary may adjust the limita
tion on Federal payments to a State for a 
fiscal year under subsection (c), and upon a 
determination by the Secre tary that (and 
the amount by which) a State's limitation 
should be raised, the amount specified in ei
ther such subsection, or both, shall be con
sidered to be so increased for the following 
fiscal year. 

" (4) The amount made available under 
paragraph (1) for special adjustments shall 
remain available to the Secretary until ex
pended. That amount shall be reduced by the 
sum of the adjustments approved by the Sec
retary in any fiscal year, and the amount 
shall be increased in a fiscal year by the 
amount by which all States' limitations 
under subsection (c) of this section and sec
tion 2008 for a fiscal year exceeded the sum 
of the Federal payments under such provi
sions of law for such fiscal year, but for fis
cal years after 1997, such amount at the end 
of such fiscal year shall not exceed 
$400,000,000." . 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is 

amended by striking paragraph (19). 
(2) Section 403 (42 u.s.a. 603) is amended by 

striking subsections (k) and (1). 
(3) Section 407(b)(l)(B) (42 U.S.C. 

607(b)(l)(B)) is amended-
(A) by adding " and" at the end of clause 

(iii); 
(B) by striking " ; and" at the end of clause 

(iv) and inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking clause (v). 
(4) Section 407(b)(2)(B)(ii)(I) (42 u.s.a. 

607(b)(2)(B)(ii)(I)) is amended by striking 
" under section 402(a)(19) or" . 

(5) Section 407(b)(2)(C) (42 u.s.a. 
607(b)(2)(C)) is amended by striking " section 
402(a)(19) and" . 

(6) Section 1115(b)(2)(A) (42 u.s.a. 
1315(b)(2)(A)) is amended by striking " , and 
402(a)(19) (relating to the work incentive pro
gram)". 

(7) Section 1108 (42 u.s.a. 1308) is amend
ed-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking " or, in 
the case of part A of title IV, section 403(k)"; 
and 

(B) in subsection (d), by striking "(exclu
sive of any amounts on account of services 
and items to which, in the case of part A of 
such title, section 403(k) applies)" . 

(8) Section 1902(a)(19)(A)(i)(I) (42 U.S .C. 
1396a(a)(19)(A)(i)(l)) is amended by striking 
"482(e){6)" and inserting "486(f)". 

(9) Section 1928(a)(l) (42 U.S.C. 1396s(a)(l)) 
is amended by striking "482(e)(6)" and insert
ing "486(f)". 

(f) INTENT OF THE CONGRESS.-The Congress 
intends for State activities under section 494 
of the Social Security Act (as added by the 
amendment made by section 30l(b) of this 
Act) to emphasize the use of the funds that 
would otherwise be used to provide individ
uals with aid to families with dependent 
children under part A of title IV of the So
cial Security Act and with food stamp bene
fits under the Food Stamp Act of 1977, to 
subsidize the wages of such individuals in 
temporary jobs. 

(g) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense 
of the Congress that States should target in
dividuals who have not attained 25 years of 
age for participation in the program estab
lished by the State under part G of title IV 
of the Social Security Act (as added by the 
amendment made by section 301(b) of this 
section) in order to break the cycle of wel
fare dependency. 
SEC. 302. REGULATIONS. 

The Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices shall prescribe such regulations as may 
be necessary to implement the amendments 
made by this title. 
SEC. 303. APPLICABILITY TO STATES. 

(a) STATE OPTION TO ACCELERATE APPLICA
BILITY.-If a State formally notifies the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services that 
the State desires to accelerate the applica
bility to the State of the amendments made 
by this title, the amendments shall apply to 
the State on and after such earlier date as 
the State may select. 

(b) STATE OPTION TO DELAY APPLICABILITY 
UNTIL WAIVERS EXPffiE.-The amendments 
made by this title shall not apply to a State 
with respect to which there is in effect a 
waiver issued under section 1115 of the Social 
Security Act for the State program estab
lished under part G of title IV of such Act, 
until the waiver expires, if the State for
mally notifies the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services that the State desires to so 
delay such effective date . 

(C) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES TO DELAY AP
PLICABILITY TO A STATE.-If a State formally 
notifies the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services that the State desires to delay the 
applicability to the State of the amendments 
made by this title, the amendments shall 
apply to the State on and after any later 
date agreed upon by the Secretary and the 
State. 
SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RELATING TO 

AVAILABILITY OF WORK FIRST PRO· 
GRAM IN RURAL AREAS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services and 
the States should consider the needs of rural 
areas in designing State plans under part G 
of title IV of the Social Security Act. 
SEC. 305. GRANTS TO COMMUNITY-BASED ORGA

NIZATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services may make grants in ac
cordance with this section to community
based organizations that move recipients of 
aid to families with dependent children 

under a State plan approved under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act or under 
other public assistance programs into pri
vate sector work. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $25,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1996 and $50,000,000 for fiscal years 1997, 
1998, 1999, and 2000. 

(C) ELIGIBLE 0RGANIZATIONS.-The Sec
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
award grants to community-based organiza
tions that-

(1) receive at least 5 percent of their fund
ing from local government sources; and 

(2) move recipients referred to in sub
section (a) in the direction of unsubsidized 
private employment by integrating and co
locating at least 5 of the following services-

(A) case management; 
(B) job training; 
(C) child care; 
(D) housing; 
(E) health care services; 
(F) nutrition programs; 
(G) life skills training; and 
(H) parenting skills. 
(d) AWARDING OF GRANTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary shall award 

grants based on the quality of applications, 
subject to paragraphs (2) and (3). 

(2) PREFERENCE IN AWARDING GRANTS.- ln 
awarding grants under this section, the Sec
retary shall give preference to organizations 
which receive more than 50 percent of their 
funding from State government, local gov
ernment or private sources. 

(3) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT.- The Secretary 
shall award at least 1 grant to each State 
from which the Secretary received an appli
cation. 

(4) LIMITATION ON SIZE OF GRANT.-The Sec
retary shall not award any grants under this 
section of more than $1,000,000. 

(e) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.-Not less 
than 6 months after the date of the enact
ment of this section, the Secretary shall pre
scribe such regulations as may be necessary 
to implement this section. 
TITLE IV-FAMILY RESPONSmiLITY AND 

IMPROVED CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCE
MENT 
Subtitle A-Eligibility and Other Matters 
Concerning Title IV-D Program Clients 

SEC. 401. STATE OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE PA
TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
SERVICES. 

(a) STATE LAW REQUffiEMENTS.- Section 
466(a) (42 U.S .C. 666(a)) is amended by insert
ing after paragraph (11) the following: 

" (12) USE OF CENTRAL CASE REGISTRY AND 
CENTRALIZED COLLECTIONS UNIT.-Procedures 
under which-

" (A) every child support order established 
or modified in the State on or after October 
1, 1998, is recorded in the central case reg
istry established in accordance with section 
454A(e); and 

" (B) child support payments are collected 
through the centralized collections unit es
tablished in accordance with section 454B

" (i) on and after October 1, 1998, under each 
order subject to wage withholding under sec
tion 466(b); and 

" (ii) on and after October 1, 1999, under 
each other order required to be recorded in 
such central case registry under this para
graph or section 454A(e), except as provided 
in subparagraph (C); and 

" (C)(i) parties subject to a child support 
order described in subparagraph (B)(ii) may 
opt out of the procedure for payment of sup
port through the centralized collections unit 
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(but not the procedure for inclusion in the 
central case registry) by filing with the 
State agency a written agreement, signed by 
both parties, to an alternative payment pro
cedure; and 

"(ii) an agreement described in clause (i) 
becomes void whenever either party advises 
the State agency of an intent to vacate the 
agreement.". 

(b) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.-Section 
454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amended-

(1) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

" (4) provide that such State will under
take-

" (A) to provide appropriate services under 
this part to-

" (i) each child with respect to whom an as
signment is effective under section 402(a)(26), 
471(a)(17), or 1912 (except in cases where the 
State agency determines, in accordance with 
paragraph (25), that it is against the best in
terests of the child to do so); and 

" (ii) each child not described in clause (i)-
" (I) with respect to whom an individual ap

plies for such services; and 
"(II) (on and after October 1, 1998) each 

child with respect to whom a support order 
is recorded in the central State case registry 
established under section 454A, regardless of 
whether application is made for services 
under this part; and 

"(B) to enforce the support obligation es
tablished with respect to the custodial par
ent of a child described in subparagraph (A) 
unless the parties to the order which estab
lishes the support obligation have opted, in 
accordance with section 466(a)(12)(C) , for an 
alternative payment procedure."; and 

(2) in paragraph (6)--
(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in

serting the following: 
" (A) services under the State plan shall be 

made available to nonresidents on the same 
terms as to residents;"; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)--
(i) by inserting "on individuals not receiv

ing assistance under part A" after " such 
services shall be imposed" ; and 

(ii ) by inserting " but no fees or costs shall 
be imposed on any absent or custodial parent 
or other individual for inclusion in the 
central State registry maintained pursuant 
to section 454A(e)"; and 

(C) in each of subparagraphs (B), (C), and 
(D)--

(i) by indenting such subparagraph and 
aligning its left margin with the left margin 
ofsubparagraph(A);and 

(ii) by striking the final comma and insert
ing a semicolon. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 

652(g)(2)(A)) is amended by striking " 454(6)" 
each place it appears and inserting 
"454(4)(A)(ii)" . 

(2) Section 454(23) (42 U.S.C. 654(23)) is 
amended, effective October 1, 1998, by strik
ing " information as to any application fees 
for such services and" . 

(3) Section 466(a)(3)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
666(a)(3)(B)) is amended by striking " in the 
case of overdue support which a State has 
agreed to collect under section 454(6)" and 
inserting " in any other case" . 

(4) Section 466(e) (42 U.S.C. 666(e)) is 
amended by striking " or (6)" . 
SEC. 402. DISTRIBUTION OF PAYMENTS. 

(a) DISTRIBUTIONS THROUGH STATE CHILD 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AGENCY TO FORMER 
ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS.-Section 454(5) (42 
U.S.C. 654(5)) is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)-

(A) by inserting "except as otherwise spe
cifically provided in section 464 or 466(a)(3)," 
after "is effective," ; and 

(B) by striking "except that" and all that 
follows through the semicolon; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ". ex
cept" and all that follows through "medical 
assistance''. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION TO A FAMILY CURRENTLY 
RECEIVING AFDC.-Section 457 (42 U.S.C. 657) 
is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (a) and redesig
nating subsection (b) as subsection (a); 

(2) in subsection (a), as redesignated-
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (2), 

to read as follows: 
"(a) IN THE CASE OF A FAMILY RECEIVING 

AFDC.-Amounts collected under this part 
during any month as support of a child who 
is receiving assistance under part A (or a 
parent or caretaker relative of such a child) 
shall (except in the case of a State exercising 
the option under subsection (b)) be distrib
uted as follows: 

" (1) an amount equal to the amount that 
will be disregarded pursuant to section 
402(a)(8)(A)(vi) shall be taken from each of

" (A) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for that month; and 

"(B) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for a prior month which 
were made by the absent parent in the 
month when due; 
and shall be paid to the family without af
fecting its eligibility for assistance or de
creasing any amount otherwise payable as 
assistance to such family during such 
month;" ; 

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking "or (B)" 
and all that follows and inserting " ; then (B) 
from any remainder, amounts equal to ar
rearages of such support obligations as
signed, pursuant to part A, to any other 
State or States shall be paid to such other 
State or States and used to pay any such ar
rearages (with appropriate reimbursement of 
the Federal Government to the extent of its 
participation in the financing); and then (C) 
any remainder shall be paid to the family .". 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a), as re
designated, the following new subsection: 

" (b) ALTERNATIVE DISTRIBUTION IN CASE OF 
FAMILY RECEIVING AFDC.-In the case of a 
State electing the option under this sub
section, amounts collected as described in 
subsection (a) shall be distributed as follows: 

" (1) an amount equal to the amount that 
will be disregarded pursuant to section 
402(a)(8)(A)(vi) shall be taken from each of

" (A) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for that month; and 

" (B) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for a prior month which 
were made by the absent parent in the 
month when due; 
and shall be paid to the family without af
fecting its eligibility for assistance or de
creasing any amount otherwise payable as 
assistance to such family during such 
month; 

" (2) second, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to the balance of support owed for the 
current month shall be paid to the family; 

" (3) third, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to arrearages of such support obliga
tions assigned, pursuant to part A, to the 
State making the collection shall be re
tained and used by such State to pay any 
such arrearages (with appropriate reimburse
ment of the Federal Government to the ex
tent of its participation in the financing) ; 

" (4) fourth, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to arrearages of such support obliga
tions assigned, pursuant to part A, to any 

other State or States shall be paid to such 
other State or States and used to pay any 
such arrearages (with appropriate reimburse
ment of the Federal Government to the ex
tent of its participation in the financing); 
and 

"(5) fifth, any remainder shall be paid to 
the family .''. 

(C) DISTRIBUTION TO A FAMILY NOT RECEIV
ING AFDC.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 457(c) (42 U.S.C. 
657(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

" (c) IN CASE OF FAMILY NOT RECEIVING 
AFDC.-Amounts collected by a State agen
cy under this part during any month as sup
port of a child who is not receiving assist
ance under part A (or of a parent or care
taker relative of such a child) shall (subject 
to the remaining provisions of this section) 
be distributed as follows: 

"(1) first, amounts equal to the total of 
such support owed for such month shall be 
paid to the family; 

" (2) second, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to arrearages of such support obliga
tions for months during which such child did 
not receive assistance under part A shall be 
paid to the family; 

"(3) third, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to arrearages of such support obliga
tions assigned to the State making the col
lection pursuant to part A shall be retained 
and used by such State to pay any such ar
rearages (with appropriate reimbursement of 
the Federal Government to the extent of its 
participation in the financing); 

" (4) fourth, from any remainder, amounts 
equal to arrearages of such support obliga
tions assigned to any other State pursuant 
to part A shall be paid to such other State or 
States, and used to pay such arrearages, in 
the order in which such arrearages accrued 
(with appropriate reimbursement of the Fed
eral Government to the extent of its partici
pation in the financing) ." . 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1999. 

(d) DISTRIBUTION TO A CHILD RECEIVING AS
SISTANCE UNDER PART E.- Section 457(d) (42 
U.S.C. 657(d)) is amended, in the matter pre
ceding paragraph (1) , by striking " Notwith
standing the preceding provisions of this sec
tion, amounts" and inserting the following: 

" (d) IN CASE OF A CHILD RECEIVING ASSIST
ANCE UNDER PART E.-Amounts" . 

(e) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF DEBTS 
UPON MARRIAGE OF PARENTS.- Section 457 (42 
U.S.C. 657) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

" (e) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF 
DEBTS TO STATE UPON MARRIAGE OF PAR
ENTS.-

" (1) CIRCUMSTANCES REQUIRING SUSPENSION 
OR CANCELLATION.- In any case in which a 
State has been assigned rights to support 
owed with respect to a child who is receiving 
or has received assistance under part A and-

" (A) the parent owing such support mar
ries (or remarries) the parent with whom 
such child is living and to whom such sup
port is owed and applies to the State for re
lief under this subsection; 

" (B) the State determines (in accordance 
with procedures and criteria established by 
the Secretary) that the marriage is not a 
sham marriage entered into solely to satisfy 
this subsection; and 

"(C) the combined income of such parents 
is less than twice the Federal poverty line, 
the State shall afford relief to the parent 
owing such support in accordance with para
graph (2). 
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"(2) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION .-In the 

case of a marriage or remarriage described in 
paragraph (1), the State shall either-

"(A) cancel all debts owed to the State 
pursuant to such assignment; or 

"(B) suspend collection of such debts for 
the duration of such marriage, and cancel 
such debts if such duration extends beyond 
the end of the period with respect to which 
support is owed. 

"(3) NOTICE REQUIRED.-The State shall no
tify custodial parents of children who are re
ceiving aid under part A of the relief avail
able under this subsection to individuals who 
marry (or remarry).". 

{f) STATE OPTIONS TO PASS THROUGH AND 
TO DISREGARD CHILD SUPPORT AMOUNTS.-

(1) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH CHILD 
SUPPORT.-Section 457(b)(l) {42 U.S.C. 
657(b)(l)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(1) at State option, an amount deter
mined by the State, equal to all or a portion 
of the monthly support obligation, may be 
paid to the family from each of-

"(A) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for that month; and 

"(B) amounts received in a month which 
represent payments for a prior month which 
were made by the absent parent in the 
month when due;". 

(2) STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD CHILD SUP
PORT.-Section 402(a)(8)(A)(vi) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(8)(A)(vi)) is amended-

(A) by striking "shall disregard the first 
$50" and inserting "may disregard all or any 
portion"; 

(B) by striking "the first $50" and insert
ing "and all or any portion"; and 

(C) by striking "section 457(b)" and insert
ing "section 457(a)". 

(g) PASS THROUGH AND DISREGARD OF SUP
PORT COLLECTED ON BEHALF OF A FAMILY 
SUBJECT TO THE FAMILY CAP.-

(1) PASS THROUGH.-Section 457 (42 U.S.C. 
657), as amended by subsection (e) of this sec
tion, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

"(f) PASS THROUGH OF SUPPORT COLLECTED 
ON BEHALF OF A FAMILY SUBJECT TO THE FAM
ILY CAP.-Amounts collected by a State 
agency under this part during any month as 
support of a child who is a member of a 1-
parent family subject to section 402(a)(51) 
shall be distributed to the family .". 

(2) DISREGARD.-Section 402(a)(8)(A)(Vi) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)(vi)) is amended by insert
ing ", except that, in the case of a 1-parent 
family subject to paragraph (51), all support 
payments collected and paid to the family 
under section 457(f) shall be disregarded" be
fore the semicolon. 

(h) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall promulgate regu
lations-

(1) under part D of title IV of the Social 
Security Act, establishing a uniform nation
wide standard for allocation of child support 
collections from an obligor owing support to 
more than one family; and 

(2) under part A of such title, establishing 
standards applicable to States electing the 
alternative formula under section 457(b) of 
such Act for distribution of collections on 
behalf of families receiving Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children, designed to mini
mize irregular monthly payments to such 
families. 

(i) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 454 (42 
U.S.C. 654) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (11), by striking "(11)" and 
inserting "(11)(A)"; and 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (12) as sub
paragraph (B) of paragraph (11). 

SEC. 403. DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), 

as amended by section 402(f) of this Act, is 
amended by inserting after paragraph (11) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(12) provide for procedures to ensure 
that-

"(A) individuals who are applying for or re
ceiving services under this part, or are par
ties to cases in which services are being pro
vided under this part-

"(i) receive notice of all proceedings in 
which support obligations might be estab
lished or modified; and 

" (ii) receive a copy of any order establish
ing or modifying a child support obligation, 
or (in the case of a petition for modification) 
a notice of determination that there should 
be no change in the amount of the child sup
port award, within 14 days after issuance of 
such order or determination; 

"(B) individuals applying for or receiving 
services under this part have access to a fair 
hearing that meets standards established by 
the Secretary and ensures prompt consider
ation and resolution of complaints (but the 
resort to such procedure shall not stay the 
enforcement of any support order); and 

"(C) individuals adversely affected by the 
establishment or modification of (or, in the 
case of a petition for modification, the deter
mination that there should be no change in) 
a child support order shall be afforded not 
less than 30 days after the receipt of the 
order or determination to initiate proceed
ings to challenge such order or determina
tion;". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive on October 1, 1997. 
SEC. 404. PRIVACY SAFEGUARDS. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 454) is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (23); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (24) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (24) the fol
lowing: 

"(25) will have in effect safeguards applica
ble to all sensitive and confidential informa
tion handled by the State agency designed to 
protect the privacy rights of the parties, in
cluding-

"(A) safeguards against unauthorized use 
or disclosure of information relating to pro
ceedings or actions to establish paternity. or 
to establish or enforce support; 

"(B) prohibitions on the release of informa
tion on the whereabouts of one party to an
other party against whom a protective order 
with respect to the former party has been en
tered; and 

"(C) prohibitions on the release of informa
tion on the whereabouts of one party to an
other party if the State has reason to believe 
that the release of the information may re
sult in physical or emotional harm to the 
former party. • '. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive on October 1, 1997. 

Subtitle B-Program Administration and 
Funding 

SEC. 411. FEDERAL MATCHING PAYMENTS. 
(a) INCREASED BASE MATCHING RATE.-Sec

tion 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(2) The applicable percent for a quarter 
for purposes of paragraph (l)(A) is-

"(A) for fiscal year 1997, 69 percent, 
"(B) for fiscal year 1998, 72 percent, and 
" (C) for fiscal year 1999 and succeeding fis-

cal years, 75 percent.". 

{b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Section 455 
(42 U.S.C. 655) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(l), in the matter pre
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking "From" 
and inserting "Subject to subsection (c), 
from''; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

" (c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Notwith
standing the provisions of subsection (a) , 
total expenditures for the State program 
under this part for fiscal year 1997 and each 
succeeding fiscal year, reduced by the per
centage specified for such fiscal year under 
subsection (a)(2)(A), (B), or (C)(i), shall not 
be less than such total expenditures for fis
cal year 1996, reduced by 66 percent.". 
SEC. 412. PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES 

AND PENALTIES. 
(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO FEDERAL 

MATCHING RATE.-Section 458 (42 U.S.C. 658) 
is amended to read as follows: 
"INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO MATCHING RATE 
"SEC. 458. (a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENT.-{1) 

IN GENERAL.-In order to encourage and re
ward State child support enforcement pro
grams which perform in an effective manner, 
the Federal matching rate for payments to a 
State under section 455(a)(l)(A), for each fis
cal year beginning on or after October 1, 
1998, shall be increased by a factor reflecting 
the sum of the applicable incentive adjust
ments (if any) determined in accordance 
with regulations under this section with re
spect to Statewide paternity establishment 
and to overall performance in child support 
enforcement. 

"(2) STANDARDS.-(A) IN GENERAL.-The 
Secretary shall specify in regulations-

"(i) the levels of accomplishment, and 
rates of improvement as alternatives to such 
levels, which States must attain to qualify 
for incentive adjustments under this section; 
and 

"(ii) the amounts of incentive adjustment 
that shall be awarded to States achieving 
specified accomplishment or improvement 
levels, which amounts shall be graduated, 
ranging up to-

"(I) 5 percentage points, in connection 
with Statewide paternity establishment; and 

" (II) 10 percentage points, in connection 
with overall performance in child support 
enforcement. 

"(B) LIMITATION.-In setting performance 
standards pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i) 
and adjustment amounts pursuant to sub
paragraph (A)(ii), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the aggregate number of percentage 
point increases as incentive adjustments to 
all States do not exceed such aggregate in
creases as assumed by the Secretary in esti
mates of the cost of this section as of June 
1995, unless the aggregate performance of all 
States exceeds the projected aggregate per
formance of all States in such cost esti
mates. 

"(3) DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE ADJUST
MENT.-The Secretary shall determine the 
amount (if any) of incentive adjustment due 
each State on the basis of the data submit
ted by the State pursuant · to section 
454(15)(B) concerning the levels of accom
plishment (and rates of improvement) with 
respect to performance indicators specified 
by the Secretary pursuant to this section. 

" (4) FISCAL YEAR SUBJECT TO INCENTIVE 
ADJUSTMENT.- The total percentage point in
crease determined pursuant to this section 
with respect to a State program in a fiscal 
year shall apply as an adjustment to the ap
plicable percent under section 455(a)(2) for 
payments to such State for the succeeding 
fiscal year. 
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"(5) RECYCLING OF INCENTIVE ADJUST

MENT.-A State shall expend in the State 
program under this part all funds paid to the 
State by the Federal Government as a result 
of an incentive adjustment under this sec
tion. 

"(b) MEANING OF TERMS.-For purposes of 
this section-

"(!) the term 'Statewide paternity estab
lishment percentage ' means, with respect to 
a fiscal year, the ratio (expressed as a per
centage) of-

" (A) the total number of out-of-wedlock 
children in the State under one year of age 
for whom paternity is established or ac
knowledged during the fiscal year, to 

"(B) the total number of children born out 
of wedlock in the State during such fiscal 
year; and 

"(2) the term 'overall performance in child 
support enforcement' means a measure or 
measures of the effectiveness of the State 
agency in a fiscal year which takes into ac
count factors including-

"(A) the percentage of cases requiring a 
child support order in which such an order 
was established; 

" (B) the percentage of cases in which child 
support is being paid; 

"(C) the ratio of child support collected to 
child support due; and 

"(D) the cost-effectiveness of the State 
program, as determined in accordance with 
standards established by the Secretary in 
regulations.". 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF PAYMENTS UNDER PART 
D OF TITLE IV.-Section 455(a)(2) (42 U.S .C. 
655(a)(2)). as amended by section 41l(a) of 
this Act, is amended-

(!) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (C)(ii) and inserting a comma; and 

(2) by adding after and below subparagraph 
(C), flush with the left margin of the sub
section, the following: 
"increased by the incentive adjustment fac
tor (if any) determined by the Secretary pur
suant to section 458." . 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
454(22) (42 U.S.C. 654(22)) is amended-

(!) by striking "incentive payments" the 
first place it appears and inserting " incen
tive adjustments"; and 

(2) by striking " any such incentive pay
ments made to the State for such period" 
and inserting " any increases in Federal pay
ments to the State resulting from such in
centive adjustments". 

(d) CALCULATION OF IV-D PATERNITY Es
TABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE.-(!) Section 
452(g)(l) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(l)) is amended in 
the matter preceding subparagraph (A) by in
serting " its overall performance in child sup
port enforcement is satisfactory (as defined 
in-section 458(b) and regulations of the Sec
retary), and" after "1994,". 

(2) Section 452(g)(2) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(2)) is 
amended-

(A) in subparagraph (A), in the matter pre
ceding clause (i)-

(i) by striking "paternity establishment 
percentage" and inserting " IV- D paternity 
establishment percentage" ; and 

(ii) by striking " (or all States, as the case 
may be)"; 

(B) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking 
"during the fiscal year"; 

(C) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(l), by striking 
" as of the end of the fiscal year" and insert
ing "in the fiscal year or, at the option of 
the State, as of the end of such year"; 

(D) in subparagraph (A)(ii)(Il), by striking 
" or (E) as of the end of the fiscal year" and 
inserting " in the fiscal year or, at the option 
of the State, as of the end of such year" ; 

(E) in subparagraph (A)(iii)-
(i) by striking "during the fiscal year"; 

and 
(ii) by striking "and" at the end; and 
(F) in the matter following subparagraph 

(A)-
(i) by striking "who were born out of wed

lock during the immediately preceding fiscal 
year" and inserting "born out of wedlock"; 

(ii) by striking "such preceding fiscal 
year" both places it appears and inserting 
" the preceding fiscal year"; and 

(iii) by striking " or (E)" the second place 
it appears. 

(3) Section 452(g)(3) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(3)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and redes
ignating subparagraphs (B) and (C) as sub
paragraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), as redesignated, 
by striking "the percentage of children born 
out-of-wedlock in the State" and inserting 
" the percentage of children in the State who 
are born out of wedlock or for whom support 
has not been established" ; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B), as redesignated
(!) by inserting "and overall performance 

in child support enforcement" after " pater
nity establishment percentages"; and 

(ii) by inserting "and securing support" be
fore the period. 

(e) REDUCTION OF PAYMENTS UNDER PART D 
OF TITLE IV.-

(1) NEW REQUIREMENTS.- Section 455 (42 
U.S .C. 655) is amended by inserting after sub
section (b) the following: 

" (c)(l) If the Secretary finds , with respect 
to a State program under this part in a fiscal 
year beginning on or after October 1, 1997-

" (A)(i) on the basis of data submitted by a 
State pursuant to section 454(15)(B), that the 
State program in such fiscal year failed to 
achieve the IV-D paternity establishment 
percentage (as defined in section 452(g)(2)(A)) 
or the appropriate level of overall perform
ance in child support enforcement (as de
fined in section 458(b)(2)), or to meet other 
performance measures that may be estab
lished by the Secretary, or 

" (ii) on the basis of an audit or audits of 
such State data conducted pursuant to sec
tion 452(a)(4)(C), that the State data submit
ted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) is incom
plete or unreliable; and 

" (B) that, with respect to the succeeding 
fiscal year-

" (i) the State failed to take sufficient cor
rective action to achieve the appropriate 
performance levels as described in subpara
graph (A)(i) of this paragraph, or 

" (ii) the data submitted by the State pur
suant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete or 
unreliable, 
the amounts otherwise payable to the State 
under this part for quarters following the 
end of such succeeding fiscal year, prior to 
quarters following the end of the first quar
ter throughout which the State program is 
in compliance with such performance re
quirement, shall be reduced by the percent
age specified in paragraph (2). 

" (2) The reductions required under para
graph (1) shall be-

"(A) not less than 6 nor more than 8 per
cent, or 

" (B) not less than 8 nor more than 12 per
cent, if the finding is the second consecutive 
finding made pursuant to paragraph (1), or 

" (C) not less than 12 nor more than 15 per
cent, if the finding is the third or a subse
quent consecutive such finding. 

" (3) For purposes of this subsection, sec
tion 402(a)(27), and section 452(a)(4), a State 
which is determined as a result of an audit 

to have submitted incomplete or unreliable 
data pursuant to section 454(15)(B), shall be 
determined to have submitted adequate data 
if the Secretary determines that the extent 
of the incompleteness or unreliability of the 
data is of a technical nature which does not 
adversely affect the determination of the 
level of the State 's performance." . 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(A) Section 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended 

by striking subsection (h). 
(B) Section 452(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(4)) is 

amended by striking "403(h)" each place 
such term appears and inserting "455(c)" . 

(C) Subsections (d)(3)(A), (g)(l), and 
(g)(3)(A) of section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652) are each 
amended by striking " 403(h)" and inserting 
" 455(c)" . 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.-(A) The 

amendments made by subsections (a), (b), 
and (c) shall become effective October 1, 1997, 
except to the extent provided in subpara
graph (B). 

(B) Section 458 of the Social Security Act, 
as in effect prior to the enactment of this 
section, shall be effective for purposes of in
centive payments to States for fiscal years 
prior to fiscal year 1999. 

(2) PENALTY REDUCTIONS.- (A) The amend
ments made by subsection (d) shall become 
effective with respect to calendar quarters 
beginning on and after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(B) The amendments made by subsection 
(e) shall become effective with respect to cal
endar quarters beginning on and after the 
date one year after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 413. FEDERAL AND STATE REVIEWS AND AU

DITS. 
(a) STATE AGENCY ACTIVITIES.-Section 454 

(42 U.S.C. 654) is amended-
(!) in paragraph (14), by striking " (14)" and 

inserting " (14)(A)" ; 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (15) as sub

paragraph (B) of paragraph (14) ; and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (14) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
" (15) provide for-
"(A) a process for annual reviews of and re

ports to the Secretary on the State program 
under this part, which shall include such in
formation as may be necessary to measure 
State compliance with Federal requirements 
for expedited procedures and timely case 
processing, using such standards and proce
dures as are required by the Secretary, under 
which the State agency will determine the 
extent to which such program is in conform
ity with applicable requirements with re
spect to the operation of State programs 
under this part (including the status of com
plaints filed under the procedure required 
under paragraph (12)(B)); and 

" (B) a process of extracting from the State 
automated data processing system and 
transmitting to the Secretary data and cal
culations concerning the levels of accom
plishment (and rates of improvement) with 
respect to applicable performance indicators 
(including IV-D paternity establishment per
centages and overall performance in child 
support enforcement) to the extent nec
essary for purposes of sections 452(g) and 
458." . 

(b) FEDERAL ACTIVITIES.-Section 452(a)(4) 
(42 U.S.C. 652(a)(4)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(4)(A) review data and calculations trans
mitted by State agencies pursuant to section 
454(15)(B) on State program accomplish
ments with respect to performance indica
tors for purposes of section 452(g) and 458, 
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and determine the amount (if any) of penalty 
reductions pursuant to section 455(c) to be 
applied to the State; 

" (B) review annual reports by State agen
cies pursuant to section 454(15)(A) on State 
program conformity with Federal require
ments; evaluate any elements of a State pro
gram in which significant deficiencies are in
dicated by such report on the status of com
plaints under the State procedure under sec
tion 454(12)(B); and, as appropriate, provide 
to the State agency comments, recommenda
tions for additional or alternative corrective 
actions, and technical assistance; and 

" (C) conduct audits, in accordance with 
the government auditing standards of the 
United States Comptroller General-

"(i) at least once every 3 years (or more 
frequently, in the case of a State which fails 
to meet requirements of this part, or of regu
lations implementing such requirements, 
concerning performance standards and reli
ability of program data) to assess the com
pleteness, reliability, and security of the 
data. and the accuracy of the reporting sys
tems, used for the calculations of perform
ance indicators specified in subsection (g) 
and section 458; 

" (ii) of the adequacy of financial manage
ment of the State program, including assess
ments of-

"(I) whether Federal and other funds made 
available to carry out the State program 
under this part are being appropriately ex
pended, and are properly and fully accounted 
for; and 

"(II) whether collections and disburse
ments of support payments and program in
come are carried out correctly and are prop
erly and fully accounted for; and 

" (iii) for such other purposes as the Sec
retary may find necessary;". 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to calendar quarters beginning on or 
after the date one year after enactment of 
this section. 
SEC. 414. REQUIRED REPORTING PROCEDURES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Section 452(a)(5) (42 
U.S.C. 652(a)(5)) is amended by inserting ", 
and establish procedures to be followed by 
States for collecting and reporting informa
tion required to be provided under this part, 
and establish uniform definitions (including 
those necessary to enable the measurement 
of State compliance with the requirements 
of this part relating to expedited processes 
and timely case processing) to be applied in 
following such procedures" before the semi
colon. 

(b) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.- Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by section 404(a) 
of this Act, is amended-

(1) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (24); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (25) and inserting " ; and" ; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (25) the fol
lowing: 

"(26) provide that the State shall use the 
definitions established under section 452(a)(5) 
in collecting and reporting information as 
required under this part.". 
SEC. 415. AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING RE

QUIREMENTS. 
(a) REVISED REQUIREMENTS.-(1) Section 

454(16) (42 U.S.C. 654(16)) is amended-
(A) by striking ", at the option of the 

State," ; 
(B) by inserting " and operation by the 

State agency" after "for the establishment" ; 
(C) by inserting "meeting the requirements 

of section 454A" after " information retrieval 
system" ; 

(D) by striking " in the State and localities 
thereof, so as (A)" and inserting " so as"; 

(E) by striking " (i)"; and 
(F) by striking " (including" and all that 

follows and inserting a semicolon. 
(2) Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 651-669) is 

amended by inserting after section 454 the 
following new section: 

" AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING 
" SEC. 454A. (a) IN GENERAL.- In order to 

meet the requirements 'of this section, for 
purposes of the requirement of section 
454(16), a State agency shall have in oper
ation a single statewide automated data 
processing and information retrieval system 
which has the capability to perform the 
tasks specified in this section, and performs 
such tasks with the frequency and in the 
manner specified in this part or in regula
tions or guidelines of the Secretary. 

" (b) PROGRAM MANAGEMENT.-The auto
mated system required under this section 
shall perform such functions as the Sec
retary may specify relating to management 
of the program under this part, including-

" (1) controlling and accounting for use of 
Federal, State, and local funds to carry out 
such program; and 

" (2) maintaining the data necessary to 
meet Federal reporting requirements on a 
timely basis. 

" (c) CALCULATION OF PERFORMANCE !NDICA
TORS.-In order to enable the Secretary to 
determine the incentive and penalty adjust
ments required by sections 452(g) and 458, the 
State agency shall-

" (1) use the automated system-
" (A) to maintain the requisite data on 

State performance with respect to paternity 
establishment and child support enforcement 
in the State; and 

" (B) to calculate the IV- D paternity estab
lishment percentage and overall performance 
in child support enforcement for the State 
for each fiscal year; and 

" (2) have in place systems controls to en
sure the completeness, and reliability of, and 
ready access to, the data described in para
graph (1)(A), and the accuracy of the calcula
tions described in paragraph (1)(B). 

" (d) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU
RITY.-The State agency shall have in effect 
safeguards on the integrity, accuracy, and 
completeness of, access to, and use of data in 
the automated system required under this 
section, which shall include the following (in 
addition to such other safeguards as the Sec
retary specifies in regulations): 

" (1) POLICIES RESTRICTING ACCESS.-Written 
policies concerning access to data by State 
agency personnel, and sharing of data with 
other persons, which-

" (A) permit access to and use of data only 
to the extent necessary to carry out program 
responsibilities; 

" (B) specify the data which may be used 
for particular program purposes, and the per
sonnel permitted access to such data; and 

" (C) ensure that data obtained or disclosed 
for a limited program purpose is not used or 
redisclosed for another, impermissible pur
pose. 

" (2) SYSTEMS CONTROLS.-Systems controls 
(such as passwords or blocking of fields) to 
ensure strict adherence to the policies speci
fied under paragraph (1). 

"(3) MONITORING OF ACCESS.-Routine mon
itoring of access to and use of the automated 
system, through methods such as audit trails 
and feedback mechanisms, to guard against 
and promptly identify unauthorized access 
or use . 

"(4) TRAINING AND INFORMATION.- The 
State agency shall have in effect procedures 

to ensure that all personnel (including State 
and local agency staff and contractors) who 
may have access to or be required to use sen
sitive or confidential program data are fully 
informed of applicable requirements and pen
alties, and are adequately trained in security 
procedures. 

" (5) PENALTIES.- The State agency shall 
have in effect administrative penalties (up to 
and including dismissal from employment) 
for unauthorized access to, or disclosure or 
use of, confidential data." . 

(3) REGULATIONS.- Section 452 (42 U.S.C. 
652) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

" (j) The Secretary shall prescribe final reg
ulations for implementation of the require
ments of section 454A not later than 2 years 
after the date of the enactment of this sub
section. " . 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION TIMETABLE.-Section 
454(24) (42 U.S.C. 654(24)) , as amended by sec
tions 404(a)(2) and 414(b)(1) of this Act, is 
amended to read as follows: 

" (24) provide that the State will have in ef
fect an automated data processing and infor
mation retrieval system-

"(A) by October 1, 1995, meeting all re
quirements of this part which were enacted 
on or before the date of enactment of the 
Family Support Act of 1988; and 

" (B) by October 1, 1999, meeting all re
quirements of this part enacted on or before 
the date of enactment of the Individual Re
sponsibility Act of 1995 (but this provision 
shall not be construed to alter earlier dead
lines specified for elements of such system), 
except that such deadline shall be extended 
by 1 day for each day (if any) by which the 
Secretary fails to meet the deadline imposed 
by section 452(j);" . 

(b) SPECIAL FEDERAL MATCHING RATE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT COSTS OF AUTOMATED SYS
TEMS.-Section 455(a) (42 U.S.C. 655(a )) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (1)(B)-
(A) by striking " 90 percent" and inserting 

" the percent specified in paragraph (3)" ; 
(B) by striking " so much or •; and 
(C) by striking " which the Secretary" and 

all that follows and inserting " , and"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
" (3)(A) The Secretary shall pay to each 

State, for each quarter in fiscal year 1996, 90 
percent of so much of State expenditures de
scribed in subparagraph (1)(B) as the Sec
retary finds are for a system meeting the re
quirements specified in section 454(16), or 
meeting such requirements without regard 
to clause (D) thereof. 

"(B)(i) The Secretary shall pay to each 
State, for each quarter in fiscal years 1997 
through 2001, the percentage specified in 
clause (ii) of so much of State expenditures 
described in subparagraph (1)(B) as the Sec
retary finds are for a system meeting the re
quirements specified in section 454(16) and 
454A, subject to clause (iii) . 

"(ii) The percentage specified in this 
clause, for purposes of clause (i), is the high-
er of- · 

"(I) 80 percent, or 
" (II) the percentage otherwise applicable 

to Federal payments to the State under sub
paragraph (A) (as adjusted pursuant to sec
tion 458). ". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
123(c) of the Family Support Act of 1988 (102 
Stat. 2352; Public Law 100-485) is repealed. 

(d) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.-For addi
tional provisions of section 454A, as added by 
subsection (a) of this section, see the amend
ments made by sections 421, 422(c), and 433(d) 
of this Act. 
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SEC. 416. DIRECTOR OF CSE PROGRAM; STAFFING 

STIJDY. 
(a) REPORTING TO SECRETARY.- Section 

452(a) (42 u.s.a. 652(a)) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking 
" directly" . 

(b) STAFFING STUDIES.-
(!) SCOPE.-The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services shall, directly or by con
tract, conduct studies of the staffing of each 
State child support enforcement program 
under part D qf title IV of the Social Secu
rity Act. Such studies shall include a review 
of the staffing needs created by requirements 
for automated data processing, maintenance 
of a central case registry and centralized col
lections of child support, and of changes in 
these needs resulting from changes in such 
requirements. Such studies shall examine 
and report on effective staffing practices 
used by the States and on recommended 
staffing procedures. 

(2) FREQ"lfENCY OF STUDIES.-The Secretary 
shall complete the first staffing study re
quired under paragraph (1) by October 1, 1997, 
and may conduct additional studies subse
quently at appropriate intervals. 

(3) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.-The Sec
retary shall submit a report to the Congress 
stating the findings and conclusions of each 
study conducted under this subsection. 
SEC. 417. FUNDING FOR SECRETARIAL ASSIST

ANCE TO STATE PROGRAMS. 
Section 452 (42 u.s.a. 652), as amended by 

section 415(a)(3) of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

" (k) FUNDING FOR FEDERAL ACTIVITIES AS
SISTING STATE PROGRAMS.-(!) There shall be 
available to the Secretary, from amounts ap
propriated for fiscal year 1996 and each suc
ceeding fiscal year for payments to States 
under t~is part, the amount specified in 
paragra~h (2) for '"he costs to the Secretary 
for-

" (A) information dissemination and tech
nical assistance to States, training of State 
and Federal staff, staffing studies, and relat
ed activities needed to improve programs 
(including technical assistance concerning 
State automated systems); 

" (B) research. demonstration, and special 
projects of regionl~.l or national significance 
relating to the oper_a.tion of State programs 
under this part; and 

" (C) operation of the Federal Parent Loca
tor Service under section 453, to the extent 
such costs are not recovered through user 
fees. 

" (2) The amount specified in this para
graph for a fiscal year is the amount equal to 
a percentage of the reduction in Federal pay
ments to States under part A on account of 
child support (including arrearages) col
lected in the preceding fiscal year on behalf 
of children receiving aid under such part A 
in such preceding fiscal year (as determined 
on the basis of the most recent reliable data 
available to the Secretary as of the end of 
the third calendar quarter following the end 
of such preceding fiscal year), equal to-

" (A) 1 percent, for the activities specified 
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph 
(1); and 

" (B) 2 percent, for the activities specified 
in subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) ." . 
SEC. 418. REPORTS AND DATA COLLECTION BY 

THE SECRETARY. 
(a) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.-(!) Sec

tion 452(a)(10)(A) (42 u.s.a. 652(a)(10)(A)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking " this part;" and inserting 
" this part, including-" ; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following in
dented clauses: 

" (i) the total amount of child support pay
ments collected as a result of services fur
nished during such fiscal year to individuals 
receiving services under this part; 

" (ii) the cost to the States and to the Fed
eral Government of furnishing such services 
to those individuals; and 

" (iii) the number of cases involving fami
lies--

"(I) who became ineligible for aid under 
part A during a month in such fiscal year; 
and 

" (II) with respect to whom a child support 
payment was received in the same month;" . 

(2) Section 452(a)(10)(C) (42 U.S.C. 
652(a)(10)(C)) is amended-

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)-
(i) by striking " with the data required 

under each clause being separately stated for 
cases" and inserting " separately stated for 
(1) cases" ; 

(ii) by striking " cases where the child was 
formerly receiving" and inserting " or for
merly received" ; 

(iii) by inserting " or 1912" after 
"471(a)(17)" ; and 

(iv) by inserting " (2)" before " all other"; 
(B) in each of clauses (i) and (ii) , by strik

ing ". and the total amount of such obliga
tions" ; 

(C) in clause (iii), by striking "described 
in" and all that follows and inserting " in 
which support was collected during the fiscal 
year;"; 

(D) by striking clause (iv); and 
(E) by redesignating clause (v) as clause 

(vii) , and inserting after clause (iii) the fol
lowing new clauses: 

" (iv) the total amount of support collected 
during such fiscal year and distributed as 
current support; 

" (v) the total amount of support collected 
during such fiscal year and distributed as ar
rearages; 

" (vi) the total amount of support due and 
unpaid for all fiscal years; and". 

(3) Section 452(a)(10)(G) (42 U.S.C. 
652(a)(10)(G)) is amended by striking " on the 
use of Federal courts and". 

(4) Section 452(a)(10) (42 U.S .C. 652(a)(10)) is 
amended by striking all that follows sub
paragraph (I). 

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.-Sec
tion 469 (42 u.s.a. 669) is "atnended-

(1) by striking subsections (a) and. (b) and 
inserting the following: 

" (a) The Secretary shall collect and main
tain, on a fiscal year basis, up-to-date statis
tics, by State, with respect to services to es
tablish paternity and services to establish 
child support obligations, the data specified 
in subsection (b) , separately stated, in the 
case of each such service, with respect to-

" (1) families (or dependent children) re
ceiving aid under plans approved under part 
A (or E); and 

" (2) families not receiving such aid. 

" (b) The data referred to in subsection (a) 
are-

" (1) the number of cases in the caseload of 
the State agency administering the plan 
under this part in which such service is need
ed; and 

" (2) the number of such cases in which the 
service has been provided." ; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking " (a)(2)" 
and inserting " (b)(2)". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.- The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to fiscal year 1996 and succeeding fis
cal years. 

Subtitle C-Locate and Case Tracking 
SEC. 421. CENTRAL STATE AND CASE REGISTRY. 

Section 454A, as added by section 415(a)(2) 
of this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

" (e) CENTRAL CASE REGISTRY.- (1) IN GEN
ERAL.- The automated system required 
under this section shall perform the func
tions, in accordance with the provisions of 
this subsection, of a single central registry 
containing records with respect to each case 
in which services are being provided by the 
State agency (including, on and after Octo
ber 1, 1998, each order specified in section 
466(a)(12)), using such standardized data ele
ments (such as names, social security num
bers or other uniform identification num
bers, dates of birth, and case identification 
numbers), and containing such other infor
mation (such as information on case status) 
as the Secretary may require. 

" (2) PAYMENT RECORDS.-Each case record 
in the central registry shall include a record 
of-

" (A) the amount of monthly (or other peri
odic) support owed under the support order, 
and other amounts due or overdue (including 
arrears, interest or late payment penalties, 
and fees) ; 

" (B) the date on which or circumstances 
under which the support obligation will ter
minate under such order; 

" (C) all child support and related amounts 
collected (including such amounts as fees , 
late payment penalties, and interest on ar
rearages); 

" (D) the distribution of such amounts col
lected; and 

"(E) the birth date of the child for whom 
the child support order is entered. 

" (3) UPDATING AND MONITORING.-The State 
agency shall promptly establish and main
tain, and regularly monitor, case records in 
the registry required by this subsection, on 
the basis of-

" (A) information on administrative actions 
and administrative and judicial proceedings 
and orders relating to paternity and support; 

" (B) information obtained from matches 
with Federal, State, or local data sources; 

" (C) information on support collections 
and distributions; and 

" (D) any other relevant information. 
" (0 DATA MATCHES AND OTHER DISCLO

SURES OF lNFORMATION.-The automated sys
tem required under this section shall have 
the capacity, and be used by the State agen
cy, to extract data at such times, and in such 
standardized format or formats, as may be 
required by the Secretary, and to share and 
match data with, and receive data from, 
other data bases and data matching services, 
in order to obtain (or provide) information 
necessary to enable the State agency (or 
Secretary or other State or Federal agen
cies) to carry out responsibilities under this 
part. Data matching activities of the State 
agency shall include at least the following: 

" (1) DATA BANK OF CHILD SUPPORT OR
DERS.-Furnish to the Data Bank of Child 
Support Orders established under section 
453(h) (and update as necessary, with infor
mation including notice of expiration of or
ders) minimal information (to be specified by 
the Secretary) on each child support case in 
the central case registry. · 

" (2) FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE.
Exchange data with the Federal Parent Lo
cator Service for the purposes specified in 
section 453. 

" (3) AFDC AND MEDICAID AGENCIES.-Ex
change data with State agencies (of the 
State and of other States) administering the 
programs under part A and title XIX, as nec
essary for the performance of State agency 
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responsibilities under this part and under 
such programs. 

"(4) INTRA- AND INTERSTATE DATA 
MATCHES.-Exchange data with other agen
cies of the State, agencies of other States, 
and interstate information networks, as nec
essary and appropriate to carry out (or assist 
other States to carry out) the purposes of 
this part.". 
SEC. 422. CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DIS

BURSEMENT OF SUPPORT PAY
MENTS. 

(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 454 
(42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sections 404(a) 
and 414(b) of this Act, is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (25); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (26) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (26) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(27) provide that the State agency, on and 
after October 1, 1998-

"(A) will operate a centralized, automated 
unit for the collection and disbursement of 
child support under orders being enforced 
under this part, in accordance with section 
454B; and 

" (B) will have sufficient State staff (con
sisting of State employees), and (at State op
tion) contractors reporting directly to the 
State agency to monitor and enforce support 
collections through such centralized unit, in
cluding carrying out the automated data 
processing responsibilities specified in sec
tion 454A(g) and to impose, as appropriate in 
particular cases, the administrative enforce
ment remedies specified in section 
466(c)(l).". 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTRALIZED COL
LECTION UNIT.-Part D of title IV (42 U.S.C. 
651-669) is amended by adding after section 
454A the following new section: 
" CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DISBURSEMENT 

OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS 
"SEC. 454B. (a) IN GENERAL.-In order to 

meet the requirement of section 454(27), the 
State agency must operate a single central
ized, automated unit for the collection and 
disbursement of support payments, coordi
nated with the automated data system re
quired under section 454A, in accordance 
with the provisions of this section, which 
shall be-

" (1) operated directly by the State agency 
(or by two or more State agencies under are
gional cooperative agreement), or by a single 
contractor responsible directly to the State 
agency; and 

" (2) used for the collection and disburse
ment (including interstate collection and 
disbursement) of payments under support or
ders in all cases being enforced by the State 
pursuant to section 454(4). 

"(b) REQUIRED PROCEDURES.-The central
ized collections unit shall use automated 
procedures, electronic processes, and com
puter-driven technology to the maximum ex
tent feasible, efficient, and economical, for 
the collection and disbursement of support 
payments, including procedures--

"(!) for receipt of payments from parents, 
employers, and other States, and for dis
bursements to custodial parents and other 
obligees, the State agency, and the State 
agencies of other States; 

"(2) for accurate identification of pay
ments; 

"(3) to ensure prompt disbursement of the 
custodial parent's share of any payment; and 

"(4) to furnish to either parent, upon re
quest, timely information on the current 
status of support payments.". 

(c) USE OF AUTOMATED SYSTEM.-Section 
454A, as added by section 415(a)(2) of this Act 

and as amended by section 421 of this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

"(g) CENTRALIZED COLLECTION AND DIS
TRIBUTION OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS.-The auto
mated system required under this section 
shall be used, to the maximum extent fea
sible , to assist and facilitate collections and 
disbursement of support payments through 
the centralized collections unit operated 
pursuant to section 454B, through the per
formance of functions including at a mini
mum-

"(1) generation of orders and notices to 
employers (and other debtors) for the with
holding of wages (and other income)-

"(A) within two working days after receipt 
(from the directory of New Hires established 
under section 453(i) or any other source) of 
notice of and the income source subject to 
such withholding; and 

"(B) using uniform formats directed by the 
Secretary; 

"(2) ongoing monitoring to promptly iden
tify failures to make timely payment; and 

"(3) automatic use of enforcement mecha
nisms (including mechanisms authorized 
pursuant to section 466(c)) where payments 
are not timely made." . 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
on October 1, 1998. 
SEC. 423. AMENDMENTS CONCERNING INCOME 

WITHHOLDING. 
(a) MANDATORY INCOME WITHHOLDING.- (!) 

Section 466(a)(l) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(l)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(1) INCOME WITHHOLDING.-(A) UNDER OR
DERS ENFORCED UNDER THE STATE PLAN.-Pro
cedures described in subsection (b) for the 
withholding from income of amounts pay
able as support in cases. subject to enforce
ment under the State plan. 

"(B) UNDER CERTAIN ORDERS PREDATING 
CHANGE IN REQUIREMENT.-Procedures under 
which all child support orders issued (or 
modified) before October 1, 1996, and which 
are not otherwise subject to withholding 
under subsection (b), shall become subject to 
withholding from wages as provided in sub
section (b) if arrearages occur, without the 
need for a judicial or administrative hear
ing.". 

(2) Section 466(a)(8) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(8)) is 
repealed. 

(3) Section 466(b) (42 U.S.C. 666(b)) is 
amended-

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking "subsection (a)(l)" and inserting 
''subsection (a)(l)(A)''; 

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking all that 
follows "administered by" and inserting 
"the State through the centralized collec
tions unit established pursuant to section 
454B, in accordance with the requirements of 
such section 454B."; 

(C) in paragraph (6)(A)(i)-
(i) by inserting", in accordance with time

tables established by the Secretary," after 
"must be required"; and 

(ii) by striking "to the appropriate agen
cy" and all that follows and inserting " to 
the State centralized collections unit within 
5 working days after the date such amount 
would (but for this subsection) have been 
paid or credited to the employee, for dis
tribution in accordance with this part."; 

(D) in paragraph (6)(A)(ii), by inserting "be 
in a standard format prescribed by the Sec
retary, and" after "shall"; and 

(E) in paragraph (6)(D)-
(i) by striking "employer who discharges" 

and inserting "employer who-(A) dis
charges''; 

(ii) by relocating subparagraph (A), as des
ignated, as an indented subparagraph after 
and below the introductory matter; 

(iii) by striking the period at the end; and 
(iv) by adding after and below subpara

graph (A) the following new subparagraph: 
"(B) fails to withhold support from wages, 

or to pay such amounts to the State central
ized collections unit in accordance with this 
subsection.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
466(c) (42 U.S.C. 666(c)) is repealed. 

(c) DEFINITION OF TERMS.-The Secretary 
shall promulgate regulations providing defi
nitions, for purposes of part D of title IV of 
the Social Security Act, for the term "in
come" and for such other terms relating to 
income withholding under section 466(b) of 
such Act as the Secretary may find it nec
essary or advisable to define. 
SEC. 424. LOCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER

STATE NETWORKS. 
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 

by section 423(a)(2) of this Act, is amended 
by inserting after paragraph (7) the follow
ing: 

"(8) LOCATOR INFORMATION FROM INTER
STATE NETWORKS.-Procedures ensuring that 
the State will neither provide funding for, 
nor use for any purpose (including any pur
pose unrelated to the purposes of this part), 
any automated interstate network or system 
used to locate individuals---

"(A) for purposes relating to the use of 
motor vehicles; or 

"(B) providing information for law enforce
ment purposes (where child support enforce
ment agencies are otherwise allowed access 
by State and Federal law), 
unless all Federal and State agencies admin
istering programs under this part (including 
the entities established under section 453) 
have access to information in such system or 
network to the same extent as any other 
user of such system or network.''. 
SEC. 425. EXPANDED FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR 

SERVICE. 
(a) EXPANDED AUTHORITY TO LOCATE INDI

VIDUALS AND ASSETS.-Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 
653) is amended-

(!) in subsection (a), by striking all that 
follows "subsection (c))" and inserting the 
following: 
" , for the purpose of establishing parentage, 
establishing, setting the amount of, modify
ing, or enforcing child support obligations--

"(!) information on, or facilitating the dis
covery of, the location of any individual

"(A) who is under an obligation to pay 
child support; 

"(B) against whom such an obligation is 
sought; or 

"(C) to whom such an obligation is owed, 
including such individual's social security 
number (or numbers), most recent residen
tial address, and the name, address, and em
ployer identification number of such individ
ual's employer; and 

" (2) information on the individual's wages 
(or other income) from, and benefits of, em
ployment (including rights to or enrollment 
in group health care coverage); and 

"(3) information on the type, status, loca
tion, and amount of any assets of, or debts 
owed by or to, any such individual."; and 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking "social security" and all that 
follows through "absent parent" and insert
ing "information specified in subsection 
(a)"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting before the 
period ", or from any consumer reporting 
agency (as defined in section 603(f) of the 
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Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681a(O)"; 

(3) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting before 
the period ", or by consumer reporting agen
cies". 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT FOR DATA FROM FED
ERAL AGENCIES.-Section 453(e)(2) (42 U.S.C. 
653(e)(2)) is amended in the fourth sentence 
by inserting before the period "in an amount 
which the Secretary determines to be rea
sonable payment for the data exchange 
(which amount shall not include payment for 
the costs of obtaining, compiling, or main
taining the data)" . 

(c) ACCESS TO CONSUMER REPORTS UNDER 
FAIR CREDIT REPORTING ACT.-(1) Section 608 
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 
1681f) is amended-

(A) by striking". limited to" and inserting 
"to a governmental agency (including the 
entire consumer report, in the case of a Fed
eral, State, or local agency administering a 
program under part D of title IV of the So
cial Security Act, and limited to"; and 

(B) by striking "employment, to a govern
mental agency" and inserting "employment, 
in the case of any other governmental agen
cy)". 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT FOR REPORTS BY STATE 
AGENCIES AND CREDIT BUREAUS.-Section 453 
(42 U.S.C. 653) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

"(g) The Secretary is authorized to reim
burse costs to State agencies and consumer 
credit reporting agencies the costs incurred 
by such entities in furnishing information 
requested by the Secretary pursuant to this 
section in an amount which the Secretary 
determines to be reasonable payment for the 
data exchange (which amount shall not in
clude payment for the costs of obtaining, 
compiling, or maintaining the data)." . 

(d) DISCLOSURE OF TAX RETURN INFORMA
TION.-(1) Section 6103(1)(6)(A)(ii) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ", but only if" and all that follows 
and inserting a period. 

(2) Section 6103(1)(8)(A) of the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting 
"Federal," before "State or local". 

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Sections 452(a)(9), 453(a), 453(b), 463(a), 

and 463(e) (42 U.S.C. 652(a)(9), 653(a), 653(b), 
663(a), and 663(e)) are each amended by in
serting " Federal" before " Parent" each 
place it appears. 

(2) Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 653) is amended in 
the heading by adding "FEDERAL" before 
"PARENT" . 

(f) NEW COMPONENTS.-Section 453 (42 
U.S.C. 653), as amended by subsection (c)(2) 
of this section, is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

"(h) DATA BANK OF CHILD SUPPORT OR
DERS.-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than October 1, 
1998, in order to assist States in administer
ing their State plans under this part and 
parts A, F, and G, and for the other purposes 
specified in this section, the Secretary shall 
establish and maintain in the Federal Parent 
Locator Service an automated registry to be 
known as the Data Bank of Child Support 
Orders, which shall contain abstracts of 
child support orders and other information 
described in paragraph (2) on each case in 
each State central case registry maintained 
pursuant to section 454A(e), as furnished 
(and regularly updated), pursuant to section 
454A(f), by State agencies administering pro
grams under this part. 

" (2) CASE INFORMATION.-The information 
referred to in paragraph (1) , as specified by 
the Secretary, shall include sufficient infor-

mation (including names, social security 
numbers or other uniform identification 
numbers, and State case identification num
bers) to identify the individuals who owe or 
are owed support (or with respect to or on 
behalf of whom support obligations are 
sought to be established), and the State or 
States which have established or modified, 
or are enforcing or seeking to establish, such 
an order. 

" (i) DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.-
" (1) IN GENERAL.-Not later than October 1, 

1998, In order to assist States in administer
ing their State plans under this part and 
parts A, F , and G, and for the other purposes 
specified in this section, the Secretary shall 
establish and maintain in the Federal Parent 
Locator Service an automated directory to 
be known as the directory of New Hires, con
taining-

" (A) information supplied by employers on 
each newly hired individual, in accordance 
with paragraph (2); and 

"(B) information supplied by State agen
cies administering State unemployment 
compensation laws, in accordance with para
graph (3). 

"(2) EMPLOYER INFORMATION.-
"(A) INFORMATION REQUIRED.-Subject to 

subparagraph (D), each employer shall fur
nish to the Secretary, for inclusion in the di
rectory established under this subsection, 
not later than 10 days after the date (on or 
after October 1, 1998) on which the employer 
hires a new employee (as defined in subpara
graph (C)), a report containing the name, 
date of birth, and social security number of 
such employee, and the employer identifica
tion number of the employer. 

"(B) REPORTING METHOD AND FORMAT.-The 
Secretary shall provide for transmission of 
the reports required under subparagraph (A) 
using formats and methods which minimize 
the burden on employers, which shall in
clude-

" (i) automated or electronic transmission 
of such reports; 

" (ii) transmission by regular mail; and 
"(iii) transmission of a copy of the form re

quired for purposes of compliance with sec
tion 3402 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. 

"(C) EMPLOYEE DEFINED.-For purposes of 
this paragraph, the term 'employee' means 
any individual subject to the requirement of 
section 3402(f)(2) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986. 

"(D) PAPERWORK REDUCTION REQUIRE
MENT.-As required by the information re
sources management policies published by 
the Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget pursuant to section 3504(b)(l) of 
title 44, United States Code, the Secretary, 
in order to minimize the cost and reporting 
burden on employers, shall not require re
porting pursuant to this paragraph if an al
ternative reporting mechanism can be devel
oped that either relies on existing Federal or 
State reporting or enables the Secretary to 
collect the needed information in a more 
cost-effective and equally expeditious man
ner, taking into account the reporting costs 
on employers. 

"(E) CIVIL MONEY PENALTY ON NONCOMPLY
ING EMPLOYERS.-(i) Any employer that fails 
to make a timely report in accordance with 
this paragraph with respect to an individual 
shall be subject to a civil money penalty, for 
each calendar yearAn which the failure oc
curs, of the lesser of $500 or 1 percent of the 
wages or other compensation paid by such 
employer to such individual during such cal
endar year. 

" (ii) Subject to clause (iii) , the provisions 
of section 1128A (other than subsections (a) 

and (b) thereof) shall apply to a civil money 
penalty under clause (i) in the same manner 
as they apply to a civil money penalty or 
proceeding under section 1128A(a). 

" (iii) Any employer with respect to whom 
a penalty under this subparagraph is upheld 
after an administrative hearing shall be lia
ble to pay all costs of the Secretary with re
spect to such hearing. 

"(3) EMPLOYMENT SECURITY INFORMATION.
" (A) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Each State 

agency administering a State unemployment 
compensation law approved by the Secretary 
of Labor under the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act shall furnish to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services extracts of the 
reports to the Secretary of Labor concerning 
the wages and unemployment compensation 
paid to individuals required under section 
303(a)(6), in accordance with subparagraph 
(B). 

"(B) MANNER OF COMPLIANCE.-The extracts 
required under subparagraph (A) shall be fur
nished to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services on a quarterly basis, with 
respect to calendar quarters beginning on 
and after October 1, 1996, by such dates, in 
such format, and containing such informa
tion as required by that Secretary in regula
tions. 

"(j) DATA MATCHES AND OTHER DISCLO
SURES.-

"(1) VERIFICATION BY SOCIAL SECURITY AD
MINISTRATION.-(A) The Secretary shall 
transmit data on individuals and employers 
maintained under this section to the Social 
Security Administration to the extent nec
essary for verification in accordance with 
subparagraph (B). 

" (B) The Social Security Administration 
shall verify the accuracy of, correct or sup
ply to the extent necessary and feasible, and 
report to the Secretary, the following infor
mation in data supplied by the Secretary 
pursuant to subparagraph (A): 

" (i) the name, social security number, and 
birth date of each individual; and 

"(ii) the employer identification number of 
each employer. 

" (2) CHILD SUPPORT LOCATOR MATCHES.-For 
the purpose of locating individuals for pur
poses of paternity establishment and estab
lishment and enforcement of chiid support, 
the Secretary shall-

" (A) match data in the directory of New 
Hires against the child support order ab
stracts in the Data Bank of Child Support 
Orders not less often than every 2 working 
days; and 

" (B) report information obtained from 
such a match to concerned State agencies 
operating prog.rams under this part not later 
than 2 working days after such match. 

" (3) DATA MATCHES AND DISCLOSURES OF 
DATA IN ALL REGISTRIES FOR TITLE IV PRO
GRAM PURPOSES.-The Secretary shall-

" (A) perform matches of data in each com
ponent of the Federal Parent Locator Serv
ice maintained under this section against 
data in each other such component (other 
than the matches required pursuant to para
graph (1)), and report information resulting 
from such matches to State agencies operat
ing programs under this part and parts A, F, 
and G; and 

" (B) disclose data in such registries to 
such State agencies, 
to the extent, and with the frequency, that 
the Secretary determines to be effective in 
assisting such States to carry out their re
sponsibilities under such programs. 

"(k) FEES.-
" (1) FOR SSA VERIFICATION.-The Secretary 

shall reimburse the Commissioner of Social 
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Security, at a rate negotiated between the 
Secretary and the Commissioner, the costs 
incurred by the Commissioner in performing 
the verification services specified in sub
section (j). 

" (2) FOR INFORMATION FROM SESAS.-The 
Secretary shall reimburse costs incurred by 
State employment security agencies in fur
nishing data as required by subsection (j)(3), 
at rates which the Secretary determines to 
be reasonable (which rates shall not include 
payment for the costs of obtaining, compil
ing, or maintaining such data). 

" (3) FOR INFORMATION FURNISHED TO STATE 
AND FEDERAL AGENCIES.-State and Federal 
agencies receiving data or information from 
the Secretary pursuant to this section shall 
reimburse the costs incurred by the Sec
retary in furnishing such data or informa
tion, at rates which the Secretary deter
mines to be reasonable (which rates shall in
clude payment for the costs of obtaining, 
verifying, maintaining, and matching such 
data or information) . 

" (1) RESTRICTION ON DISCLOSURE AND USE.
Data in the Federal Parent Locator Service, 
and information resulting from matches 
using such data, shall not be used or dis
closed except as specifically provided in this 
section. 

" (m) RETENTION OF DATA.-Data in the 
Federal Parent Locator Service, and data re
sulting from matches performed pursuant to 
this section, shall be retained for such period 
(determined by the Secretary) as appropriate 
for the data uses specified in this section. 

" (n) INFORMATION INTEGRITY AND SECU
RITY.-The Secretary shall establish and im
plement safeguards with respect to the enti
ties established under this section designed 
to-

" (1) ensure the accuracy and completeness 
of information in the Federal Parent Locator 
Service; and 

" (2) restrict access to confidential infor
mation in the Federal Parent Locator Serv
ice to authorized persons, and restrict use of 
such information to authorized purposes. 

" (0) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall not be liable to either a State or an in
dividual for inaccurate information provided 
to a component of the Federal Parent Loca
tor Service section and disclosed by the Sec
retary in accordance with this section.". 

(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(1) TO PART D OF TITLE IV OF THE SOCIAL SE

CURITY ACT.-Section 454(8)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
654(8)(B)) is amended to read as follows: 

" (B) the Federal Parent Locator Service 
established under section 453;" . 

(2) TO FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT.
Section 3304(16) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 is amended-

(A) by striking "Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare" each place such term 
appears and inserting "Secretary of Health 
and Human Services"; 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking " such 
information" and all that follows and insert
ing "information furnished under subpara
graph (A) or (B) is used only for the purposes 
authorized under such subparagraph;" ; 

(C) by striking " and" at the end of sub
paragraph (A); 

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(E) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following new subparagraph: 

" (B) wage and unemployment compensa
tion information contained in the records of 
such agency shall be furnished to the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services (in ac
cordance with regulations promulgated by 
such Secretary) as necessary for the pur-

poses of the directory of New Hires estab
lished under section 453(i) of the Social Secu
rity Act, and". 

(3) TO STATE GRANT PROGRAM UNDER TITLE 
III OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.-Section 
303(a) (42 U.S.C. 503(a)) is amended-

(A) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (8); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (9) and inserting " ; and"; and 

(C) by adding after paragraph (9) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

" (10) The making of quarterly electronic 
reports, at such dates, in such format, and 
containing such information, as required by 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
under section 453(i)(3), and compliance with 
such provisions as such Secretary may find 
necessary to ensure the correctness and ver
ification of such reports.". 
SEC. 426. USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS. 

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT.-Section 
466(a) (42 U.S .C. 666(a)) , as amended by sec
tion 401(a) of this Act; is amended by insert
ing after paragraph (12) the following: 

" (13) SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS REQUIRED.
Procedures requiring the recording of social 
security numbers-

"(A) of both parties on marriage licenses 
and divorce decrees; and 

" (B) of both parents, on birth records and 
child support and paternity orders.". 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF FEDERAL POLICY.
Section 205(c)(2)(C)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 
405(c)(2)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking the 
third sentence and inserting "This clause 
shall not be considered to authorize disclo
sure of such numbers except as provided in 
the preceding sentence.". 
Subtitle D-Streamlining and Uniformity of 

Procedures 
SEC. 431. ADOPTION OF UNIFORM STATE LAWS. 

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 401(a) and 426(a) of this Act, is 
amended inserting after paragraph (13) the 
following : 

" (14) INTERSTATE ENFORCEMENT.-(A) ADOP
TION OF UIFSA.-Procedures under which the 
State adopts in its entirety (with the modi
fications and additions specified in this para
graph) not later than January 1, 1997, and 
uses on and after such date, the Uniform 
Interstate Family Support Act, as approved 
by the National Conference of Commis
sioners on Uniform State Laws in August, 
1992. 

" (B) EXPANDED APPLICATION OF UIFSA.- The 
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) shall be applied to any case-

" (i) involving an order established or modi
fied in one State and for which a subsequent 
modification is sought in another State; or 

" (ii) in which interstate activity is re
quired to enforce an order. 

"(C) JURISDICTION TO MODIFY ORDERS.-The 
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) of this paragraph shall contain the fol
lowing provision in lieu of section 611(a)(1) of 
the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act 
described in such subparagraph (A): 

" '(1) the following requirements are met: 
"'(i) the child, the individual obligee, and 

the obligor-
" '(I) do not reside in the issuing State; and 
'''' (II) either reside in this State or are sub

ject to the jurisdiction of this State pursu
ant to section 201; and 

"'(ii) (in any case where another State is 
exercising or seeks to exercise jurisdiction 
to modify the order) the conditions of sec
t ion 204 are met to the same extent as re
quired for proceedings to establish orders; 
or'. 

" (D) SERVICE OF PROCESS.-The State law 
adopted pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall 
recognize as valid, for purposes of any pro
ceeding subject to such State law, service of 
process upon persons in the State (and proof 
of such service) by any means acceptable in 
another State which is the initiating or re
sponding State in such proceeding. 

" (E) COOPERATION BY EMPLOYERS.-The 
State law adopted pursuant to subparagraph 
(A) shall provide for the use of procedures 
(including sanctions for noncompliance) 
under which all entities in the State (includ
ing for-profit, nonprofit, and governmental 
employers) are required to provide promptly, 
in response to a request by the State agency 
of that or any other State administering a 
program under this part, information on the 
employment, compensation, and benefits of 
any individual employed by such entity as 
an employee or contractor." . 
SEC. 432. IMPROVEMENTS TO FULL FAITH AND 

CREDIT FOR CHILD SUPPORT OR
DERS. 

Section 1738B of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking " sub
section (e)" and inserting "subsections (e), 
(f), and (i)" ; 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after the 
2nd undesignated paragraph the following: 

" 'child's home State' means the State in 
which a child lived with a parent or a person 
acting as parent for at least six consecutive 
months immediately preceding the time of 
filing of a petition or comparable pleading 
for support and, if a child is less than six 
months old, the State in which the child 
lived from birth with any of them. A period 
of temporary absence of any of them is 
counted as part of the six-month period."; 

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting "by a 
court of a State" before " is made" ; 

(4) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting "and 
subsections (e) , (f) , and (g)" after " located" ; 

(5) in subsection (d)--
(A) by inserting "individual" before " con

testant"; and 
(B) by striking " subsection (e)" and insert

ing " subsections (e) and (f)"; 
(6) in subsection (e), by striking "make a 

modification of a child support order with re
spect to a child that is made" and inserting 
" modify a child support order issued" ; 

(7) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting " pursu
ant to subsection (i) " before the semicolon; 

(8) in subsection (e)(2)--
(A) by inserting " individual" before " con

testant" each place such term appears; and 
(B) by striking "to that court's making the 

modification and assuming" and inserting 
" with the State of continuing, exclusive ju
risdiction for a court of another State to 
modify the order and assume" ; 

(9) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) 
as subsections (g) and (h), respectively; 

(10) by inserting after subsection (e) the 
following: 

" (f) RECOGNITION OF CHILD SUPPORT OR
DERS.-If one or more child support orders 
have been issued in this or another State 
with regard to an obligor and a child, a court 
shall apply the following rules in determin
ing which order to recognize for purposes of 
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction and en
forcement: 

" (1) If only one court has issued a child 
support order, the order of that court must 
be recognized. 

" (2) If two or more courts have issued child 
support orders for the same obligor and 
child, and only one of the courts would have 
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 
section, the order of that court must be rec
ognized. 
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"(3) If two or more courts have issued child 

support orders for the same obligor and 
child, and only one of the courts would have 
continuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 
section, an order issued by a court in the 
current home State of the child must be rec
ognized, but if an order has not been issued 
in the current home State of the child, the 
order most recently issued must be recog
nized. 

" (4) If two or more courts have issued child 
support orders for the same obligor and 
child, and none of the courts would have con
tinuing, exclusive jurisdiction under this 
section, a court may issue a child support 
order, which must be recognized. 

" (5) The court that has issued an order rec
ognized under this subsection is the court 
having continuing, exclusive jurisdiction. " ; 

(11) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated)
(A) by striking " PRIOR" and inserting 

" MODIFIED" ; and 
(B) by striking " subsection (e)" and insert

ing " subsections (e) and (f)" ; 
(12) in subsection (h) (as so redesignated)
(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting " includ

ing the duration of current payments and 
other obligations of support" before the 
comma; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting " arrears 
under" after "enforce" ; and 

(13) by adding at the end the following: 
" (i) REGISTRATION FOR MODIFICATION.-If 

there is no individual contestant or child re
siding in the issuing State, the party or sup
port enforcement agency seeking to modify, 
or to modify and enforce, a child support 
order issued in another State shall register 
that order in a State with jurisdiction over 
the nonmovant for the purpose of modifica
tion.". 
SEC. 433. STATE LAWS PROVIDING EXPEDITED 

PROCEDURES. 
(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENTS.-Section 466 

(42 U.S.C. 666) is amended-
(1) in subsection (a)(2), in the first sen

tence, to read as follows : " Expedited admin
istrative and judicial procedures (including 
the procedures specified in subsection (c)) for 
establishing paternity and for establishing, 
modifying, and enforcing support obliga
tions. " ; and 

(2) by adding after subsection (b) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(c) EXPEDITED PROCEDURES.-The proce
dures specified in this subsection are the fol
lowing: 

" (1) ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION BY STATE 
AGENCY.-Procedures which give the State 
agency the authority (and recognize and en
force the authority of State agencies of 
other States), without the necessity of ob
taining an order from any other judicial or 
administrative tribunal (but subject to due 
process safeguards, including (as appro
priate) requirements for notice, opportunity 
to contest the action, and opportunity for an 
appeal on the record to an independent ad
ministrative or judicial tribunal), to take 
the following actions relating to establish
ment or enforcement of orders: 

"(A) GENETIC TESTING.-To order genetic 
testing for the purpose of paternity estab
lishment as provided in section 466(a)(5). 

"(B) DEFAULT ORDERS.-To enter a default 
order, upon a showing of service of process 
and any additional showing required by 
State law-

"(i) establishing paternity, in the case of 
any putative father who refuses to submit to 
genetic testing; and 

' '(ii) establishing or modifying a support 
obligation, in the case of a parent (or other 
obligor or obligee) who fails to respond to 

notice to appear at a proceeding for such 
purpose . 

" (C) SUBPOENAS.-To subpoena any finan
cial or other information needed to estab
lish, modify , or enforce an order, and to 
sanction failure to respond to any such sub
poena. 

" (D) ACCESS TO PERSONAL AND FINANCIAL 
INFORMATION.-To obtain access, subject to 
safeguards on privacy and information secu
rity, to the following records (including 
automated access, in the case of records 
maintained in automated data bases): 

" (i) records of other State and local gov
ernment agencies, including-

" (!) vital statistics (including records of 
marriage, birth, and divorce) ; 

" (II) State and local tax and revenue 
records (including information on residence 
address, employer, income and assets); 

"(III) records concerning real and titled 
personal property; 

" (IV) records of occupational and profes
sional licenses, and records concerning the 
ownership and control of corporations, part
nerships, and other business entities; 

" (V) employment security records; 
" (VI) records of agencies administering 

public assistance programs; 
" (VII) records of the motor vehicle depart

ment; and 
" (VIII) corrections recorG.3; and 
" (ii) certain records held by private enti

ties, including-
" (!) customer records of public utilities 

and cable television companies; and 
" (II) information (including information 

on assets and liabilities) on individuals who 
owe or are owed support (or against or with 
respect to whom a support obligation is 
sought) held by financial institutions (sub
ject to limitations on liability of such enti
ties arising from affording such access) . 

" (E) INCOME WITHHOLDING.-To order in
come withholding in accordance with sub
section (a)(l) and (b) of section 466. 

" (F) CHANGE IN PAYEE.-(In cases where 
support is subject to an assignment under 
section 402(a)(26), 471(a)(17), or 1912, or to a 
requirement to pay through the centralized 
collections unit under section 454B) upon 
providing notice to obligor and obligee , to 
direct the obligor or other payor to change 
the payee to the appropriate government en
tity. 

"(G) SECURE ASSETS TO SATISFY ARREAR
AGES.- For the purpose of securing overdue 
support-

" (i) to intercept and seize any periodic or 
lump-sum payment to the obligor by or 
through a State or local government agency, 
including-

" (!) unemployment compensation, work
ers' compensation, and other benefits; 

"(II) judgments and settlements in cases 
under the jurisdiction of the State or local 
government; and 

" (III) lottery winnings; 
" (ii) to attach and seize assets of the obli

gor held by financial institutions; 
" (iii) to attach public and private retire

ment funds in appropriate cases, as deter
mined by the Secretary; and 

"(iv) to impose liens in accordance with 
paragraph (a)(4) and, in appropriate cases, to 
force sale of property and distribution of pro
ceeds. 

" (H) INCREASE MONTHLY PAYMENTS.-For 
the purpose of securing overdue support, to 
increase the amount of monthly support pay
ments to include amounts for arrearages 
(subject to such conditions or restrictions as 
the State may provide). 

"(!) SUSPENSION OF DRIVERS' LICENSES.-To 
suspend drivers' licenses of individuals owing 

past-due support, in accordance with sub
section (a)(16). 

" (2) SUBSTANTIVE AND PROCEDURAL 
RULES.-The expedi t ed procedures required 
under subsection (a)(2) shall include the fol 
lowing rules and authority, applicable with 
respect to all proceedings to establish pater
nity or to establish, modify, or enforce sup
port orders: 

"(A) LOCATOR INFORMATION; PRESUMPTIONS 
CONCERNING NOTICE.-Procedures under 
which-

" (i) the parties to any paternity or child 
support proceedings are required (subject to 
privacy safeguards) to file with the tribunal 
before entry of an order, and to update as ap
propriate, information on location and iden
tity (including Social Security number, resi 
dential and mailing addresses, telephone 
number, driver's license number, and name , 
address, and telephone number of employer); 
and 

" (ii) in any subsequent child support en
forcement action between the same parties, 
the tribunal shall be authorized, upon suffi
cient showing that diligent effort has been 
made to ascertain such party's current loca
tion, to deem due process requirements for 
notice and service of process to be met, with 
respect to such party, by delivery to the 
most recent residential or employer address 
so filed pursuant to clause (i) . 

" (B) STATEWIDE JuRISDICTION.-Procedures 
under which-

" (i) the State agency and any administra
tive or judicial tribunal with authority to 
hear child support and paternity cases exerts 
statewide jurisdiction over the parties, and 
orders issued in such cases have statewide ef
fect ; and 

" (ii) (in the case of a State in which orders 
in such cases are issued by local jurisdic
tions) a case may be transferred between ju
risdictions in the State without need for any 
additional filing by the petitioner, or service 
of process upon the respondent, to retain ju
risdiction over the parties." . 

(c) EXCEPTIONS FROM STATE LAW REQUIRE
MENTS.-Section 466(d) (42 U.S.C. 666(d)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking " (d) If' ' and inserting the 
following: 

" (d) EXEMPTIONS FROM REQUIREMENTS.
" (!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2), 

if''; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) NONEXEMPT REQUIREMENTS.-The Sec

retary shall not grant an exemption from the 
requirements of-

"(A) subsection (a)(5) (concerning proce
dures for paternity establishment); 

"(B) subsection (a)(lO) (concerning modi
fication of orders); 

"(C) subsection (a)(l2) (concerning record
ing of orders in the central State case reg
istry); 

"(D) subsection (a)(13) (concerning record
ing of Social Security numbers); 

" (E) subsection (a)(14) (concerning inter
state enforcement); or 

"(F) subsection (c) (concerning expedited 
procedures), other than paragraph (l)(A) 
thereof (concerning establishment or modi
fication of support amount).". 

(d) AUTOMATION OF STATE AGENCY FUNC
TIONS.-Section 454A, as added by section 
415(a)(2) of this Act and as amended by sec
tions 421 and 422(c) of this Act, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(h) EXPEDITED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE
DURES.-The automated system required 
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under this section shall be used, to the maxi
mum extent feasible, to implement any expe
dited administrative procedures required 
under section 466(c). ". 

Subtitle E-Paternity Establishment 
SEC. 441. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that social 
services should be provided in hospitals to 
women who have become pregnant as a re
sult of rape or incest. 
SEC. 442. AVAILABU..ITY OF PARENTING SOCIAL 

SERVICES FOR NEW FATIIERS. 
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 

by sections 401(a), 426(a), and 431 of this Act, 
is amended by inserting after paragraph (14) 
the following: 

" (15) Procedures for providing new fathers 
with positive parenting counseling that 
stresses the importance of paying child sup
port in a timely manner, in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary. " . 
SEC. 443. COOPERATION REQUIREMENT AND 

GOOD CAUSE EXCEPTION. 
(a) CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REQUIRE

MENTS.-Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (23); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (24) and inserting " ; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (24) the fol
lowing: 

" (25) provide that the State agency admin
istering the plan under this part-

" (A) will make the determination specified 
under paragraph (4), as to whether an indi
vidual is cooperating with efforts to estab
lish paternity and secure support (or has 
good cause not to cooperate with such ef
forts) for purposes of the requirements of 
sections 402(a)(26) and 1912; 

" (B) will advise individuals, both orally 
and in writing, of the grounds for good cause 
exceptions to the requirement to cooperate 
with such efforts; 

" (C) will take the best interests of the 
child into consideration in making the deter
mination whether such individual has good 
cause not to cooperate with such efforts; 

" (D)(i) will make the initial determination 
as to whether an individual is cooperating 
(or has good cause not to cooperate) with ef
forts to establish paternity within 10 days 
after such individual is referred to such 
State agency by the State agency admin
istering the program under part A of title 
XIX; 

" (ii) will make redeterminations as to co
operation or good cause at appropriate inter
vals; and 

" (iii) will promptly notify the individual , 
and the State agencies administering such 
programs, of each such determination and 
redetermination; 

" (E) with respect to any child born on or 
after the date 10 months after enactment of 
this provision, will not determine (or rede
termine) the mother (or other custodial rel
ative) of such child to be cooperating with 
efforts to establish paternity unless such in
dividual furnishes-

" (i) the name of the putative father (or fa
thers); and 

" (ii) sufficient additional information to 
enable the State agency, if reasonable efforts 
were made, to verify the identity of the per
son named as the putative father (including 
such information as the putative father 's 
present address, telephone number, date of 
birth, past or present place of employment, 
school previously or currently attended, and 
names and addresses of parents, friends , or 
relatives able to provide location informa-

tion, or other information that could enable 
service of process on such person), and 

" (F)(i) (where a custodial parent who was 
initially determined not to be cooperating 
(or to have good cause not to cooperate) is 
later determined to be cooperating or to 
have good cause not to cooperate) will imme
diately notify the State agencies administer
ing the programs under part A of title XIX 
that this eligibility condition has been met; 
and 

" (ii) (where a custodial parent was ini
tially determined to be cooperating (or to 
have good cause not to cooperate)) will not 
later determine such individual not to be co
operating (or not to have good cause not to 
cooperate) until such individual has been af
forded an opportunity for a hearing. " . 

(b) AFDC AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 402(a)(ll) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(ll)) is 

amended by striking " furnishing of" and in
serting " application for". 

(2) Section 402(a)(26) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(26)) is 
amended-

(A) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B), 
by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as sub
clauses (I) and (II); 

(B) by indenting and redesignating sub
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) as clauses (i), 
(ii), and (iv), respectively; 

(C) in clause (ii), as redesignated-
(i) by striking " is claimed, or in obtaining 

any other payments or property due such ap
plicant or such child," and inserting " is 
claimed;' '; and 

(ii) by striking " unless" and all that fol
lows through " aid is claimed; and" ; 

(D) by adding after clause (ii) the following 
new clause: 

" (iii) to cooperate with the State in ob
taining any other payments or property due 
such applicant or such child; and" ; 

(E) in the matter preceding clause (i) (as so 
redesignated) to read as follows: 

" (26) provide-
" (A) that, as a condition of eligibility for 

aid, each applicant or recipient will be re
quired (subject to subparagraph (C))-" ; 

(F) in subparagraph (A)(iv), as redesig
nated, by striking " , unless such individual" 
and all that follows through " individuals in
volved''; 

(G) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(B) that the State agency will imme
diately refer each applicant requiring pater
nity establishment services to the State 
agency administering the program under 
part D; 

" (C) that an individual will not be required 
to cooperate with the State, as provided 
under subparagraph (A), if the individual is 
found to have good cause for refusing to co
operate, as determined in accordance with 
standards prescribed by the Secretary, which 
standards shall take into consideration the 
best interests of the child on whose behalf 
aid is claimed-

" (i) to the satisfaction of the State agency 
administering the program under part D, as 
determined in accordance with section 
454(25), with respect to the requirements 
under clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A); 
and 

" (ii) to the satisfaction of the State agency 
administering the program under this part, 
with respect to the requirements under 
clauses (iii) and (iv) of subparagraph (A); 

"(D) that (except as provided in subpara
graph (E)) an applicant requiring paternity 
establishment services (other than an indi
vidual eligible for emergency assistance as 
defined in section 406(e)) shall not be eligible 
for any aid under a State plan approved 
under this part until such applicant-

" (i) has furnished to the agency admin
istering the State plan under part D the in
formation specified in section 454(25)(E); or 

" (ii) has been determined by such agency 
to have good cause not to cooperate; 

" (E) that the provisions of subparagraph 
(D) shall not apply-

" (i) if the State agency specified in such 
subparagraph has not, within 10 days after 
such individual was referred to such agency, 
provided the notification required by section 
454(25)(D)(iii), until such notification is re
ceived; and 

" (ii) if such individual appeals a deter
mination that the individual lacks good 
cause for noncooperation, until after such 
determination is affirmed after notice and 
opportunity for a hearing; and' '; and 

(H)(i) by relocating and redesignating as 
subparagraph (F) the text at the end of sub
paragraph (A)(ii) beginning with " that, if the 
relative" and all that follows through the 
semicolon; 

(ii) in subparagraph (F), as so redesignated 
and relocated, by striking " subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of this paragraph" and inserting 
" subparagraph (A)" ; and 

(iii) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (a)(ii). 

(c) MEDICAID AMENDMENTS.-Section 1912(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 1396k(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(B), by inserting " (ex
cept as provided in paragraph (2))" after " to 
cooperate with the State" ; 

(2) in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of para
graph (1) by striking " . unless" and all that 
follows and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para
graph (5), and inserting after paragraph (1) 
the following new paragraphs: 

" (2) provide that the State agency will im
mediately refer each applicant or recipient 
requiring paternity establishment services 
to the State agency administering the pro
gram under part D of title IV; 

" (3) provide that an individual will not be 
required to cooperate with the State, as pro
vided under paragraph (1), if the individual is 
found to have good cause for refusing to co: 
operate, as determined in accordance with 
standards prescribed by the Secretary, which 
standards shall take into consideration the 
best interests of the individuals involved-

" (A) to the satisfaction of the State agen
cy administering the program under part D, 
as determined in accordance with section 
454(25), with respect to the requirements to 
cooperate with efforts to establish paternity 
and to obtain support (including medical 
support) from a parent; and 

" (B) to the satisfaction of the State agency 
administering the program under this title, 
with respect to other requirements to co
operate under paragraph (1); 

" (4) provide that (except as provided in 
paragraph (5)) an applicant requiring pater
nity establishment services (other than an 
individual eligible for emergency assistance 
as defined in section 406(e), or presumptively 
eligible pursuant to section 1920) shall not be 
eligible for medical assistance under this 
title until such applicant-

" (i) has furnished to the agency admin
istering the State plan under part D of title 
IV the information specified in section 
454(25)(E); or 

"(ii) has been determined by such agency 
to have good cause not to cooperate; and 

" (5) provide that the provisions of para
graph (4) shall not apply with respect to an 
applicant-

"(i) if such agency has not, within 10 days 
after such individual was referred to such 
agency, provided the notification required by 
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section 454(25)(D)(iii), until such notification 
is received); and 

"(ii) if such individual appeals a deter
mination that the individual lacks good 
cause for noncooperation, until after such 
determination is affirmed after notice and 
opportunity for a hearing.". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to applications filed in or after the 
first calendar quarter beginning 10 months 
or more after the date of the enactment of 
this Act (or such earlier quarter as the State 
may select) for aid under a State plan ap
proved under part A of title IV or for medical 
assistance under a State plan approved under 
title XIX. 
SEC. 444. FEDERAL MATCHING PAYMENTS. 

(a) INCREASED BASE MATCHING RATE.-Sec
tion 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(2) The applicable percent for a quarter 
for purposes of paragraph (l)(A) is--

"(A) for fiscal year 1996, 69 percent; 
"(B) for fiscal year 1997, 72 percent; and 
"(C) for fiscal year 1998 and succeeding fis-

cal years, 75 percent.". 
(b) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Section 455 

(42 U.S.C. 655) is amended-
(!) in subsection (a)(l) , in the matter pre

ceding subparagraph (A), by striking "From" 
and inserting " Subject to subsection (c), 
from"; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-Notwith
standing subsection (a), total expenditures 
for the State program under this part for fis
cal year 1996 and each succeeding fiscal year, 
reduced by the percentage specified for such 
fiscal year under subparagraph (A), (B), or 
(C)(i) of paragraph (2), shall not be less than 
such total expenditures for fiscal year 1995, 
reduced by 66 percent.". 
SEC. 445. PERFORMANCE-BASED INCENTIVES 

AND PENALTIES. 
(a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO FEDERAL 

MATCHING RATE.-Section 458 (42 U.S.C. 658) 
is amended to read as follows: 
"INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS TO MATCHING RATE 
"SEC. 458. (a) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-In order to encourage 

and reward State child support enforcement 
programs which perform in an effective man
ner, the Federal matching rate for payments 
to a State under section 455(a)(l)(A), for each 
fiscal year beginning on or after October 1, 
1997, shall be increased by a factor reflecting 
the sum of the applicable incentive adjust
ments (if any) determined in accordance 
with regulations under this section with re
spect to Statewide paternity establishment 
and the overall perfor~ance of the State in 
child support enforcement. 

"(2) STANDARDS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

specify in regulations--
" (!) the levels of accomplishment, and 

rates of improvement as alternatives to such 
levels, which States must attain to qualify 
for incentive adjustments under this section; 
and 

"(ii) the amounts of incentive adjustment 
that shall be awarded to States achieving 
specified accomplishment or improvement 
levels, which amounts shall be graduated, 
ranging up to-

"(1) 5 percentage points, in connection 
with Statewide paternity establishment; and 

"(II) 10 percentage points, in connection 
with overall performance in child support 
enforcement. 

" (B) LIMITATION.-In setting performance 
standards pursuant to subparagraph (A)(i) 

and adjustment amounts pursuant to sub
paragraph (A)(ii), the Secretary shall ensure 
that the aggregate number of percentage 
point increases as incentive adjustments to 
.all States do not exceed such aggregate in
creases as assumed by the Secretary in esti
mates of the cost of this section as of June 
1994, unless the aggregate performance of all 
States exceeds the projected aggregate per
formance of all States in such cost esti
mates. 

"(3) DETERMINATION OF INCENTIVE ADJUST
MENT.-

"(A) USE OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS.
The Secretary shall, for fiscal year 1998 and 
each succeeding fiscal year, determine the 
amount (if any) of incentive adjustment for 
each State on the basis of the data submit
ted by the State pursuant to section 
454(15)(B) with respect to performance indi
cators established by the Secretary. 

"(B) MINIMUM PERFORMANCE REQUIRED.
"(i) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall not 

determine an incentive adjustment for a 
State for a fiscal year if the level of perform
ance of the State for the fiscal year with re
spect to such performance indicators is 
below the performance threshold established 
by the Secretary for the State for the fiscal 
year. 

"(ii) ESTABLISHMENT OF STATE PERFORM
ANCE THRESHOLD.-The performance thresh
old with respect to such performance indica
tors for a State and a fiscal year shall be at 
or above the greater of-

"(1) the national average level of perform
ance with respect to such indicators, as of 
the date of the enactment of this section; or 

"(II) the level of performance of the State 
with respect to such indicators for the imme
diately preceding fiscal year. 

"(C) DEADLINE FOR ISSUANCE OF REGULA
TIONS.-Within 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this section, the Secretary 
shall issue regulations setting forth the cri
teria for awarding incentive adjustments. 

"(4) FISCAL YEAR SUBJECT TO INCENTIVE AD
JUSTMENT.-The total percentage point in
crease determined pursuant to this section 
with respect to a State program in a fiscal 
year shall apply as an adjustment to the per
cent applicable under section 455(a)(2) for 
payments to such State for the succeeding 
fiscal year. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-As used in subsection 
(a): 

"(1) STATEWIDE PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT 
PERCENTAGE.-The term 'Statewide paternity 
establishment percentage' means, with re
spect to a fiscal year, the ratio (expressed as 
a percentage) of-

"(A) the total number of out-of-wedlock 
children in the State under one year of age 
for whom paternity is established or ac
knowledged during the fiscal year, to 

"(B) the total number of children born out 
of wedlock in the State during such fiscal 
year. 

"(2) OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF THE STATE 
IN CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.-The term 
'overall performance of the State in child 
support enforcement' means a measure or 
measures of the effectiveness of the State 
agency in a fiscal year which takes into ac
count factors including-

" (A) the percentage of cases requiring a 
child support order in which such an order 
was established; 

"(B) the percentage of cases in which child 
support is being paid; 

"(C) the ratio of child support collected to 
child support due; and 

"(D) the cost-effectiveness of the State 
program, as determined in accordance with 

standards established by the Secretary in 
regulations." . 

(b) TITLE IV-D PAYMENT ADJUSTMENT.
Section 455(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(2)), as 
amended by section 415(a) of this Act, is 
amended-

(!) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (C) and inserting a semicolon; and 

(2) by adding after and below subparagraph 
(C), flush with the left margin of the sub
section, the following: 
"increased by the incentive adjustment fac
tor (if any) determined by the Secretary pur
suant to section 458.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
454(22) (42 U.S.C. 654(22)) is amended-

(!) by striking "incentive payments" the 
1st place such term appears and inserting 
"incentive adjustments"; and 

(2) by striking "any such incentive pay
ments made to the State for such period" 
and inserting "any increases in Federal pay
ments to the State resulting from such in
centive adjustments". 

(d) CALCULATION OF IV-D PATERNITY Es
TABLISHMENT PERCENTAGE.-

(!) Section 452(g)(l) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(l)) is 
amended in the matter preceding subpara
graph (A) by inserting "its overall perform
ance in child support enforcement is satis
factory (as defined in section 458(b) and regu
lations of the Secretary), and" after " 1994,". 

(2) Section 452(g)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
652(g)(2)(A)) is amended in the matter pre
ceding clause (i)-

(A) by striking "paternity establishment 
percentage" and inserting "IV-D paternity 
establishment percentage"; and 

(B) by striking "(or all States, as the case 
may be)". 

(3) Section 452(g)(3) (42 U.S.C. 652(g)(3)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and redes
ignating subparagraphs (B) and (C) as sub
paragraphs (A) and (B), respectively; 

(B) in subparagraph (A) (as so redesig
nated), by striking "the percentage of chil
dren born out-of-wedlock in a State" and in
serting "the percentage of children in a 
State who are born out of wedlock or for 
whom support has not been established"; and 

(C) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig
nated)-

(i) by inserting "and overall performance 
in child support enforcement" after " pater
nity establishment percentages"; and 

(ii) by inserting " and securing support" be
fore the period. 

(e) TITLE IV-A PAYMENT REDUCTION.-Sec
tion 403 (42 U.S.C. 603) is amended-

(!) in subsection (a), by striking "1958--" 
and inserting "1958--" (subject to subsection 
(h))-"; 

(2) in subsection (h), by striking all that 
precedes paragraph (3) and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(h)(l) If the Secretary finds, with respect 
to a State program under this part in a fiscal 
year beginning on or after October 1, 1996-

"(A)(i) on the basis of data submitted by a 
State pursuant to section 454(15)(B), that the 
State program in such fiscal year failed to 
achieve the IV-D paternity establishment 
percentage (as defined in section 452(g)(2)(A)) 
or the appropriate level of overall perform
ance in child support enforcement (as de
fined in section 458(b)(2)), or to meet other 
performance measures that may be estab
lished by the Secretary, or 

"(ii) on the basis of an audit or audits of 
such State data conducted pursuant to sec
tion 452(a)(4)(C), that the State data submit
ted pursuant to section 454(15)(B) is incom
plete or unreliable; and 
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"(B) that, with respect to the succeeding 

fiscal year-
"(i) the State failed to take sufficient cor

rective action to achieve the appropriate 
performance levels as described in subpara
graph (A)(i), or 

" (ii) the data submitted by the State pur
suant to section 454(15)(B) is incomplete or 
unreliable, 
the amounts otherwise payable to the State 
under this part for quarters following the 
end of such succeeding fiscal year, prior to 
quarters following the end of the first quar
ter throughout which the State program is 
in compliance with such performance re
quirement, shall be reduced by the percent
age specified in paragraph (2). 

"(2) The reductions required under para
graph (1) shall be-

"(A) not less than 1 nor more than 2 per
cent, or 

"(B) not less than 2 nor more than 3 per
cent, if the finding is the 2nd consecutive 
finding made pursuant to paragraph (1), or 

"(C) not less than 3 nor more than 5 per
cent, if the finding is the 3rd or a subsequent 
consecutive such finding."; and 

(3) in subsection (h)(3), by striking "not in 
full compliance" and all that follows and in
serting " determined as a result of an audit 
to have submitted incomplete or unreliable 
data pursuant to section 454(15)(B), shall be 
determined to have submitted adequate data 
if the Secretary determines that the extent 
of the incompleteness or unreliability of the 
data is of a technical nature which does not 
adversely affect the determination of the 
level of the State's performance.". 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.-
(1) INCENTIVE ADJUSTMENTS.-(A) The 

amendments made by subsections (a), (b), 
and (c) shall become effective October 1, 1996, 
except to the extent provided in subpara
graph (B). 

(B) Section 458 of the Social Security Act, 
as in effect immediately before the date of 
the enactment of this section, shall be effec
tive for purposes of incentive payments to 
States for fiscal years before fiscal year 1998. 

(2) PENALTY REDUCTIONS.-(A) The amend
ments made by subsection (d) shall become 
effective with respect to calendar quarters 
beginning on and after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(B) The amendments made by subsection 
(e) shall become effective with respect to cal
endar quarters beginning on and after the 
date that is 1 year after the date of enact
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 446. STATE LAWS CONCERNING PATERNITY 

ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) STATE LAWS REQUIRED.-Section 

466(a)(5) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(5)) is amended-
(1) by striking "(5)" and inserting the fol

lowing: 
"(5) PROCEDURES CONCERNING PATERNITY ES

TABLISHMENT.-''; 
(2) in subparagraph (A}-
(A) by striking "(A)(i)" and inserting the 

following: 
"(A) ESTABLISHMENT PROCESS AVAILABLE 

FROM BIRTH UNTIL AGE EIGHTEEN.-(i)"; and 
(B) by indenting clauses (i) and (ii) so that 

the left margin of such clauses is 2 ems to 
the right of the left margin of paragraph (4); 

(3) in subparagraph (B}-
(A) by striking "(B)" and inserting the fol

lowing: 
"(B) PROCEDURES CONCERNING GENETIC 

TESTING.-(i)"; 
(B) in clause (1), as redesignated, by insert

ing before the period ", where such request is 
supported by a sworn statement (!) by such 
party alleging paternity setting forth facts 

establishing a reasonable possibility of the 
requisite sexual contact of the parties, or (II) 
by such party denying paternity setting 
forth facts establishing a reasonable possi
bility of the nonexistence of sexual contact 
of the parties;"; 

(C) by inserting after and below clause (i) 
(as redesignated) the following new clause: 

"(ii) Procedures which require the State 
agency, in any case in which such agency or
ders genetic testing-

"(!) to pay costs of such tests, subject to 
recoupment (where the State so elects) from 
the putative father if paternity is estab
lished; and 

"(II) to obtain additional testing in any 
case where an original test result is dis
puted, upon request and advance payment by 
the disputing party."; 

(4) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D) 
and inserting the following: 

"(C) PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT.-(!) Pro
cedures for a simple civil process for volun
tarily acknowledging paternity under which 
the State must provide that, before a mother 
and a putative father can sign an acknowl
edgment of paternity, the putative father 
and the mother must be given notice, orally, 
in writing, and in a language that each can 
understand, of the alternatives to, the legal 
consequences of, and the rights (including, if 
1 parent is a minor, any rights afforded due 
to minority status) and responsibilities that 
arise from, signing the acknowledgment. 

"(ii) Such procedures must include a hos
pital-based program for the voluntary ac
knowledgment of paternity focusing on the 
period immediately before or after the birth 
of a child. 

"(iii) Such procedures must require the 
State agency responsible for maintaining 
birth records to offer voluntary paternity es
tablishment services. 

"(iv) The Secretary shall prescribe regula
tions governing voluntary paternity estab
lishment services offered by hospitals and 
birth record agencies. The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations specifying the types of 
other entities that may offer voluntary pa
ternity establishment services, and govern
ing the provision of such services, which 
shall include a requirement that such an en
tity must use the same notice provisions 
used by, the same materials used by, provide 
the personnel providing such services with 
the same training provided by, and evaluate 
the provision of such services in the same 
manner as, voluntary paternity establish
ment programs of hospitals and birth record 
agencies. 

"(v) Such procedures must require the 
State and those required to establish pater
nity to use only the affidavit developed 
under section 452(a)(7) for the voluntary ac
knowledgment of paternity, and to give full 
faith and credit to such an affidavit signed in 
any other State. 

"(D) STATUS OF SIGNED PATERNITY AC
KNOWLEDGMENT.-(i) Procedures under which 
a signed acknowledgment of paternity is 
considered a legal finding of paternity, sub
ject to the right of any signatory to rescind 
the acknowledgment within 60 days. 

"(ii)(l) Procedures under which, after the 
60-day period referred to in clause (i), a 
signed acknowledgment of paternity may be 
challenged in court only on the basis of 
fraud, duress, or material mistake of fact, 
with the burden of proof upon the challenger, 
and under which the legal responsibilities 
(including child support obligations) of any 
signatory arising from the acknowledgment 
may not be suspended during the challenge, 
except for good cause shown. 

"(II) Procedures under which, after the 60-
day period referred to in clause (i), a minor 
who signs an acknowledgment of paternity 
other than in the presence of a parent or 
court-appointed guardian ad litem may re
scind the acknowledgment in a judicial or 
administrative proceeding, until the earlier 
of-

"(aa) attaining the age of majority; or 
"(bb) the date of the first judicial or ad

ministrative proceeding brought (after the 
signing) to establish a child support obliga
tion, visitation rights, or custody rights with 
respect to the child whose paternity is the 
subject of the acknowledgment, and at which 
the minor is represented by a parent, guard
ian ad litem, or attorney."; 

(5) by striking subparagraph (E) and insert
ing the following: 

"(E) BAR ON ACKNOWLEDGMENT RATIFICA
TION PROCEEDINGS.-Procedures under which 
no judicial or administrative proceedings are 
required or permitted to ratify an unchal
lenged acknowledgment of paternity."; 

(6) by striking subparagraph (F) and insert
ing the following: 

"(F) ADMISSIBILITY OF GENETIC TESTING RE
SULTS.-Procedures-

"(i) requiring that the State admit into 
evidence, for purposes of establishing pater
nity, results of any genetic test that is-

"(!) of a type generally acknowledged, by 
accreditation bodies designated by the Sec
retary, as reliable evidence of paternity; and 

"(II) performed by a laboratory approved 
by such an accreditation body; 

"(ii) that any objection to genetic testing 
results must be made in writing not later 
than a specified number of days before any 
hearing at which such results may be intro
duced into evidence (or, at State option, not 
later than a specified number of days after 
receipt of such results); and 

"(iii) that, if no objection is made, the test 
results are admissible as evidence of pater
nity without the need for foundation testi
mony or other proof of authenticity or accu
racy."; and 

(7) by adding after subparagraph (H) the 
following new subparagraphs: 

"(!) NO RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL.-Procedures 
providing that the parties to an action to es
tablish paternity are not entitled to jury 
trial. 

" (J) TEMPORARY SUPPORT ORDER BASED ON 
PROBABLE PATERNITY IN CONTESTED CASES.
Procedures which require that a temporary 
order be issued, upon motion by a party, re
quiring the provision of child support pend
ing an administrative or judicial determina
tion of parentage, where there is clear and 
convincing evidence of paternity (on the 
basis of genetic tests or other evidence). 

"(K) PROOF OF CERTAIN SUPPORT AND PA
TERNITY ESTABLISHMENT COSTS.-Procedures 
under which bills for pregnancy, childbirth, 
and genetic testing are admissible as evi
dence without requiring third-party founda
tion testimony, and shall constitute prima 
facie evidence of amounts incurred for such 
services and testing on behalf of the child. 

" (L) WAIVER OF STATE DEBTS FOR COOPERA
TION.-At the option of the State, procedures 
under which the tribunal establishing pater
nity and support has discretion to waive 
rights to all or part of amounts owed to the 
State (but not to the mother) for costs relat
ed to pregnancy, childbirth, and genetic test
ing and for public assistance paid to the fam
ily where the father cooperates or acknowl
edges paternity before or after genetic test
ing. 

" (M) STANDING OF PUTATIVE FATHERS.
Procedures ensuring that the putative father 
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has a reasonable opportunity to initiate a 
paternity action." . 

(b) NATIONAL PATERNITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
AFFIDAVIT.-Section 452(a)(7) (42 U.S .C. 
652(a)(7)) is amended by inserting " , and de
velop an affidavit to be used for the vol
untary acknowledgment of paternity which 
shall include the social security account 
number of each parent" before the semi
colon. 

(C) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 468 (42 
U.S.C. 668) is amended by striking " a simple 
civil process for voluntarily acknowledging 
paternity and". 
SEC. 447. OUTREACH FOR VOLUNTARY PATER

NITY ESTABLISHMENT. 
(a) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.-Section 

454(23) (42 U.S.C. 654(23)) is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subpara
graph: 

"(C) publicize the availability and encour
age the use of procedures for voluntary es
tablishment of paternity and child support 
through a variety of means, which-

"(i) include distribution of written mate
rials at health care facilities (including hos
pitals and clinics), and other locations such 
as schools; 

"(ii) may include pre-natal programs to 
educate expectant couples on individual and 
joint rights and responsibilities with respect 
to paternity (and may require all expectant 
recipients of assistance under part A to par
ticipate in such pre-natal programs, as an 
element of cooperation with efforts to estab
lish paternity and child support); 

"(iii) include, with respect to each child 
discharged from a hospital after birth for 
whom paternity or child support has not 
been established, reasonable follow-up ef
forts (including at least one contact of each 
parent whose whereabouts are known, except 
where there is reason to believe such follow
up efforts would put mother or child at risk), 
providing-

"(!) in the case of a child for whom pater
nity has not been established, information 
on the benefits of and procedures for estab
lishing paternity; and 

"(II) in the case of a child for whom pater
nity has been established but child support 
has not been established, information on the 
benefits of and procedures for establishing a 
child support order, and an application for 
child support services;". 

(b) ENHANCED FEDERAL MATCHING.-Section 
455(a)(l)(C) (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(l)(C)) is amend
ed-

(1) by inserting "(i)" before "laboratory 
costs", and 

(2) by inserting before the semicolon ", and 
(ii) costs of outreach programs designed to 
encourage voluntary acknowledgment of pa
ternity". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATES.-(1) The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive October 1, 1997. 

(2) The amendments made by subsection 
(b) shall be effective with respect to calendar 
quarters beginning on and after October 1, 
1996. 
Subtitle F-Establishment and Modification 

of Support Orders 
SEC. 451. NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT GUIDE· 

LINES COMMISSION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is hereby es

tablished a commission to be known as the 
"National Child Support Guidelines Commis
sion" (in this section referred to as the 
''Commission''). 

(b) GENERAL DUTIES.-The Commission 
shall develop a national child support guide
line for consideration by the Congress that is 
based on a study of various guideline models, 

the benefits and deficiencies of such models, 
and any needed improvements. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.-
(!) NUMBER; APPOINTMENT.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The Commission shall be 

composed of 12 individuals appointed jointly 
by the Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices and the Congress, not later than Janu
ary 15, 1997, of which-

(i) 2 shall be appointed by the Chairman of 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate, 
and 1 shall be appointed by the ranking mi
nority member of the Committee; 

(ii) 2 shall be appointed by the Chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives, and 1 shall be ap
pointed by the ranking minority member of 
the Committee; and 

(iii) 6 shall be appointed by the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services. 

(B) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.-Members 
of the Commission shall have expertise and 
experience in the evaluation and develop
ment of child support guidelines. At least 1 
member shall represent advocacy groups for 
custodial parents, at least 1 member shall 
represent advocacy groups for noncustodial 
parents, and at least 1 member shall be the 
director of a State program under part D of 
title IV of the Social Security Act. 

(2) TERMS OF OFFICE.-Each member shall 
be appointed for a term of 2 years. A vacancy 
in the Commission shall be filled in the man
ner in which the original appointment was 
made. 

(d) COMMISSION POWERS, COMPENSATION, 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION, AND SUPERVISION.
The first sentence of subparagraph (C) , the 
first and third sentences of subparagraph 
(D), subparagraph (F) (except with respect to 
the conduct of medical studies). clauses (ii) 
and (iii) of subparagraph (G), and subpara
graph (H) of section 1886(e)(6) of the Social 
Security Act shall apply to the Commission 
in the same manner in which such provisions 
apply to the Prospective Payment Assess
ment Commission. 

(e) REPORT.-Not later than 2 years after 
the appointment of members, the Commis
sion shall submit to the President, the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives, and the Committee on Fi
nance of the Senate, a recommended na
tional child support guideline and a final as
sessment of issues relating to such a pro
posed national child support guideline. 

(0 TERMINATION.-The Commission shall 
terminate 6 months after the submission of 
the report described in subsection (e). 
SEC. 452. SIMPLIFIED PROCESS FOR REVIEW AND 

ADJUSTMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT 
ORDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 466(a)(10) (42 
U.S.C. 666(a)(10)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"(10) PROCEDURES FOR MODIFICATION OF SUP
PORT ORDERS.-

" (A)(i) Procedures under which-
"(!) every 3 years, at the request of either 

parent subject to a child support order, the 
State shall review and, as appropriate, ad
just the order in accordance with the guide
lines established under section 467(a) if the 
amount of the child support award under the 
order differs from the amount that would be 
awarded in accordance with such guidelines, 
without a requirement for any other change 
in circumstances; and 

"(II) upon request at any time of either 
parent subject to a child support order, the 
State shall review and, as appropriate, ad
just the order in accordance with the guide
lines '.:!Stablished under section 467(a) based 
on a substantial change in the circumstances 
of either such parent. 

"(ii) Such procedures shall require both 
parents subject to a child support order to be 
notified of their rights and responsibilities 
provided for under clause (i) at the time the 
order is issued and in the annual information 
exchange form provided under subparagraph 
(B). 

"(B) Procedures under which each child 
support order issued or modified in the State 
after the effective date of this subparagraph 
shall require the parents subject to the order 
to provide each other with a complete state
ment of their respective financial condition 
annually on a form which shall be estab
lished by the Secretary and provided by the 
State. The Secretary shall establish regula
tions for the enforcement of such exchange 
of information." . 
Subtitle G-Enforcement of Support Orders 

SEC. 461. FEDERAL INCOME TAX REFUND OFF· 
SET. 

(a) CHANGED ORDER OF REFUND DISTRIBU
TION UNDER INTERNAL REVENUE CODE.-Sec
tion 6402(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by striking the 3rd sentence. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF DISPARITIES IN TREAT
MENT OF ASSIGNED AND NON-ASSIGNED AR
REARAGES.-(1) Section 464(a) (42 U.S.C. 
664(a)) is amended-

(A) by striking " (a)" and inserting "(a) 
OFFSET AUTHORIZED.-"; 

(B) in paragraph (1)-
(i) in the first sentence, by striking " which 

has been assigned to such State pursuant to 
section 402(a)(26) or section 471(a)(17)" ; and 

(ii) in the second sentence, by striking " in 
accordance with section 457 (b)(4) or (d)(3)" 
and inserting "as provided in paragraph (2)"; 

(C) in paragraph (2), to read as follows: 
" (2) The State agency shall distribute 

amounts paid by the Secretary of the Treas
ury pursuant to paragraph (1)-

"(A) in accordance with section 457 (a)(4) 
or (d)(3), in the case of past-due support as
signed to a State pursuant to section 
402(a)(26) or section 471(a)(17); and 

" (B) to or on behalf of the child to whom 
the support was owed, in the case of past-due 
support not so assigned."; 

(D) in paragraph (3)-
(i) by striking "or (2)" each place it ap

pears; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking " under 

paragraph (2)" and inserting "on account of 
past-due support described in paragraph 
(2)(B)" . 

(2) Section 464(b) (42 U.S.C. 664(b)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "(b)(l)" and inserting "(b) 
REGULATIONS.-"; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2). 
(3) Section 464(c) (42 U.S.C. 664(c)) is 

amended-
(A) by striking "(c)(l) Except as provided 

in paragraph (2), as" and inserting "(c) DEFI
NITION.-As"; and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 
(C) TREATMENT OF LUMP-SUM TAX REFUND 

UNDER AFDC.-
(1) EXEMPTION FROM LUMP-SUM RULE.-Sec

tion 402(a)(17) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(17)) is amend
ed by adding at the end the following: "but 
this paragraph shall not apply to income re
ceived by a family that is attributable to a 
child support obligation owed with respect to 
a member of the family and that is paid to 
the family from amounts withheld from a 
Federal income tax refund otherwise payable 
to the person owing such obligation, to the 
extent that such income is placed in a quali
fied asset account (as defined in section 
406(j)) the total amounts in which, after such 
placement, does not exceed SlO,OOO;". 

(2) QUALIFIED ASSET ACCOUNT DEFINED.
Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606), as amended by 
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section 402(g)(2) of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"(j)(l) The term 'qualified asset account' 
means a mechanism approved by the State 
(such as individual retirement accounts, es
crow accounts, or savings bonds) that allows 
savings of a family receiving aid to families 
with dependent children to be used for quali
fied distributions. 

"(2) The term 'qualified distribution' 
means a distribution from a qualified asset 
account for expenses directly related to 1 or 
more of the following purposes: 

"(A) The attendance of a member of the 
family at any education or training program. 

"(B) The improvement of the employ
ability (including self-employment) of a 
member of the family (such as through the 
purchase of an automobile). 

"(C) The purchase of a home for the fam
ily. 

"(D) A change of the family residence.". 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall become effective 
October 1, 1999. 
SEC. 462. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE COLLEC· 

TIONOFARREARS. 
(a) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE 

CODE.-Section 6305(a) of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 is amended-

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting "except as 
provided in paragraph (5)" after "collected"; 

(2) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (3); 

(3) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting a comma; 

(4) by adding after paragraph (4) the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(5) no additional fee may be assessed for 
adjustments to an amount previously cer
tified pursuant to such section 452(b) with re
spect to the same obligor."; and 

(5) by striking "Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare" each place it appears 
and inserting "Secretary of Health and 
Human Services". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
October 1, 1997. 
SEC. 463. AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT 

FROM FEDERAL EMPLOYEES. 
(a) CONSOLIDATION AND STREAMLINING OF 

AUTHORITIES.-
(!) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended in 

the caption by inserting "INCOME WITHHOLD
ING," before "GARNISHMENT". 

(2) Section 459(a) (42 U.S.C. 659(a)) is 
amended-

(A) by striking "(a)" and inserting "(a) 
CONSENT To SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT.-

(B) by striking "section 207" and inserting 
"section 207 of this Act and 38 U.S.C. 5301"; 
and 

(C) by striking all that follows "a private 
person," and inserting "to withholding in ac
cordance with State law pursuant to sub
sections (a)(l) and (b) of section 466 and regu
lations of the Secretary thereunder, and to 
any other legal process brought, by a State 
agency administering a program under this 
part or by an individual obligee, to enforce 
the legal obligation of such individual to 
provide child support or alimony.". 

(3) Section 459(b) (42 U.S.C. 659(b)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) CONSENT TO REQUffiEMENTS APPLICA
BLE TO PRIVATE PERSON.- Except as other
wise provided herein, each entity specified in 
subsection (a) shall be subject, with respect 
to notice to withhold income pursuant to 
subsection (a)(l) or (b) of section 466, or to 
any other order or process to enforce support 
obligations against an individual (if such 
order or process contains or is accompanied 

by sufficient data to permit prompt identi
fication of the individual and the moneys in
volved), to the same requirements as would 
apply if such entity were a private person.". 

(4) Section 459(c) (42 U.S.C. 659(c)) is redes
ignated and relocated as paragraph (2) of 
subsection (f), and is amended- · 

(A) by striking "responding to interrog
atories pursuant to requirements imposed by 
section 461(b)(3)" and inserting "taking ac
tions necessary to comply with the require
ments of subsection (A) with regard to any 
individual"; and 

(B) by striking "any of his duties" and all 
that follows and inserting "such duties.". 

(5) Section 461 (42 U.S.C. 661) is amended by 
striking subsection (b), and section 459 (42 
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting after sub
section (b) (as added by paragraph (3) of this 
subsection) the following: 

"(c) DESIGNATION OF AGENT; RESPONSE TO 
NOTICE OR PROCESS.-(1) The head of each 
agency subject to the requirements of this 
section shall-

"(A) designate an agent or agents to re
ceive orders and accept service of process; 
and 

"(B) publish (i) in the appendix of such reg
ulations, (ii) in each subsequent republica
tion of such regulations, and (iii) annually in 
the Federal Register, the designation of such 
agent or agents, identified by title of posi
tion, mailing address, and telephone num
ber.". 

(6) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended by 
striking subsection (d) and by inserting after 
subsection (c)(l) (as added by paragraph (5) of 
this subsection) the following: 

"(2) Whenever an agent designated pursu
ant to paragraph (1) receives notice pursuant 
to subsection (a)(l) or (b) of section 466, or is 
effectively served with any order, process, or 
interrogatories, with respect to an individ
ual's child support or alimony payment obli
gations, such agent shall-

"(A) as soon as possible (but not later than 
fifteen days) thereafter, send written notice 
of such notice or service (together with a 
copy thereof) to such individual at his duty 
station or last-known home address; 

"(B) within 30 days (or such longer period 
as may be prescribed by applicable State 
law) after receipt of a notice pursuant to 
subsection (a)(l) or (b) of section 466, comply 
with all applicable provisions of such section 
466; and 

"(C) within 30 days (or such longer period 
as may be prescribed by applicable State 
law) after effective service of any other such 
order, process, or interrogatories, respond 
thereto.". 

(7) Section 461 (42 U.S.C. 661) is amended by 
striking subsection (c), and section 459 (42 
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting after sub
section (c) (as added by paragraph (5) and 
amended by paragraph (6) of this subsection) 
the following: 

"(d) PRIORITY OF CLAIMS.-ln the event 
that a governmental entity receives notice 
or is served with process, as provided in this 
section, concerning amounts owed by an in
dividual to more than one person-

"(1) support collection under section 466(b) 
must be given priority over any other proc
ess, as provided in section 466(b)(7); 

"(2) allocation of moneys due or payable to 
an individual among claimants under section 
466(b) shall be governed by the proviosions of 
such section 466(b) and regulations there
under; and 

"(3) such moneys as remain after compli
ance with subparagraphs (A) and .(B) shall be 
available to satisfy any other such processes 
on a first-come, first-served basis, with any 

such process being satisfied out of such mon
eys as remain after the satisfaction of all 
such processes which have been previously 
served.". 

(8) Section 459(e) (42 U.S.C. 659(e)) is 
amended by striking "(e)" and inserting the 
following: 

"(e) NO REQUffiEMENT To VARY PAY CY
CLES.-''. 

(9) Section 459(f) (42 U.S.C. 659(f)) is amend
ed by striking "(f)" and inserting the follow
ing: 

"(f) RELIEF FROM LIABILITY.-(!)". 
(10) Section 461(a) (42 U.S.C. 661(a)) is re

designated and relocated as section 459(g), 
and is amended-

(A) by striking "(g)" and inserting the fol
lowing: 

"(g) REGULATIONS.-"; and 
(B) by striking "section 459" and inserting 

"this section". 
(11) Section 462 (42 U.S.C. 662) is amended 

by striking subsection (f), and section 459 (42 
U.S.C. 659) is amended by inserting the fol
lowing after subsection (g) (as added by para
graph (10) of this subsection): 

"(h) MONEYS SUBJECT TO PROCESS.-(1) 
Subject to subsection (i), moneys paid or 
payable to an individual which are consid
ered to be based upon remuneration for em
ployment, for purposes of this section-

"(A) consist of-
"(i) compensation paid or payable for per

sonal services of such individual, whether 
such compensation is denominated as wages, 
salary, commission, bonus, pay, allowances, 
or otherwise (including severance pay, sick 
pay, and incentive pay); 

"(ii) periodic benefits (including a periodic 
benefit as defined in section 228(h)(3)) or 
other payments-

"(!) under the insurance system estab
lished by title II; 

"(II) under any other system or fund estab
lished by the United States which provides 
for the payment of pensions, retirement or 
retired pay, annuities, dependents' or survi
vors' benefits, or similar amounts payable on 
account of personal services performed by 
the individual or any other individual; 

"(III) as compensation for death under any 
Federal program; 

"(IV) under any Federal program estab
lished to provide 'black lung' benefits; or 

"(V) by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
as pension, or as compensation for a service
connected disability or death (except any 
compensation paid by such Secretary to a 
former member of the Armed Forces who is 
in receipt of retired or retainer pay if such 
former member has waived a portion of his 
retired pay in order to receive such com
pensation); and 

"(iii) worker's compensation benefits paid 
under Federal or State law; but 

"(B) do not include any payment-
"(i) by way of reimbursement or otherwise, 

to defray expenses incurred by such individ
ual in carrying out duties associated with 
his employment; or 

"(ii) as allowances for members of the uni
formed services payable pursuant to chapter 
7 of title 37, United States Code, as pre
scribed by the Secretaries concerned (defined 
by section 101(5) of such title) as necessary 
for the efficient performance of duty.". 

(12) Section 462(g) (42 U.S.C. 662(g)) is re
designated and relocated as section 459(i) (42 
u.s.c. 659(i)). 

(13)(A) Section 462 (42 U.S.C. 662) is amend
ed-

(i) in subsection (e)(l), by redesignating 
subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) as clauses (i), 
(ii), and (iii); and 
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(ii) in subsection (e), by redesignating 

paragraphs (1) and (2) as subparagraphs (A) 
and (B). 

(B) Section 459 (42 U.S.C. 659) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(j) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-". 

(C) Subsections (a) through (e) of section 
462 (42 U.S.C. 662), as amended by subpara
graph (A) of this paragraph, are relocated 
and redesignated as paragraphs (1) through 
(4), respectively of section 459(j) (as added by 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, (42 
U.S.C. 659(j)), and the left margin of each of 
such paragraphs (1) through (4) is indented 2 
ems to the right of the left margin of sub
section (i) (as added by paragraph (12) of this 
subsection). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) TO PART D OF TITLE IV.-Sections 461 and 

462 (42 U.S.C. 661), as amended by subsection 
(a) of this section, are repealed. 

(2) TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.-Sec
tion 5520a of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended, in subsections (h)(2) and (i), by 
striking "sections 459, 461, and 462 of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662)" 
and inserting "section 459 of the Social Secu
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 659)". 

(c) MILITARY RETIRED AND RETAINER PAY.
(1) DEFINITION OF COURT.-Section 1408(a)(l) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended

(A) by striking "and" at the end of sub
paragraph (B); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (C) and inserting "; and"; and 

(C) by adding after subparagraph (C) the 
following new paragraph: 

"(D) any administrative or judicial tribu
nal of a State competent to enter orders for 
support or maintenance (including a State 
agency administering a State program under 
part D of title IV of the Social Security 
Act)."; 

(2) DEFINITION OF COURT 0RDER.-Section 
1408(a)(2) of such title is amended by insert
ing "or a court order for the payment of 
child support not included in or accompanied 
by such a decree or settlement," before 
"which-". 

(3) PUBLIC PAYEE.-Section 1408(d) of such 
title is amended-

(A) in the heading, by striking "to spouse" 
and inserting "to (or for benefit of)"; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), in the first sentence, 
by inserting "(or for the benefit of such 
spouse or former spouse to a State central 
collections unit or other public payee des
ignated by a State, in accordance with part 
D of title IV of the Social Security Act, as 
directed by court order, or as otherwise di
rected in accordance with such part D)" be
fore "in an amount sufficient". 

(4) RELATIONSHIP TO PART D OF TITLE !V.
Section 1408 of such title is amended by add
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

"(j) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.-In any 
case involving a child support order against 
a member who has never been married to the 
other parent of the child, the provisions of 
this section s.hall not apply, and the case 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 
459 of the Social Security Act.". 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 6 
months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 464. ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT OB· 

LIGATIONS OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF LOCATOR INFORMA
TION.-

(1) MAINTENANCE OF ADDRESS INFORMA
TION.-The Secretary of Defense shall estab-

lish a centralized personnel locator service 
that includes the address of each member of 
the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary. Upon request of the Secretary 
of Transportation. addresses for members of 
the Coast Guard shall be included in the cen
tralized personnel locator service. 

(2) TYPE OF ADDRESS.-
(A) RESIDENTIAL ADDRESS.-Except as pro

vided in subparagraph (B), the address for a 
member of the Armed Forces shown in the 
locator service shall be the residential ad
dress of that member. 

(B) DUTY ADDRESS.-The address for a 
member of the Armed Forces shown in the 
locator service shall be the duty address of 
that member in the case of a member-

(i) who is permanently assigned overseas, 
to a vessel, or to a routinely deployable unit; 
or 

(ii) with respect to whom the Secretary 
concerned makes a determination that the 
member's residential address should not be 
disclosed due to national security or safety 
concerns. 

(3) UPDATING OF LOCATOR INFORMATION.
Within 30 days after a member listed in the 
locator service establishes a new residential 
address (or a new duty address, in the case of 
a member covered by paragraph (2)(B)), the 
Secretary concerned shall update the locator 
service to indicate the new address of the 
member. 

(4) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.-The 
Secretary of Defense shall make information 
regarding the address of a member of the 
Armed Forces listed in the locator service 
available, on request, to the Federal Parent 
Locator Service. 

(b) FACILITATING GRANTING OF LEAVE FOR 
ATTENDANCE AT HEARINGS.-

(!) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of each 
military department, and the Secretary of 
Transportation with respect to the Coast 
Guard when it is not operating as a service 
in the Navy, shall prescribe regulations to 
facilitate the granting of leave to a member 
of the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction 
of that Secretary in a case in which-

(A) the leave is needed for the member to 
attend a hearing described in paragraph (2); 

(B) the member is not serving in or with a 
unit deployed in a contingency operation (as 
defined in section 101 of title 10, United 
States Code); and 

(C) the exigencies of military service (as 
determined by the Secretary concerned) do 
not otherwise require that such leave not be 
granted. 

(2) COVERED HEARINGS.-Paragraph (1) ap
plies to a hearing that is conducted by a 
court or pursuant to an administrative proc
ess established under State law, in connec
tion with a civil action-

(A) to determine whether a member of the 
Armed Forces is a natural parent of a child; 
or 

(B) to determine an obligation of a member 
of the Armed Forces to provide child sup
port. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sub
section: 

(A) The term "court" has the meaning 
given that term in section 1408(a) of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(B) The term "child support" has the 
meaning given such term in section 462 of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 662). 

(c) PAYMENT OF MILITARY RETIRED PAY IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.

(1) DATE OF CERTIFICATION OF COURT 
ORDER.-Section 1408 of title 10: United 
States Code, is amended-

(A) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub
section (j); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (h) the 
following new subsection (i): 

"(i) CERTIFICATION DATE.-It is not nec
essary that the date of a certification of the 
authenticity or completeness of a copy of a 
court order or an order of an administrative 
process established under State law for child 
support received by the Secretary concerned 
for the purposes of this section be recent in 
relation to the date of receipt by the Sec
retary.". 

(2) PAYMENTS CONSISTENT WITH ASSIGN
MENTS OF RIGHTS TO STATES.-Section 
1408(d)(l) of such title is amended by insert
ing after the first sentence the following: "In 
the case of a spouse or former spouse who, 
pursuant to section 402(a)(26) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 602(26)), assigns to a 
State the rights of the spouse or former 
spouse to receive support, the Secretary con
cerned may make the child support pay
ments referred to in the preceding sentence 
to that State in amounts consistent with 
that assignment of rights.". 

(3) ARREARAGES OWED BY MEMBERS OF THE 
UNIFORMED SERVICES.-Section 1408(d) of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(6) In the case of a court order or an order 
of an administrative process established 
under State law for which effective service is 
made on the Secretary concerned on or after 
the date of the enactment of this paragraph 
and which provides for payments from the 
disposable retired pay of a member to satisfy 
the amount of child support set forth in the 
order, the authority provided in paragraph 
(1) to make payments from the disposable re
tired pay of a member to satisfy the amount 
of child support set forth in a court order or 
an order of an administrative process estab
lished under State law shall apply to pay
ment of any amount of child support arrear
ages set forth in that order as well as to 
amounts of child support that currently be
come due.". 
SEC. 465. MOTOR VEIUCLE LIENS. 

Section 466(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(4)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "(4) Procedures" and insert-
ing the following: 

"(4) LIENS.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Procedures"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
" (B) MOTOR VEHIOLE LIENS.-Procedures for 

placing liens for arrears of child support on 
motor vehicle titles of individuals owing 
such arrears equal to or exceeding two 
months of support, under which-

"(i) any person owed such arrears may 
place such a lien; 

"(ii) the State agency administering the 
program under this part shall systematically 
place such liens; 

"(iii) expedited methods are provided for
"(!) ascertaining the amount of arrears; 
"(II) affording the person owing the arrears 

or other titleholder to contest the amount of 
arrears or to obtain a release upon fulfilling 
the support obligation; 

"(iv) such a lien has precedence over all 
other encumbrances on a vehicle title other 
than a purchase money security interest; 
and 

"(v) the individual or State agency owed 
the arrears may execute on, seize, and sell 
the property in accordance with State law.". 
SEC. 466. VOIDING OF FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS. 

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, and 442 of this 
Act, is amended by inserting after paragraph 
(15) the following: 

"(16) FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS.-Procedures 
under which-
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"(A) the State has in effect-
"(i) the Uniform Fraudulent Conveyance 

Act of 1981, 
"(ii) the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act 

of 1984, or 
"(iii) another law, specifying indicia of 

fraud which create a prima facie case that a 
debtor transferred income or property to 
avoid payment to a child support creditor, 
which the Secretary finds affords com
parable rights to child support creditors; and 

"(B) in any case in which the State knows 
of a transfer by a child support debtor with 
respect to which such a prima facie case is 
established, the State must-

"(i) seek to void such transfer; or 
"(ii) obtain a settlement in the best inter

ests of the child support creditor." . 
SEC. 487. STATE LAW AUTHORIZING SUSPENSION 

OF LICENSES. 
Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 

by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, and 466 of 
this Act, is amended by inserting after para
graph (16) the following: 

"(17) AUTHORITY TO WITHHOLD OR SUSPEND 
LICENSES.-Procedures under which the State 
has (and uses in appropriate cases) authority 
(subject to appropriate due process safe
guards) to withhold or suspend, or to restrict 
the use of driver's licenses, and professional 
and occupational licenses of individuals 
owing overdue child support or failing, after 
receiving appropriate notice, to comply with 
subpoenas or warrants relating to paternity 
or child support proceedings.' ' . 
SEC. 488. REPORTING ARREARAGES TO CREDIT 

BUREAUS. 
Section 466(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(7)) is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(7) REPORTING ARREARAGES TO CREDIT BU

REAUS.-(A) Procedures (subject to safe
guards pursuant to subparagraph (B)) requir
ing the State to report periodically to 
consumer reporting agencies (as defined in 
section 603(f) of the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a(f)) the name of any ab
sent parent who is delinquent by 90 days or 
more in the payment of support, and the 
amount of overdue support owed by such par
ent. 

"(B) Procedures ensuring that, in carrying 
out subparagraph (A), information with re
spect to an absent parent is reported-

"(i) only after such parent has been af
forded all due process required under State 
law, including notice and a reasonable oppor
tunity to contest the accuracy of such infor
mation; and 

"(ii) only to an entity that has furnished 
evidence satisfactory to the State that the 
entity is a consumer reporting agency.". 
SEC. 489. EXTENDED STATUTE OF LIMITATION 

FOR COLLECTION OF ARREARAGES. 
(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 466(a)(9) ( 42 

U.S.C. 666(a)(9)) is amended-
(1) by striking "(9) Procedures" and insert-

ing the following: 
"(9) LEGAL TREATMENT OF ARREARS.
"(A) FINALITY.-Procedures" ; 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A), (B), 

and (C) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respec
tively, and by indenting each of such clauses 
2 additional ems to the right; and 

(3) by adding after and below subparagraph 
(A), as redesignated, the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(B) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.-Procedures 
under which the statute of limitations on 
any arrearages of child support extends at 
least until the child owed such support is 30 
years of age. " . 

(b) APPLICATION OF REQUIREMENT.-The 
amendment made by this section shall not be 
read to require any State law to revive any 

payment obligation which had lapsed prior 
to the effective date of such State law. 
SEC. 470. CHARGES FOR ARREARAGES. 

(a) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT.-Section 
466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended by sec
tions 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, and 467 of 
this Act, is amended by inserting after para
graph (17) the following: 

"(18) CHARGES FOR ARREARAGES.-Proce
dures providing for the calculation and col
lection of interest or penalties for arrearages 
of child support, and for distribution of such 
interest or penalties collected for the benefit 
of the child (except where the right to sup
port has been assigned to the State).". 

(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall establish by regu
lation a rule to resolve choice of law con
flicts arising in the implementation of the 
amendment made by subsection (a) . 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
454(21) (42 U.S.C. 654(21)) is repealed. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to arrearages accruing on or after 
October 1, 1998. 
SEC. 471. DENIAL OF PASSPORTS FOR NONPAY· 

MENT OF CHILD SUPPORT. 
(a) HHS CERTIFICATION PROCEDURE.-
(1) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITY.-Section 

452 (42 U.S.C. 652), as amended by sections 
415(a)(3) and 417 of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

" (1) CERTIFICATIONS FOR PURPOSES OF PASS
PORT RESTRICTIONS.-

"(1) IN GENERAL.-Where the Secretary re
ceives a certification by a State agency in 
accordance with the requirements of section 
454(28) that an individual owes arrearages of 
child support in an amount exceeding $5,000 
or in an amount exceeding 24 months' worth 
of child support, the Secretary shall trans
mit such certification to the Secretary of 
State for action (with respect to denial, rev
ocation, or limitation of passports) pursuant 
to section 471(b) of the Individual Respon
sibility Act of 1995. 

"(2) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.-The Secretary 
shall not be liable to an individual for any 
action with respect to a certification by a 
State agency under this section.". 

(2) STATE CSE AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.
Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by 
sections 404(a), 414(b), and 422(a) of this Act, 
is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (26); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (27) and inserting"; and"; and 

(C) by adding after paragraph (27) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(28) provide that the State agency will 
have in effect a procedure (which may be 
combined with the procedure for tax refund 
offset under section 464) for certifying to the 
Secretary, for purposes of the procedure 
under section 452(1) (concerning denial of 
passports) determinations that individuals 
owe arrearages of child support in an amount 
exceeding $5,000 or in an amount exceeding 24 
months' worth of child support, under which 
procedure-

"(A) each individual concerned is afforded 
notice of such determination and the con
sequences thereof, and an opportunity to 
contest the determination; and 

"(B) the certification by the State agency 
is furnished to the Secretary in such format, 
and accompanied by such supporting docu
mentation, as the Secretary may require.". 

(b) STATE DEPARTMENT PROCEDURE FOR DE
NIAL OF PASSPORTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of State, 
upon certification by the Secretary of Health 

and Human Services, in accordance with sec
tion 452(1) of the Social Security Act, that an 
individual owes arrearages of child support 
in excess of $5,000, shall refuse to issue a 
passport to such individual, and may revoke, 
restrict, or limit a passport issued previously 
to such individual. 

(2) LIMIT ON LIABILITY.-The Secretary of 
State shall not be liable to an individual for 
any action with respect to a certification by 
a State agency under this section. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall be
come effective October 1, 1996. 
SEC. 472. INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT EN

FORCEMENT. 
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT THE UNIT

ED STATES SHOULD RATIFY THE UNITED NA
TIONS CONVENTION OF 1956.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that the United States should 
ratify the United Nations Convention of 1956. 

(b) TREATMENT OF INTERNATIONAL CHILD 
SUPPORT CASES AS INTERSTATE CASES.-Sec
tion 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as amended by sec
tions 404(a), 414(b), 422(a), and 471(a)(2} of this 
Act, is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (27); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (28) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (28) the fol
lowing: 

"(29) provide that the State must treat 
international child support cases in the same 
manner as the State treats interstate child 
support cases.". 
SEC. 473. SEIZURE OF LOTTERY WINNINGS, SET· 

TLEMENTS,PAYOUTS,AWARDS,AND 
BEQUESTS, AND SALE OF FOR
FEITED PROPERTY, TO PAY CHILD 
SUPPORT ARREARAGES. 

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, 467 . and 
470(a) of this Act, is amended by inserting 
after paragraph (18) the following: 

" (19) Procedures, in addition to other in
come withholding procedures, under which a 
lien is imposed against property with the fol
lowing effect: 

"(A) The distributor of the winnings from 
a State lottery or State-sanctioned or tribal
sanctioned gambling house or casino shall-

"(i) suspend payment of the winnings from 
the person otherwise entitled to the payment 
until an inquiry is made to and a response is 
received from the State child support en
forcement agency as to whether the person 
owes a child support arrearage; and 

" (ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold 
from the payment the lesser of the amount 
of the payment or the amount of the arrear
age, and pay the amount withheld to the 
agency for distribution. 

"(B) The person required to make a pay
ment under a policy of insurance or a settle
ment of a claim made with respect to the 
policy shall-

" (i) suspend the payment until an inquiry 
is made to and a response received from the 
agency as to whether the person otherwise 
entitled to the payment owes a child support 
arrearage; and 

"(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold 
from the payment the lesser of the amount 
of the payment or the amount of the arrear
age, and pay the amount withheld to the 
agency for distribution. 

"(C) The payor of any amount pursuant to 
an award, judgment, or settlement in any ac
tion brought in Federal or State court 
shall-

" (!) suspend the payment of the amount 
until an inquiry is made to and a response is 
received from the agency as to whether the 
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person otherwise entitled to the payment 
owes a child support arrearage; and 

"(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold 
from the payment the lesser of the amount 
of the payment or the amount of the arrear- . 
age, and pay the amount withheld to the 
agency for distribution. 

"(D) If the State seizes property forfeited 
to the State by an individual by reason of a 
criminal conviction, the State shall-

"(i) hold the property until an inquiry is 
made to and a response is received from the 
agency as to whether the individual owes a 
child support arrearage; and 

"(ii) if there is such an arrearage, sell the 
property and, after satisfying the claims of 
all other private or public claimants to the 
property and deducting from the proceeds of 
the sale the attendant costs (such as for tow
ing, storage, and the sale), pay the lesser of 
the remaining proceeds or the amount of the 
arrearage directly to the agency for distribu
tion. 

"(E) Any person required to make a pay
ment in respect of a decedent shall-

"(i) suspend the payment until an inquiry 
is made to and a response received from the 
agency as to whether the person otherwise 
entitled to the payment owes a child support 
arrearage; and 

"(ii) if there is such an arrearage, withhold 
from the payment the lesser of the amount 
of the payment or the amount of the arrear
age, and pay the amount withheld to the 
agency for distribution ." . 
SEC. 474. LIABILITY OF GRANDPARENTS FOR Fl· 

NANCIAL SUPPORT OF CHILDREN OF 
THEIR MINOR CffiLDREN. 

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended 
by sections 401(a), 426(a), 431, 442, 466, 467, 
470(a), and 473 of this Act, is amended by in
serting after paragraph (19) the following: 

"(20) Procedures under which each parent 
of an individual who has not attained 18 
years of age is liable for the financial sup
port of any child of the individual to the ex
tent that the individual is unable to provide 
such support. The preceding sentence shall 
not apply to the State if the State plan ex
plicitly provides for such inappli.cability.". 
SEC. 475. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

PROGRAMS FOR NONCUSTODIAL 
PARENTS UNABLE TO MEET CHILD 
SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
States should develop programs, such as the 
program of the State of Wisconsin known as 
the "Children's First Program", that are de
signed to work with noncustodial parents 
who are unable to meet their child support 
obligations. 

Subtitle H-Med.ical Support 
SEC. 481. TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO ERISA 

DEFINITION OF MEDICAL CHILD 
SUPPORT ORDER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 609(a)(2)(B) of the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1169(a)(2)(B)) is amended

(1) by striking "issued by a court of com
petent jurisdiction"; 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting a comma; and 

(3) by adding, after and below clause (ii), 
the following: 
"if such judgment, decree, or order (I) is is
sued by a court of competent jurisdiction or 
(II) is issued by an administrative adjudica
tor and has the force and effect of law under 
applicable State law.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(2) PLAN AMENDMENTS NOT REQUIRED UNTIL 
JANUARY 1, 1996.-Any amendment to a plan 

required to be made by an amendment made 
by this section shall not be required to be 
made before the first plan year beginning on 
or after January 1, 1996, if-

(A) during the period after the date before 
the date of the enactment of this Act and be
fore such first plan year, the plan is operated 
in accordance with the requirements of the 
amendments made by this section, and 

(B) such plan amendment applies retro
actively to the period after the date before 
the date of the enactment of this Act and be
fore such first plan year. 
A plan shall not be treated as failing to be 
operated in accordance with the provisions 
of the plan merely because it operates in ac
cordance with this paragraph. 
SEC. 482. EXTENSION OF MEDICAID ELIGWILITY 

FOR FAMILIES LOSING AFDC DUE TO 
INCREASED CHILD SUPPORT COL· 
LECTIONS. 

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended 
by the other provisions of this Act, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (55); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (56) and inserting"; and" ; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (56) the fol
lowing: 

"(57) provide that each member of a family 
which would be eligible for aid under the 
State plan but for the receipt of child sup
port payments shall be considered to be re
ceiving such aid for purposes of eligibility 
for medical assistance under the State plan 
approved under title XIX for so long as the 
family would (but for such receipt) be eligi
ble for such aid.". 

Subtitle 1-Effect of Enactment 
SEC. 491. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as otherwise spe
cifically provided (but subject to subsections 
(b) and (c))---

(1) provisions of this title requiring enact
ment or amendment of State laws under sec
tion 466 of the Social Security Act, or revi
sion of State plans under section 454 of such 
Act, shall be effective with respect to periods 
beginning on and after October 1, 1996; and 

(2) all other provisions of this title shall 
become effective upon enactment. 

(b) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE LAW 
CHANGES.-The provisions of this title shall 
become effective with respect to a State on 
the later of-

(1) the date specified in this title, or 
(2) the effective date of laws enacted by the 

legislature of such State implementing such 
provisions, 
but in no event later than the first day of the 
first calendar quarter beginning after the 
close of the first regular session of the State 
legislature that begins after the date of en
actment of this Act. For purposes of the pre
vious sentence, in the case of a State that 
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of 
such session shall be deemed to be a separate 
regular session of the State legislature . 

(C) GRACE PERIOD FOR STATE CONSTITU
TIONAL AMENDMENT.-A State shall not be 
found out of compliance with any require
ment enacted by this title if it is unable to 
comply without amending the State con
stitution until the earlier of-

(1) the date one year after the effective 
date of the necessary State constitutional 
amendment, or 

(2) the date five years after enactment of 
this title. 
SEC. 492. SEVERABILITY. 

If any provision of this title or the applica
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is 

held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect 
other provisions or applications of this title 
which can be given effect without regard to 
the invalid provision or application, and to 
this end the provisions of this title shall be 
severable. 
TITLE V-TEEN PREGNANCY AND FAMILY 

STABILITY 
Subtitle A-Federal Role 

SEC. 501. STATE OPTION TO DENY AFDC FOR AD· 
DITIONAL CHILDREN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)). as amended by sections 101, 102, 
211(a), 232, and 301(a) of this Act, is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (49); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (50) and inserting "; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (50) the fol
lowing: 

"(51) at the option of the State, provide 
that--

"(A)(i) notwithstanding paragraph (7)(A), 
the needs of a child will not be taken into ac
count in making the determination under 
paragraph (7) with respect to the family of 
the child if the child was born (other than as 
a result of rape or incest) to a member of the 
family-

"(!) while the family was a recipient of aid 
under the State plan; or 

"(II) during the 6-month period ending 
with the date the family applied for such aid; 
and 

"(ii) if the amount of aid payable to a fam
ily under the State plan is reduced by reason 
of subparagraph (A), each member of the 
family shall be considered to be receiving 
such aid for purposes of eligibility for medi
cal assistance under the State plan approved 
under title XIX for so long as such aid would 
otherwise not be so reduced; and 

"(B) if the State exercises the option, the 
State may provide the family with vouchers, 
in amounts not exceeding the amount of any 
such reduction in aid, that may be used only 
to pay for particular goods and services spec
ified by the State as suitable for the care of 
the child of the parent (such as diapers, 
clothing, or school supplies).". 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to payments 
under a State plan approved under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act for 
months beginning after the date of the en
actment of this Act, and to payments to 
States under such part for quarters begin
ning after such date. 
SEC. 502. MINORS RECEIVING AFDC REQUIRED 

TO LIVE UNDER RESPONSWLE 
ADULT SUPERVISION. 

Section 402(a)(43) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(43)) is 
amended by striking "at the option of the 
State,". 
SEC. 503. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADO· 

LESCENT PREGNANCY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title XX (42 U.S.C. 1397-

1397[), as amended by section 222(b) of this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 
"SEC. 2010. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADO

LESCENT PREGNANCY. 
"(a) NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE ON ADOLES

CENT PREGNANCY.-
"(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-The responsible Fed

eral officials shall establish, through grant 
or contract, a national center for the collec
tion and provision of programmatic informa
tion and technical assistance that relates to 
adolescent pregnancy prevention programs, 
to be known as the 'National Clearinghouse 
on Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Pro
grams'. 
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"(2) FUNCTIONS.-The national center es

tablished under paragraph (1) shall serve as a 
national information and data clearing
house, and as a training, technical assist
ance, and material development source for 
adolescent pregnancy prevention programs. 
Such center shall-

"(A) develop and maintain a system for 
disseminating information on all types of ad
olescent pregnancy prevention program and 
on the state of adolescent pregnancy preven
tion program development, including infor
mation concerning the most effective model 
programs; 

"(B) develop and sponsor a variety of train
ing institutes and curricula for adolescent 
pregnancy prevention program staff; 

"(C) identify model programs representing 
the various types of adolescent pregnancy 
prevention programs; 

"(D) develop technical assistance mate
rials and activities to assist other entities in 
establishing and improving adolescent preg
nancy prevention programs; 

"(E) develop networks of adolescent preg
nancy prevention programs for the purpose 
of sharing and disseminating information; 
and 

"(F) conduct such other activities as the 
responsible Federal officials find will assist 
in developing and carrying out programs or 
activities to reduce adolescent pregnancy. 

"(b) FUNDING.-The responsible Federal of
ficials shall make grants to eligible entities 
for the establishment and operation of a Na
tional Clearinghouse on Adolescent Preg
nancy Prevention Programs under sub
section (a) so that in the aggregate the ex
penditures for such grants do not exceed 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1996, S4,000,000 for fis
cal year 1997, $8,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, 
and S10,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and each 
subsequent fiscal year. 

"(c) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section: 
"(1) ADOLESCENTS.-The term 'adolescents' 

means youth who are ages 10 through 19. 
"(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.-The term 'eligible 

entity' means a partnership that includes
"(A) a local education agency, acting on 

behalf of one or more schools, together with 
"(B) one or more community-based organi

zations, institutions of higher education, or 
public or private agencies or organizations. 

"(3) ELIGIBLE AREA.-The term 'eligible 
area' means a school attendance area in 
which-

"(A) at least 75 percent of the children are 
from low-income families as that term is 
used in part A of title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; or 

"(B) the number of children receiving Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children under 
part A of title IV is substantial as deter
mined by the responsible Federal officials; or 

" (C) the unmarried adolescent birth rate is 
high, as determined by the responsible Fed
eral officials. 

" (4) SCHOOL.-The term 'school' means a 
public elementary, · middle , or secondary 
school. 

" (5) RESPONSIBLE FEDERAL OFFICIALS.-The 
term 'responsible Federal officials' means 
the Secretary of Education, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, and the Chief 
Executive Officer of the Corporation for Na
tional and Community Service.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall become effective 
October 1, 1994. 
SEC. 504. INCENTIVE FOR TEEN PARENTS TO AT· 

TEND SCHOOL. 
Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended 

by sections 101, 102, 2ll(a), 232, 301(a), and 
501(a) of this Act, is amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (50); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (51) and inserting"; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (51) the fol
lowing: 

"(52) provide that the amount of aid other
wise payable under the plan for a month to 
a family that includes a parent who has not 
attained 20 years of age and has not com
pleted secondary school (or received a cer
tificate of high school equivalency) may be 
reduced by 25 percent if, during the imme
diately preceding month, the parent has 
failed without good cause (as defined by the 
State in consultation with the Secretary) to 
maintain minimum attendance (as defined 
by the State in consultation with the Sec
retary) at an educational institution.". 
SEC. 505. STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD 100-

HOUR RULE UNDER AFDC-UP PRO· 
GRAM. 

Section 407(a) (42 U.S.C. 607(a)) is amend-
ed-

(1) by inserting "(1)" after "(a)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(2) A standard prescribed pursuant to 

paragraph (1) that imposes a limit on the 
amount of time during which a parent who is 
the principal earner in a family in which 
both parents are married may be employed 
during a month shall not apply to a State if 
the State plan under this part explicitly pro
vides for such inapplicability.". 
SEC. 506. STATE OPTION TO DISREGARD ~ 

MONTH LIMITATION ON AFDC-UP 
BENEFITS. 

Section 407(b)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(2)(B)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

"(iv) A regulation prescribed by the Sec
retary that limits the length of time with re
spect to which a family of a dependent child 
in which both parents are married may re
ceive aid to families with dependent children 
by reason of this section shall not apply to a 
State if the State plan under this part ex
plicitly provides for such inapplicability." . 
SEC. 507. ELIMINATION OF QUARTERS OF COV· 

ERAGE REQUIREMENT UNDER 
AFDC-UP PROGRAM FOR FAMILIES 
IN WHICH BOTH PARENTS ARE 
TEENS. 

Section 407(b)(1)(A)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 
607(b)(l)(A)(iii)) is amended by striking 
" (iii)(!)" and inserting "(iii) neither of the 
child's parents have attained 20 years of age, 
and(!)". 
SEC. 508. DENIAL OF FEDERAL HOUSING BENE

FITS TO MINORS WHO BEAR CHIL· 
DREN OUT-OF-WEDLOCK. 

(a) PROHIBITION OF ASSISTANCE.- Notwith
standing any other provision of law, a house
hold whose head of household is an individ
ual who has borne a child out-of-wedlock be
fore attaining 18 years of age may not be 
provided Federal housing assistance for a 
dwelling unit until attaining such age, un
less-

(1) after the birth of the child-
(A) the individual marries an individual 

who has been determined by the relevant 
State to be the biological father of the child; 
or 

(B) the biological parent of the child has 
legal custody of the child and marries an in
dividual who legally adopts the child; 

(2) the individual is a biological and custo
dial parent of another child who was not 
born out-of-wedlock; or 

(3) eligibility for such Federal housing as
sistance is based in whole or in part on any 
disability or handicap of a member of the 
household. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) COVERED PROGRAM.-The term "covered 
program'' means-

(A) the program of rental assistance on be
half of low-income families provided under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 u.s.c. 1437f); 

(B) the public housing program under title 
I of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437 et seq.); 

(C) the program of rent supplement pay
ments on behalf of qualified tenants pursu
ant to contracts entered into under section 
101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s); 

(D) the program of interest reduction pay
ments pursuant to contracts entered into by 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment under section 236 of the National Hous
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1); 

(E) the program for mortgage insurance 
provided pursuant to sections 22l(d) (3) or (4) 
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1715l(d)) for multifamily housing for low- and 
moderate-income families; 

(F) the rural housing loan program under 
section 502 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 
u.s.c. 1472); 

(G) the rural housing loan guarantee pro
gram under section 502(h) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1472(h)); 

(H) the loan and grant programs under sec
tion 504 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1474) for repairs and improvements to rural 
dwellings; 

(I) the program of loans for rental and co
operative rural housing under section 515 of 
the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485); 

(J) the program of rental assistance pay
ments pursuant to contracts entered into 
under section 521(a)(2)(A) of the Housing Act 
of 1949 ( 42 U .S .C. 1490a(a)(2)(A)); 

(K) the loan and assistance programs under 
sections 514 and 516 of the Housing Act of 
1949 (42 U.S.C. 1484, 1486) for housing for farm 
labor; 

(L) the program of grants and loans for 
mutual and self-help housing and technical 
assistance under section 523 of the Housing 
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490c); 

(M) the program of grants for preservation 
and rehabilitation of housing under section 
533 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1490m); and 

(N) the program of site loans under section 
524 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 
1490d). 

(2) COVERED PROJECT.-The term "covered 
project" means any housing for which Fed
eral housing assistance is provided that is 
attached to the project or specific dwelling 
units in the project. 

(3) FEDERAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE.-The 
term "Federal housing assistance" means-

(A) assistance provided under a covered 
program in the form of any contract, grant, 
loan, subsidy, cooperative agreement, loan 
or mortgage guarantee or insurance, or other 
financial assistance; or 

(B) occupancy in a dwelling unit that is
(i) provided assistance under a covered pro

gram; or 
(ii) located in a covered project and subject 

to occupancy limitations under a covered 
program that are based on income. 

(4) STATE.-The term " State" means the 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

(C) LIMITATIONS ON APPLICABILITY.-Sub
section (a) shall not apply to Federal hous
ing assistance provided for a household pur
suant to an application or request for such 
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assistance made by such household before 
the effective date of this Act if the household 
was receiving such assistance on the effec
tive date of this Act. 
SEC. 509. STATE OPTION TO DENY AFDC TO 

MINOR PARENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a) (42 U.S .C. 

602(a)), as amended by sections 101, 102, 
21l(a) , 232, 301(a), 501(a), and 504 of this Act, 
is amended-

(1) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (51); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (52) and inserting " ; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (52) the fol
lowing: 

"(53)(A) at the option of the State, provide 
that-

" (i) in making the determination under 
paragraph (7) with respect to a family, the 
State may disregard the needs of any family 
member who is a parent and has not attained 
18 years of age or such lesser age as the State 
may prescribe; and 

" (ii) if the amount of aid payable to a fam
ily under the State plan is reduced by reason 
of subparagraph (A), each member of the 
family shall be considered to be receiving 
such aid for purposes of eligibility for medi
cal assistance under the State plan approved 
under title XIX for so long as such aid would 
otherwise not be so reduced; and 

" (B) if the State exercises the option, the 
State may provide the family with vouchers, 
in amounts not exceeding the amount of any 
such reduction in aid, that may be used only 
to pay for-

" (i) particular goods and services specified 
by the State as suitable for the care of the 
child of the parent (such as diapers, clothing, 
or cribs); and 

" (ii) the costs associated with a maternity 
home, foster home, or other adult-supervised 
supportive living arrangement in which the 
parent and the child live. " . 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to payments 
under a State plan approved under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act for 
months beginning on or after January 1, 1998, 
and to payments to States under such part 
for quarters beginning after such date . 

Subtitle B-State Role 
SEC. 511. TEENAGE PREGNANCY PREVENTION 

AND FAMILY STABILITY. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) long-term welfare dependency is in

creasing driven by illegitimate births; 
(2) too many teens are becoming parents 

and too few are able to responsibly care for 
and nurture their children; 

(3) new research has shown that spending 
time in a single-parent family puts children 
at substantially increased risk of dropping 
out of high school, having a child out-of-wed
lock, or being neither in school nor at work; 
and 

(4) between 1986 and 1991, the rate of births 
to teens aged 15 to 19 rose 24 percent, from 
50.2 to 62.1 births per 1,000 females . 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense 
of the Congress that-

(1) children should be educated about the 
risks involved in choosing parenthood at an 
early age; 

(2) reproductive family planning and edu
cation should be made available to every po
tential parent so as to give such parents the 
opportunity to avoid unintended births; 

(3) States should use funds provided under 
title XX of the Social Security Act to pro
vide comprehensive services to youth in high 
risk neighborhoods, through community or
ganizations, churches, and schools; and 

(4) States should work with schools for the 
early identification and referral of children 
at risk for parenthood at an early age. 
SEC. 512. AVAILABILITY OF FAMILY PLANNING 

SERVICES. 
Section 402(a)(l5)(A) (42 U.S.C. 

602(a)(15)(A)) is amended by striking "out of 
wedlock" . 

TITLE VI-PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION 
Subtitle A-Increased State Flexibility 

SEC. 801. STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE AFDC 
THROUGH ELECTRONIC BENEFIT 
TRANSFER SYSTEMS. 

Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) , as amended 
by sections 101, 102, 2ll(a) , 232, 301(a), 50l(a), 
504, and 509(a) of this Act, is amended-

(1) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (52); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (53) and inserting " ; and" ; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (53) the fol
lowing: 

" (54) at the option of the State, provide for 
the payment of aid under the State plan 
through the use of electronic benefit transfer 
systems.". · 
SEC. 802. DEADLINE FOR ACTION ON APPLICA

TION FOR WAIVER OF REQUIRE· 
MENT APPLICABLE TO PROGRAM OF 
AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT 
CHILDREN. 

Section 1115 (42 U.S.C. 1315) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

" (e) The Secretary shall approve or deny 
an application for a waiver under this sec
tion with respect to a requirement of section 
402, not later than 90 days after the Sec
retary receives the application, unless other
wise agreed upon by the Secretary and the 
applicant.". 
Subtitle B-Coordination of AFDC and Food 

Stamp Programs 
SEC. 611. AMENDMENTS TO PART A OF TITLE IV 

OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. 
(a) STATE OPTION TO USE INCOME AND ELIGI-

BILITY VERIFICATION SYSTEM.- Section 
1137(b) (42 U.S.C. 1320b-7(b)) is amended-

(!) by striking paragraphs (1) and (4) , and 
redesignating paragraphs (2) , (3), and (5) as 
paragraphs (1) , (2), and (3), respectively; and 

(2) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated), by 
adding " or" at the end. 

(b) STATE OPTION TO USE RETROSPECTIVE 
BUDGETING WITHOUT MONTHLY REPORTING.
Section 402(a)(13) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(13)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking all that precedes subpara
graph (A) and inserting the following: 

"(13) provide, at the option of the State 
and with respect to such category or cat
egories as the State may select and identify 
in the State plan, that-" ; and 

(2) in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B), by 
striking " , in the case of families who are re
quired to report monthly to the State agen
cy pursuant to paragraph (14)" . 

(C) EXCLUSION FROM INCOME OF ALL INCOME 
OF DEPENDENT CHILD WHO IS A STUDENT.
Section 402(a)(8)(A)(i) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(8)(A)(i)) is amended-

(!) by striking " earned"; and 
(2) by inserting "applying for or" before 

"receiving". 
(d) EXCLUSION FROM INCOME OF CERTAIN EN

ERGY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS BASED ON 
NEED.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)). as amended by sections 
231 and 242(b)(l) of this Act, is amended-

(A) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(ix); and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
" (xi) shall disregard any energy or utility

cost assistance payment based on need, that 
is paid to any member of the family under-

"(I) a State or local general assistance pro
gram; or 

"(II) another basic assistance program 
comparable to general assistance (as deter
mined by the Secretary); and". 

(2) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE PRO
VIDED UNDER THE LIHEAP PROGRAM.-Section 
402(a)(8)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(B)) is amend
ed-

(A) by striking " and" at the end of clause 
(i); and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
"(iii) shall not disregard any assistance 

provided directly to, or indirectly for the 
benefit of, any person described in subpara
graph (A)(ii) under the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Act of 1981, notwithstand
ing section 2605(f)(l) of such Act; and". 

(e) APPLICABILITY TO AFDC OF FUTURE IN
COME EXCLUSIONS UNDER FOOD STAMP PRO
GRAM.-Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by sections 231 , 
242(b)(l) of this Act and by subsection (d)(l) 
of this section, is amended-

(!) by striking " and" at the end of clause 
(x); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
" (xii) shall disregard from the income of 

any child, relative, or other individual de
scribed in clause (ii) applying for aid under 
the State plan, any child, relative, or other 
individual so described receiving such aid, or 
both, any funds that a Federal statute (en
acted after the date of the enactment of this 
clause) excludes from income for purposes of 
determining eligibility for benefits under the 
food stamp program under the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977, the level of benefits under the 
program, or both, respectively. " . 

(f) PERIODIC REVIEWS.-Section 402(a) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)). as amended by sections 101, 
102, 2ll(a), 232, 30l(a), 501(a), 504, 509(a), and 
601 of this Act, is amended-

(!) by striking " and" at the end of para
graph (53); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (54) and inserting "; and" ; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (54) the fol
lowing: 

" (55) provide that the State shall, not less 
frequently than annually review each deter
mination made under the State plan with re
spect to the eligibility of each recipient of 
aid under the State plan;". 

(g) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF Es
SENTIAL EMPLOYMENT-RELATED PROPERTY.
Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S .C. 602(a)(7)(B)), as 
amended by section 242(a) of this Act, is 
amended-

(1) by striking " or" at the end of clause 
(iv); and 

(2) by inserting ", or (vi) the value of real 
and tangible personal property (other than 
currency, commercial paper, and similar 
property) of a family member that is essen
tial to the employment or self-employment 
of the member, until the expiration of the 1-
year period beginning on the date the mem
ber ceases to be so employed or so self-em
ployed" before the semicolon. 

(h) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF EQUITY 
IN CERTAIN INCOME-PRODUCING REAL PROP
ERTY.-Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(7)(B)). as amended by section 242(a) of 
this Act and by subsection (g) of this section, 
is amended-

(!) by striking " or" at the end of clause 
(v); and 

(2) by inserting ", or (vii) the equity of any 
member of the family in real property to 
which 1 or more members of the family have 
sole and clear title, that the State agency 
determines is producing income consistent 
with the fair market value of the property" 
before the semicolon. 
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(i) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF LIFE IN

SURANCE POLICIES.-Section 402(a)(7)(B) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)), as amended by section 
242(a) of this Act and by subsections (g) and 
(h) of this section, is amended-

(!) by striking "or" at the end of clause 
(vi); and 

(2) by inserting ", or (viii) any life insur
ance policy" before the semicolon. 

(j) EXCLUSION FROM RESOURCES OF REAL 
PROPERTY THAT THE FAMILY IS MAKING A 
GOOD FAITH EFFORT TO SELL.-Section 
402(a)(7)(B)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(7)(B)(iii)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking "for such period or periods 
of time as the Secretary may prescribe"; and 

(2) by striking "any such period" and in
serting "any period during which the family 
is making such an effort". 

(k) PROMPT RESTORATION OF BENEFITS 
WRONGFULLY DENIED.-Section 402(a) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)), as amended by sections 101, 
102, 211(a), 232, 301(a), 501(a), 504, 509(a), and 
601 of this Act and by subsection <0 of this 
section, is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (54); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (55) and inserting " ; and"; and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (55) the fol
lowing: 

"(56) provide that, upon receipt of a re
quest from a family for the payment of any 
amount of aid under the State plan the pay
ment of which to the family has been wrong
fully denied or terminated, the State shall 
promptly pay the amount to the family if 
the wrongful denial or termination occurred 
not more than 1 year before the date of the 
request or the date the State agency is noti
fied or otherwise discovers the wrongful de
nial or termination.". 
SEC. 612. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP 

ACT OF 1977. 
(a) CERTIFICATION PERIOD.- (1) Section 3(C) 

of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2012(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) 'Certification period' means the period 
specified by the State agency for which 
households shall be eligible to receive au
thorization cards, except that such period 
shall be-

" (1) 24 months for households in which all 
adult members are elderly or disabled; and 

" (2) not more than 12 months for all other 
households.''. 

(2) Section 6(c)(l)(C) of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(c)(l)(C)) is amend
ed-

(A) in clause (ii) by adding "and" at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (iii) by striking "; and" at the 
end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking clause (iv). 
(b) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE IN IN

COME.-
(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT 

OF 1977.-Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended-

(A) in subsection (d)-
(i) by striking paragraph (11); and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (12) 

through (16) as paragraphs (11) through (15), 
respectively; and 

(B) in subsection (k)-
(i) in paragraph (l){B) by striking " , not in

cluding energy or utility-cost assistance,"; 
and 

(ii) in paragraph (2)-
(I) by striking subparagraph (C); and 
(II) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) 

through (H) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(J), respectively. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO THE LOW-INCOME HOME 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981.-Section 

2605(f) of the Low-Income Home Energy As
sistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624(f)) is 
amended-

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking " food 
stamps,"; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

" (2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply for any 
purpose under the Food Stamp Act of 1977.". 

(c) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN JTPA INCOME.
Section 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(d)), as amended by subsection (b), 
is amended-

(!) by striking " and (15)" and inserting 
"(15)"; and 

(2) by inserting before the period the fol
lowing: 
", and (16) income received under the Job 
Training Partnership Act by a household 
member who is less than 19 years of age". 

(d) EXCLUSION OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
FROM INCOME.-Section 5(d) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend
ed-

(1) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: " (3) all educational loans on which 
payment is deferred (including any loan 
origination fees or insurance premiums asso
ciated with such loans). grants, scholarships, 
fellowships, veterans' educational benefits, 
and the like awarded to a household member 
enrolled at a recognized institution of post
secondary education, at a school for the 
handicapped, in a vocational education pro
gram, or in a program that provides for com
pletion of a secondary school diploma or ob
taining the equivalent thereof, " ; and 

(2) in paragraph (5) by striking "and no 
portion" and all that follows through "reim
bursement". 

(e) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL EARNED IN
COME DEDUCTION.-The 3rd sentence of sec
tion 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended by striking 
" earned income that" and all that follows 
through " report", and inserting "determin
ing an overissuance due to the failure of a 
household to report earned income •'. 

(f) EXCLUSION OF ESSENTIAL EMPLOYMENT
RELATED PROPERTY.-Section 5(g)(3) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(3)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(3) The value of real and tangible personal 
property (other than currency, commercial 
paper, and similar property) of a household 
member that is essential to the employment 
or self-employment of such member shall be 
excluded by the Secretary from financial re
sources until the expiration of the 1-year pe
riod beginning on the date such member 
ceases to be so employed or so self-em
ployed.". 

(g) EXCLUSION OF LIFE INSURANCE POLI
CIES.-Section 5(g) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

"(6) The Secretary shall exclude from fi
nancial resources the cash value of any life 
insurance policy owned by a member of a 
household.". 

(h) IN-TANDEM EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME.
Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(n) Whenever a Federal statute enacted 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
excludes funds from income for purposes of 
determining eligibility, benefit levels, or 
both under State plans approved under part 
A of title IV of the Social Security Act, then 
such funds shall be excluded from income for 
purposes of determining eligibility, benefit 
levels, or both, respectively, under the food 
stamp program of households all of whose 

members receive benefits under a State plan 
approved under part A of title IV of the So
cial Security Act." . 

(i) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.-The 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply with respect to certification periods 
beginning before the effective date of this 
section. 

Subtitle C-Fraud Reduction 
SEC. 631. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS IN SUPPORT 

OF THE EFFORTS OF THE ADMINIS· 
TRATION TO ADDRESS THE PROB· 
LEMS OF FRAUD AND ABUSE IN THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 
PROGRAM. 

The Congress hereby expresses support for 
the efforts of the Social Security Adminis
tration to reduce fraud and abuse in the sup
plemental security income program under 
title XVI of the Social Security Act by im
plementing a structured approach to disabil
ity decisionmaking that takes into consider
ation the large number of disability claims 
received while providing a basis for consist
ent, equitable decisionmaking by claims ad
judicators at each level, that provides for the 
following: 

(1) A simplification of the monetary guide
lines for determining whether an individual 
(except those filing for benefits based on 
blindness) is engaging in substantial gainful 
activity. 

(2) The replacement of a threshold severity 
requirement for determining whether a 
claimant has a medically determinable im
pairment with a threshold inquiry as to 
whether the claimant has a medically deter
minable physical or mental impairment that 
can be demonstrated by acceptable clinical 
and laboratory diagnostic techniques. 

(3) The comparison of an impairment re
ferred to in paragraph (2) with an index of 
disabling impairments that contains fewer 
impairments, has less detail and complexity, 
and does not rely on the concept of "medical 
equivalence" . 

(4)(A) The consideration of whether an in
dividual has the ability to perform substan
tial gainful activity despite any functional 
loss caused by a medically determinable 
physical or mental impairment. 

(B) The definition of the physical and men
tal requirements of substantial gainful ac
tivity. 

(C) The objective measurement, to the ex
tent possible, of whether an individual meets 
such requirements. 

(D) The development, with the assistance 
of the medical community and other outside 
experts from disability programs, of stand
ardized criteria which can be used to meas
ure an individual's functional ability. 

(E) The assumption by the Social Security 
Administration of primary responsibility for 
documenting functional ability using the 
standardized measurement criteria, with the 
goal of developing functional assessment in
struments that are standardized, accurately 
measure an individual's functional abilities, 
and are universally accepted by the public, 
the advocacy community, and health care 
professionals. 

(F) The use of the results of the standard
ized functional measurement with a new 
standard to describe basic physical and men
tal demands of a baseline of work that rep
resents substantial gainful activity and that 
exists in significant numbers in the national 
economy. 

(5)(A) An evaluation of whether a child is 
engaging in substantial gainful activity, 
whether a child has a medically determina
ble physical or mental impairment that will 
meet the duration requirement, and whether 
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a child has an impairment that meets the 
criteria in the index of disabling impair
ments. 

(B) The development, with the assistance 
of the medical community and educational 
experts, of standardized criteria which can 
be used to measure a child's functional abil
ity to perform a baseline of functions that 
are comparable to the baseline of occupa
tional demands for an adult . 

(C) The conduct of research to specifically 
identify a skill acquisition threshold to 
measure broad areas required to develop the 
ability to perform substantial gainful activ
ity . 
SEC. 632. STUDY ON n iASffiiLITY OF SINGLE 

TAMPER-PROOF IDENTIFICATION 
CARD TO SERVE PROGRAMS UNDER 
BOTH THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
AND HEALTH REFORM LEGISLA· 
TION. 

(a) STUDY .-As soon as practicable after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall con
duct a study of the feasibility of issuing, in 
counterfeit-resistant form , a single identi
fication card which would combine the fea
tures of the social security card now issued 
pursuant to section 205 of the Social Secu
rity Act and any health security card which 
may be provided for in health reform legisla
tion enacted in the 104th Congress. In such 
study, the Commissioner shall devote par
ticular consideration to-

(1) employment in such card of finger-print 
identification, bar code validation, a photo
graph, a hologram, or any other identifiable 
feature, 

(2) the efficiencies and economies which 
may be achieved by combining the features 
of the social security card as currently is
sued and the features of any health security 
card which might be issued under health re
form legislation, and 

(3) any costs and r isks which might result 
from combining such features in a single 
identification card and possible means of al
leviating any such costs and risks. 

(b) REPORT.-The Commissioner of Social 
Security shall, not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act , trans
mit a report to each House of the Congress 
setting forth the Commissioner's findings 
from the study conducted pursuant to sub
section (a). Such report may include such 
recommendations for administrative or leg
islative changes as the Commissioner consid
ers appropriate. 

Subtitle D-Additional Provisions 
SEC. 641. STATE OPTIONS REGARDING UNEM· 

PLOYED PARENT PROGRAM. 
(a) DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND 

RECENCY-OF-WORK TESTS.-Section 
407(b)(l)(A) (42 u.s.a. 607(b)(l)(A)), as amend
ed by section 507 of this Act, is amended-

(!) by striking the matter preceding clause 
(i) and inserting the following: 

" (A) subject to paragraph (2) , shall provide 
for the payment of aid to families with de
pendent children with respect to a dependent 
child within the meaning of subsection (a)-
" 

(2) in clause (i) , by striking " whichever" 
and inserting " when, if the State chooses to 
so require (and specifies in its State plan), 
whichever''; 

(3) in clause (ii), by inserting " when" be
fore such parent; and 

(4) in clause (iii), by inserting " when, if the 
State chooses to so require (and so specifies 
in its State plan)" after " (iii)". 

(b) STATE OPTION To EXPAND PROGRAM.
Section 407(a ) (42 u.s.a. 607(a )) is amended 
by inserting " or the unemployment (as de-

fined (if at all) by the State in the State plan 
approved under section 402)" before " of the 
parent" . 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (b) and 
the amendments made by subsection (a) 
shall become effective October 1, 1996. 
SEC. 642. DEFINITION OF ESSENTIAL PERSON. 

(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.-Section 402 (42 
u.s.a. 602). as amended by section 
222(a)(l)(A) of this Act, is amended by insert
ing after subsection (f) the following: 

"(g) In order that the State may include 
the needs of an individual in determining the 
needs of the dependent child and relative 
with whom the child is living, such individ
ual must be living in the same home as such 
child and relative , and-

" (1) furnishing personal services required 
because of the relative's physical or mental 
inability to provide care necessary for her
self or himself or for the dependent child 
(which, for purposes of this subsection only, 
includes a child receiving supplemental secu
rity income benefits under title XVI); or 

" (2) furnishing child care services, or care 
for an incapacitated member of the family, 
that is necessary to permit the caretaker 
relative-

" (A) to engage in full or part-time employ
ment outside the home, or 

"(B) to attend a course of education de
signed to lead to a high school diploma (or 
its equivalent) or a course of training on a 
full or part-time basis, or to participate in 
the program under part G on a full or part
time basis.''. 
SEC. 643. "FILL-THE-GAP" BUDGETING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 
U.S .C. 602(a)(8)(A)), as amended by sections 
231, 242(b)(l) , and 6ll(d)(l) of this Act, is 
amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(xi); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
" (xiii) in addition to any other amounts re

quired or permitted by this paragraph to be 
disregarded in a month, may exempt count
able income identified in the State plan by 
type or source and by amount, but in an 
amount not exceeding the difference between 
the State's standard of need applicable to 
the family and the amount from which all 
remaining nonexempt income is subtracted 
to determine the amount of aid payable 
under the State plan to a family of the same 
size with no other income;" . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1997. 
SEC. 644. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT TO MAKE 

CERTAIN SUPPLEMENTAL PAY· 
MENTS IN STATES PAYING LESS 
THAN THEm NEEDS STANDARDS. 

Section 402(a)(28) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(28)) is 
hereby repealed. 
SEC. 645. COLLECTION OF AFDC OVERPAYMENTS 

FROM FEDERAL TAX REFUNDS. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO INTERCEPT TAX RE

FUND.-(!) Part A of title IV (42 U.S.C. 601-
617) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

" COLLECTION OF OVERPAYMENTS FROM 
FEDERAL TAX REFUNDS 

" SEC. 418. (a) Upon receiving notice from a 
State agency administering a plan approved 
under this part that a named individual has 
been overpaid under the State plan approved 
under this part, the Secretary of the Treas
ury shall determine whether any amounts as 
refunds of Federal taxes paid are payable to 
such individual , regardless of whether ~uch 
individual filed a tax return as a married or 
unmarried individual. If the Secretary of the 

Treasury finds that any such amount is pay
able, he shall withhold from such refunds an 
amount equal to the overpayment sought to 
be collected by the State and pay such 
amount to the State agency. 

" (b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
issue regulations, approved by the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, that pro
vide-

" (1) that a State may only submit under 
subsection (a) requests for collection of over
payments with respect to individuals (A) 
who are no longer receiving aid under the 
State plan approved under this part, (B) with 
respect to whom the State has already taken 
appropriate action under State law against 
the income or resources of the individuals or 
families involved as required under section 
402(a)(22) (B), and (C) to whom the State 
agency has given notice of its intent to re
quest withholding by the Secretary of the 
Treasury from their income tax refunds; 

" (2) that the Secretary of the Treasury 
will give a timely and appropriate notice to 
any other person filing a joint return with 
the individual whose refund is subject to 
withholding under subsection (a); and 

" (3) the procedures that the State and the 
Secretary of the Treasury will follow in car
rying out this section which, to the maxi
mum extent feasible and consistent with the 
specific provisions of this section, will be the 
same as those issued pursuant to section 
464(b) applicable to collection of past-due 
child support.'' . 

(2) Section 6402 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (as amended by section 443(a) of 
this Act) is amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking "(c) and 
(d)" and inserting " (c) , (d), and (e)"; 

(B) by redesignating subsections (e) 
through (i) as subsections (f) through (j), re
spectively; and 

(C) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol
lowing: 

" (g) COLLECTION OF OVERPAYMENTS UNDER 
TITLE IV- A OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.
The amount of any overpayment to be re
funded to the person making the overpay
ment shall be reduced (after reductions pur
suant to subsections (c) and (d), but before a 
credit against future liability for an internal 
revenue tax) in accordance with section 418 
of the Social Security Act (concerning recov
ery of overpayments to individuals under 
State plans approved under part A of title IV 
of such Act)." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
552a(a)(8)(B)(iv)(III) of title 5, United States 
Code , is amended by striking " section 464 or 
1137 of the Social Security Act" and insert
ing " section 419, 464, or 1137 of the Social Se
curity Act. " 
SEC. 646. TERRITORIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1108(a) (42 U.S.C. 
1308(a)) is amended by striking paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) and inserting the following: 

" (1) for payment to Puerto Rico shall not 
exceed-

" (A) $82,000,000 with respect to fiscal years 
1994, 1995, and 1996, and 

" (B) $102,500,000 or, if greater, such amount 
adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub
section (f)) for fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal 
year thereafter; 

" (2) for payment to the Virgin Islands shall 
not exceed-

" (A) $2,800,000 with respect to fiscal years 
1994, 1995, and 1996, and 

" (B) $3,500,000 or, if greater, such amount 
adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub
section ( f) ) for fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal 
year thereafter; and 

" (3) for payment to Guam shall not ex
ceed-· 
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"(A) $3,800,000 with respect to fiscal year 

1994, 1995, and 1996, and 
"(B) $4,750,000 or, if greater, such amount 

adjusted by the CPI (as prescribed in sub
section (D), for fiscal year 1997 and each fis
cal year thereafter.". 

(b) CPI ADJUSTMENT.-Section 1108 (42 
U.S.C. 1308) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(f) For purposes of subsection (a), an 
amount is 'adjusted by the CPI' for months 
in calendar year by multiplying that amount 
by the ratio of the Consumer Price Index as 
prepared by the Department of Labor for-

"(1) the third quarter of the preceding cal
endar year, to 

"(2) the third quarter of calendar year 1996, 
and rounding the product, if not a multiple 
of $10,000, to the nearer multiple of $10,000. ". 
SEC. 647. DISREGARD OF STUDENT INCOME. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 402(a)(8)(A)(i) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)(i)) is amended by striking 
"dependent child" and all that follows and 
inserting "individual who has not attained 19 
years of age and is an elementary or second
ary school student" . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (8)(A)(vii)-
(A) by striking "a dependent child who is a 

full-time student" and inserting "an individ
ual who has not attained 19 years of age and 
is an elementary or secondary school stu
dent"; and 

(B) by striking " such child" and inserting 
"such individual"; and 

(2) in paragraph (18), by striking " of a de
pendent child" and inserting "of an individ
ual under age 19". 
SEC. 648. LUMP·SUM INCOME. 

Section 402(a)(8)(A) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(8)(A)), 
as amended by sections 231, 242(b)(l), 
611(d)(l), and 643(a) of this Act, is amended

(1) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(xii); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(xiv) shall disregard from the income of 

any family member any amounts of income 
received in the form of nonrecurring lump
sum payments other than payments made 
pursuant to an order for child or spousal sup
port being enforced by the agency admin
istering the State plan approved under part 
D·" 

TITLE VII-CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM 

SEC. 701. ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAMS. 
Part B of title IV (42 U.S.C. 620-635) is 

amended to read as follows: 
PART B-CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK 

GRANT PROGRAM 
"SEC. 420. PURPOSES; AUTHORIZATIONS OF AP

PROPRIATIONS. 
"The purpose of this part is to enable 

States to carry out a program of child wel
fare and child protection services which in
cludes-

"(1) child protection services for children 
who are, or are suspected of being or at risk 
of becoming, victims of abuse or neglect; 

"(2) preventive services and activities, in
cluding community-based family support 
services, designed to strengthen and preserve 
families and to prevent child abuse and ne
glect; and 

"(3) permanency planning services and ac
tivities to achieve planned, permanent living 
arrangements (including family reunifica
tion, adoption , and independent living) for 
children who have been removed from their 
families . 
"SEC. 421. STATE PLANS. 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In order to be eligible 
for payment under this part, a State must 

have an approved plan (developed jointly by 
the Secretary and the State agency. after 
consultation with persons and entities speci
fied in subsection (b)) for the provision of 
services to children and families which meet 
the requirements of subsection (c). 

" (b) CONSULTATION WITH APPROPRIATE EN
TITIES.-A State, in developing its plan ror 
approval under this part, shall consult with 
concerned persons and entities, including-

" (!) public and nonprofit private agencies 
and community-based organizations with ex
perience in administering programs of child 
welfare services for children and families; 
and 

" (2) representatives of and advocates for 
children and families. 

" (c) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.- A State 
plan under this part shall-

" (1) describe the services and activities to 
be performed, and the service delivery mech
anisms (including service providers and 
statewide distribution of services) to be used, 
to provide-

" (A) child protection services described in 
section 420(1) (including such services pro
vided under this part and part E); 

"(B) preventive services described in sec
tion 420(2) (and shall provide for delivery of 
such services through a statewide network of 
local nonprofit community-based family sup
port programs, in collaboration with existing 
health, mental health, education, employ
ment, training, child welfare, and other so
cial services agencies); and 

"(C) permanency planning services de
scribed in section 420(3) (including family re
unification, adoption, and independent liv
ing); 

" (2)(A)(i) declare the State's goals for ac
complishments under the plan is in oper
ation in the State, and (ii) be updated peri
odically to declare the State's goals for ac
complishments under the plan by the end of 
each fifth fiscal year thereafter; 

" (B) describe the methods to be used in 
measuring progress toward accomplishment 
of the goals; and 

" (C) contain a commitment that the 
State-

"(i) will perform an interim review of its 
progress toward accomplishment of the goals 
after the end of each of the first 4 fiscal 
years covered by the goals, and on the basis 
of such interim review will revise the state
ment of goals in the plan, if necessary, tore
flect changed circumstances or other rel
evant factors; and 

"(ii) will perform, after the end of the last 
fiscal year covered by the goals, a final re
view of its progress toward accomplishment 
of the goals and prepare a report to the Sec
retary on the basis of such final review; 

" (3) provide assurances that reasonable 
amounts will be expended under this part to 
carry out each of the purposes specified in 
paragraphs (1) through (3) of section 420; and 

"(4) provide assurances that the State has 
in effect a program of foster care safeguards 
meeting the requirements of section 425. 

"(d) SECRETARIAL APPROVAL.-The Sec
retary shall approve a State plan that meets 
the requirements of this section. 
"SEC. 422. RESERVATIONS; ALLOTMENTS TO 

STATES. 
"(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall 

allot the amount specified in subsection (b) 
for each fiscal year in accordance with sub
sections (c) through (f). 

" (b) FEDERAL FUNDING.- The amount speci-
fied for purposes of this section shall be

" (1) $653,000,000 for fiscal year 1996; 
" (1) $682,000,000 for fiscal year 1997; 
" (1) $713,000,000 for fiscal year 1998; 

" (1) $737,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and 
" (1) $763,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
" (c) PROJECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.

Two percent of the amount specified under 
subsection (b) for each fiscal year shall be re
served for expenditure by the Secretary for 
projects of national significance related to 
the purposes of this part. 

" (d) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST
ANCE.-Two percent of the amount specified 
under subsection (b) for each fiscal year shall 
be reserved for expenditure by the Secretary 
for training and technical assistance to 
State and local public and nonprofit private 
entities related to the program under this 
part. 

" (e) INDIAN TRIBES.-One percent of the 
amount specified under subsection (b) for 
each fiscal year shall be reserved for allot
ment to Indian tribes in accordance with sec
tion 424. 

"(f) STATES.-From the balance of the 
amount specified for each fiscal year under 
subsection (b) remaining after the applica
tion of subsections (c), (d), and (e), the Sec
retary shall allot to each State an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the amount 
specified as the total amount that would 
have been allotted to the State for such fis
cal year under this part, as in effect on Sep
tember 30, 1995, bears to the total amount 
that would have been so allotted to all 
States for such fiscal year. 
"SEC. 423. PAYMENTS TO STATES. 

" (a) ENTITLEMENT TO PAYMENT; FEDERAL 
SHARE OF COSTS.-Each State which has a 
plan approved under this part shall be enti
tled to payment, equal to its allotment 
under section 422 for a fiscal year, for use in 
payment by the State of 75 percent of the 
costs of activities under the State plan dur
ing such fiscal year. The remaining 25 per
cent of such costs shall be paid by the State 
with funds from non-Federal sources. 

" (b) PAYMENT INSTALLMENTS.- The Sec
retary shall make payments in accordance 
with section 6503 of title 31, United States 
Code, to each State from its allotment for 
use under this part. 
"SEC. 424. PAYMENTS TO INDIAN TRffiES. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary shall 
make payments under this part for a fiscal 
year directly to the tribal organization of an 
Indian tribe with a plan approved under this 
part, except that such plan need not meet 
any requirement under such section that the 
Secretary determines is inappropriate with 
respect to such Indian tribe. 

" (b) ALLOTMENT.-From the amount re
served pursuant to section 422(e) for any fis
cal year, the Secretary shall allot to each In
dian tribe meeting the conditions specified 
in subsection (a), an amount bearing the 
same ratio to such reserved amount as the 
number of children in all Indian tribes with 
State plans so approved, as determined by 
the Secretary on the basis of the most cur
rent and reliable information available to 
the Secretary. 
"SEC. 425. FOSTER CARE PROTECTION. 

" In order to meet the requirements of this 
section, for purposes of section 421(c)(4), a 
State shall-

" (1) since June 17, 1980, have completed an 
inventory of all children who, before the in
ventory, had been in foster care under there
sponsibility of the State for 6 months or 
more, which determined-

"(A) the appropriateness of, and necessity 
for, the foster care placement; 

" (B) whether the child could or should be 
returned to the parents of the child or should 
be freed for adoption or other permanent 
placement; and 
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"(C) the services necessary to facilitate 

the return of the child or the placement of 
the child for adoption or legal guardianship; 

"(2) be operating, to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary-

"(A) a statewide information system from 
which can be readily determined the status, 
demographic characteristics, location, and 
goals for the placement of every child who is 
(or, within .the immediately preceding 12 
months, has been) in foster care; 

"(B) a case review system (as defined in 
section 475(5)) for each child receiving foster 
care under the supervision of the State; 

"(C) a service program designed to help 
children-

"(i) where appropriate, return to families 
from which they have been removed; or 

"(ii) be placed for adoption, with a legal 
guardian, or, if adoption or legal guardian
ship is determined not to be appropriate for 
a child, in some other planned, permanent 
living arrangement; and 

"(D) a replacement preventive services 
program designed to help children at risk of 
foster care placement remain with their fam
ilies; and 

"(3)(A) have reviewed (or by October 31, 
1995 will have reviewed) State policies and 
administrative and judicial procedures in ef
fect for children abandoned at or shortly 
after birth (including policies and procedures 
providing for legal representation of such 
children); and 

"(B) be implementing (or by October 31, 
1996, will be implementing) such policies and 
procedures as the State determines, on the 
basis of the review described in clause (i), to 
be necessary to enable permanent decisions 
to be made expeditiously with respect to the 
placement of such children. 

SEC. 702. REPEALS AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS. 

(a) ABANDONED INFANTS ASSISTANCE.-
(1) REPEAL.-The Abandoned Infants As

sistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) is re
pealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
421(7) of the Domestic Violence Service Act 
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5061(7)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(7) the term 'boarder baby' means an in
fant who is medically cleared for discharge 
from an acute-care hospital setting, but re
mains hospitalized because of a lack of ap
propriate out-of-hospital placement alter
natives.". 

(b) CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREAT
MENT.-

(1) REPEAL.-The Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act (42 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.) is 
repealed. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-The Victims 
of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10601 et seq.) 
is amended by striking section 1404A. 

(C) ADOPTION OPPORTUNITIES.-The Child 
Abuse Prevention and Treatment and Adop
tion Reform Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 5111 et 
seq.) is repealed. 

(d) FAMILY SUPPORT CENTERS.-Subtitle F 
of title VII of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11481-
11489) is repealed. 

(e) FOSTER CARE.-Section 472(d) (42 U.S.C. 
672(d)) is amended by striking "422(b)(9)" and 
inserting "425". 

SEC. 703. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments and repeals made by this 
title shall take effect on October 1, 1995, and 
shall apply with respect to activities under 
State programs on and after that date. 

TITLE VIU-SSI REFORM 
Subtitle A-Elipbility of Children for 

Benefits 
SEC. 801. RESTRICTIONS ON ELIGmn.JTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1614(a)(3)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(A)) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(i)" after "(3)(A)"; 
(2) by inserting "who has attained 18 years 

of age" before "shall be considered"; 
(3) by striking "he" and inserting "the in

dividual"; 
(4) by striking ''(or, in the case of an indi

vidual under the age of 18, if he suffers from 
any medically determinable phystcal or men
tal impairment of comparable severity)"; 
and 

(5) by adding after and below the end the 
following: 

"(ii) An individual who has not attained 18 
years of age shall be considered to be dis
abled for purposes of this title for a month if 
the individual has any medically determina

'ble physical or mental impairment (or com
bination of impairments) that meets the re
quirements, applicable to individuals who 
have not attained 18 years of age, of the List
ings of Impairments set forth in appendix 1 
of subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code of 
Federal Regulations, or the individual has a 
combination of impairments the effect of 
which should be considered disabling for pur
poses of this title. In applying this clause, 
such Listings shall not include maladaptive 
behavior or psychoactive substance depend
ence disorder (as specified in the appendix 
setting forth such Listings).". 

(b) TRANSITION TO NEW ELIGIBILITY CRI
TERIA.-Within 3 months after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Commissioner of 
Social Security shall establish a functional 
equivalency standard separate from the List
ing of Impairments (set forth in appendix 1 
of subpart P of part 404 of title 20, Code of 
Federal Regulations (revised as of April 1, 
1994)) under which a child with a combina
tion of impairments should be considered 
disabled for purposes of the supplemental se
curity income program under title XVI of 
the Social Security Act. Within 10 months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commissioner shall review the case of 
each individual who, immediately before 
such date of enactment, qualified for bene
fits under such program by reason of an indi
vidualized functional assessment in order to 
determine eligibility under such Listings 
and the criteria established under such 
standard. · 
SEC. 802. CONTINUING DISABU.ITY REVIEWS FOR 

CERTAIN CIDLDREN. 
Section 1614(a)(3)(G) (42 U.S.C. 

1382c(a)(3)(G)) is amended-
(1) by inserting "(i)" after "(G)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(ii)(I) Not less frequently than once every 

3 years, the Commissioner shall redetermine 
the eligibility for benefits under this title of 
each individual who has not attained 18 
years of age and is eligible for such benefits 
by reason of disability. 

"(II) Subclause (I) shall not apply to an in
dividual if the individual has an impairment 
(or combination of impairments) which is (or 
are) not expected to improve. 

"(III) Subject to recommendations made 
by the Commissioner, parents or guardians 
of recipients whose cases are reviewed under 
this clause shall present, at the time o( re
view, evidence demonstrating that funds pro
vided under this title have been used to as
sist the recipient in improving the condition 
which was the basis for providing benefits 
under this title.". 

SEC. 803. DISABn.JTY REVIEW REQUIRED FOR SSI 
RECIPIENTS WHO ARE 18 YEARS OF 
AGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1614(a)(3)(G) (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)(G)), as amended by section 
802 of this subtitle, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(iii)(!) The Commissioner shall redeter
mine the eligibility of a qualified individual 
for supplemental security ipcome benefits 
under this title by reason of disability, by 
applying the criteria used in determining eli
gibility for such benefits of applicants who 
have attained 18 years of age. 

"(II) The redetermination required by sub
clause (1) with respect to a qualified individ
ual shall be conducted during the 1-year pe
riod that begins on the date the qualified in
dividual attains 18 years of age. 

"(III) As used in this clause, the term 
'qualified individual' means an individual 
who attains 18 years of age and is a recipient 
of benefits under this title by reason of dis
ability. 

"(IV) A redetermination under subclause 
(I) of this clause shall be considered a sub
stitute for a review required under any other 
provision of this subparagraph.". 

(b) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.-Not later 
than October 1, 1998, the Commissioner of 
Social Security shall submit to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep
resentatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate a report on the activities con
ducted under section 1614(a)(3)(G )(iii) of the 
Social Security Act. 

(C) CONFORMING REPEAL.-Section 207 of 
the Social Security Independence and Pro
gram Improvements Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
1382 note; 108 Stat. 1516) is hereby repealed. 
SEC. 804. APPLICABU..ITY. 

(a) NEW ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS AND DIS
ABILITY REVIEWS FOR CHILDREN.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the amendments made by sec
tions 801 and 802 shall apply to benefits for 
months beginning more than 9 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, with
out regard to whether regulations have been 
issued to implement such amendments. 

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULE.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-For months beginning 

after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and before the first month to which the 
amendments made by section 801 apply under 
paragraph (1) and subject to subparagraph 
(B), no individual who has not attained 18 
years of age shall be considered to be dis
abled for purposes of the supplemental secu
rity income program under title XVI of the 
Social Security Act solely on the basis of 
maladaptive behavior or psychoactive sub
stance dependence disorder. 

(B) EXCEPTION FOR CURRENT BENE
FICIARIES.-Subparagraph (A) shall not apply 
in the case of an individual who is a recipi
ent of supplemental security income benefits 
under such title for the month in which this 
Act becomes law. 

(b) DISABILITY REVIEWS FOR 18-YEAR OLD 
RECIPIENTS.-The amendments made by sec
tion 803 shall apply to benefits for months 
beginning after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
Subtitle B-Denial of SSI Benefits by Reason 
of Disability to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 

SEC. 811. DENIAL OF SSI BENEFITS BY REASON 
OF DISABU..ITY TO DRUG ADDICTS 
AND ALCOHOLICS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1614(a)(3) (42 
U.S.C. 1382c(a)(3)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(I) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), an 
individual shall not be considered to be dis
abled for purposes of this title if alcoholism 
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or drug addiction would (but for this sub
paragraph) be a contributing factor material 
to the Commissioner's determination that 
the individual is disabled." . 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 1611(e) (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)) is 

amended by striking paragraph (3). 
(2) Section 163l(a)(2)(A)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 

1383(a)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended
(A) by striking"(!)"; and 
(B) by striking subclause (II). 
(3) Section 1631(a)(2)(B) (42 U.S.C. 

1383(a)(2)(B)) is amended-
(A) by striking clause (vii); 
(B) in clause (viii), by striking "(ix)" and 

inserting "(viii)"; 
(C) in clause (ix)-
(i) by striking "(viii)" and inserting 

" (vii)"; and 
(ii) in subclause (II), by striking all that 

follows "15 years" and inserting a period; 
(D) in clause (xiii)-
(i) by striking " (xii)" and inserting " (xi)"; 

and 
(ii) by striking " (xi)" and inserting "(x)"; 

and 
(E) by redesignating clauses (viii) through 

(xiii) as clauses (vii) through (xii), respec
tively . 

(4) Section 163l(a)(2)(D)(i)(ll) (42 U.S.C. 
1383(a)(2)(D)(i)(II)) is amended by striking all 
that follows " $25.00 per month" and inserting 
a period. 

(5) Section 1634 (42 U.S.C . 1383c) is amended 
by striking subsection (e). 

(6) Section 20l(c)(l) of the Social Security 
Independence and Program Improvements 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S .C. 425 note) is amended

(A) by striking "-" and all that follows 
through " (A)" the 1st place such term ap
pears; 

(B) by striking " and" the 3rd place such 
term appears; 

(C) by striking subparagraph (B); 
(D) by striking " either subparagraph (A) or 

subparagraph (B)" and inserting "the preced
ing sentence"; and 

(E) by striking " subparagraph (A) or (B)" 
and inserting "the preceding sentence" . 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc
tober 1, 1995, and shall apply with respect to 
months beginning on or after such date. 

(d) FUNDING OF CERTAIN PROGRAMS FOR 
DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS.-Out of any 
money in the Treasury of the United States 
not otherwise appropriated, the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall pay to the Director of the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse-

(!) $95,000,000, for each of fiscal years 1997, 
1998, 1999, and 2000, for expenditure through 
the Federal Capacity Expansion Program to 
expand the availability of drug treatment; 
and 

(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997, 
1998, 1999, and 2000 to be expended solely on 
the medication development project to im
prove drug abuse and drug treatment re
search. 

TITLE IX-FINANCING 
Subtitle A-Treatment of Aliens 

SEC. 901. EXTENSION OF DEEMING OF INCOME 
AND RESOURCES UNDER AFDC, SSI, 
AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsections (b) and (c), in applying sections 
415 and 1621 of the Social Security Act and 
section 5(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, 
the period in which each respective section 
otherwise applies with respect to an alien 
shall be extended through the date (if any) 
on which the alien becomes a citizen of the 
United States (under chapter 2 of title ill of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act). 

(b) EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not 
apply to an alien if-

(1) the alien has been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence, 
has attained 75 years of age, and has resided 
in the United States for at least 5 years; 

(2) the alien-
(A) is a veteran (as defined in section 101 of 

title 38, United States Code) with a discharge 
characterized as an honorable discharge, 

(B) is on active duty (other than active 
duty for training) in the Armed Forces of the 
United States, or 

(C) is the spouse or unmarried dependent 
child of an individual described in subpara
graph (A) or (B); 

(3) the alien is the subject of domestic vio
lence by the alien's spouse and a divorce be
tween the alien and the alien's spouse has 
been initiated through the filing of an appro
priate action in an appropriate court; or 

(4) there has been paid with respect to the 
self-employment income or employment of 
the alien, or of a parent or spouse of the 
alien, taxes under chapter 2 or chapter 21 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 in each of 
20 different calendar quarters. 

(C) HOLD HARMLESS FOR MEDICAID ELIGI
BILITY.- Subsection (a) shall not apply with 
respect to determinations of eligibility for 
benefits under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act or under the supplemental in
come security program under title XVI of 
such Act but only insofar as such determina
tions provide for eligibility for medical as
sistance under title XIX of such Act. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-This section shall 
take effect on October 1, 1995. 
SEC. 902. REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR'S AFFI· 

DAVITS OF SUPPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Title II of the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act is amended by in
serting after section 213 the following new 
section: 
"REQUIREMENTS FOR SPONSOR'S AFFIDAVIT OF 

SUPPORT 
"SEC. 213A. (a) ENFORCEABILITY.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.- No affidavit of support 

may be accepted by the Attorney General or 
by any consular officer to establish that an 
alien is not excludable under section 212(a)(4) 
unless such affidavit is executed as a con
tract-

"(A) which is legally enforceable against 
the sponsor by the Federal Government, by a 
State, or by any political subdivision of a 
State, providing cash benefits under a public 
cash assistance program (as defined in sub
section (f)(2)), but not later than 5 years 
after the date the alien last receives any 
such cash benefit; and 

"(B) in which the sponsor agrees to submit 
to the jurisdiction of any Federal or State 
court for the purpose of actions brought 
under subsection (e)(2). 

"(2) EXPIRATION OF LIABILITY.-Such con
tract shall only apply with respect to cash 
benefits described in paragraph (l)(A) pro
vided to an alien before the earliest of the 
following: 

"(A) CITIZENSHIP.-The date the alien be
comes a citizen of the United States under 
chapter 2 of title III. 

"(B) VETERAN .-The first date the alien is 
described in section 90l(b)(2)(A). 

" (C) PAYMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES.
The first date as of which the condition de
scribed in section 90l(b)(4) is met with re
spect to the alien. 

"(3) NONAPPLICATION DURING CERTAIN PERI
ODS.-Such contract also shall not apply 
with respect to cash benefits described in 
paragraph (l)(A) provided during any period 
in which the alien is described in section 
901(b)(2)(B) or 90l(b)(2)(C). 

"(b) FORMS.-Not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this section, the At
torney General, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, shall formulate 
an affidavit of support consistent with the 
provisions of this section. 

"(c) NOTIFICATION OF CHANGE OF AD
DRESS.-

"(1) REQUIREMENT.-The sponsor shall no
tify the Federal Government and the State 
in which the sponsored alien is currently 
resident within 30 days of any change of ad
dress of the sponsor during the period speci
fied in subsection (a)(l)(A). 

"(2) ENFORCEMENT.-Any person subject to 
the requirement of paragraph (1) who fails to 
satisfy such requirement shall be subject to 
a civil penalty of-

"(A) not less than $250 or more than $2,000, 
or 

" (B) if such failure occurs with knowledge 
that the sponsored alien has received any 
benefit under any means-tested public bene
fits program, not less than $2,000 or more 
than $5,000. 

"(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF GOVERNMENT EX
PENSES.-

"(1) REQUEST FOR REIMBURSEMENT.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-Upon notification that a 

sponsored alien has received any cash bene
fits described in subsection (a)(l)(A), the ap
propriate Federal, State, or local official 
shall request reimbursement by the sponsor 
in the amount of such cash benefits. 

" (B) REGULATIONS.-The Attorney General , 
in consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, shall prescribe such 
regulations as may be necessary to carry out 
subparagraph (A). 

" (2) INITIATION OF ACTION.-If within 45 
days after requesting reimbursement, the ap
propriate Federal , State, or local agency has 
not received a response from the sponsor in
dicating a willingness to commence pay
ments, an action may be brought against the 
sponsor pursuant to the affidavit of support. 

" (3) FAILURE TO ABIDE BY REPAYMENT 
TERMS.-If the sponsor fails to abide by the 
repayment terms established by such agen
cy, the agency may, within 60 days of such 
failure, bring an action against the sponsor 
pursuant to the affidavit of support. 

"(4) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS.-No cause of 
action may be brought under this subsection 
later than 5 years after the date the alien 
last received any cash benefit described in 
subsection (a)(l)(A). 

" (f) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section: 

"(1) SPONSOR.-The term 'sponsor' means 
an individual who-

"(A) is a citizen or national of the United 
States or an alien who is lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent resi
dence; 

" (B) is 18 years of age or over; and 
" (C) is domiciled in any State. 
"(2) PUBLIC CASH ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.

The term 'public cash assistance program' 
means a program of the Federal Government 
or of a State or political subdivision of a 
State that provides direct cash assistance for 
the purpose of income maintenance and in 
which the eligibility of an individual, house
hold, or family eligibility unit for cash bene
fits under the program, or the amount of 
such cash benefits, or both are determined 
on the basis of income, resources, or finan
cial need of the individual, household, or 
unit. Such term does not include any pro
gram insofar as it provides medical, housing, 
education, job training, food , or in-kind as
sistance or social services." . 
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 

contents of such Act is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 213 the fol
lowing: 
"Sec. 213A. Requirements for sponsor's affi

davit of support.". 
(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (a) of sec

tion 213A of the Immigration and National
ity Act, as inserted by subsection (a) of this 
section, shall apply to affidavits of support 
executed on or after a date specified by the 
Attorney General, which date shall be not 
earlier than 60 days (and not later than 90 
days) after the date the Attorney General 
formulates the form for such affidavits under 
subsection (b) of such section 213A. 
SEC. 903. EXTENDING REQUIREMENT FOR AFFI

DAVITS OF SUPPORT TO FAMILY·RE· 
LATED AND DIVERSITY IMMI
GRANTS. 

(A) IN GENERAL.-Section 212(a)(4) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1182(a)( 4)) is amended to read as follows : 

"(4) PUBLIC CHARGE AND AFFIDAVITS OF SUP
PORT.-

"(A) PUBLIC CHARGE.-Any alien who, in 
the opinion of the consular officer at the 
time of application for a visa, or in the opin
ion of the Attorney General at the time of 
application for admission or adjustment of 
status, is likely at any time to become a 
public charge is excludable. 

"(B) AFFIDAVITS OF SUPPORT.-Any immi
grant who seeks admission or adjustment of 
status as any of the following is excludable 
unless there has been executed with respect 
to the immigrant an affidavit of support pur
suant to section 213A: 

" (i) As an immediate relative (under sec
tion 201(b)(2)). 

" (ii) As a family-sponsored immigrant 
under section 203(a) (or as the spouse or child 
under section 203(d) of such an immigrant). 

" (iii) As the spouse or child (under section 
203(d)) of an employment-based immigrant 
under section 203(b). 

"(iv) As a diversity immigrant under sec
tion 203(c) (or as the spouse or child under 
section 203(d) of such an immigrant).". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to aliens 
with respect to whom an immigrant visa is 
issued (or adjustment of status is granted) 
after the date specified by the Attorney Gen
eral under section 902(c). 

Subtitle B-Limitation on Emergency 
Assistance Expenditures 

SEC. 911. LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES FOR 
EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 403(a)(5) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(5)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

" (5) in the case of any State, an amount 
equal to the lesser of-

" (A) 50 percent of the total amount ex
pended under the State plan during such 
quarter as emergency assistance to needy 
families with children; or 

"(B) the greater of-
" (i) the total amount expended under the 

State plan during the fiscal year that imme
diately precedes the fiscal year in which the 
quarter occurs; multiplied by 

" (I) 4 percent, if the national unemploy
ment rate for the United States (as deter
mined by the Secretary of Labor) for the 3rd 
or 4th quarter of the immediately preceding 
fiscal year is at least 7 percent; or 

" (II) 3 percent, otherwise; or 
" (ii) the total amount expended under the 

State plan during fiscal year 1995 as emer
gency assistance to needy families with chil
dren. " . 

(b) AUTHORITY OF STATES TO DEFINE EMER
GENCY ASSISTANCE.- Section 406(e)(1) (42 

U.S.C. 606(e)(l)) is amended to read as fol
lows: 

" (e)(1)(A) The term 'emergency assistance 
to needy families with children' means emer
gency assistance furnished by an eligible 
State with respect to an eligible needy child 
to avoid destitution of the child or to pro
vide living arrangements in a home for the 
child. 

"(B) As used in this paragraph: 
" (i) The term 'emergency assistance' 

means emergency assistance as provided for 
in the State plan approved under section 402 
of an eligible State, but shall not include 
care for an eligible needy child or other 
member of the household in which the child 
is living to the extent that the child or other 
member is entitled to such care as medical 
assistance under the State plan under title 
XIX. 

" (ii) The term 'eligible needy child' means 
a needy child-

" (!) who has not attained 21 years of age; 
" (II) who is or (within such period as the 

Secretary may specify) has been living with 
any relative specified in subsection (a)(l) in 
a place of residence maintained by 1 or more 
of such relatives as the home of the relative 
or relatives; . 

"(Ill) who is without available resources; 
and 

" (IV) whose requirement for emergency as
sistance did not arise ·because the child or 
relative refused without good cause to accept 
employment or training for employment. 

"(iii) The term "eligible State" means a 
State whose State plan approved under sec
tion 402 includes provision for emergency as
sistance. ". 

Subtitle C-Tax Provisions 
SEC. 921. CERTAIN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN

CLUDffiLE IN GROSS INCOME. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- Part II of subchapter B of 

chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to items specifically included 
in gross income) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 
"SEC. 91. CERTAIN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE. 

" (a) IN GENERAL.-Gross income shall in
clude an amount equal to the specified Fed
eral assistance received by the taxpayer dur
ing the taxable year. 

" (b) SPECIFIED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.-For 
purposes of this section-

" (1) IN GENERAL.-The term 'specified Fed
eral assistance' means-

" (A) aid provided under a State plan ap
proved under part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (relating to aid to families with 
dependent children) , and 

"(B) assistance provided under any food 
stamp program. 

" (2) SPECIAL RULE.- ln the case of assist
ance provided under a program described in 
subsection (d)(2), such term shall include 
only the assistance required to be provided 
under section 21 or 22 (as the case may be) of 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977. 

" (c) INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT To TAX.-For 
purposes of this section-

" (1) AFDC.-Aid described in subsection 
(b)(l)(A) shall be treated as received by the 
relative with whom the dependent child is 
living (within the meaning of section 406(c) 
of the Social Security Act). 

" (2) FooD STAMPS.- In the case of assist
ance described in subsection (b)(1)(B)-

"(A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), such assistance shall be 
treated as received ratably by each of the in
dividuals taken into account in determining 
the amount of such assistance for the benefit 
of such individuals. 

" (B) ASSISTANCE TO CHILDREN TREATED AS 
RECEIVED BY PARENTS, ETC.- The amount of 

assistance which would (but for this subpara
graph) be treated as received by a child shall 
be treated as received as follows: 

" (i) If there is an includible parent. such 
amount shall be treated as received by the 
includible parent (or if there is more than 1 
includible parent, as received ratably by 
each includible parent). 

" (ii) If there is no includible parent and 
there is an includible grandparent, such 
amount shall be treated as received by the 
includible grandparent (or if there is more 
than 1 includible grandparent, as received 
ratably by each includible grandparent). 

"(iii) If there is no includible parent or 
grandparent, such amount shall be treated as 
received ratably by each includible adult. 

" (C) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of sub
paragraph (B)-

"(i) CHILD.-The term 'child' means any in
dividual who has not attained age 16 as of 
the close of the taxable year. Such term 
shall not include any individual who is an in
cludible parent of a child (as defined in the 
preceding sentence). 

" (ii) ADULT.-The term 'adult' means any 
individual who is not a child. 

"(iii) lNCLUDIBLE.-The term 'includible' 
means, with respect to any individual, an in
dividual who is included in determining the 
amount of assistance paid to the household 
which includes the child. 

"(iv) PARENT.-The term 'parent' includes 
the stepfather and stepmother of the child. 

" (v) GRANDPARENT.- The term 'grand
parent' means any parent of a parent of the 
child. 

" (d) FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.-For purposes 
of subsection (b), the term 'food stamp pro
gram' means-

" (1) the food stamp program (as defined in 
section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977), 
and 

" (2) the portion of the program under sec
tions 21 and 22 of such Act which provides 
food assistance." 

(b) REPORTING.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Subpart B of part III of 

subchapter A of chapter 61 of such Code is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 6050Q. PAYMENTS OF CERTAIN FEDERAL 

ASSISTANCE. 
" (a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.-The ap

propriate official shall make a return, ac
cording to the forms and regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary, setting forth-

" (1) the aggregate amount of specified Fed
eral assistance paid to any individual during 
any calendar year, and 

"(2) the name, address, and TIN of such in
dividual. 

" (b) STATEMENTS To BE FURNISHED TO PER
SONS WITH RESPECT TO WHOM INFORMATION !S 
REQUIRED.-Every person required to make a 
return under subsection (a) shall furnish to 
each individual whose name is re
quired to be set forth in such return a writ
ten statement showing-

" (1) the name of the agency making the 
payments, and 

" (2) the aggregate amount of payments 
made to the individual which are required to 
be shown on such return. 
The written statement required under the 
preceding sentence shall be furnished to the 
individual on or before January 31 of the 
year following the calendar year for which 
the return under subsection (a) was required 
to be made. 

" (c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULE.- For 
purposes of this section-

" (1) APPROPRIATE OFFICIAL.-The term 'ap
propriate official ' means-
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"(A) in the case of specified Federal assist

ance described in section 91(b)(l)(A), the 
head of the State agency administering the 
plan under which such assistance is provided, 

"(B) in the case of specified Federal assist
ance described in section 9l(b)(l)(B), the head 
of the State agency administering the pro
gram under which such assistance is pro
vided, and 

"(C) in the case of specified Federal assist
ance described in section 9l(b)(l)(C), the head 
of the State ppblic housing agency admin
istering the program under which such as
sistance is provided. 

"(2) SPECIFIED FEDERAL ASSISTANCE.-The 
term 'specified Federal assistance' has the 
meaning given such term by section 9l(b). 

"(3) AMOUNTS TREATED AS PAID.-The rules 
of section 91(c) shall apply for purposes of de
termining to whom specified Federal assist
ance is paid." 

(2) PENALTIES.-
(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 6724(b)(l) 

of such Code is amended by redesignating 
clauses (ix) through (xiv) as clauses (x) 
through (xv), respectively, and by inserting 
after clause (viii) the following new clause: 

"(ix) section 6050Q (relating to payments of 
certain Federal assistance),". 

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 6724(d) of such 
Code is amended by redesignating subpara
graphs (Q) through (T) as subparagraphs (R) 
through (U), respectively, and by inserting 
after subparagraph (P) the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(Q) section 6050Q(b) (relating to payments 
of certain Federal assistance),". 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(!) The table of sections for part II of sub

chapter B of chapter 1 of such Code is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
item: 

"Sec. 91. Certain Federal assistance." 

(2) The table of sections for subpart B of 
part III of subchapter A of chapter 61 of such 
Code is amended by adding at the end the 
following new item: 

"Sec. 6050Q. Payments of certain Federal as
sistance." 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to benefits 
received after December 31, 1995. 
SEC. 922. EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT DENIED 

TO INDIVIDUALS NOT AUTHORIZED 
TO BE EMPLOYED IN THE UNITED 
STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 32(c)(l) of the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to indi
viduals eligible to claim the earned income 
tax credit) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(F) IDENTIFICATION NUMBER REQUIRE
MENT.-The term 'eligible individual' does 
not include any individual who does not in
clude on the return of tax for the taxable 
year-

"(i) such individual's taxpayer identifica
tion number, and 

"(ii) if the individual is married (within 
the meaning of section 7703), the taxpayer 
identification number of such individual's 
spouse." 

(b) SPECIAL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER.-Sec
tion 32 of such Code is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(k) IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS.-Solely for 
purposes of subsections (c)(l)(F) and 
(c)(3)(D), a taxpayer identification number 
means a social security number issued to an 
individual by the Social Security Adminis
tration (other than a social security number 
issued pursuant to clause (II) (or that por
tion of clause (III) that relates to clause (II)) 

of section 205(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Social Secu
rity Act)." 

(C) EXTENSION OF PROCEDURES APPLICABLE 
TO MATHEMATICAL OR CLERICAL ERRORS.
Section 6213(g)(2) of such Code (relating to 
the definition of mathematical or clerical er
rors) is amended by striking "and" at the 
end of subparagraph (D), by striking the pe
riod at the end of subparagraph (E) and in
serting ", and", and by inserting after sub
paragraph (E) the following new subpara
graph: 

"(F) an omission of a correct taxpayer 
identification number required under section 
32 (relating to the earned income tax credit) 
to be included on a return." 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 
SEC. 923. PHASEOUT OF EARNED INCOME CREDIT 

FOR INDIVIDUALS HAVING MORE 
THAN $2,500 OF TAXABLE INTEREST 
AND DIVIDENDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 32 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by redesig
nating subsections (i) and (j) as subsections 
(j) and (k), respectively, and by inserting 
after subsection (h) the following new sub
section: 

"(i) PHASEOUT OF CREDIT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
HAVING MORE THAN $2,500 OF TAXABLE INTER
EST AND DIVIDENDS.-If the aggregate 
amount of interest and dividends includible 
in the gross income of the taxpayer for the 
taxable year exceeds $2,500, the amount of 
the credit which would (but for this sub
section) be allowed under this section for 
such taxable year shall be reduced (but not 
below zero) by an amount which bears the 
same ratio to such amount of credit as such 
excess bears to $650." 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.-Subsection (j) 
of section 32 of such Code (relating to infla
tion adjustments), as redesignated by sub
section (a), is amended by striking paragraph 
(2) and by inserting the following new para
graphs: 

"(2) INTEREST AND DIVIDEND INCOME LIMITA
TION.-In the case of a taxable year begin
ning in a calendar year after 1996, each dollar 
amount contained in subsection (i) shall be 
increased by an amount equal to-

"(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
"(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter

mined under section l(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, deter
mined by substituting 'calendar year 1995' 
for 'calendar year 1992' in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 

"(3) ROUNDING.-If any amount as adjusted 
under paragraph (1) or (2) is not a multiple of 
$10, such dollar amount shall be rounded to 
the nearest multiple of $10." 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 
SEC. 924. AFDC AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS NOT 

TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR PUR
POSES OF THE EARNED INCOME TAX 
CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 32 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to the earned 
income tax credit), as amended by section 
932(b) of this Act, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

" (l) ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME DETERMINED 
WITHOUT REGARD TO CERTAIN FEDERAL As
SISTANCE.-For purposes of this section, ad
justed gross income shall be determined 
without regard to any amount which is in
cludible in gross income solely by reason of 
section 91.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1995. 

TITLE X-FOOD ASSISTANCE REFORM 
Subtitle A-Food Stamp Program Integrity 

and Reform 
SEC. 1001. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AUTHOR

IZATION PERIODS. 
Section 9(a)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(1)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: " The Secretary is 
authorized to issue regulations establishing 
specific time periods during which authoriza
tion to accept and redeem coupons under the 
food stamp program shall be valid.". 
SEC. 1002. SPECIFIC PERIOD FOR PROHIBITING 

PARTICIPATION OF STORES BASED 
ON LACK OF BUSINESS INTEGRITY. 

Section 9(a)(l) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(l)), as amended by sec
tion 1001, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: " The Secretary is authorized 
to issue regulations establishing specific 
time periods during which a retail food store 
or wholesale food concern that has an appli
cation for approval to accept and redeem 
coupons denied or that has such an approval 
withdrawn on the basis of business integrity 
and reputation cannot submit a new applica
tion for approval. Such periods shall reflect 
the severity of business integrity infractions 
that are the basis of such denials or with
drawals." . 
SEC. 1003. INFORMATION FOR VERIFYING ELIGI

Bll.ITY FOR AUTHORIZATION. 
Section 9(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2018(c)) is amended-
(!) in the first sentence by inserting ", 

which may include relevant income and sales 
tax filing documents," after "submit infor
mation"; and 

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following: "The regulations may require re
tail food stores and wholesale food concerns 
to provide written authorization for the Sec
retary to verify all relevant tax filings with 
appropriate agencies and to obtain corrobo
rating documentation from other sources in 
order that the accuracy of information pro
vided by such stores and concerns may be 
verified." . 
SEC. 1004. WAITING PERIOD FOR STORES THAT 

INITIALLY FAll. TO MEET AUTHOR
IZATION CRITERIA. 

Section 9(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2018(d)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: "Regulations issued pur
suant to this Act shall prohibit a retail food 
store or wholesale food concern that has an 
application for approval to accept and re
deem coupons denied because it does not 
meet criteria for approval established by the 
Secretary in regulations from submitting a 
new application for six months from the date 
of such denial.". 
SEC. 1005. BASIS FOR SUSPENSIONS AND DIS

QUALIFICATIONS. 
Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2021(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following : "Regulations issued pur
suant to this Act shall provide criteria for 
the finding of violations and the suspension 
or disqualification of a retail food store or 
wholesale food concern on the basis of evi
dence which may include, but is not limited 
to, facts established through on-site inves
tigations, inconsistent redemption data, or 
evidence obtained through transaction re
ports under electronic benefit transfer sys
tems.''. 
SEC. 1006. AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND STORES VIO

LATING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
PENDING ADMINISTRATIVE AND JU. 
DICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2021(a)), as amended by section 
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1005, is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: "Such regulations may establish cri
teria under which the authorization of a re
tail food store or wholesale food concern to 
accept and redeem coupons may be sus
pended at the time such store or concern is 
initially found to have committed violations 
of program requirements. Such suspension 
may coincide with the period of a review as 
provided in section 14. The Secretary shall 
not be liable for the value of any sales lost 
during any suspension or disqualification pe
riod.". 

(b) Section 14(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 u.s.a. 2023(a)) is amended-

(1) in the first sentence by inserting "sus
pended," before "disqualified or subjected"; 

(2) in the fifth sentence by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ", except 
that in the case of the suspension of a retail 
food store or wholesale food concern pursu
ant to section 12(a), such suspension shall re
main in effect pending any administrative or 
judicial review of the proposed disqualifica
tion action, and the period of suspension 
shall be deemed a part of any period of dis
qualification which is imposed."; and 

(3) by striking the last sentence. 
SEC. 1007. DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAILERS 

WHO ARE DISQUALIFIED FROM THE 
WIC PROGRAM. 

Section 12 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
u.s.a. 2021) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

" (g) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
providing criteria for the disqualification of 
approved retail food stores and wholesale 
food concerns that are otherwise disqualified 
from accepting benefits under the Special 
Supplemental Nutrition Program for 
Women, Infants and Children (WIC) author
ized under section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966. Such disqualification-

"(1) shall be for the same period as the dis
qualification from the WIC Program; 

"(2) may begin at a later date; and 
"(3) notwithstanding section 14 of this Act, 

shall not be subject to administrative or ju
dicial review.''. 
SEC. 1008. PERMANENT DEBARMENT OF RETAIL

ERS WHO INTENTIONALLY SUBMIT 
FALSIFIED APPLICATIONS. 

Section 12 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
u.s.a. 2021), as amended by section 1007, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

"(h) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
providing for the permanent disqualification 
of a retail food store or wholesale food con
cern that is determined to have knowingly 
submitted an application for approval to ac
cept and redeem coupons which contains 
false information about one or more sub
stantive matters which were the basis for 
providing approval. Any disqualification im
posed under this subsection shall be subject 
to administrative and judicial review pursu
ant to section 14, but such disqualification 
shall remain in effect pending such review.". 
SEC. 1009. EXPANDED CIVIL AND CRIMINAL FOR-

FEITURE FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE 
FOOD STAMP ACT. 

(a) FORFEITURE OF ITEMS EXCHANGED IN 
FOOD STAMP TRAFFICKING.-Section 15(g) of 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 u.s.a. 2024(g)) 
is amended by striking "or intended to be 
furnished". 

(b) CIVIL AND CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.-Sec
tion 15 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2024)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(h)(l) CIVIL FORFEITURE FOR FOOD STAMP 
BENEFIT VIOLATIONS.-

"(A) Any food stamp benefits and any 
property, real or personal-

"(i) constituting, derived from, or trace
able to any proceeds obtained directly or in
directly from, or 

"(ii) used, or intended to be used, to com
mit, or to facilitate, 
the commission of a violation of subsection 
(b) or subsection (c) involving food stamp 
benefits having an aggregate value of not 
less than $5,000, shall be subject to forfeiture 
to the United States. 

"(B) The provisions of chapter 46 of title 
18, relating to civil forfeitures shall extend 
to a seizure or forfeiture under this sub
section, insofar as applicable and not incon
sistent with the provisions of this sub
section. 

"(2) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE FOR FOOD STAMP 
BENEFIT VIOLATIONS.-

"(A)(i) Any person convicted of violating 
subsection (b) or subsection (c) involving 
food stamp benefits having an aggregate 
value of not less than $5,000, shall forfeit to 
the United States, irrespective of any State 
law-

"(I) any food stamp benefits and any prop
erty constituting, or derived from, or trace
able to any proceeds such person obtained di
rectly or indirectly as a result of such viola
tion; and 

"(II) any food stamp benefits and any of 
such person's property used, or intended to 
be used, in any manner or part, to commit, 
or to facilitate the commission of such viola
tion. 

"(ii) In imposing sentence on such person, 
the court shall order that the person forfeit 
to the United States all property described 
in this subsection. 

"(B) All food stamp benefits and any prop
erty subject to forfeiture under this sub
section, any seizure and disposition thereof, 
and any administrative or judicial proceed
ing relating thereto, shall be governed by 
subsections (b), (c), (e), and (g) through (p) of 
section 413 of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 
853), insofar as applicable and not inconsist
ent with the provisions of this subsection. 

" (3) This subsection shall not apply to 
property specified in subsection (g) of this 
section. 

"(4) The Secretary may prescribe such 
rules and regulations as may be necessary to 
carry out this subsection.". 
SEC. 1010. EXPANDED AUTHORITY FOR SHARING 

INFORMATION PROVIDED BY RE· 
TAILERS. 

(a) Section 205(c)(2)(C)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 
405(c)(2)(C)(iii)) (as amended by section 316(a) 
of the Social Security Administrative Re
form Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-296; 108 
Stat. 1464) is amended-

(1) by inserting in the first sentence of sub
clause (II) after "instrumentality of the 
United States" the following: " , or State 
government officers and employees with law 
enforcement or investigative responsibil
ities, or State agencies that have the respon
sibility for administering the Special Sup
plemental Nutrition Program for Women, In
fants and Children (WIC)"; 

(2) by inserting in the last sentence of sub
clause (II) immediately after "other Fed
eral" the words "or State"; and 

(3) by inserting "or a State" in subclause 
(III) immediately after "United States" . 

(b) Section 6109(f)(2) of the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 (26 u.s.a. 6109(f)(2)) (as 
added by section 316(b) of the Social Security 
Administrative Reform Act of 1994 (Public 
Law 103-296; 108 Stat. 1464)) is amended-

(1) by inserting in subparagraph (A) after 
"instrumentality of the United States"· the 
following: ", or State government officers 

and employees with law enforcement or in
vestigative responsibilities, or State agen
cies that have the responsibility for admin
istering the Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infants and Children 
(WIC)"; 

(2) in the last sentence of subparagraph (A) 
by inserting "or State" after " other Fed
eral"; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) by inserting " or a 
State" after "United States". 
SEC. 1011. EXPANDED DEFINITION OF "COUPON". 

Section 3(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 u.s.a. 2012(d)) is amended by striking " or 
type of certificate" and inserting " type of 
certificate, authorization cards, cash or 
checks issued of coupons or access devices, 
including, but not limited to, electronic ben
efit transfer cards and personal identifica
tion numbers". 
SEC. 1012. DOUBLED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM REQUIRE
MENTS. 

Section 6(b)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 u.s.a. 2015(b)(1)) is amended-

(1) in clause (i)-
(A) by striking " six months" and inserting 

"1 year"; and 
(B) by adding " and" at the end; and 
(2) striking clauses (ii) and (iii) and insert

ing the following: 
"(ii) permanently upon-
"(!) the second occasion of any such deter

mination; or 
"(II) the first occasion of a finding by a 

Federal, State, or local court of the trading 
of a controlled substance (as defined in sec
tion 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
u.s.a. 802)), firearms, ammunition, or explo
sives for coupons." . 
SEC. 1013. MANDATORY CLAIMS COLLECTION 

METHODS. 

(a) Section ll(e)(8) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 u.s.a. 2020(eX8)) is amended by in
serting " or refunds of Federal taxes as au
thorized pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3720A" before 
the semicolon at the end. 

(b) Section 13(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 u.s.a. 2022(d)) is amended-

(1) by striking "may" and inserting 
" shall"; and 

(2) by inserting " or refunds of Federal 
taxes as authorized pursuant to 31 u.s.a. 
3720A" before the period at the end. 

(c) Section 6103(1) of the Internal Revenue 
Code (26 u.s.a. 6103(1)) is amended-

(1) by striking " officers and employees" in 
paragraph (10)(A) and inserting · " officers, 
employees or agents, including State agen
cies"; and 

(2) by striking " officers and employees" in 
paragraph (10)(B) and inserting " officers, em
ployees or agents, including State agencies" . 
SEC. 1014. REDUCTION OF BASIC BENEFIT LEVEL. 

Section 3(o) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 u.s.a. 2012(o)) is amended-

(1) by striking "and (11)" and inserting 
" (11)"; 

(2) in clause (11) by inserting "through Oc
tober 1, 1994" after " each October 1 there
after"; and 

(3) by inserting before the period at the end 
the following: 
", and (12) on October 1, 1995, and on each Oc
tober 1 thereafter, adjust the cost of such 
diet to reflect 102 percent of the cost, in the 
preceding June (without regard to any pre
vious adjustment made under this clause or 
clauses (4) through (11) of this subsection) 
and round the result to the nearest lower 
dollar increment for each household size". 
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SEC. 1015. PRO·RATING BENEFITS AFTER INTER· 

RUPTIONS IN PARTICIPATION. 
Section 8(c)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017(c)(2)(B)) is amended by 
striking " of more than one month". 
SEC. 1016. WORK REQUIREMENT FOR ABLE-BOD· 

lED RECIPIENTS. 
(a) WORK REQUIREMENT.-Section 6(d) of 

the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

" (5)(A) Except as provided in subpara
graphs (B), (C) , and (D), an individual who 
has received an allotment for six consecutive 
months during which such individual has not 
been employed a minimum of an average of 
20 hours per week shall be disqualified if 
such individual is not employed at least an 
average of 20 hours per week, participating 
in a workfare program under section 20 (or a 
comparable State or local workfare pro
gram), or participating in and complying 
with the requirements of an approved em
ployment and training program under para
graph (4). 

" (B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) 
shall not apply in the case of an individual 
who-

"(i) is under eighteen or over fifty years of 
age; 

" (ii) is certified by a physician as phys
ically or mentally unfit for employment; 

" (iii) is a parent or other member of a 
household that includes a minor child; 

" (iv) is participating a minimum of an av
erage of 20 hours per week and is in compli
ance with the requirements of-

" (!) a program under the Job Training 
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.); 

" (II) a program under section 236 of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296); or 

" (Ill) another program for the purpose of 
employment and training operated by a 
State or local government, as determined ap
propriate by the Secretary; or 

" (v) or would otherwise be exempt under 
subsection (d)(2). 

" (C) The Secretary may waive the require
ments of subparagraph (A) in the case of 
some or all individuals within all or part of 
State if the Secretary finds that such area-

" (i) has an unemployment rate of over 7 
percent; or 

" (ii) does not have a sufficient number of 
jobs to provide employment for individuals 
subject to this paragraph. The Secretary 
shall report to the Committee on Agri
culture of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry of the Senate on the basis in 
which the Secretary made this decision. 

"(D) An individual who has been disquali
fied from the food stamp program by reason 
of subparagraph (A) may reestablish eligi
bility for assistance-

" (i) by meeting the requirements of sub
paragraph (A); 

"(ii) by becoming exempt under subpara
graph (B); or 

"(iii) if the Secretary grants a waiver 
under subparagraph (C). 

" (E) A household (as defined in section 3(i) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2015(i)) that includes an individual who re
fuses to work, refuses to look for work, turns 
down a job, or refuses to participate in the 
State program if the State places the indi
vidual in such program shall be ineligible to 
receive food stamp benefits. The State agen
cy shall reduce, by such amount the State 
considers appropriate, the amount otherwise 
payable to a household that includes an indi
vidual who fails without good cause to com
ply with other requirements of the individ-
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ual responsibility plan signed by the individ
ual. 

" (F) The State agency shall make an ini
tial assessment of the skills, prior work ex
perience , and employability of each partici
pant not exempted under subparagraph (B) 
within six months of initial certification. 
The State agency shall use such assessment, 
in consultation with the program partici
pant, to develop an Individual Responsibility 
Plan for the participant. Such plan-

" (i) shall provide that participation in food 
stamp employment and training activities 
shall be a condition of eligibility for food 
stamp benefits, except during any period of 
unsubsidized full-time employment in the 
private sector; 

" (ii) shall establish an employment goal 
and a plan for moving the individual into 
private sector employment immediately; 

" (iii) shall establish the obligations of the 
participant, which shall include actions that 
will help the individual obtain and keep pri
vate sector employment; and 

" (iv) may require that the individual enter 
the State program approved under part G or 
part H of title IV of the Social Security Act 
if the caseworker determines that the indi
vidual will need education, training, job 
placement assistance, wage enhancement, or 
other services to obtain private sector em
ployment.". 

(b) ENHANCED EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
PROGRAM.-Section 16(h)(1) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025 (h)(1)) is 
amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A)-
(A) by striking " $75,000,000" and inserting 

"$150,000,000"; and 
(B) by striking " 1991 through 1995" and in

serting " 1996 through 2000" ; 
(2) by striking subparagraphs (B), (C), (E) 

and (F) and redesignating subparagraph (D) 
as subparagraph (B); and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) (as so redesig
nated), by striking "for each" and all that 
follows through " of $60,000,000" and inserting 
" the Secretary shall allocate funding" . 

(c) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION IN WORK AND 
TRAINING PROGRAMS.-Section 6(d)(4) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)), 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing: 

" (0) The State agency shall provide an op
portunity to participate in the employment 
and training program under this paragraph 
to any individual who would otherwise be
come subject to disqualification under para
graph (5)(A).". 

(d) COORDINATING WORK REQUIREMENTS IN 
AFDC AND FOOD STAMP PROGRAMS.-Section 
6(d)(4) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C . 2015(d)(4)), as amended by subsection 
(c), is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

" (P)(i) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this paragraph, a State agency that 
meets the participation requirements of 
paragraph (ii) may operate its employment 
and training program for persons receiving 
allotments under this Act as part of its Work 
First Program under part F of title IV of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 681 et seq.), ex
cept that sections 487(b) and 489(a)(4) shall 
not apply to any months during which a per
son participates in such program while not 
receiving income under part A of subtitle IV 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et 
seq.). If a State agency exercises the option 
provided under this subparagraph, the oper
ation of this program shall be subject to the 
requirements of such part F, except that any 
reference to 'aid to families with dependent 
children' in such part shall be deemed a ref-

erence to food stamp benefits for purposes of 
any person not receiving income under such 
part A. 

" (ii) A State may exercise the option pro
vided under clause (i) if it provides any per
sons subject to the requirements of para
graph (5) who is not employed at least an av
erage of 20 hours per week or participating in 
a workfare program under section 20 (or a 
comparable State or local program) with the 
opportunity to participate in an approved 
employment and training program. A State 
agency shall be considered to have complied 
with the requirements of this subparagraph 
in any area for which a waiver under sub
section (5)(4)(C) is in effect.". 
SEC. 1017. EXTENDING CURRENT CLAIMS RETEN· 

TIONRATES. 
Section 16(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended by striking 
"September 30, 1995" each place it appears 
and inserting " September 30, 2000". 
SEC. 1018. COORDINATION OF EMPLOYMENT AND 

TRAINING PROGRAMS. 
(a) Section 8(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2019(d)) is amended-
(1) by inserting "or any work requirement 

under such program" after "assistance pro
gram"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
" If a household fails to comply with a work 
requirement in the program under part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
601 et seq.), the household shall not receive 
an increased allotment under this Act as a 
result of a decrease in the household's in
come caused by a penalty imposed under 
such Act, and the State agency is authorized 
to reduce the household's allotment by no 
more than 25 percent.". 
SEC. 1019. PROMOTING EXPANSION OF ELEC· 

TRONIC BENEFITS TRANSFER. 
Section 7(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2016(i)(1)) is amended-
(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read: 
" (1)(A) State agencies are encouraged to 

implement an on-line electronic benefit 
transfer system in which household benefits 
determined under section 8(a) are issued 
from and stored in a central data bank and 
electronically accessed by household mem
bers at the point-of-sale . 

" (B) Subject to paragraph (2), a State 
agen'o-~ is authorized to procure and imple
ment an electronic benefit transfer system 
under the terms, conditions, and design that 
the State agency deems appropriate. 

" (C) The Secretary shall, upon request of a 
State agency, waive any provision of this 
subsection prohibiting the effective imple
mentation of an electronic benefit transfer 
system consistent with the purposes of this 
Act. The Secretary shall act upon any re
quest for such a waiver within 90 days of re
ceipt of a complete application."; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking " for the 
approval " ; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking " the Sec
retary shall not '.:l.pprove such a system un
less" and inserting " the State agency shall 
ensure that". 
SEC. 1020. ONE-YEAR FREEZE OF STANDARD DE· 

DUCTION. 
Section 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 

(7 U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended in the second 
sentence by inserting " except October 1, 
1995" after "thereafter". 
SEC. 1021. NUTRITION ASSISTANCE FOR PUERTO 

RICO. 
Section 19(a)(1)(A) of the Food Stamp Act 

of 1977 (7 U ,S.C. 2028(a)(1)(A)) is amended-
(1) by striking "1994, and" and inserting 

" 1994,"; and 
(2) by inserting "and $1,143,000,000 for fiscal 

year 1996," before "to finance". 
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SEC. 1022. OTHER AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD 

STAMP ACT OF 1977. 
(a) CERTIFICATION PERIOD.-(1) Section 3(c) 

of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2012(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(c) 'Certification period' means the period 
specified by the State agency for which 
households shall be eligible to receive au
thorization cards, except that such period 
shall be-

"(1) 24 months for households in which all 
adult members are .elderly or disabled; and 

"(2) not more than 12 months for all other 
households.". 

(2) Section 6(c)(l)(C) of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(c)(l)(C)) is amend
ed-

(A) in clause (ii) by adding "and" at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (iii) by striking "; and" at the 
end and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking clause (iv). 
(b) INCLUSION OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE IN IN

COME.-
(1) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT OF 

1977.-Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
(7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended-

(A) in subsection (d}-
(i) by striking paragraph (11); and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (12) 

through (16) as paragraphs (11) through (15), 
respectively; and 

(B) in subsection (k}-
(i) in paragraph (l)(B) by striking ". not in

cluding energy or utility-cost assistance,"; 
and 

(ii) in paragraph (2}-
(I) by striking subparagraph (C); and 
(II) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) 

through (H) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(J), respectively. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO THE LOW-INCOME HOME 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1981.- Section 
2605(f) of the Low-Income Home Energy As
sistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8624([)) is 
amended-

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking "food 
stamps,"; and 

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

" (2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply for any 
purpose under the Food Stamp Act of 1977.". 

(C) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN JTPA INCOME.
Section 5(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(d)). as amended by subsection (b), 
is amended-

(!) by striking "and (15)" and inserting 
"(15)"; and 

(2) by inserting before the period the fol
lowing: 
". and (16) income received under the Job 
Training Partnership Act by a household 
member who is less than 19 years of age". 

(d) EXCLUSION OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
FROM INCOME.-Section 5(d) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend
ed-

(1) by amending paragraph (3) to read as 
follows: "(3) all educational loans on which 
payment is deferred (including any loan 
origination fees or insurance premiums asso
ciated with such loans), grants, scholarships, 
fellowships, veterans' educational benefits, 
and the like awarded to a household member 
enrolled at a recognized institution of post
secondary education, at a school for the 
handicapped, in a vocational education pro
gram, or in a program that provides for com
pletion of a secondary school diploma or ob
taining the equivalent thereof,"; and 

(2) in paragraph (5) by striking "and no 
portion" and all that follows through " reim
bursement" . 

(e) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL EARNED IN
COME DEDUCTION.-The 3rd sentence of sec-

tion 5(e) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014(e)) is amended by striking 
"earned income that" and all that follows 
through "report", and inserting "determin
ing an overissuance due to the failure of a 
household to report earned income". 

(f) EXCLUSION OF ESSENTIAL EMPLOYMENT
RELATED PROPERTY.-Section 5(g)(3) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(3)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(3) The value of real and tangible personal 
property (other than currency, commercial 
paper, and similar property) of a household 
member that is essential to the employment 
or self-employment of such member shall be 
excluded by the Secretary from financial re
sources until the expiration of the 1-year pe
riod beginning on the date such member 
ceases to be so employed or so self-em
ployed." . 

(g) EXCLUSION OF LIFE INSURANCE POLI
CIES.-Section 5(g) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

"(6) The Secretary shall exclude from fi
nancial resources the cash value of any life 
insurance policy owned by a member of a 
household.". 

(h) IN-TANDEM EXCLUSIONS FROM INCOME.
Section 5 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2014) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

"(n) Whenever a Federal statute enacted 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
excludes funds from income for purposes of 
determining eligibility. benefit levels, or 
both under State plans approved under part 
A of title IV of the Social Security Act, then 
such funds shall be excluded from income for 
purposes of determining eligibility, benefit 
levels, or both, respectively, under the food 
stamp program of households all of whose 
members receive benefits under a State plan 
approved under part A of title IV of the So
cial Security Act.". 

(i) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.-The 
amendments made by this section shall not 
apply with respect to certification periods 
beginning before the effective date of this 
section. 

Subtitle B-Commodity Distribution 
SEC. 1051. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the "Com
modity Distribution Acli of 1995". 
SEC.1052. AVAILABll..ITY OF COMMODITIES. 

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Agriculture (herein
after in this subtitle referred to as the "Sec
retary") is authorized during fiscal years 
1996 through 2000 to purchase a variety of nu
tritious and useful commodities and distrib
ute such commodities to the States for dis
tribution in accordance with this subtitle. 

(b) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsection (a), the Secretary may 
expend funds made available to carry out the 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612c), which are not expended or need
ed to carry out such sections, to purchase, 
process. and distribute commodities of the 
types customarily purchased under such sec
tion to the States for distribution in accord
ance to this subtitle. 

(c) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsections (a) and (b), agricul
tural commodities and the products thereof 
made available under clause (2) of the second 
sentence of section 32 of the Act of August 
24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), may be made a'{ail
able by the Secretary to the States for dis
tribution in accordance with this subtitle. 

(d) In addition to the commodities de
scribed in subsections (a), (b), and (c), com
modities acquired by the Commodity Credit 

Corporation that the Secretary determines, 
in the discretion of the Secretary. are in ex
cess of quantities needed to-

(1) carry out other domestic donation pro
grams; 

(2) meet other domestic obligations; 
(3) meet international market development 

and food aid commitments, and 
(4) carry out the farm price and income 

stabilization purposes of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, and the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion Charter Act; shall be made available by 
the Secretary, without charge or credit for 
such commodities, to the States for distribu
tion in accordance with this subtitle. 

(e) During each fiscal year, the types, vari
eties, and amounts of commodities to be pur
chased under this subtitle shall be deter
mined by the Secretary. In purchasing such 
commodities, except those commodities pur
chased pursuant to section 1060, the Sec
retary shall, to the extent practicable and 
appropriate, make purchases based on-

(1) agricultural market conditions; 
(2) the preferences and needs of States and 

distributing agencies; and 
(3) the preferences of the recipients. 

SEC. 1053. STATE, LOCAL AND PRIVATE 
SUPPLEMENTATION OF COMMOD
ITIES. 

(a) The Secretary shall establish proce
dures under which State and local agencies, 
recipient agencies, or any other entity or 
person may supplement the commodities dis
tributed under this subtitle for use by recipi
ent agencies with nutritious and wholesome 
commodities that such entities or persons 
donate for distribution, in all or part of the 
State, in addition to the commodities other
wise made available under this subtitle. 

(b) States and eligible recipient agencies 
mayuse-

(1) the funds appropriated for administra
tive cost under section 1059(b); 

(2) equipment. structures, vehicles, and all 
other facilities involved in the storage, han
dling, or distribution of commodities made 
available under this subtitle; and 

(3) the personnel , both paid or volunteer, 
involved in such storage, handling, or dis
tribution; to store, handle or distribute com
modities donated for use under subsection 
(a). 

(c) States and recipient agencies shall con
tinue, to the maximum extent practical, to 
use volunteer workers, and commodities and 
other foodstuffs donated by charitable and 
other organizations, in the distribution of 
commodities under this subtitle. 
SEC. 1054. STATE PLAN. 

(a) A State seeking to receive commodities 
under this subtitle shall submit a plan of op
eration and administration every four years 
to the Secretary for approval. The plan may 
be amended at any time, with the approval 
of the Secretary. 

(b) The State plan, at a minimum, shall
(1) designate the State agency responsible 

for distributing the commodities received 
under this subtitle; 

(2) set forth a plan of operation and admin
istration to expeditiously distribute com
modities under this subtitle in quantities re
quested to eligible recipient agencies in ac
cordance with sections 1056 and 1060; 

(3) set forth the standards of eligibility for 
recipient agencies; and 

(4) set forth the standards of eligibility for 
individual or household recipients of com
modities, which at minimum shall require

(A) individuals or households to be com
prised of needy persons; and 

(B) individual or household members to be 
residing in the geographic location served by 
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the distributing agency at the time of appli
cation for assistance. 

(c) The Secretary shall encourage each 
State receiving commodities under this sub
title to establish a State advisory board con
sisting of representatives of all interested 
entities, both public and private, in the dis
tribution of commodities received under this 
subtitle in the State. 

(d) A State agency receiving commodities 
under this subtitle may-

(1)(A) enter into cooperative agreements 
with State agencies of other States to joint
ly provide commodities received under this 
subtitle to eligible recipient agencies that 
serve needy persons in a single geographical 
area which includes such States; or 

(B) transfer commodities received under 
this subtitle to any such eligible recipient 
agency in the other State under such agree
ment; and 

(2) advise the Secretary of an agreement 
entered into under this subsection and the 
transfer of commodities made pursuant to 
such agreement. 
SEC. 1055. ALLOCATION OF COMMODITIES TO 

STATES. 
(a) In each fiscal year, except for those 

commodities purchased under section 1060, 
the Secretary shall allocate the commodities 
distributed under this subtitle as follows: 

(1) 60 percent of such total value of com
modities shall be allocated in a manner such 
that the value of commodities allocated to 
each State bears the same ratio to 60 percent 
of such total value as the number of persons 
in households within the State having in
comes below the poverty line bears to the 
total number of persons in households within 
all States having incomes below such pov
erty line. Each State shall receive the value 
of commodities allocated under this para
graph. 

(2) 40 percent of such total value of com
modi ties shall be allocated in a manner such 
that the value of commodities allocated to 
each State bears the same ratio to 40 percent 
of such total value as the average monthly 
number of unemployed persons within the 
State bears to the average monthly number 
of unemployed persons within all States dur
ing the same fiscal year. Each State shall re
ceive the value of commodities allocated to 
the State under tqis paragraph. 

(b)(1) The Secretary shall notify each State 
of the amount of commodities that such 
State is allotted to receive under subsection 
(a) or this subsection, if applicable. Each 
State shall promptly notify the Secretary if 
such State determines that it will not accept 
any or all of the commodities made available 
under such allocation. On such a notification 
by a State, the Secretary shall reallocate 
and distribute such commodities in a manner 
the Secretary deems appropriate and equi
table. The Secretary shall further establish 
procedures to permit States to decline tore
ceive portions of such allocation during each 
fiscal year in a manner the State determines 
is appropriate and the Secretary shall reallo
cate and distribute such allocation as the 
Secretary deems appropriate and equitable. 

(2) In the event of any drought, flood, hur
ricane, or other natural disaster affecting 
substantial numbers of persons in a State, 
county, or parish, the Secretary may request 
that States unaffected by such a disaster 
consider assisting affected States by allow
ing the Secretary to reallocate commodities 
from such unaffected State to States con
taining areas adversely affected by the disas
ter. 

(c) Purchases of commodities under this 
subtitle shall be made by the Secretary at 

such times and under such conditions as the 
Secretary determines appropriate within 
each fiscal year. All commodities so pur
chased for each such fiscal year shall be de
livered at reasonable intervals to States 
based on the allocations and reallocations 
made under subsections (a) and (b), and or 
carry out section 1060, not later than Decem
ber 31 of the following fiscal year. 
SEC. 1056. PRIORITY SYSTEM FOR STATE DIS

TRIBUTION OF COMMODITIES. 
(a) In distributing the commodities allo

cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
1055, the State agency, under procedures de
termined by the State agency, shall offer, or 
otherwise make available, its full allocation 
of commodities for distribution to emer
gency feeding organizations. 

(b) If the State agency determines that the 
State will not exhaust the commodities allo
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
1055 through distribution to organizations 
referred to in subsection (a), its remaining 
allocation of commodities shall be distrib
uted to charitable institutions described in 
section 1063(3) not receiving commodities 
under subsection (a). 

(c) If the State agency determines that the 
State will not exhaust the commodities allo
cated under subsections (a) and (b) of section 
1055 through distribution to organizations 
referred to in subsections (a) and (b), its re
maining allocation of commodities shall be 
distributed to any eligible recipient agency 
not receiving commodities under subsections 
(a) and (b). 
SEC. 1057. INITIAL PROCESSING COSTS. 

The Secretary may use funds of the Com
modity Credit Corporation to pay the costs 
of initial processing and packaging of com
modities to be distributed under this subtitle 
into forms and in quantities suitable, as de
termined by the Secretary, for use by the in
dividual households or eligible recipient 
agencies, as applicable. The Secretary may 
pay such costs in the form of Corporation
owned commodities equal in value to such 
costs. The Secretary shall ensure that any 
such payments in kind will not displace com
mercial sales of such commodities. 
SEC. 1058. ASSURANCES; ANTICIPATED USE. 

(a) The Secretary shall take such pre
cautions as the Secretary d~ems necessary 
to ensure that commodities made available 
under this subtitle will not displace commer
cial sales of such commodities or the prod
ucts thereof. The Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
Senate by December 31, 1997, and not less 
than every two years thereafter, a report as 
to whether and to what extent such displace
ments or substitutions are occurring. 

(b) The Secretary shall determine that 
commodities provided under this subtitle 
shall be purchased and distributed only in 
quantities that can be consumed without 
waste. No eligible recipient agency may re
ceive commodities under this subtitle in ex
cess of anticipated use, based on inventory 
records and controls, or in excess of its abil
ity to accept and store such commodities. 
SEC. 1059. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.-To carry 
out this subtitle, there are authorized to be 
appropriated $260,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1996 through 2000 to purchase, process, 
and distribute commodities to the States in 
accordance with this subtitle. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.-
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 

$40,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1996 
through 2000 for the Secretary to make 

available to the States for State and local 
payments for costs associated with the dis
tribution of commodities by eligible recipi
ent agencies under this subtitle, excluding 
costs associated with the distribution of 
those commodities distributed under section 
1060. Funds appropriated under this para
graph for any fiscal year shall be allocated 
to the States on an advance basis dividing 
such funds among the States in the same 
proportions as the commodities distributed 
under this subtitle for such fiscal year are 
allocated among the States. If a State agen
cy is unable to use all of the funds so allo
cated to it, the Secretary shall reallocate 
such unused funds among the other States in 
a manner the Secretary deems appropriate 
and equitable. 

(2)(A) A State shall make available in each 
fiscal year to eligible recipient agencies in 
the State not less than 40 percent of the 
funds received by the State under paragraph 
(1) for such fiscal year, as necessary to pay 
for, or provide advance payments to cover, 
the allowable expenses of eligible recipient 
agencies for distributing commodities to 
needy persons, but only to the extent such 
expenses are actually so incurred by such re
cipient agencies. 

(B) As used in this paragraph, the term 
"allowable expenses" includes-

(!) costs of transporting, storing, handling, 
repackaging, processing, and distributing 
commodities incurred after such commod
ities are received by eligible recipient agen
cies; 

(ii) costs associated with determinations of 
eligibility, verification, and documentation; 

(iii) costs of providing information to per
sons receiving commodities under this sub
title concerning the appropriate storage and 
preparation of such commodities; and 

(iv) costs of recordkeeping, auditing, and 
other administrative procedures required for 
participation in the program under this sub
title. 

(C) If a State makes a payment, using 
State funds, to cover allowable expenses of 
eligible recipient agencies, the amount of 
such payment shall be counted toward the 
amount a State must make available for al
lowable expenses of recipient agencies under 
this paragraph. 

(3) States to which funds are allocated for 
a fiscal year under this subsection shall sub
mit financial reports to the Secretary, on a 
regular basis, as to the use of such funds. No 
such funds may be used by States or eligible 
recipient agencies for costs other than those 
involved in covering the expenses related to 
the distribution of commodities by eligible 
recipient agencies. 

(4)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), to be eligible to receive funds under this 
subsection, a State shall provide in cash or 
in kind (according to procedures approved by 
the Secretary for certifying these in-kind 
contributions) from non-Federal sources a 
contribution equal to the difference be
tween-

(i) the amount of such funds so received; 
and 

(ii) any part of the amount allocated to the 
State and paid by the State-

(!) to eligible recipient agencies; or 
(II) for the allowable expenses of such re

cipient agencies; for use in carrying out this 
subtitle. 

(B) Funds allocated to a State under this 
section may, upon State request, be allo
cated before States satisfy the matching re
quirement specified in subparagraph (A), 
based on the estimated contribution re
quired. The Secretary shall periodically rec
oncile estimated and actual contributions 
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and adjust allocations to the State to cor
rect for overpayments and underpayments. 

(C) Any funds distributed for administra
tive costs under section 1060(b) shall not be 
covered by this paragraph. 
· (5) States may not charge for commodities 

made available-to eligible recipient agencies, 
and may not pass on to such recipient agen
cies the cost of any matching requirements, 
under this subtitle. 

(c) VALUE OF COMMODITIES.-The value of 
the commodities made available under sub
sections (c) and (d) of section 1052, and the 
funds of the Corporation used to pay the 
costs of initial processing, packaging (in
cluding forms suitable for home use), and de
livering commodities to the States shall not 
be charged against appropriations authorized 
by this section. 
SEC. 1060. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD 

PROGRAM. 
(a) From the funds appropriated under sec

tion 1059(a), $94,500,000 shall be used for each 
fiscal year to purchase and distribute com
modities to supplemental feeding programs 
serving women, infants, and children or el
derly individuals (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the "commodity supplemental 
food program"), or serving both groups wher
ever located. 

(b) Not more than 20 percent of the funds · 
made available under subsection (a) shall be 
made available to the States for State and 
local payments of administrative costs asso
ciated with the distribution of commodities 
by eligible recipient agencies under this sec
tion. Administrative costs for the purposes 
of the commodity supplemental food pro
gram shall include, but not be limited to, ex
penses for information and ·referral, oper
ation, monitoring, nutrition education, 
start-up costs, and general administration, 
including staff, warehouse and transpor
tation personnel, insurance, and administra
tion of the State or local office. 

(c)(l) During each fiscal year the commod
ity supplemental food program is in oper
ation, the types, varieties, and amounts of 
commodities to be purchased under this sec
tion shall be determined by the Secretary. 
but, if the Secretary proposes to make any 
significant changes in the types, varieties, or 
amounts from those that were available or 
were planned at the beginning of the fiscal 
year the Secretary shall report such changes 
before implementation to the Committee on 
Agriculture of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri
tion, and Forestry of the Senate. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Commodity Credit Corporation 
shall, to the extent that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation inventory levels permit, 
provide not less than 9,000,000 pounds of 
cheese and not less than 4,000,000 pounds of 
nonfat dry milk in each of the fiscal years 
1996 through 2000 to the Secretary. The Sec
retary shall use such amounts of cheese and 
nonfat dry milk to carry out the commodity 
supplemental food program before the end of 
each fiscal year. 

(d) The Secretary shall, in each fiscal year, 
approve applications of additional sites for 
the program, including sites that serve only 
elderly persons, in areas in which the pro
gram currently does not operate, to the full 
extent that applications can be approved 
within the appropriations available for the 
program for the fiscal year and without re
ducing actual participation levels (including 
participation of elderly persons under sub
section (e)) in areas in which the program is 
in effect. 

(e) If a local agency that administers the 
commodity supplemental food program de-

termines that the amount of funds made 
available to the agency to carry out this sec
tion exceeds the amount of funds necessary 
to provide assistance under such program to 
women, infants, and children, the agency, 
with the approval of the Secretary, may per
mit low-income elderly persons (as defined 
by the Secretary) to participate in and be 
served by such program. 

(f)(l) If it is necessary for the Secretary to 
pay a significantly higher than expected 
price for one or more types of commodities 
purchased under this section, the Secretary 
shall promptly determine whether the price 
is likely to cause the number of persons that 
can be served in the program in a fiscal year 
to decline. 

(2) If the Secretary determines that such a 
decline would occur, the Secretary shall 
promptly notify the State agencies charged 
with operating the program of the decline 
and shall ensure that a State agency notify 
all local agencies operating the program in 
the State of the decline. 

(g) Commodities distributed to States pur
suant to this section shall not be considered 
in determining the commodity allocation to 
each State under section 1055 or priority of 
distribution under section 1056. 
SEC. 1061. COMMODITIES NOT INCOME. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, commodities distributed under this sub
title shall not be considered income or re
sources for purposes of determining recipient 
eligibility under any Federal, State, or local 
means-tested program. 
SEC. 1062. PROHIBmON AGAINST CERTAIN 

STATE CHARGES. 
Whenever a commodity is made available 

without charge or credit under this subtitle 
by the Secretary for distribution within the 
States to eligible recipient agencies, the 
State may not charge recipient agencies any 
amount that is in excess of the State's direct 
costs of storing and transporting to recipient 
agencies the commodities minus any amount 
the Secretary provides the State for the 
costs of storing and transporting such com
modities. 
SEC. 1063. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this subtitle: 
(1) The term " average monthly number of 

unemployed persons" means the average 
monthly number of unemployed persons 
within a State in the most recent fiscal year 
for which such information is available as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis
tics of the Department of Labor. 

(2) The term " elderly persons" means indi
viduals 60 years of age or older. 

(3) The term "eligible recipient agency" 
means a public or nonprofit organization 
that administers-

(A) an institution providing commodities 
to supplemental feeding programs serving 
women, infants, and children or serving el
derly persons, or serving both groups; 

(B) an emergency feeding organization; 
(C) a charitable institution (including hos

pitals and retirement homes and excluding 
penal institutions) to the extent that such 
institution serves needy persons; 

(D) a summer camp for children, or a child 
nutrition program providing food service; 

(E) a nutrition project operating under the 
Older Amer-icans Act of 1965, including such 
projects that operate a congregate nutrition 
site and a project that provides home-deliv
ered meals; or 

(F) a disaster relief program; and that has 
been designated by the appropriate State 
agency, or by the Secretary, and approved by 
the Secretary for participation in the pro
gram established under this subtitle. 

(4) The term "emergency feeding organiza
tion" means a public or nonprofit organiza
tion that administers activities and projects 
(including the activities and projects of a 
charitable institution, a food bank, a food 
pantry, a hunger relief center, a soup kitch
en, or a similar public or private nonprofit 
eligible recipient agency) providing nutri
tion assistance to relieve situations of emer
gency and distress through the provision of 
food to needy persons, including low-income 
and unemployed persons. 

(5) The term " food bank" means a public 
and charitable institution that maintains an 
established operation involving the provision 
of food or edible commodities, or the prod
ucts thereof, to food pantries, soup kitchens, 
hunger relief centers, or other food or feed
ing centers that, as an integral part of their 
normal activities, provide meals or food to 
feed needy persons .on a regular basis. 

(6) The term " food pantry" means a public 
or private nonprofit organization that dis
tributes food to low-income and unemployed 
households, including food from sources 
other than the Department of Agriculture, 
to relieve situations of emergency and dis
tress. 

(7) The term "needy persons" means--
(A) individuals who have low incomes or 

who are unemployed, as determined by the 
State (in no event shall the income of such 
individual or household exceed 185 percent of 
the poverty line); 

(B) households certified as eligible to par
ticipate in the food stamp program under the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 u.s.a. 2011 et seq.); 
or 

(C) individuals or households participating 
in any other Federal, or federally assisted, 
means-tested program. 

(8) The term " poverty line" has the same 
meaning given such term in section 673(2) of 
the Community Services Block Grant Act (42 
u.s.a. 9902(2)). 

(9) The term "soup kitchen" means a pub
lic and charitable institution that, as inte
gral part of its normal activities, maintains 
an established feeding operation to provide 
food to needy homeless persons on a regular 
basis. 
SEC. 1064. REGULATIONS. 

(a) The Secretary shall issue regulations 
within 120 days to implement this subtitle. 

(b) In administering this subtitle, the Sec
retary shall minimize, to the maximum ex
tent practicable, the regulatory, record
keelJing, and paperwork requirements im
posed on eligible recipient agencies. 

(c) The Secretary shall as early as feasible 
but not later than the beginning of each fis
cal year, publish in the Federal Register a 
nonbinding estimate of the types and quan
tities of commodities that the Secretary an
ticipates are likely to be made available 
under the commodity distribution program 
under this subtitle during the fiscal year. 

(d) The regulations issued by the Secretary 
under this section shall include provisions 
that set standards with respect to liability 
for commodity losses for the commodities 
distributed under this subtitle in situations 
in which there is no evidence of negligence 
or fraud, and conditions for payment to 
cover such losses. Such provisions shall take 
into consideration the special needs and cir
cumstances of eligible recipient agencies. 
SEC. 1065. FINALITY OF DETERMINATIONS. 

Determinations made by the Secretary 
under this subtitle and the facts constituting 
the basis for any donation of commodities 
under this subtitle, or the amount thereof, 
when officially determined in conformity 
with the applicable regulations prescribed by 
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the Secretary, shall be final and conclusive 
and shall not be reviewable by any other offi
cer or agency of the Government. 
SEC. 1066. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PROGRAMS. 

(a) Section 4(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2013(b)) shall not apply with re
spect to the distribution of commodities 
under this subtitle. 

(b) Except as otherwise provided in section 
1057, none of the commodities distributed 
under this subtitle shall be sold or otherwise 
disposed of in commercial channels in any 
form. 
SEC. 1067. SETTLEMENT AND ADJUSTMENT OF 

CLAIMS. 
(a) The Secretary may-
(1) determine the amount· of, settle , and ad

just any claim arising under this subtitle ; 
and 

(2) waive such a claim if the Secretary de
termines that to do so will serve the pur
poses of this subtitle . 

(b) Nothing contained in this section shall 
be construed to diminish the authority of 
the Attorney General of the United States 
under section 516 of title 28, United States 
Code, to conduct litigation on behalf of the 
United States. 
SEC. 1068. REPEALERS; AMENDMENTS. 

(a) REPEALER.-The Emergency Food As
sistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is re
pealed. 

(b) AMENDMENTS.-
(!) The Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (7 

U.S.C. 612c note) is amended
(A) by striking section 110; and 
(B) by striking section 502. 
(2) The Commodity Distribution Reform 

Act and WIC Amendments of 1987 (7 U.S .C. 
612c note) is amended by striking section 4. 

(3) The Chari table Assistance and Food 
Bank Act of 1987 (7 U.S .C. 612c note) is 
amended by striking section 3. 

(4) The Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
612c note) is amended-

(A) by striking section 1562(a) and sect ion 
1571; and 

(B) in section 1562(d), by striking " section 
4 of the Agricultural and Consumer Protec
tion Act of 1973" and inserting " section 1060 
of the Commodity Distribution Act of 1995". 

(5) The Agricultural and Consumer Protec
tion Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amend
ed-

(A) in section 4(a), by striking " institu
tions (including hospitals and facilities car
ing for needy infants and children), supple
mental feeding programs serving women, in
fants and children or elderly persons, or 
both, wherever located, disaster areas, sum
mer camps for children," ; 

(B) in subsection 4(c), by striking " the 
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983" and 
inserting " the Commodity Distribution Act 
of 1995"; and 

(C) by striking section 5. 
(6) The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 

and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is 
amended by striking section 1773(f). 

Title XI-DEFICIT REDUCTION 
SEC. 1101. DEDICATION OF SAVINGS TO DEFICIT 

REDUCTION. 
(a) Upon the enactment of this Act, the Di

rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall make downward adjustments in 
the discretionary spending limits (new budg
et authority and outlays), as adjusted, set 
forth in 601(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 for each of fiscal years 1996 
through 1998 as follows: 

(1) For fiscal year 1996, reduce new budget 
authority by $1 ,420,000,000 and reduce outlays 
by $1 ,420,000,000. 

(2) For fiscal year 1997, reduce new budget 
authority by $1,420,000,000 and reduce outlays 
by $1,420,000,000. 

(3) For fiscal year 1998, reduce new budget 
authority by $1,470,000,000 and reduce outlays 
by $1,470,000,000. 

(b) Reductions in outlays resulting from 
the enactment of this Act shall not be taken 
into account for purposes of section 252 of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

TITLE XII-EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 1201. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this Act, 
this Act and the amendments made by this 
Act shall take effect on October 1, 1996. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
DEAL] will be recognized for 30 minutes 
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SHAW] will be recognized for 30 minutes 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, may I in

quire as to whether or not as the des
ignee of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS], it would be in order for 
5 minutes to be reserved for debate 
time under the rule? 

The CHAffiMAN. It is not in order. 
Mr. FORD. Under the substitute it is 

not in order? 
The CHAIRMAN. It is not in order. 
Mr. FORD. So the 5 minutes would 

not be granted? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

correct. 
Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, today is the day for 

change, today is the time to reaffirm 
our basic belief in work. Hard work has 
built this Nation and hard work con
tinues to sustain it. 

Today we are here to talk about 
changing the institution of welfare and 
replacing it with work. This should not 
be a partisan debate , we should all 
share in seeking the best answers re
gardless of whose ideas they are. 

The substitute is brought to you by 
six Members and their hard-working 
staffs, none of whom are chairmen or 
ranking members, and three of whom 
were freshmen when this issue began in 
our group last Congress. In this time of 
basketball fever with the final four 
being talked about, I would suggest 
that our bill is assigned a real label 
that has made it to the final three and 
for that I am grateful. 

I express my appreciation to the 
leadership for allowing this issue of 
welfare reform to come to the floor and 
to the members of the Committee on 
Rules and its chairman for allowing 
our substitute to be presented for de
bate. 

We believe that work is the only 
long-term solution to the issue of wel
fare , and we believe that our plan pre
sents the best alternative with the re
sources to the States to achieve that 
transition. 

In the 30 minutes that we are allot
ted, we will do our best to reveal to 
Members why we believe that our plan 
presents the best alternative of making 
the transition from welfare to work. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Deal bill. 

On Tuesday, Representative CASTLE said 
the Republican bill is a big-bang approach to 
changing welfare. 

He was right-and it is the kids who are 
getting banged up. 

I rise today to support the Deal substitute, 
the only bill before us which makes fundamen
tal changes to the current system while pro
tecting our children. 

The Deal bill is tough on work. 
It is fair to kids. 
It holds recipients accountable, and it makes 

both parents responsible for taking care of 
their children. 

The Deal bill is tougher on work than any 
proposal before the House. 

Each person on welfare will be required to 
sign a comprehensive individualized respon
sibility plan. 

Each recipient is required to start looking for 
work immediately. 

Nobody who refuses to work will get bene
fits. 

Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal bill 
makes sure no kid will go to school hungry. It 
makes sure no kid will be left alone when 
Mom or Dad goes to work. 

It cracks down on deadbeat parents to 
make sure they live up to their responsibility to 
support their children. 

Both Democrats and Republicans agree the 
current welfare system is broken. 

The Deal bill is the change we need to end 
welfare as we know it. 

I urge support for the Deal substitute, which 
truly ends welfare as we know it. 

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

D 1815 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER], the chairman of the full 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, it is cu
rious to note the Democrat welfare bill 
that we have before us today is only of
fered in response to the strong action 
taken by Republicans on this issue. 
When the Democrats ran the Congress, 
they ran away from welfare reform. 
They did nothing about our crumbling 
cities, our decaying families, and our 
impoverished children. Only now that 
Congress is under Republican control 
did the Democrats muster the will to 
say, "Me, too," on this vital issue. 

Let us take a look, Mr. Chairman, at 
this late and reluctant arrival at wel
fare reform. What is wrong with this 
amendment? Let me tell you. Their 
substitute spends more on welfare than 
the current law, $2 billion more. 

This Democrat welfare bill raises 
taxes to do so on millions of middle-in
come working Americans. Let me re
peat that: The DemoCrat welfare bill 
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raises taxes on millions of middle-in
come working Americans. 

It was only 5 months ago that the 
American people voted the Democrat 
people out of office because of their 
big-taxing, big-spending ways. Now, 
more than 2 million Americans will 
have their taxes raised as a result of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Democrats' true 
colors are showing. Their approach to 
welfare, just like their approach to all 
problems, is to raise taxes and spend 
more money. This is a repeat of 1988. 
The last welfare reform bill, you re
member, "Let us put a few more billion 
in with the promise that more people 
will work and get off of welfare 5 years 
later." 

Here we are, · 6 years later, about to 
do the same thing under the Deal 
amendment. The Democrats in Wash
ington still do not understand that 
Government is too big and spends too 
much. So, once again, they raise taxes 
on working Americans to redistribute 
wealth to those who do not work. Their 
tax hikes hit working parents with 
children the hardest. These are not 
rich people. They are middle-income 
working Americans with children who 
will lose their tax credit for child care. 

As bad as their tax hikes are, there 
are other problems in this bill. The 
Deal substitute maintains the worst 
features of the failed welfare status 
quo. This amendment leaves welfare as 
an entitlement, and it continues to 
force Governors into inflexible posi
tions when they appeal to Washington 
on bended knee to obtain waivers so 
that they can help their own citizens. 
The Democrats treat as sacred the 
failed welfare system that has us in 
this mess in the first place. 

For 30 years the Democrats built this 
failed system based on a faulty founda
tion. Now that true reform is at hand, 
they just cannot bear to see their 
failed creation come to an end, over $5 
trillion of Government money spent on 
welfare in the last 30 years, and now 
they want to spend more. 

I have a simple message for the 
Democrats who are fighting to keep 
the failed welfare status quo alive: Let 
it go, let it go, let it go. Help the poor 
by taking welfare off of its life support 
system. 

There are other features in the Deal 
substitute which deserve comment. It 
does not put people to work, it puts 
Federal bureaucrats to work. It does 
not discourage out-of-wedlock births, 
it maintains the status quo. And it cre
ates unfunded mandates on the States; 
the President signed a bill yesterday to 
stop this. 

Mr. Chairman, welfare has left a sad 
mark on the American success story. It 
has created a world in which children 
have no dreams for tomorrow, and par
ents have abandoned their hopes for 
today. Crime runs rampant. Fathers 
run away. And leaders run from real 
solutions. 

The time has come to pull the plug 
on the failed welfare state and to put 
in its place a new system, a system 
based on work, personal responsibility, 
and a system that dismantles the Fed
eral bureaucracy and gives control 
where it can do the most good, at the 
State and local level. 

The Deal substitute does not get the 
job done. It punishes the taxpayer and 
maintains the failed welfare status 
quo. The bill is not a good deal for any
one. It is a bum deal for everyone, and 
is should be defeated. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. 
KAPTUR]. 

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of work and education as fundamental 
to real welfare reform-endorse the Deal sub
stitute-and oppose H.R. 4. Unlike H.R. 4, the 
Deal substitute provides meaningful work op
portunities immediately by moving individuals 
off of welfare and into work. The Deal sub
stitute requires that a job search begin imme
diately. H.R. 4 does not even require people 
to read the want ads. 

We all agree the current welfare system 
simply does not work. The current system 
does not result in the very values we wish to 
encourage-work, family and responsibility
that are the underpinning of a productive soci
ety. 

For welfare reform to work, the American 
people first must have job opportunities that 
pay enough for them to be self-supporting. 
Half the people on welfare in my community 
work, but at wages too low to afford the basic 
necessities. Half of our welfare caseload re
mains on welfare just to get the health benefit 
that their private sector job does not provide. 

If we are to be successful, our goal must be 
rooted in a strong economy that produces 
good-paying jobs. We must require parents to 
assume responsibility for themselves and their 
families. Any reform effort must move people 
toward literacy and skills advancement to get 
them off welfare and ultimately into jobs that 
pay a living wage. There's something wrong 
with an economy that produces more rent-a
workers than factory jobs. 

Welfare must be structured as a system that 
offers a helping hand in time of need, while 
also providing the path to self-sufficiency and 
personal responsibility. States should be given 
the flexibility to make the system work for 
them, but in turn we must demand that job
readiness and living wage jobs are the end re
sult. Job training, child care, transportation, 
and education can go a long way in moving 
people off the rolls. It will be the States re
sponsibility to address these needs. We must 
make sure that uniform standards apply to all 
States. Furthermore, it will be the recipients 
responsibility to use these services to move 
off welfare rolls into real jobs. 

In February, I brought together community 
leaders in my District for a forum on welfare 
reform. I brought together welfare recipients 
with elected officials, human service workers 
with human serv~ce directors. Together we 

came to a consensus on what is truly needed 
to reform welfare and in my judgment the Deal 
proposal comes closest to those recommenda
tions. 

NORTHWEST OHIO RECOMMENDATIONS 

I would like to outline for my colleagues the 
recommendations made by my community on 
welfare reform. To be successful, welfare re
form must begin on the frontlines with recipi
ents and case workers who know what works 
and what does not, on an individualized basis. 
We must emphasize individualized contracts 
with a local case manager who is allowed to 
work with a family on its specific needs re
garding work, education, skills training oppor
tunities and building whole families. The cur
rent system perpetuates people being on serv
ice programs, not getting them off. We must 
focus our attention on incentives to help the 
working poor and working families move up 
and out of poverty. 

Case managers should be professional 
social workers trained in strength
based assessments, not needs-based as
sessment. We must change our focus 
from providing overly bureaucratic eli
gibility determinations to one of part
nership and coordination of services. 
This can be done by using an Individ
ualized Family Service Plan, in which 
the family picks its strengths and 
weaknesses, goals and objectives, and 
the case manager finds the services in 
the community to meet those needs. 
This approach empowers the family 
and gives them the tools to get off and 
stay off welfare. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

FEDERAL STANDARDS 

At a minimum, the Federal Govern
ment should provide a national frame
work which outlines the categorical 
eligibility criteria and minimum bene
fits standards to ensure that the poor
est citizens receive equitable treat
ment. Local agencies should not have 
to devote precious time to determining 
and redetermining eligibility of recipi
ents and administering the programs. 
Initial determination of eligibility 
should be a federal responsibility set 
up like local Social Security offices. 
Local governments could then devote 
their efforts toward training and work 
activities, and employment and related 
supportive services such as child care. 
The Federal Government should estab
lish a person's eligibility like Social 
Security does, and develop and monitor 
performance standards so that States' 
programs can be measured. Federal 
standards are critical. When the Fed
eral Government has failed to do so in 
the past, what resulted was the "Mis
sissippi Syndrome"-great inequity 
among States. Without Federal stand
ards and performance measures, States 
will not comply, as has been dem
onstrated historically. Federal regula
tions on confidentiality prohibit local 
agencies-Head Start, welfare offices, 
WIC, Department of Agriculture, POI
from sharing necessary information 
about clients. Since these agencies, 
along with many others, service the 
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same populations, the Federal Govern
ment should permit cross referencing 
at the local level. 

STATE PARTNERSHIP, SIMPLIFICATION AND 
LOCAL EMPOWERMENT 

Federal block grants to the States 
must not permit States to forgo their 
fair contribution to alleviating pov
erty. States must be encouraged to 
"earn" Federal payments. Flexibility 
is essential. What happens if there is 
not enough money in a given year to 
finish that year? People would be com
pletely cut off until the next year. 
States must be allowed to carry over 
funds and not be penalized for good 
management of money. 

Human service regulations in my 
home State of Ohio are some of the 
most complicated in the Nation. The 
application is 37 pages long. We should 
not assume that if the Federal Govern
ment cashes programs out to the 
States, the system in Ohio or any other 
State will be streamlined. The Federal 
Government must force States to 
streamline regulations. 

It should further be required that, as 
a condition of receiving Federal funds, 
States be required to sign contractual 
arrangements with the local human 
service administering agency that 
places each on an equal plane. Coun
ties, or any other local administering 
entity, should be given equal status 
with the State government to admin
ister programs through contractual ar
rangements. 

SIMPLIFICATION 

The ideal system should encourage a 
team approach with a case manager
as opposed to a caseworker-determin
ing what services are needed for a spe
cific family, then bringing together a 
team at a location which is easily ac
cessible and user friendly. Computer 
linkage at the local level is needed to 
ensure the success of a team approach. 
Interagency contracts must be estab
lished within each case management 
situation to avoid limits between agen
cies because of confidentiality require
ments, and these contracts must be fil
tered down to the staff level. 

A common intake form should be de
signed by the Federal Government, 
along with similar eligibility criteria 
for all human service programs: Medic
aid, AFDC, food stamps. Definition of 
eligibility relative to poverty guide
lines varies across Federal programs; it 
should be simplified and made the 
same for all of them. Local welfare per
sonnel complain they spend incredible 
hours of time-an average of 2 hours 
per client-ascertaining a client's eligi
bility. They are required to answer 
over 700 different questions about that 
client. 
EDUCATION, TRAINING AND HEALTH INSURANCE 

Two areas of policy that must be a 
part of Federal welfare reform are edu
cation and job training. 

Fifty thousand adults in northwest 
Ohio are illiterate, many of them on 

welfare. I am sure many other Districts 
across our Nation face the same situa
tion. Welfare reform must address this 
problem. Skills training and education 
must be incorporated into welfare re
form. The Federal Government must 
assure educational institutions-such 
as some proprietary schools-will not 
rip off clients and deprive them of their 
futures. Vocational and proprietary 
schools must be held to uniform ac
creditation standards. Further, they 
must be required to give labor market 
statistics about each of their courses of 
study on a regular basis. For example, 
northwest Ohio has a glut of nurses, 
yet schools continually market nursing 
as an excellent field with plenty of job 
opportunities available. 

Half of welfare recipients in northwest Ohio 
remain on the program to receive health insur
ance, therefore, welfare must be reformed to 
offer people health insurance in private sector 
entry level jobs. Perhaps there could be a 
partnership formed at the local level between 
potential employers, human service agencies, 
and clients. For example, perhaps Federal 
health insurance such as Medicaid could be 
used to transition citizens for a period into pri
vate sector employment. Any person receiving 
welfare should be able to keep health insur
ance coverage after employment at least until 
his or her wages rise above the poverty· level. 
If States receive incentives for performance, 
they will address health insurance. 

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS 

Emphasis must be placed on paternity or
ders, with identification of absent fathers being 
key to the receipt of benefits. The IRS should 
be the primary collector of child support pay
ments. Stronger, swifter, and more certain 
sanctions for failure to cooperate in the order 
establishment are needed. Any proposed work 
plan must include a provision for at least mini
mal child support payments. The reporting of 
nonsupport should be rewarded. Workers cur
rently have no incentive to follow up on leads 
provided by custodial parent, so they don't do 
anything. 

SSI 

We should anticipate the trend toward in
creased SSI benefits when work is made man
datory. SSI benefits to drug and alcohol de
pendent persons, many of whom are mentally 
ill, should, therefore, not be cut off automati
cally; rather, cases should be assessed indi
vidually and funds should be channeled to 
local substance abuse treatment agencies to 
work with the client in his or her interest. 

KEEP FAMILIES TOGETHER 

Low-income families must be allowed to re
main together without being penalized mone
tarily. Accounts of mothers and fathers are 
currently separate and based on eligible work 
quarters. Families should be treated as fami
lies. 

DEVELOPMENTAL PROGRAMMING 

Mandatory classes in budgeting, parenting, 
and nutrition, and registration of children in 
Head Start or other quality preschool pro
grams should be required of recipients. 

FOOD STAMPS 

The Food Stamp Program where possible 
should be cashed out and the money used for 

regular benefits, health insurance, or edu
cation associated with moving people off the 
program. We must accord people respect 
enough to assume they will spend the cash on 
food, after giving them nutrition counseling 
and education. 

UTILITY 

Assistance plans-like PIP-must be re
formed. They leave the recipient with a debt 
which must be paid before utilities can be 
turned on in one's name at another residence. 

HOUSING 

Finally, incentives should be provided for 
people to leave public housing. If one has no 
income, one pays no rent. The safety of know
ing one can always stay even if not paying 
anything prevents people from trying to get out 
of the system. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. HARMAN]. . 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
my colleagues to vote for the Deal sub
stitute to move people from welfare to 
work without punishing children. 

Mr. Chairman, I support bold reforms of our 
welfare system. The current system is broken 
and must be dramatically changed, not just 
tinkered with. 

I support strong work requirements for wel
fare recipients. I support job training programs 
to prepare people for work, and aggressive 
placement services to move people into the 
workforce. I support time limits so that welfare 
is a transition to work-not a way of life. I sup
port strong child support enforcement to as
sure that both parents are responsible, and to 
keep many mothers off welfare to begin with. 
And I support State flexibility so that States 
can experiment and find innovative ways to re
form welfare. 

But I do not support punishing children by 
cutting programs that work and disguising 
these cuts as block grants. Block grants do 
allow those closest to the people with the flexi
bility to meet the unique needs of a certain 
area, but I strongly oppose the block grants 
proposed in the Personal Responsibility Act. 
The child nutrition block grant would cut the 
School Lunch Program and the WIC Pro
gram-two programs that are proven suc
cesses. 

School districts in my congressional district 
serve 413,017 lunches each day, keeping chil
dren healthy and ready to learn. Based on the 
numbers of partially and fully-paid for lunches 
in my district, block granting the School Lunch 
Program would effectively mean the end of the 
School Lunch Program. I have met with school 
district administrators, teachers, and children 
in my district, and I know that the School 
Lunch Program has been incredibly success
ful. I ate one of these lunches last week with 
children at Mark Twain Elementary School in 
my district and saw firsthand the value of the 
School Lunch Program. 

I also do not support taking away the child 
protective services: the services that are the 
last resort for many kids. I heard from the Los 
Angeles County Supervisors-Democrats and 
Republicans-who worry about the huge in
crease in numbers of children who would fall 
through the cracks under the Personal Re
sponsibility Act. 
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Denying welfare benefits to many mothers 

and then cutting child protective services is 
not welfare reform, it is punishing children. 

Proponents of the Personal Responsibility 
Act would balance ill-timed tax cuts on the 
backs of vulnerable children. Any savings from 
welfare reform should go toward reducing the 
deficit-not toward tax cuts. The Rules Com
mittee rejected a proposed lock box amend
ment similar to the bill I introduced in the 
House 2 weeks ago. We must ensure that a 
cut is a cut. 

While I oppose the Personal Responsibility 
Act in its present form, I strongly support the 
Deal substitute. It is true welfare reform. It 
would move people off welfare and into work 
and it would give States greater flexibility to 
administer their own programs. It would allow 
California to continue its successful GAIN Pro
gram. It would establish time limits and require 
recipients to work for their benefits. It would 
crack down on deadbeat parents; ·stronger 
child support enforcement laws would mean 
fewer mothers on welfare in the first place. It 
would also require minors who have children 
to live with a responsible adult in order to re
ceive benefits. As a mother of four, I know 
that teens cannot raise children on their own; 
they need supervision. The Deal substitute's 
emphasis on pregnancy prevention is a critical 
component of welfare reform-helping to keep 
young women off welfare in the first place. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for the Deal 
substitute to move people from welfare to 
work without punishing children. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. CLEMENT], one of 
the original cosponsors of the bill. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, we 
have a real opportunity. The American 
people are watching us. They are ex
pecting us to pass a welfare reform 
package. 

I do not know where the Republicans 
are coming from when they talk about 
taxes and trying to deceive the Amer
ican people about the Deal substitute. I 
am one of the six founders, you might 
say, of this welfare reform package. It 
offers an opportunity for a future rath
er than welfare recipients being 
trapped like they are now. They want a 
future. Under the Deal substitute, 
which I strongly support, we require 
individuals to begin work or a work-re
lated activity immediately. 

Does H.R. 4, the Republican version? 
No. 

The Deal substitute has real work re
quirements for each and every individ
ual in the work program. Does H.R. 4, 
the Republican version? 

We require each recipient to sign an 
individualized contract of mutual re
sponsibility outlining their road to 
work and self-sufficiency and the obli
gations they must meet. Does H.R. 4, 
the Republican version? No. 

We also include specific provisions to 
make work pay. Does H.R. 4, the Re
publican version? No. 

We remove the barriers to work by 
providing child care and health care to 
working recipients, those returning to 

work, and those working and strug
gling to stay off welfare. Does the Re
publican version, H.R. 4? No. 

The Deal substitute provides the 
funding to ensure that the funds are 
their to meet the additional financial 
obligations of increased work require
ments, child care, and assistance to 
move recipients to a private, 
unsubsidized job. Does H.R. 4, the Re
publican version? No. 

Our substitute preserves the school 
lunch program, and I know a lot of 
them are wearing those "Save the Chil
dren" ties, I do not see any Repub
licans wearing them, and other proven 
child nutrition programs ensuring that 
our children have a full belly and a 
fighting chance to get through life. 
Does H.R. 4, the Republican version? 

And finally, the Deal substitute will 
rid the children's SSI program of fraud 
and abuse while ensuring that much
needed benefits for those severely dis
abled children are afforded due process 
and that they are not indiscriminately 
cut off. Does H.R. 4? No. 

Support the Deal substitute. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I respect the effort of my 
colleague, the Gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. DEAL], whose bill does many of the 
things we know need to be done now to 
make the current approach workable. 
But it only loosens the reins of Wash
ington in those areas we see as nec
essary now. When flexibility is needed 
for States to implement a new idea, it 
will again take years for States to gain 
temporary waivers and even longer for 
Congress to change the law. 

Let me give you an example. The 
Deal bill does not give States the right 
to make rent payments directly to 
landlords. Under current law, States 
must comply with cumbersome Federal 
regulations on a case-by-case basis to 
prove the recipient is not capable of 
managing his or her financial affairs. 
This is so burdensome and takes so 
long that States simply do not pursue 
it. Yet the need is compelling. 

A recent grand jury investigating 
crime in a Connecticut police depart
ment uncovered a direct tie between 
welfare dollars and the drug trade. 
When taxpayer-provided benefit checks 
hit the streets, drug purchases soared. 
In the same city, kids are not staying 
in the same school the whole school 
year. Many classes turn over nearly 100 
percent each year, compromising chil
dren's education severely. Families are 
on the move, and children are the vic
tims due to nonpayment of rent, due to 
parents' drug addiction, subsidized 
with taxpayer dollars. 

Can we not do better from Washing
ton? We simply cannot construct a 
flexible enough system to meet the 
needs of kids and their parents. 

Direct payment of rent is only one 
example of the need for far greater 
State control and authority than the 
Deal bill provides. It absolutely goes in 
the right direction, but the only block 
grant with Federal accountability that 
can foster development of a welfare 
system that will move people off wel
fare into jobs is the Republican alter
native. 

Are we taking a risk by creating a 
block grant system? Yes. Change is in
herently risky, but it is a solid risk, 
because in every other sector of our so
ciety, pushing authority and respon
sibility down to frontline folks has 
worked. 

This week we have the opportunity 
to rise to the challenge of making sys
temic real reform in America's welfare 
system. 

Vote to move from caretaking dollars 
to wage dollars, to restore dignity to 
need. 

Vote against the Deal amendment. 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, 
let me say that I rise to support the 
Deal amendment, because it truly 
takes care of the children with child 
care and trains the parents for work. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support of H.R. 
1267, which offers a comprehensive proposal 
to reform our Nation's welfare system. This 
bill, sponsored by my colleague NATHAN DEAL 
of Georgia, focuses on promoting work and in
dividual responsibility without punishing inno
cent children. Moreover, this bill gives states 
the flexibility to initiate different approaches 
while establishing clear guidelines and prin
ciples. 

H.R. 1267 requires _welfare recipients to 
maintain a job or be enrolled in a job training 
program. It also establishes the principle that 
our Government must help welfare recipients 
to find jobs and not terminate assistance to in
dividuals that are willing to work but are un
able to find a job. And yes, it provides child 
care! 

During this debate on reform of the welfare 
system, I have emphasized empowering peo
ple instead of punishing them. Like many of 
my colleagues, I acknowledge that the current 
system has failed in many ways. However, the 
welfare reform bill favored by the Republican 
leadership will not help millions of Americans 
lead productive lives. We are a caring nation. 
In making public policy, we must exhibit com
passion as well as promote individual respon
sibility. I believe that H.R. 1267 achieves 
these important objectives. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BISHOP]. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, unlike 
the Republican plan, the Deal sub
stitute offers real welfare reform. Deal 
is real reform, because it is tough and 
compassionate. It links strict work re
quirements with training opportunities 
and gives support services recipients 
need to move from welfare to work. 
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It is tough, because it sets a time 

limit for benefits and requires recipi
ents to accept individual responsibility 
plans for education, parenting, budget
ing, and substance abuse. 

It is compassionate because it makes 
available public service jobs after 2 
years of unsuccessful job search. It en
sures work will pay more than welfare 
by extending transitional health care 
benefits, giving an earned income tax 
credit, and providing the essential ele
ment of child care during training and 
work. 

And on top of that, it gives States 
flexibility to do innovative things like 
programs to avoid teenage pregnancy. 

The Deal substitute is modeled after 
the Georgia Peach and Work First Pro
grams which have moved Georgians 
from welfare to work. 

We need reforms that make programs 
more efficient and effective and do not 
just destroy them and empower fami
lies through training and jobs but do 
not just cut off, that promote individ
ual responsibility and not just abdicate 
it. 

For real welfare reform, we need the 
Deal substitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CAMP], another member of the 
committee. 

0 1830 
Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, we have 

the opportunity to fix a badly broken 
welfare system. A system that has lit
erally become a prison from which 
there is little chance of escape. 

Unfortunately, I can sum up the Deal 
substitute by saying "The more things 
change, the more they stay the same." 

The Deal substitute does not require 
work. It talks about work, their press 
releases talk about work. But while 
long on rhetoric, it is short on require
ments. 

It is our understanding from legisla
tive counsel that the Deal substitute 
has no individual work requirement 
until the year 2005. In contrast, our 
proposal allows States to require work 
for benefits from day one as opposed to 
just looking for work. 

Under the Deal substitute, looking 
for work is the same as having a job 
... and for States who do not meet the 
work requirement, there is no penalty. 
Under our bill, the States can lose up 
to 5 percent of the block grant if they 
do not meet the work requirement. 

If this legislation passes, a total of 
over 15 percent of the welfare recipi
ents would be exempted from the 
"work-first and "workfare" time lim
its. 

This substitute also attempts to 
fudge the numbers by counting every
one who leaves the welfare rolls with 
earnings as meeting the work require
ment. Under our proposal, only an in
crease in the number of people working 
can count toward meeting the work re-

quirement. The number of people re
quired to work under the Deal sub
stitute is actually lowered by 500,000 
people per month. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Deal substitute. In order to free 
families from the welfare trap, a real 
and meaningful work requirement is 
necessary. The Deal substitute fails 
that crucial test. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. ORTON]. 

Mr. ORTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Deal substitute. And in re
sponse to my friend, welfare reform 
must have one overriding goal, and 
that is to move people from depend
ency to self-sufficiency by putting peo
ple to work. 

Utah has a welfare reform program 
which is working. In the past 2 years 
they have reduced AFDC grants by 
one-third. It has been reported that the 
Republican bill was patterned after the 
Utah work program. 

But let me read from the Utah State 
Department of Human Services memo: 
"The prescriptive requirements of title 
I are not congruent with our policy." 
They go on to describe what the Utah 
work policy is: Of the hours required, 
at least 8 must be in a job search and 
the remaining hours can be any com
bination of employment, education, or 
training. They go on to say that the 
act , as drafted, would prohibit this ap
proach. The Deal substitute is the only 
bill patterned after a Utah-type pro
gram, and I urge you to support the 
Deal substitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I spoke to the Repub
lican Governors of this Nation this 
morning, and they asked me to express 
their strongest opposition to the Deal 
substitute. I quote: "The Deal sub
stitute undermines all our efforts tore
form the welfare systems in our 
States." Governor Allen, Governor Wil
son, Governor Whitman, and Governors 
Engel, Weld, Thompson, and a host of 
others oppose the Deal substitute. It is 
the big-government solution, to the 
Clinton deal, the bad deal. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN]. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the gen
tleman from Georgia, and I rise in 
strong support of the Deal substitute 
and in opposition to H.R. 4. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 4 
and in support for the Individual Responsibility 
Act of 1995 as offered by Mr. DEAL and Mr. 
STENHOLM. 

Mr. Chairman, for more than 60 years, the 
Federal and State governments have at-

tempted to provide a safety net for the poorest 
among us who have fallen upon hard times. 
While originally intended to be short-term as
sistance to cushion the fallout from the busi
ness cycle, the system has trapped a portion 
of its beneficiaries in a long-term cycle of pov
erty. All of us will agree that the various public 
assistance programs, while helping many, 
have failed to cure long-term poverty. All of us 
will agree that we must change the welfare 
program if we are to try and cure the cycle of 
poverty. But, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4 neither 
meets this goal nor does it try to, rather, it 
merely focuses on spending cuts among the 
poorest to pay for tax cuts among the wealthi
est individuals and corporations. It is a short
term diversion of funds which will result in ex
acerbating long-term problems. it is irrespon
sible to cut this program without reforming it to 
move people into the workforce. It is economi
cally questionable to do so in order to fund tax 
cuts and bloat the deficit, but that is exactly 
what H.R. 4 does. What it does not do is re
form welfare. 

H.R. 4 as submitted by the Republican lead
ership does not attempt to address the cycle 
of poverty. It requires no work or training dur
ing the first two years of assistance, nor does 
it provide adequate assistance for such train
ing. It cuts child care, making it harder for par
ents to hold work. It cuts nutrition programs. It 
cuts job training. It ignores the inefficiency of 
the tax code which makes welfare pay more 
than work. Rather than focusing on training 
and placing able-bodied adults in private sec
tor employment it goes after children, poor by 
no fault of their own. This ill-conceived legisla
tion will most likely result in putting more peo
ple out on the street with no means of employ
ment. Whether you are a conservative, liberal 
or moderate, you must agree that increasing 
the pool of the untrained unemployed in deep
er poverty will not help the economy and will 
eventually cost the country more. Further, it 
loads the problem onto the states in a form 
which would otherwise be called an unfunded 
mandate. It is one thing to transfer programs 
from the federal government to the states, it is 
another to do so with less funding, no assur
ance to cover the increased costs of a reces
sion, and extreme mandates. 

This bill makes no sense. If you want to get 
tough on welfare, why not require work, today. 
H.R. 4 does not, the Deal substitute does. 

Mr. Chairman, this House can make history 
today, and it can do so by rejecting H.R. 4 
and supporting the Deal substitute. Make no 
mistake about it, if you support a welfare bill 
which will take people off the welfare rolls and 
put them on payrolls, you must support the 
Deal bill. The Deal substitute requires imme
diate job action by welfare recipients while 
H.R. 4 does not. The Deal substitute lays out 
a plan, working with the States and the private 
sector to require recipients to enter the job 
market, today, not in two years. It is tough on 
non-compliance and it adjusts the tax code to 
make work pay more than welfare. H.R. 4 
does not. The Deal substitute, and not H.R. 4, 
puts teeth in child support for which the Re
publican Leadership abdicated its responsibil
ity. The Deal substitute provides the means by 
which people who must find work can be as
sured of child care, which the Republican bill 
does not. 
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The Deal substitute understands the neces

sity to ensure adequate funding in' times of re
cession when unemployment increases by 
maintaining the entitlement status. It under
stands the importance of maintaining nutrition 
programs. It also understands the need to re
duce the deficit by eliminating wasteful spend
ing and reducing the deficit. Quite simply, the 
Deal substitute is a tough bill and a smart bill 
which requires people on welfare to find work, 
now, not in two years. It helps those who can
not through no fault of their own. The Deal 
substitute provides training, community work, 
and a 15-percent recycle provision for those 
who try but are unable to find steady private 
sector work in 4 years. It penalizes those who 
do not try. It provides the necessary means to 
allow people to hold jobs including child care 
and health care. It adjusts the tax code to en
sure that work pays more than welfare. It is a 
cost effective, cost conscious measure which 
seeks to address the cycle of poverty with 
work. For sure, the goals between this sub
stitute and the Contract with America are quite 
different. The Deal substitute attempts to put 
people back to work to remedy the welfare sit
uation. H.R. 4 simply cuts spending, without 
sufficient work or training requirements and no 
long-term goal for ending the cycle of poverty. 
H.R. 4 puts the issue on the backs of States 
and the taxpayers. And, if we adopt the Re
publican Leadership's bill, and not the Deal 
substitute, I assure you we will be back here 
later realizing the mistake we made in not try
ing to really reform welfare rather than pay for 
a tax cut and increase the deficit. Support real 
welfare reform, a real work bill, support the 
Deal substitute. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to the gentlewoman from New York 
[Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me time, and I rise in 
strong support of the Deal substitute. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL]. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, this evening the 
Democratic Party stands united in sup
port of the Deal bill and in unyielding 
opposition to the callousness offered by 
the Republican Party. There is not 
even a work requirement in the Repub
lican bill that is offered. They are 
tough on kids and they are weak on 
work. 

Mr. DEAL deserves extraordinary 
credit for bringing Democrats together 
from every region of this country. To
night we are going to offer a credible 
alternative that stands up under scru
tiny. I offered Governor Weld's amend
ments at the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and the Republican Party 
turned them down. 

We have a chance tonight, I think, to 
stand in support of a welfare reform 
bill that we all acknowledge needs · 

, change. Stand in support of the Deal 
alternative. It is credible and stands up 
under the magnifying glass of critical 
analysis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] has 221/2 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has 19lh min
utes remaining. 

The Chair states that he would like 
it to be reasonably balanced. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
in light of that, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the Deal sub
stitute and congratulate the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for coming up 
with a consensus solution to our wel
fare dilemma. 

Mr. Chairman, the current welfare system 
rewards staying home over work and permits 
dead-beat parents to shirk their obligations to 
their children and is a national embarrassment 
and outrage. The current welfare system con
tradicts the American work ethic, and under
mines the American dream for millions. As a 
nation, we cannot afford to support a program 
that encourages able-bodied adults to stay at 
home rather than look for a job. 

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons and more, 
I rise in support of Congressman DEAL's wel
fare reform substitute to the Personal Respon
sibility Act. The Deal proposal addresses the 
critical need for substantial reform in the cur
rent welfare system, and includes tough work 
requirements and a 2-year time limit on bene
fits, while maintaining a safety net for our chil
dren. The Republican plan does not do this. 
The Deal substitute would permanently re
move people from welfare dependency by 
helping them find and retain real jobs, not by 
simply kicking them into the streets. 

Real welfare reform must be about eco
nomic self-sufficiency. It must be the primary 
goal of any valid proposal, and the Deal sub
stitute faces this issue head-on. In meeting the 
goal of economic self-sufficiency, individuals 
must be required to look for a job, and there 
ought to be a time limit on receiving benefits. 
Mr. DEAL's plan gives States the flexibility to 
design a strong "Work First" program to en
sure that individuals are moved off welfare 
and into work. This could mean job training, 
education, job placement services, assistance 
in creating microenterprises, or any other pro
gram developed by the State to move an indi
vidual into private, unsubsidized employment. 
After 2 years of participation in the Work First 
program, individuals would no longer be eligi
ble for AFDC, but would be eligible for a pri
vate employment subsidy or workfare pro
gram. The Deal substitute includes a 2-year 
time limit-a necessary incentive for welfare 
recipients to take advantage of the work op
portunities provided in the bill. From the mo
ment a person enters the welfare system, they 
will be on their way out-out to economic op
portunity and self-sufficiency. The Republican 
plan does not do this. 

Real welfare reform must be about job pre
paredness. An initial investment in job pre
paredness and placement will result in long
term savings, and do more for our long-term 
economic security than a tax cut for the rich 
ever would. Welfare recipients must learn mar
ketable skills to find better jobs. And enduring 
job skills will prevent repeat visits to the wei-

fare rolls. By providing welfare recipients with 
a real opportunity to find a permanent, well
paying job, the Federal Government will soon 
be rewarded with lower welfare costs, higher 
worker productivity, and increasing revenues. 
The Republican plan cannot do this. 

But real welfare reform does not stop here. 
Staying in a job is just as critical as finding 
one in the first place. Health and child care 
benefits must be part of any welfare reform 
plan that seeks to keep people at work, not on 
the Government rolls. Going to work should 
not mean losing health care benefits. And chil
dren must have a safe, supervised place to 
grow and learn while their parents are at work. 
The Republican plan does not do this. "Per
sonal Responsibility" should not mean putting 
the health and safety of our children at risk. 

Welfare reform must also be about respon
sibility. I am outraged that parents can shirk 
their responsibility to their families by leaving 
them destitute and not paying child support. 
The Republican plan lets them do this. Any 
worthwhile reform effort must send a clear 
message to these deadbeats: you must sup
port your children. Through streamlined, ad
vanced technology, states can and should 
track down these parents. Tough enforcement 
mechanisms such as garnishing wages and 
taking away drivers licenses should be en
acted and enforced. 

The Republican Personal Responsibility Act 
is a shameful pretense at real welfare reform. 
The Republicans would simply throw people 
out on the streets and call that cruelty "re
form." This most outrageous proposal as a so
lution to welfare dependency while not ade
quately addressing the issue of work. 

In seeking to reform the broken welfare sys
tem, we must not forget our moral responsibil
ity to the workers and children of America. 
Welfare reform should be about work, respon
sibility, and families, not about a tax cut for the 
wealthy. The most enduring legacy of welfare 
reform will be its effect on those children and 
families who rely on it in tough times. The cur
rent welfare system encourages perpetual de
pendence and distorts American values. We 
must enact real welfare reform to restore their 
hope and their futures and break the cycle of 
dependency. Our future depends on it. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the sponsors of the 
Deal substitute are committed to mak
ing major changes to our welfare sys
tem. 

We understand that real welfare re
form must be about replacing a welfare 
check with a paycheck. 

The Deal substitute is designed to 
get people into work as quickly as pos
sible. It requires all recipients to enter 
into a self-sufficiency plan within 30 
days of receiving benefits and no bene
fits will be paid to anyone who refuses 
to work, refuses to look for work, or 
who turns down a job. 

The Republican bill allows welfare 
recipients to receive benefits for up to 
2 years before they are required to go 
to work, or even to look for work. 
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Mr. Chairman, we believe the Gov

ernment should assist welfare recipi
ents in becoming self-sufficient, but we 
understand that in the end individuals 
must be responsible for their own wel
fare. 

The Deal substitute provides welfare 
recipients with the resources they need 
to move from welfare to work, but it 
also requires individuals to be respon
sible by setting a 2-year time limit on 
cash assistance. 

After 2 years, States may allow indi
viduals to work for benefits by provid
ing them with a voucher to supplement 
private sector wages. 

But no benefits are available after 4 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, the Deal substitute is 
the only welfare reform bill which 
gives the American people exactly 
what they want: welfare reform which 
makes work the number one priority, 
welfare reform which requires individ
uals to be responsible for their own ac
tions, and welfare reform which gives 
the States the flexibility they need to 
make it succeed. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my friends, 
let us give the American people what 
they want. Support the Deal sub
stitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield P/z 
minutes to the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture, the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

The Deal substitute does not rep
resent real food stamp reform. Rather 
than allowing States to harmonize 
AFDC and food stamp rules for those 
families receiving assistance from both 
programs, the substitute clings to the 
waiver system. Rather than taking the 
food stamp program off of automatic 
pilot, the Deal substitute continues the 
pattern of ever escalating runaway 
costs. Rather than demanding workfare 
for able-bodied people, the substitute 
simply mandates that States do pro
vide the make-work jobs and training, 
but provides, really, less than half the 
money. It is an unfunded mandate. 

But here is the real deal, I did not 
know this, I read the CBO report: The 
Deal substitute would count: 

Benefit payments from the AFDC and 
food stamp programs would be included 
in income subject to income tax. You 
are taxing food stamps? That is a mean 
deal. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 1 minute. 

First of all, I respond to the gentle
man's comments: Yes, we believe that 
for those who are taking Federal as
sistance through food stamps and 
AFDC and earning the same amount of 
money as hardworking poor people, 
that a dollar of welfare ought to be 
worth the same thing as the dollar you 
work for. That is the reason for it. 

In responding to the issue of who sup
ports whom in this issue, I would like 

to quote briefly from a letter. I would 
like to quote briefly from a letter 
dated March 20, 1995, from the National 
League of Cities, in which they say, 
"We believe the pending bill, H.R. 4, 
could affect local government. The bill 
could be one of the greatest mandates 
ever imposed upon our communities." 

Governor Carper of Delaware, in re
sponding to the Republican bill, says, 
"In sum, this legislation would not 
transform the welfare. Rather, it would 
not severely undercut our efforts tore
form the welfare system in our State." 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER
SON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I too want to com
mend the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
DEAL] and the others for putting to
gether this bill, and I rise in strong 
support of the Deal substitute. 

In responding to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture, you know, one of the problems 
that I have with the Republican bill
and I intend to oppose it-is there are 
a lot of areas that are not working and 
have not been thought through. I 
think, in the case of food stamps, that 
is one of the areas where we have a lot 
of fraud and problems with the food 
stamp system. 

What we have done in the Deal bill is 
we have worked through those prob
lems. We have 19 specific areas where 
we have addressed the problems in the 
Deal substitute. The Republicans have 
not done this. They have punted it to 
the States. 

So I think we ought to be clear about 
what has happened here. We have a bill 
that has worked together with the 
AFDC system, it is all integrated, we 
make sure it flows together, and we 
have addressed problems. It is the 
toughest bill dealing with the fraud 
and abuse and other problems that we 
have in the food stamp system. 

I ask you to support the Deal sub
stitute. 

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

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would 
like to paraphrase for the RECORD from 
a letter dated March 22, from the Re
publican Governors' Association, 
signed by a number of Governors. This 
is a letter addressed to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. In referring 
to his bill, they say that it maintains 
the individual entitlements, highly 
prescriptive Federal rules remain in
tact. It turns back the clock and has a 
chillin·g effect on the Governors' 
plans-including his own State of Geor
gia, I might add. It increases taxes by 
penalizing working Americans. By re
ducing dependent care tax credit for 
working women, you are sending a 
message that work, for these· women, 
does not pay. It is an unfunded man-

date, and they end by saying, "We 
must oppose this bill." 

Mr. Chairman. the full text of the 
letter is as follows: 

REPUBLICAN GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION , 
Washington , DC, March 22, 1995. 

Hon. NATHAN J . DEAL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DEAL: Although we sa
lute your good intentions on welfare reform 
key elements of your bill will, we believe, 
substantially hinder real welfare reform ef
forts in the states. 

Your bill maintains the individual entitle
ments and does not provide states with a 
block grant. Current highly prescriptive Fed
eral rules intact. We need the flexibility of 
block grants to design programs that will 
work in our states. 

Under you bill, states would be prohibited 
from removing an individual from cash wel
fare without first providing 2 years of edu
cation and training benefits. This provision 
will turn back the clock on many state pro
grams already operating and will have a 
chilling effect on Governors' plans to put in
dividuals to work as soon as we determine 
they are ready to do so. 

Further, your bill increases taxes by reduc
ing the dependent care tax credit. In effect, 
you are financing two years of education and 
training for welfare recipients by penalizing 
working Americans. Working women in par
ticular will be hurt by these changes. The 
costs associated with child care for working 
mothers are work related. By reducing the 
dependent care tax credit for working 
women, you are sending the message that 
work for these women doesn 't pay. 

The work requirements in your bill are 
highly prescriptive and seriously restrict 
state flexibility . The two years of additional 
Medicaid coverage required by your bill is an 
unfunded mandate on states and will cost 
states an additional $1.5 billion by the year 
2000. 

For all of the above reasons we must op
pose your bill. 

Sincerely, 
Tommy Thompson, Jim Edgar, Ed Schafer, 

and 5 others. 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield myself 15 seconds in order to re
spond. 

I also have a letter, and since I have 
not received the one the gentleman 
from Florida quoted from, I have a let
ter from his own school board in which 
they say they do support our legisla
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
WOOLSEY]. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as the only Member of 
this body who has actually been a sin
gle, working mother on welfare, I sup
port the Deal substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, Representative RICH 
NEAL of Massachusetts and I co-chaired 
the Democratic task force on welfare 
reform, and I want to compliment the 
many Members who made this sub
stitute worthy of widespread support: 
NATHAN DEAL, PATSY MINK, SANDY 
LEVIN, XAVIER BECERRA, ELEANOR 
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HOLMES NORTON, BILL ORTON, and 
many others worked long and hard to 
create a bill that reforms welfare with
out punishing poor women and chil
dren. 

The Deal substitute offers a fair deal. 
It invests in education; job training; 
and child care to get people into jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, the choice comes 
down to this: We either punish poor 
children as the Republican bill does or, 
as in my case we invest in families so 
they can get off welfare permanently. 

Let us put politics aside and put our 
children first. Support the Deal sub
stitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL
LAHAN]. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Deal amend
ment and in support of H.R. 4. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposition to 
the Deal substitute and in support of H.R. 4, 
the Personal Responsibility Act, the key word 
here being "responsibility." It is time we take 
responsibility for this nation by ending the de
pendence on government which too many re
cipients have come to know. We all agree that 
the current system is in need of reform. H.R. 
4 gives people now on the welfare roll the op
portunity to take responsibility for themselves 
by moving to the payroll. What greater gift can 
we give these recipients than the gift of re
sponsibility, freedom and dignity that comes 
with supporting themselves and their families? 

My home State of Alabama obviously has 
different needs than the State of California, 
and even the different counties in my district 
have diverse needs. Consolidating Federal 
programs into more flexible block grants al
lows States to respond more effectively to the 
needs of their residents. Eliminating the cum
bersome Federal bureaucracy and the maze 
of redtape and regulations which have beset 
the welfare program will permit Congress to 
send more funds to the States to spend on 
programs such as school lunches and WIG. 

H.R. 4 provides welfare families with edu
cation, training, job search, and work experi
ence needed to prepare them to discontinue 
welfare assistance. At the same time H.R. 4 
protects children and families by maintaining a 
food stamp program, which grows in a reces
sion, as a Federal safety net. Furthermore, a 
safeguard has been placed in the Federal nu
trition grant which mandates that at least 80 
percent of the money must be spent on low
income children. That's the same ratio found 
in current nutrition programs. 

We can no longer sit back and allow mil
lions of poor Americans to be trapped in the 
black hole of a failed welfare system. It is un
fortunate that the very system created to as
sist persons in getting back on their feet has 
trapped them in a cycle of government de
pendency. We have spent $5 trillion in the war 
on poverty and the status quo will no longer 
cut it; let's start taking responsibility for this 
Nation and pass H.R. 4. Vote "no" on this 
substitute and vote "for" H.R. 4. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. McCRERY], a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. McCRERY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this Deal substitute, 
unfortunately, is just more of the 
same, micromanaging from a Federal 
level, trying to maintain the status 
quo. We cannot afford more of the same 
in this country with respect to our wel
fare programs. We must have fun
damental change. That is what H.R. 4 
represents. Let me talk about one sec
tion of this bill, particularly the SSI 
disability for children program. 

0 1845 
Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 

again the good work that some Mem
bers on the Democrat side have done. 
The gentlewoman from Arkansas [Mrs. 
LINCOLN], the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. KLECZKA]; they have done good 
work. 

Unfortunately though, Mr. Chair
man, I think, when they put together 
this Deal substitute, they got 
snookered by some people on their side 
who did not want to change much 
about the SSI disability program for 
children. 

Yes, the Deal substitute does away 
with the individualized functional as
sessment, the IFA, the rather vague 
qualifying standard that children are 
getting in on now. But in the next sec
tion of their bill they recreate the IF A. 
They say the commissioner of Social 
Security must set up a functional 
equivalent standard. So they are going 
to call it the FES instead of the IFA. 

Big deal. No pun intended. 
That is just going right back to the 

same vague standard. It invites abuse 
of the program. 

Cash. They continue cash for all chil
dren on SSI. That is the problem with 
the program now. At the level where 
the disability is not so bad that a child 
must be institutionalized or have the 
threat of institutionalization they are 
getting these parents coaching their 
kids to act crazy. Even in the lit
erature that the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. DEAL] handed out it says we 
cure the crazy check problem. I say to 
my colleagues, "No, you don't. You in
vite it all over again by leaving that 
lure of cash out there for the parents." 

The Deal substitute does not fix the 
problem, they do not fix the IFA. The 
GAO report right here issued this 
month says, "You can't fix it, you 
can't fix it." 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HEFNER]. 

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the fairest, most hu
mane reform bill that has been offered 
in this House in many, many years. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], one of the 
original cosponsors of this legislation. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I am 
constantly shocked by what I hear on 

the floor and what I see being put out. 
Deal taxes welfare moms' benefits. 
Thirty-three percent of the kids in 
America do not even qualify for a tax 
cut, and yet we have a wonderful yel
low sheet put together by a political 
consultant designed for a 20-second 
spot on TV. 

Now let us talk about Deal raises 
taxes on the middle class. I am sur
prised to hear that coming from this 
side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my good friend, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SHAW], "Do you remember March 29, 
1990, roll call 57? We lost that day on 
the ABC bill. We lost 195 to 225, but you 
did a heck of a job rounding up Repub
lican votes. All but 14 voted for the 
same language today that you criti
cized.'' 

Now we talk about Medicaid spend
ing. Let us talk about Medicaid spend
ing in the Deal bill compared to H.R. 4. 
Let us talk about that welfare mother 
that has a child, and takes a job, and 
earns $1 more than the law allows, and 
then has to lose her Medicaid coverage. 
There is not a man or woman on this 
floor that would take a job under those 
circumstances, and I say to the gen
tleman, "You're got the gall to criti
cize the Deal bill for being inad
equate?" 

I cannot believe some of the stuff. We 
have talked about differences that we 
have got, but some of the criticisms, 
taxes, Medicaid spending, welfare 
moms, taxing benefits, absolutely ri
diculous. 

Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to thank you 
for the opportunity to debate this important 
issue and particularly, the Deal substitute. I 
rise in strong support of Mr. DEAL's substitute 
and commend him for his leadership in this ef-
fort. · 

I believe that we have put together a real, 
workable reform package that achieves the 
goal we are all striving for-changing the face 
of our welfare system. The Deal substitute 
people off welfare and into work and it pro
vides the funding to do so. 

By maintaining the funding necessary to 
carry out our program, the Deal substitute 
avoids unfunded mandates and increased 
state and local burdens. In contrast, the Na
tional Conference of State Legislatures says 
that "H.R. 4 contains many un- and under
funded mandates including a federal work re
quirement with hefty participation rates". The 
United States Conference of Mayors also says 
of H.R. 4 that "in addition to the significant 
negative impact the proposal would have on 
low income people, it will also further strain 
local budgets." 

As you can see from the chart, the savings 
from H.R. 4 are much more drastic than the 
savings in the Deal substitute. In other words, 
states wiil receive $18.8 billion less to care for 
the needy and help get individuals into jobs 
under the base bill than they would receive 
under the Deal substitute. More importantly, 
the Deal substitute directs all of our savings
approximately $7.5 billion-to deficit reduction, 
not tax cuts for the wealthy. This substitute is 
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the only proposal that can claim any deficit re
duction because it is the only proposal which 
locks those savings away from being spent 
again. 

In addition, the Deal substitute maintains the 
current federal nutrition programs, such as 
school lunch and WIC. Rather than being driv
en by spending cuts, our proposal focuses on 
moving people from welfare to work. School 
lunch programs, therefore, should not be, and 
are not, part of our welfare reform proposal. 

We have heard a great deal of talk about 
nutrition programs, particularly school lunch 
programs. The talk that really caught my at
tention, however, was the input I received 
from the school superintendents in the 17th 
District. They couldn't understand why we 
would want to change our school lunch pro
gram, when they don't see anything wrong 
with the way it is now. Because they work in 
the program at the local level, I trust that they 
know how well the program is working. 

The Deal substitute also follows a respon
sible approach to changes in the Food Stamp 
Program, including strong provisions to cut 
down on fraud and abuse. The Food Re
search and Action Center [FRAC] has en
dorsed the Deal substitute as a "far better ap
proach toward meeting the nutrition needs of 
families, children, and elderly." 

I strongly urge your support for real, work
able welfare reform. Support the Deal sub
stitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, 
there is much appeal to the Deal 
amendment, and I have great respect 
for Mr. DEAL himself in terms of 
changes in the trend in the current 
welfare plan, States requiring partici
pation, a whole variety of things like 
that, but it seems to me the basic 
weakness comes down to two things. 
First, there is continued cash pay
ments, and I know I am being repet
itive here. Second, there is an open
ended entitlement concept, and I say to 
my colleagues, if you're going to 
change welfare, I don't know how you 
do it with cash payments and open
ended entitlement. It's absolutely con
trary to what we're trying to do, and I 
frankly think the Republican bill here, 
what we're approaching, is humane, 
and yet it has an element of discipline 
and reality to it. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 10 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I point out that under 
the Republican bill it is 2 years before 
anybody ever has to go to work, but in 
ours 30 days after they enter they have 
to begin a job search and sign a self
sufficiency plan. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Agriculture, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I 
say to my colleagues, I urge you to 
vote for the substitute bill prepared by 
Mr. DEAL and others. The food stamp 

title of this substitute includes all of 
the antifraud proposals of the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture. No one can 
say that the substitute isn't tough on 
waste, fraud, and abuse. The food 
stamp substitute requires people to 
work. No one can say that this sub
stitute does not have a work provision 
to receive food stamp benefits. 

After 6 months, anyone who is unable 
to find work, we also have provisions 
for employment and training. The sub
stitute bill will promote expansion of 
electronic benefit transfers, or EBT. 
The substitute requires, and this is 
very important, this difference between 
the substitute and H.R. 4: We reduce le
gitimate costs, but we will not reduce 
costs from legitimate users of food 
stamps. These are not the no counts, 
not the anything else. What H.R. 4 
does, it keeps the thrifty food plan at 
103 percent, but with no increase. If the 
cost of food goes up; too bad, you go 
hungry. We don't do that. And also the 
substitute bill requires that all net 
savings must go to reducing the deficit. 
It does not go to anything else. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not punch holes 
in the safety net in the name of wel
fare. I say to my colleagues, don't talk 
to the Ag Committee about reducing 
expenditures. We have done over $60 
billion in 12 years, but, Mr. Chairman 
and my colleagues, I refuse to use hun
gry people to get moneys to give tax 
breaks to wealthy people. The Deal 
substitute mandates you to use the 
savings only for deficit reduction. 

I urge colleagues to vote for the substitute 
bill prepared by Mr. DEAL and others. We have 
worked with Mr. DEAL on the food stamp provi
sions of that substitute and believe that they 
present a much better option than the food 
stamp provisions of H.R. 4. 

The food stamp title of the substitute in
cludes all of the antifraud proposals of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, proposals in
corporated in H.R. 1093, a bill I introduced on 
March 1. Although a number of the USDA pro
posals were included in H.R. 4 as a result of 
an amendment I offered at our welfare reform 
markup, the substitute includes all of the De
partment's proposals. The most significant of 
the substitute's antifraud provisions will author
ize criminal and civil forfeiture when food re
tailers traffic in food stamps. This provision will 
create a significant disincentive to food stamp 
trafficking. The substitute also doubles the 
penalties for individuals violating program 
rules, and requires the collection of certain 
claims against households by Federal tax and 
salary offset. 

The substitute will require that food stamp 
recipients work at least half-time, participate in 
a public service program in return for their 
benefits, or participate in an employment and 
training program. This requirement will be im
posed on able-bodied recipients who have no 
children, after they have received food stamps 
for 6 months. This category of recipient is very 
likely to find work on their own during the first 
6 months and no longer need food stamps. if 
they are unable to find work within that 6 
month period and continue to need food 

stamps, the work requirements will be im
posed. Every recipient wishing to continue to 
receive food stamp benefits after 6 months 
who is unable to find work, will be assured of 
a slot in an employment and training program 
rather than being kicked off of the food stamp 
program. Of course, the elderly and disabled 
are exempt, and those families receiving 
AFDC will be required to follow the AFDC 
work rules. 

The substitute will provide greater coordina
tion between food stamps and AFDC by re
quiring in many instances that the same rules 
be used to calculate income and assets. This 
provision will help caseworkers who now must 
use different rules for different programs. 

The substitute will promote the expansion of 
electronic benefits transfer, or EBT, by allow
ing States to begin using EBT without seeking 
USDA approval first. Of course, the EBT re
quirements of the Food Stamp Act will still 
apply, and USDA will still monitor States to 
make sure that their EBT systems are in com
pliance with the law, but States will no longer 
have to prepare and have approved by USDA 
their plan for EBT. This provision should make 
it easier for States to implement EBT, and 
EBT will help us reduce fraud in the program. 

The substitute requires that food stamp al
lotments be based on 1 02 percent of the 
thrifty food plan. The thrifty food plan is the 
cheapest of four food plans designed by 
USDA, and it assures a family a nutritionally 
adequate diet. It is adjusted annually to reflect 
the current cost of food, and food stamp allot
ments are then adjusted to reflect the changes 
in the thrifty food plan. This is one way that 
food stamps are responsive to changes in the 
economy. When food costs go up, food stamp 
allotments go up by the same percentage. 
H.R. 4 will discontinue use of this mechanism 
to keep food stamp benefits in line with the 
cost of food, and it will simply require that al
lotments be raised by 2 percent each year, no 
matter how much food costs might increase. 
CBO estimates that by fiscal year 1998, food 
stamp benefits will fall below what a family will 
need to maintain a nutritionally adequate diet 
if H.R. 4 is enacted. The substitute bill will not 
let that happen. The annual adjustments to re
flect the cost of food will still be made, and in
stead of families getting 1 03 percent of what 
they need, they will get 1 02 percent-the extra 
2 percent addresses the lag between the time 
that the thrifty food plan adjustment is made 
and when benefits are issued over the next 15 
months. 

This reduction in food stamp benefits, and 
several other provisions of the substitute, are 
included to provide some savings in the pro
jected cost of the food stamp program. I un
derstand that OMB projects the savings from 
these food stamp provisions at approximately 
$4 billion over 5 years. These are painful cuts, 
but we are providing those savings in as hu
mane a way as we possibly can. The sub
stitute bill requires that any net savings must 
go to deficit reduction and nothing else. This 
will assure that any reductions in benefits will 
only go to the employment and training pro
grams, the coordination of AFDC and food 
stamps, or deficit reduction. To reduce bene
fits and allow the savings to be used for any 
other purpose is unacceptable. 

Finally, the bill coordinates four commodity 
distribution programs: the Emergency Food 
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Assistance Program, the Commodity Supple
mental Food Program, the program for soup 
kitchens and food banks, and the program for 
charitable institutions. These programs will be 
consolidated into one discretionary program. 

This substitute will maintain the safety net 
for all welfare recipients who are willing to 
work but unable to find jobs. It will help those 
recipients find work, and train them for work if 
that is what. is needed. The policy behind the 
substitute demands that we reform our welfare 
system so that it is humane and effective as 
it moves people off of welfare and into jobs. 
Let us not punch holes in the safety net in the 
name of welfare reform. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, ~yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARCHER]. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask my friend, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA], what are the 
savings in this bill that are going to go 
against the deficit? 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARCHER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I say to the gen
tleman, you haven't told us. You refuse 
to tell us. 

Mr. ARCHER. I am talking about 
their bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. The substitute 
mandates that it goes to deficit reduc
tion. 

Mr. ARCHER. Where are the savings 
in the Deal substitute? 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. The savings are in 
the way that we revamp the food stamp 
program and not as much as you re
vamped it, you reduced them, but--

Mr. ARCHER. I will say to the gen
tleman, your bill spends $2 billion 
more. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the majority whip, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Clinton-Deal 
substitute, and I applaud the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for his 
efforts to bring a conservative Demo
crat approach to welfare as we know it. 
For 30 years we have seen a series of 
Presidents, from Lyndon Johnson, to 
Jimmy Carter, to Bill Clinton, who 
have failed to deliver on their promise 
to end welfare as we know it. Now we 
have another approach to tinker 
around the edges, and a very weak ef
fort in my opinion. The Clinton-Deal 
bill throws more money at the prob
lem, creates more programs on top of 
programs, more job programs on top of 
over 150 job programs that are already 
out there failing, and it is amazing to 
me under this bill welfare spending is 
going to increase from $300 billion this 
year to $500 billion by the end of this 
decade. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] is so exercised on that kind 
of issue because the savings under our 
bill would not explicitly go to deficit 
reduction. The irony here is there are 

no substantial savings in the Clinton
Deal substitute to go to deficit reduc
tion under it and a pal try $10 billion in 

.savings as described by the previous 
speaker over the next 5 years out of a 
trillion dollars in spending on welfare. 

What we have here is very basic. We 
have a conservative approach by the 
Democrat Party to take a system that 
asks a 14-year-old child that has a baby 
out of wedlock to stay in a public hous
ing system, be isolated in a torn-down 
public housing unit, live among the 
rats and cockroaches with the drug 
pushers standing outside the door, and, 
as long as she does not get married or 
work, the cash will keep flowing. Their 
new system is all of that, living in pub
lic housing, not getting married, with 
the drug pushers standing outside the 
door. As long as she worked a little bit, 
the cash will keep flowing. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 15 seconds to respond to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY]. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish he would read 
my bill. It says we do not continue 
those benefits to underage mothers. 
They have to live at home with a par
ent or an adult, and they do not have 
the freedom to live in that public hous
ing, and we require they go back to 
school and complete their high school 
education. 

I would also point out there is no 
Clinton-Deal bill. It is the Clement
Deal bill. The gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. CLEMENT] has previously 
spoken. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I further 
say to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DELAY], "Why don't you stop talking 
labels and start talking substance? It 
is about time. There is a way to reform 
welfare, and we must do it, and that is 
work, work." 

Mr. Chairman, the key to breaking 
cycles of dependence and poverty is 
moving people on welfare into produc
tive work, and that is why I support 
the Deal bill. The Republican bill talks 
about work, but lets participation 
goals be met by States without a single 
person being put to work and without 
putting a single dollar into a Federal 
partnership with States to get people 
off work into welfare. 

Welfare reform on the cheap will not 
work. The Deal bill ensures the nec
essary incentives, including child and 
medical care, to the person who should 
move from welfare and additional re
sources to the States to help make it 
really happen with reasonable time 
limits. 

In a word, Mr. Chairman, the Deal 
plan is likely to move people off wel
fare into work. The Republican plan is 
more likely to move people off welfare 
to nowhere at all. The Republican plan 
is not only weak on work, it Is harsh 

on kids from its hit on school lunches 
and other nutrition programs to its 
mandates to the States that they can
not provide a cash benefit for a child if 
it is born to teen mothers or if it is a 
second child. 

The Republicans' punitive approach 
is seen in their treatment of middle 
and low income families with a seri
ously handicapped, physically handi
capped, kid. It cuts $15 billion from the 
current program and replaces it with a 
block grant of only $3.8 billion. The 
Deal bill gets at abuses without being 
abusive to handicapped kids. 

The Republican approach to SSI is a 
vivid example of the painful fact the 
Republican bill is extreme. The Deal 
bill is mainstream. Let us support the 
Deal bill. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield P/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. ENGLISH], a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, as I have reviewed this so
called Deal substitute, and we do know 
there is no Clinton bill; I will concede 
that point; I can understand why there 
was no bill offered in committee, and I 
can understand why there was no bill 
passed by the other side of the aisle 
last session. What they have offered 
here is a tax and spend approach to 
welfare reform which is not going to 
fly because it is tied to the existing 
failed welfare system. This bill has 
cash flow problems because under it 
cash flows to minors, cash flows to 
aliens, cash flows to welfare families 
who have additional kids, and States 
are even required to pay cash to some 
who are not working. 

Mr. Chairman, State flexibility is 
gutted under this bill. States need to 
come back to Washington to get per
mission to reform their welfare system. 
Power stays with the HHS bureauc
racy, and under this bill, under this ex
isting entitlement structure, the wel
fare system was preserved like a fly in 
amber. 

There is also a $1.5 billion unfunded 
mandate on the States, and let us talk 
about taxes. I say to my colleagues, 
"You may want to wake up. This is an 
applause line for you because we're 
going to talk about how you're raising 
taxes. You raise taxes on working 
moms in families with a $60,000 income 
range. You impose taxes on AFDC ben
efits and food stamps." 

0 1900 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN], one of 
the original cosponsors of the amend
ment. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would just like to get one thing 
straight, and that is definitely that 
this bill is not the status quo. If people 
would learn to check their party some
times at the door and take a listen to 
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what their people are saying at home 
to put people above politics and read 
what we have got here, we would know 
that. 

In my weekly trips home to Arkan
sas, I constantly hear stories of a gov
ernment program called "crazy 
checks.'' Teachers, doctors, bankers 
complain to me that parents are coach
ing their children to misbehave in 
school to get a· no-strings-attached 
government check. Well, if we do not 
do something about this program, we 
are the ones that are crazy. 

So in February of last year, I asked 
the GAO to investigate both the allega
tions of coaching and the overall integ
rity of the program. 

And after a year of study, the GAO 
results confirmed my escalating con
cerns. The program has grown 300 per
cent since 1989, and the subjective IF A 
standard left the door open for abuse. 

The GAO said, the high level of sub
jectivity leaves the process susceptible 
to manipulation and the consequent 
appearance that children fake mental 
impairments to qualify for benefits. A 
more fundamental problem is deter
mining which children are eligible for 
benefits using this new IF A process. 

Well, we eliminate that IF A program, 
and we do reform that program by 
trimming 25 percent off the rolls, but 
we are not cruel to disabled children. 

The Office of the Inspector General 
at HHS said that SSI payments are not 
being used for special needs of children 
with disabilities so that they can be 
engaged in substantial gainful activity. 

We are the only bill that holds the 
parent accountable to prove that they 
are using those funds toward the dis
ability of that child. For the first time, 
we put that accountability into a pro
gram. 

The Republicans in our letters that 
we received certainly from the sub
committee was that all of the gov
ernors opposed H.R. 4 in terms of the 
SSI disability for children program. 

I acknowledge the hard work that my 
colleagues Mr. MCCRERY and Mr. 
KLECZKA have put in. Though I dis
agree with their approach to solving 
the problem, I certainly applaud them 
for making the effort. 

The Deal bill is the best one there, 
and I urge my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada 
[Mr. ENSIGN], a member of the commit
tee. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, the Deal 
bill increases taxes on middle-class 
families. It increases taxes by $2.2 bil
lion by phasing out a child care credit 
for middle-class working families, $2.2 
billion. I campaigned on a middle-class 
tax cut, not to raise taxes on middle
class families. 

The Deal bill also will cost the Amer
ican taxpayer, get this, $64 billion more 
than the Republican bill over 5 years. 
That is $64 billion. 

The Deal bill is also weak on work. 
Let me give you an example of how in 
the formula you can play games with 
this. If somebody goes off of welfare 
into work, does that three times during 
the year, under the Deal bill this would 
be counted as three people going into 
work. That is how you can play games 
with the formula, and that is why this 
bill, one of the reasons this bill is so 
flawed. This bill is more symbolism 
than it is substance. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Deal bill and for the Personal Re
sponsibility Act, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 21/2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida [Mrs. THURMAN], one of 
the original cosponsors of this amend
ment. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Republicans pledged to enact a tough 
welfare reform bill. The Republican 
plan is more than tough. It is down
right cruel. It is brutal to children, the 
elderly and families that are trying to 
get back on their feet. 

The bottom line here is that the Re
publican plan takes food out of the 
mouths of hungry children, children 
whose only sin is having parents who 
are working through tough times or el
derly folks who have to make daily de
cisions between buying food or medi
cine. 

Let us set the record straight right 
now. This not about welfare cheats. 
This is about food. Make no mistake, 
$25 billion in cuts in food stamps alone 
means less food for children and the el
derly. 

Oh, we have heard the excuses over 
the weeks. A little here, a little there, 
it will not hurt anybody. But when a 
child misses a meal, it hurts that child. 
It hurts me. And, Mr. Chairman, it 
should hurt my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle because the bill 
threatens the very future of our soci
ety. 

I stand up tonight to say this is 
wrong. Our children are our future. 
When we sacrifice their well-being, we 
sacrifice the future of America. The 
Republican plan will cause children to 
suffer from cognitive development 
problems due to malnutrition. They do 
not eat; they do not learn. They grow 
up hungry, and they cannot get a job. 
Then where do we stand? 

The Republican plan reduces the abil
ity of hungry people to buy food. In a 
few years, food stamp benefits will fall 
below the amount needed to purchase 
the thrifty food plan, the bare-bones 
plan that was developed under the 
Nixon and Ford administrations. What 
this means is that, first, kids get no 
butter on their bread, then no bread on 
their plates, then no vegetable, then no 
meat. And, finally, the people of the 
Third World will be watching our 
starving children on the evening news. 

Today, the benefit level is set at 103 
percent of that thrifty food plan cost. 

The Deal plan does drop it to 102 per
cent but guarantees that it will never 
drop below the basic benefit level. The 
Deal plan provides the safety net for 
those who need it the most. Here is the 
Deal safety net. Here is the Republican 
safety net disappearing quickly. 

The goal of welfare reform should be 
to create the most effective welfare 
system. I beg you to vote for the Deal 
plan. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield ll/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan
sas [Mr. HUTCHINSON]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the Deal substitute is 
as weak as water on the subject of 
work. They say that it is work first. It 
ought to be called job search first. If 
you listen closely, they keep talking 
about job search. They keep talking 
about work-related activity. 

Under the Deal substitute, a person 
could spend up to 2 years in job search 
without ever doing any real work. And, 
ladies and gentlemen, looking is not 
working. 

Then the Deal substitute has a loop
hole big enough for 500,000 welfare re
cipients to walk through. You see, 
caseload attrition counts as work par
ticipation. It is a kind of caseload re
volving door. One person going on and 
off the rolls three times in a year 
would count as three people going to 
work. The Republican plan requires not 
only real work but a real net decrease 
in the caseload. 

The Deal substitute does virtually 
nothing on the subject of illegitimacy 
and out-of-wedlock births, though the 
President himself has admitted the 
clear link between welfare and out-of
wedlock births. 

Incredibly, the Deal substitute raises 
taxes on working moms with children, 
over $2 billion at the very time we are 
trying to provide tax relief for the 
American family. The Deal substitute 
has spending increases. It is going to 
cost $2 billion more over the next 5 
years, while the GOP plan saves bil
lions of dollars. It is tax and spend 
again and again, and the American peo
ple do not want a welfare reform plan 
that is going to cost more money. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield a 
minute and a half to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH]. 

Mr. MciNTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Deal amendment. 

First, let me say I appreciate the ef
forts of Mr. DEAL and his colleagues to 
work towards a welfare bill that would 
reduce the dependency on welfare, but 
there are several provisions in there 
that I find very troubling. 

My opposition to the welfare system 
as we know it today is that I think it 
ruins the American family. It creates 
incentives for women to leave their 
husbands in order to receive benefits, it 
penalizes families that stick together, 
and it ultimately undermines the fam
ily as an institution in our society. 
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Provisions in this bill which end up 

taxing working mothers who are rely
ing on the earned income tax credit 
and increase the marriage penalty in 
that program, I think, would be coun
terprod uc ti ve. 

I also think that allowing a state
ment that we are going to accept 50 
percent illegitimacy rates as being OK 
sends the wrong signal in this country. 
We have to be against illegitimacy and 
strengthen the family and strengthen 
the roots that it creates in order to 
overcome the deep social problems that 
we have in this country. 

So, Mr. Chairman, for that reason, I 
would urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Deal substitute and stay 
with the bill that came out of commit
tee. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Deal sub
stitute, the only deficit reducing wel
fare reform plan. 

Mr. Chairman, we must reform the welfare 
system from top to bottom. The current sys
tem does not work. It was intended to be a 
safety net for poor children and families, but it 
has become a burned-out bureaucracy that 
encourages laziness and discourages people 
from finding work. 

I support welfare reform, and I am going to 
vote for the strongest plan possible. I am co
sponsoring a plan drafted by the coalition, 
which is a group I belong to made up of con
servative and moderate House Members. 

The plan I support is tough but fair. It is the 
best plan before Congress to get people off 
welfare and get them into the workforce. 

The welfare reform plan I support would: 
Impose a 2-year lifetime limit on welfare 

benefits. 
Demand that people who get welfare start 

their job search immediately upon receiving 
benefits. 

Impose tougher enforcement of child sup
port, with provisions to revoke driver's licenses 
and withhold income of people who fail to pay 
child support. 

Provide States with funding for job training 
for recipients so they can get off welfare and 
into work. 

While other welfare proposals have been 
criticized for cutting the National School Lunch 
Program, the plan I support does not affect 
school lunches or any other nutrition program. 

The problem with the current welfare system 
is not the School Lunch Program. The prob
lem is the welfare system doesn't give people 
any incentive to work. 

The plan I support provides benefits for a 
limited amount of time, during which you must 
look for a job. No more something for nothing. 

My plan is the only one that reduces the 
deficit. It costs less than the current system, 
and it specifically directs the savings to go to
ward deficit reduction. Other plans put their 
savings toward paying for tax cuts. 

This proposal is tough but sensible. It pro
vides reasonable assistance for those in need 
for a limited amount of time. It provides the 

means and the incentive to get off welfare and 
get a job. 

The House is expected to hold votes on the 
coalition's welfare reform plan and competing 
proposals by Friday afternoon. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. TANNER], one of 
the original cosponsors of this legisla
tion. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. DEAL] and say that the six of us 
who have been working on this for 3, 
almost 4 years now, none of us are 
committee chairmen, none of us are 
ranking members of a committee, and 
so the gentleman was right when he 
said it is really, I think, a tribute to 
the merit of this work that our staffs 
and others have done that we are even 
on the floor tonight. 

We looked at our welfare system 
again about 4 years ago and decided 
that we needed to change it for three 
or four reasons. 

One, the present system encouraged 
unwed motherhood, and that is wrong, 
and we changed that in our bill. 

Second, it discouraged two-parent 
families, and that is wrong, and we 
changed incentives in the system in 
this bill. 

Third, we knew we had to do child 
care and some things for kids so that 
people could accept a job and go to 
work, and we went about this in a way 
that was quiet in many respects. But it 
was like this. We went with one guid
ing principle, and that is if life, as one 
man once said, is about nothing else, it 
is about the dignity that comes with 
earning one's own way. 

Our bill is the only one that really 
and truly tries to get people back to 
work with self-sufficiency contracts, 
with a partnership with the State. We 
try to fix the things that are wrong 
with the Federal system before we 
dump it on the governors and the legis
latures and the cities of this Nation. 

I have letters from the U.S. Con
ference of Mayors, the National League 
of Cities against H.R. 4 because of what 
they see coming down the road in 
terms of unfunded mandates. But I am 
not going to get into all that tonight. 

Let me tell you what I am going to 
talk about with the little time I have 
got left. Very similar to our bill, 162 
Republicans in the last Congress signed 
a bill just like this, almost like it, and 
we have been working with them a long 
time. 

The six of us that are sponsors of this 
bill cannot be accused of being partisan 
voters. We have had, we collectively 
have, I would suggest, the most non
partisan voting record in this House 
over the time we have been here. And 
for the critic ism that comes from the 
Republicans tonight on some of the 
things that they have been for until it 
was here tonight as our bill, I think, is 
disgusting and disgusting for this rea-

son. The American people have got 
enough sense to know that neither 
party has got a monopoly on wisdom 
and virtue. And they are tired of par
tisan gamesmanship and this unbeliev
able rhetoric at the level that there is, 
and 162 of you were for it when we had 
this almost same bill in the last Con
gress, and now all of a sudden it is bad. 

I think it is a shame. I think the 
American people want this Congress to 
work for them and do something about 
our problems. We have got a chance to 
do it tonight, and I would urge us to 
lay aside our partisan differences and 
try to do that. 

0 1915 
Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I would 

say to the previous speaker that if we 
started pointing out the good parts, 
they would start losing votes on that 
side. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11/2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. TAL
ENT]. 

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

Let us look at what the Republican 
bill actually does. It actually requires 
actual people actually on the welfare 
case load to work; 2,225,000 people by 
the beginning of the next decade will 
have to work under the Republican 
bill. And it is work as the American 
people understand work, working at a 
job. 

Let us look at what the Deal bill has. 
It has job search. It has education and 
training. It has personal employability 
plans. Where have we seen that before? 
In the 1988 welfare bill, which was also 
called a workfare bill. Do you know 
how many people are working now that 
we have had the 1988 bill for 6 years, 
26,000 people out of 41/2 million people 
are working. That is how many people 
are going to be working under the Deal 
bill. It is the same old wine and it is 
not even in new bottles. It is the same 
old wine in the same old bottles. 

We are taxing middle-class Ameri
cans. We are pouring the money into 
billions and billions of dollars worth of 
new bureaucracies, personal employ
ability plans, education and training. 
No where does the bill define work as 
work, and nobody will be working. 

The bill does nothing about illegit
imacy. It allows the illegitimacy rate 
to continue to grow. It creates new bu
reaucracies instead of requiring work. 
It maintains the Federal lock hold on 
the welfare system. It is the kind of 
welfare reform that we have had in the 
past. 

Mr. Chairman, it proves that we need 
not just to end welfare as we know it, 
we need to end welfare reform as we 
know it. 

Vote for the Republican welfare bill 
and against the Deal s.ubstitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LATHAM]. 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9101 
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

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

DEAL's substitute amendment to the 
Personal Responsibility Act. The cur
rent welfare system is fundamentally 
broken. We must replace it, instead of 
tinkering around the edges. 

The Deal substitute retains ultimate 
power in the hands of Federal bureau
crats. Allow me to give some examples: 

States will still have to come to 
Washington bureaucrats to get waivers 
to try anything new or innovative. 
These waivers can take years to ob
tain. 

The Deal substitute also preserves 
the Federal bureaucrats power over 
work programs. More "Washington 
Knows Best." Job placement vouchers, 
work supplementation and workfare 
are all subject to the blessing of Fed
eral bureaucrats. 

I support the Personal Responsibility 
Act because it will not require Gov
ernors-who are far ahead of Washing
ton when it comes to welfare reform
to seek permission from Federal bu
reaucrats for their innovate welfare-to
work programs. 

The bottom line is that the Deal sub
stitute fails to meet the public demand 
to end welfare as we know it. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against the Deal 
substitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11/2 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. COLLINS], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Members, opportunity knocks only 
once. But temptation will beat your 
door down. The Deal substitute is a 
temptation. It is a temptation that 
continues an open-end entitlement pro
gram. 

What is an entitlement? An entitle
ment simply means that if you fit the 
criteria of a program, you are entitled 
to the money that comes from that 
program. Should not states have the 
opportunity to adjust their criteria? 
No, under the Deal substitute, they 
continue to be faced with mandates of 
how to beat that criteria. 

States should have the flexibility to 
adjust. A lot has been said about Gov
ernors, Republican Governors, mainly, 
but I want to mention a Democrat Gov
ernor from Georgia, Zell Miller, a real 
leader in welfare reform. 

Just last December, he said, "MAC, 
when it comes to welfare reform, just 
send me the money. Even if you have 
to send it be less, I will handle welfare 
reform in Georgia." And he has and he 
will continue to do so. 

Let us end the Washington bureauc
racy. Let us give the States and the 
local governments the ability to assist 
their citizens. Compassion begins at 
home, my colleagues, not in Washing
ton. 

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

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE 
GREEN. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the Deal 
amendment. 

I support the substitute offered by Rep
resentative DEAL which provides real reform of 
our Nation's welfare system without penalizing 
children, seniors, or economically 
disadvantaging people. Congress must pro
vide training and transitional assistance to 
move Americans from welfare to work. Without 
providing the helping hand to welfare partici
pants, Congress will force them to make a 
choice between health care benefits, child 
care and housing assistance, or work. No one 
should be forced to pick between their children 
or work. 

We must take charge and reform the wel
fare system which penalizes families for stay
ing together or trying to obtain work which will 
cause the loss of several assistance pro
grams. The Deal substitute does provide this 
assistance in the crucial transition period. A 2-
year extension for medical assistance allows a 
welfare recipient to better their life and keep 
their health care benefits. 

The Deal substitute is tough love but it pro
vides the helping hand for recipients to move 
on to a better life. Deal requires double the 
number of people to work than the Repub
licans do and provides more assistance. While 
the Republicans claim they are tough on re
quiring work for welfare, the Deal substitute 
requires it. 

The Deal substitute allows nutrition pro
grams to continue under current law. The Re
publican bill cuts school lunch and completely 
changes the entire program. Under the Re
publican's bill, school breakfast and lunch 
funding is guaranteed to Governors but there 
is no guarantee of a school lunch meal for our 
children. The block grant funding system does 
not allow for any of this and will force the 
State of Texas to make up for lost funding ei
ther by raising taxes or cutting services. Cut
ting services means fewer meals. 

The Comptroller for the State of Texas esti
mated a loss of federal revenues of over $1 
billion in the next 2 years if the Republican 
welfare bill is passed. Congress must not 
force this massive cost shift onto the States. 
We passed the unfunded mandates but this 
will be an unfunded mandate beyond any 
other. The State of Texas will be forced to 
take charge of programs which the Federal 
Government is abandoning. 

We must not turn our backs on the children, 
seniors, or any Americans. I support the Deal 
substitute and I ask for its passage. 

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Deal substitute. I 
have worked with him over the past 6 
weeks, and we have looked closely at 
this bill. And we strongly support this 
substitute for a real work bill. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consum~ to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of the Deal bill. 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I said at the outset 
that we are the Cinderella team here. 
We are just pleased to be invited to the 
ball. We had to come as we were. One of 
our stepsisters got invited. They were 
supposed to be the one that wore the 
shipper. We have taken 2 days and 31 
visits to the beauty shop to try to im
prove their dress, to improve their hair 
style and to give them a facial 
makeover. 

But we are glad to be invited to the 
ball. We thank all of you for that op
portunity. 

Let me address some of the issues 
that you have stated previously. First 
of all, we think that unfortunately, if 
you are going to break welfare, you 
have to get people to work. You saw 
the charts that were displayed on this 
side. 

The one glaring error is that on the 
Republican bill you can count some
body in your work requirements just 
by simply kicking them off the rolls 
whether they ever to go work or not. 
We do not allow that. 

Let us look at the percentages here. 
You will see the percentages. As you 
notice, one of the makeovers did in
crease the percentages, but it did not 
give the States any additional revenue 
to achieve these goals. If it costs 
money to get people to work, where is 
the extra revenue to get them to work? 
We believe it is one of the largest un
funded mandates that States and com
munities will ever see. 

We have a letter from the Conference 
of Mayors, indicating they think that 
it is a shift, made reference to the fact 
that the Governors, Republican Gov
ernors Association endorsed a letter 
against us. I notice that only eight of 
them signed it. I thought you had sig
nificantly more than that. Maybe they 
will get around to signing it later. 

Let me talk to you about the issue of 
flexibility. We t.alk about flexibility, 
and we talk about funding. This is the 
funding mechanism. you are not going 
to be able to get people off of work by 
cutting child care benefits. You are not 
going to get people off of work without 
giving them the incentive for addi
tional transitional Medicaid so that a 
working mother does not lose the 
health care for her children. And that 
costs the money. You have got to have 
incentives for people to go to work. We 
do it and we save money. 

How much is it going to cost? I want 
to talk to you about how much it is 
going to cost. 

The CBO scores these things. That is 
what they are there for, and they are 
now under the Republicans' control. 
And we have talked about how much 
things are going to cost. 

CBO has scored both bills, and they 
have looked at it from the standpoint 
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of are you achieving the goal of getting 
people off of welfare and into work. 
What do they say? They say that we 
can meet our work requirements under 
the bill and probably not use all of the 
resources. 

What do they say about the Repub
lican version? They simply say that 
none of the 50 States, including the ter
ritories, will be able to reach the goals 
of work that they schedule. 

You can talk about us being able to 
allow people to look for jobs and job 
search. Yes, we do require that within 
30 days from the time we began. But, 
gentleman and ladies on the other side, 
you allow people to sit at home for 2 
years and never have to go to work. 
They do not even have to look in the 
yellow pages or in the work section of 
the newspaper. 

I would urge Members to look at this 
bill on the merits. We think it is a sub
stantial improvement over what is 
being offered. 

We are Cinderella, and we believe at 
the end of the ball we will be wearing 
the slipper. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we have had a long 
few days. I think we have had some 
good moments in this Chamber, and I 
think we have had some of our worst 
moments in this Chamber. But I am 
struck by the fact that no one has 
come to the floor and defended the sta
tus quo, despite the fact that for so 
many years the Democrats of this 
House have prevented real welfare re
form. 

The gentleman from Tennessee who 
spoke just a few moments ago about 
working with us on other legislation, 
he has. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM] mentioned the child care 
bill. We worked on that together, and 
we got good legislation. 

The problem is here there is too 
much politics and there is not enough 
cure. But let us look for a minute. I 
want to be very complimentary of the 
gentleman from .Georgia [Mr. DEAL] for 
doing this and being able to bring 
about some of the Members of his party 
who are dead fast against any reform 
to bring them on board. 

You say you have been back and 
forth to the beauty parlor. Some areas 
you have sat under the dryer too long, 
I might say. I think that there are 
areas that your bill is very commend
able. But I am not here to tell you 
where you did good. 

I am here to tell you where you 
messed up. And I know you messed up 
because of the compromises that you 
had to make to bring so many of your 
Members aboard. 

You increase the deficit by $2 billion. 
This is not a time to do this. The Re
publican bill decreases the deficit. It 
adds back to $67 billion. That is a big, 
big difference. 

You increase taxes. That is a mistake 
in this atmosphere. It is a mistake to 

increase taxes, and you increase it on 
over 2 million middle-income families. 
That is a very, very big mistake. You 
should not have done it. You should 
not have weakened to that. 

It is weak on work. There is no ques
tion about it. When you say someone is 
looking for work, that counts as work. 
And you say you are tough on work. 
All you have to do is go home and say, 
I am working on my resume or send 
your resume to be president of General 
Motors and by God you are looking for 
work. But that should not score. 

On our side we say that you cannot, 
it is not a question of sitting home 2 
years. Many of the Governors today, 
they provide that you have got to work 
the first day. You absolutely gut the 
program that is now in place in places 
such as Massachusetts and Michigan, 
where they are requiring them to go to 
work. 

Under the Deal bill they can say, I 
am getting an education and training. 
I am not going to go to work. I got 2 
years. 

Under our bill, the States can say, 
no, you do not. You are going to work 
right now, because there is work out 
there and it is there for you and you 
are going to be able to take it. 

The unfunded mandates and keeping 
the bureaucracy here in Washington is 
the greatest tragedy of this bill. 

Vote "no" on the Deal bill. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the current wel

fare system is at odds with the core values 
Americans share: work, opportunity, family, 
and responsibility. 

Instead of strengthening families and instill
ing personal responsibility, the system penal
izes two-parent families, and lets too many ab
sent parents who owe child support off the 
hook. 

It is long past time to "end welfare as we 
know it." We need to move beyond political 
rhetoric, and offer a simple compact that pro
vides people more opportunity in return for 
more responsibility. 

I have a few common-sense criteria which 
any welfare plan must meet to get my vote. 

It must require all able-bodied recipients to 
work for their benefits. 

It must require teenage mothers to live at 
home or other supervised setting. 

It must create a child support enforcement 
system with teeth so that deadbeat parents 
support their children. 

It must establish a time limit so that welfare 
benefits are only a temporary means of sup
port. 

It must be tough on those who have de
frauded the system. 

And it must give States maximum flexibility 
to shape their welfare system to their needs, 
while upholding the important national objec
tives I have just listed. 

Tuesday, in debate on the House floor, Mr. 
CASTLE said the Republican bill is a "big 
bang" approach to changing welfare. He was 
right-and it's the kids who are getting banged 
up. 

As Governor Mike Lowry of Washington 
State says regarding the Republican bill, "I 

recognize the serious need to reshape and re
vitalize our public welfare system, but I op
pose prescriptive Federal mandates that would 
harm children." 

I rise today to support the Deal substitute. 
This is the only bill before this House which 
meets my criteria. It is the only bill before us 
which makes fundamental changes to the cur
rent system without hurting children. 

The Deal substitute reinforces the values 
which Americans share: Hard work, self-dis
cipline and personal responsibility. It is tough 
on work, fair to kids, holds recipients account
able to the Government, and makes both par
ents responsible for taking care of their chil
dren. 

The Deal bill is tougher on work than any 
proposal before the House. As Governor Tom 
Carper of Delaware wrote, the Republican bill 
"will not do what the public is demanding
that is, ensure that welfare recipients work." 

Under the Deal bill, each individual coming 
onto AFDC will be required to sign a com
prehensive individualized responsibility plan. 
This contract outlines what welfare recipients 
must do in order to receive Government as
sistance. The plan requires that each recipient 
begin to look for a job immediately, and work 
to gain the tools which will move them from 
welfare to work. Nobody who refuses to work 
will get benefits. 

In addition, the Deal bill requires States to 
meet higher participation rates than the Re
publican bill does. The Republican bill would 
count any kind of caseload reduction toward 
States' work participation rates, whether peo
ple are working or not. Under the Deal bill, 
people will be given the opportunity to gain the 
skills they need to get a job-with time limits 
that create the right incentives to do so. 

The Deal bill is also better than the Repub
lican bill for what it does not do-it does not 
make children. pay for the behavior of their 
parents. As Governor Benjamin Cayetano of 
Hawaii says, "The Republican proposal will 
bite into the already overburdened safety nets 
of State and local government and numerous 
nonprofit organizations. It will bite into the tight 
budget of families working hard to get off wel
fare. And, most unfortunately, it will be the 
children in these families who will suffer the 
most." 

Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal bill 
maintains the guarantee that no kid will go to 
school hungry. The Deal bill budgets enough 
funding for child care to make sure no kid will 
be left at home alone when mom and dad go 
to work. As Governor Dean points out, the Re
publican bill "not only appears to reduce child 
care assistance by roughly 20 percent over 4 
years, it would not account for projected in
creases in child care needs for welfare recipi
ents who are required to work under the bill." 
The Deal bill makes sure welfare recipients 
can go to work without fearing for their chil
dren's safety-a critical element of workable 
welfare reform. 

As Governor Roy Roemer of Colorado 
points out, "it is unacceptable to expect a par
ent to enter employment if it means their chil
dren's safety and well-being is jeopardized by 
lack of child care or medical assistance." Gov
ernor Gaston Caperton of West Virginia tells 
us that "we need to eliminate the disincentives 
to work running through our welfare system,' 
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by providing transitional health and child care 
benefits." Unlike the Republican bill, the Deal 
bill provides adequate funding for child care, 
and extends Medicaid eligibility for an addi
tional year to help people move from welfare 
to work. 

The Deal bill also cracks down on deadbeat 
parents to make sure they live up to their re
sponsibility to support their kids. It sends a 
crystal clear message to all Americans: You 
should not become a parent until you are able 
to provide and care for your child. 

The Deal bill puts the teeth into our child 
support enforcement system that the Repub
licans took out of their bill. It includes the pro
visions Mrs. KENNELLY and I fought for in the 
Rules Committee last week which withholds or 
suspends the professional and driver's li
censes of people who have not made their 
child support payments. 

The Deal bill will send a strong message 
that parents-even teenagers-must be re
sponsible for their children. Under this bill, 
teen mothers will be required to live at home 
and stay in school. We will send the message 
that we will support children of teenagers only 
while their parents are preparing to support 
them independently. 

The Deal bill is also better than the Repub
lican bill for what it does not do. The Repub
lican bill wages an attack on the basic food 
programs that make sure every child in this 
country has at least one good meal a day. De
spite rhetoric to the contrary, the Republican 
bill cuts spending for child nutrition programs 
almost $7 billion below the funding that would 
be provided by current law. 

Do not just rely on me to tell you. Gov. 
Howard Dean of Vermont says, the Repub
lican bill "would decrease funding, repeal nu
tritional standards and permit States to siphon 
off school lunch funds to pay for other pro
grams. This is wrong and it should be stopped 
in its tracks." 

In the Republican bill, funding for the 
Women, Infants and Children Program is re
duced compared to current law-and provi
sions requiring competitive bidding on baby 
formula have been removed. That decision 
alone will take $1 billion of food out of the 
mouths of children each year, and put the 
money in the pockets of big business. This 
simply defies common sense. No one in 
America could possibly argue that this is "re
form." 

The Deal bill maintains the current-law com
petitive requirements in WIC that save money 
for the taxpayers-and increase the number of 
women and children we can help in this pro
gram. 

The Deal bill also maintains current funding 
levels for foster care. Adoption and foster care 
services are already overloaded, and are fail
ing our children. At a time when the need for 
foster care, group homes, and adoption is like
ly to rise dramatically, the Republican welfare 
plan would cut Federal support for foster care 
and adoption by $4 billion over 5 years. 

As Governor lowry says, "The overall effect 
of the welfare reform proposal may force more 
children into foster care; yet the State will 
have fewer funds to meet this increased need. 
Moreover, if the funds provided are diverted 
primarily into foster care, then there will be 
even less money available for family support 

and preservation, adoption, finding permanent 
homes for children, or prevention." 

The Republican bill restricts State flexibility. 
Gov. Mel Carnahan of Missouri says that H.R. 
1214 "would undermine the reform that has al
ready begun in States like Missouri" because 
it would "provide (block grants) with very little 
flexibility. The legislation is full of micro
management prescriptions. Furthermore, the 
funding to achieve true reform and provide for 
recipients in harsh economic periods would 
be, at best, uncertain." Governor Dean says 
that H.R. 1214 "is overly prescriptive by telling 
States how to design their reforms and who 
they can serve. It fails to meet the commit
ment of the leadership to grant States the 
flexibility we view as critical to successful 
State-based welfare reform." 

As Governor Carnahan says, the Deal bill 
"acknowledges what is needed to help people 
move from welfare to work. This measure 
would emphasize work requirements, bind re
cipients to an individual responsibility contract 
in order to receive benefits, and encourage re
sponsible parenting." 

Both Democrats and Republicans agree the 
current welfare system needs to be over
hauled. The Deal bill is tough on work without 
being tough on kids. It represents true welfare 
reform-not the wealth-fare reform the Repub
licans propose. 

The Deal bill is the change we need to end 
welfare as we know it. I urge your support for 
this bill. 

I would like to submit the text of these let
ters from Governors across the country for the 
RECORD. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Montpelier, VT, March 22, 1995. 

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
Democratic Leader, House of Representatives, 

Washington , DC. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GEPHARDT: As the 

House of Representatives debates welfare re
form, I wanted to share with you my con
cerns about the Republican proposal , H.R. 
1214, The Personal Responsibility Act. 

Vermont was the first state in the nation 
to implement a statewide welfare reform ini
tiative that includes both work requirements 
and time limits. Our goals are to strengthen 
incentives to work, make dependence on 
cash assistance transitional , and promote 
good parenting and individual responsibility. 
Although our reforms took effect in July we 
are already seeing encouraging results. In 
the first six months of operation, the number 
of employed parents in our program in
creased by 19 percent and their average 
monthly earnings grew by 23 percent. 

We were hopeful that federal reforms 
promised by the 104th Congress would com
plement and propel Vermont's reform initia
tive. However, after closely following the 
progress of welfare reform in the House and 
examining the details of H.R. 1214, I can only 
conclude that this proposal will deal a severe 
blow to our efforts in Vermont by shifting 
responsibility and costs to the states. 

First, I believe there is a national interest 
in protecting children and that a child in 
Mississippi is no less important than a child 
in Minnesota. Any welfare reform should em
brace this national priority and ensure that 
children are protected and not penalized for 
the mistakes of others. The Personal Re
sponsibility Act fails to meet this minimum 
test of decency and represents a declaration 
of war on America's children. 

The failure of the leadership to meet this 
test is best illustrated by their proposal to 

block grant the school lunch program, a pro
gram that works and puts food directly into 
the mouths of hungry children. The bill 
would decrease funding, repeal national nu
trition standards and permit states to siphon 
off school lunch funds to pay for other pro
grams. This is wrong and it should be 
stopped dead in its tracks. 

Second, states have asked for flexibility to 
tailor welfare reforms to meet the special 
circumstances present in every state. H.R. 
1214 is overly prescriptive by telling states 
how to design their reforms and who they 
can serve. It fails to meet the commitment 
of the leadership to grant states the flexibil
ity we view as critical to successful state
based welfare reform. 

Finally, I am convinced, based on our expe
rience in Vermont, that real welfare reform 
will not save the states or the federal gov
ernment money in the short run. If the lead
ership is serious about moving people from 
welfare to real and meaningful work, it has 
missed the mark. Slashing S69 billion dollars 
over five years from the very programs that 
would help people transition from welfare to 
work is a demonstration of the leadership's 
seriousness of purpose in welfare reform. 
Without sufficient federal support for true 
welfare reform, H.R. 1214 is simply another 
unfunded mandate imposed on the states. 

Dick, I stand ready to work with you in 
any way to improve this bill and I appreciate 
your leadership on this critical issue. Please 
feel free to call on me if I can be of any as
sistance. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD DEAN, M.D. 

Governor. 

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Honolulu, HI, March 21 , 1995. 

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
House Democratic Leader, U.S. Capitol , Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: On behalf 

of the State of Hawaii , I want to express my 
strong support for the efforts of the House 
Democrats to craft a bill that would produce 
meaningful and effective welfare reform. 

The State of Hawaii believes that real wel
fare reform invests in people. This means 
welfare programs that train people for the 
kinds of jobs that will allow them to earn a 
decent living, to live a life off welfare, to be 
self sufficient. Our state Department of 
Human Services is taking action to make 
this kind of program a reality. We have in 
place programs which require recipients to 
work part-time while receiving job skills 
training. This type of program empowers the 
recipients by providing them with meaning
ful work experience concurrent to learning 
more effective job skills. It also will save the 
state millions of dollars. 

Under the House Republican bill, welfare 
stands a good change of becoming well-un
fair. Unfair to welfare recipients who will see 
basic benefits cut and eligibility standards 
devised which do not work in the real world. 
And, unfair to the states who will find them
selves paying out of their own pocket for 
programs mandated, but not funded, by Con
gress. 

On the surface, the House Republican bill's 
goals of turning 336 welfare programs into 8 
block grants sounds appealing. It sounds like 
common sense. It sounds like government 
being wise. In reality, the sound bites of the 
House Republicans are just that-sound 
bites. The Republican proposal will bite into 
the already overburdened safety nets of state 
and local government and numerous non
profit organizations. It will bite into the 
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tight budget of families working hard to get 
off welfare. And, most unfortunately, it will 
be the children in these families who will 
suffer most. 

We in Hawaii cannot let this happen. Our 
community will not stand idly by while oth
ers attempt to hobble our ability to care for 
our vulnerable populations. 

I and other Democratic Governors believe 
that the health and safety of children sb,ould 
be protected. That means welfare reform 
with compassion. The House Republicans 
proposal overlooks this key guiding principle 
of welfare. 

This proposal also restricts a state's abil
ity to gain meaningful welfare reform tai
lored to the specific needs of an individual 
state. I stand with my fellow Democratic 
Governors in · asking for significant state 
flexibility which is free of the bureaucratic 
prescriptive language and hazy funding 
mechanisms. 

Congressman Gephardt, your leadership in 
crafting a reality based welfare reform bill is 
heartily appreciated in the Aloha State. The 
Democratic Governors have been national 
leaders in the welfare reform movement, and 
we stand ready to help you in any way pos
sible to fashion a welfare bill that will em
phasize personal responsibility, promote self
sufficiency, provide economic opportunity 
and encourage families to stay together. 

With warmest personal regards. 
Very truly yours, 

BENJAMIN J. CAYETANO, 
Governor. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Jefferson City, MO, March 22, 1995. 

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
House Democratic Leader, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DICK: I am writing to express my 
concerns about the welfare reform proposal, 
H.R. 1214, scheduled this week for debate on 
the House floor. Unfortunately, this legisla
tion is not a serious attempt to reform wel
fare. If passed, it would cause more damage 
than good to Missourians who are trying to 
improve their lives. 

Democratic governors want to accomplish 
real welfare reform and understand how to 
achieve it. It has been Democratic governors 
who have instituted statewide programs to 
help recipients break the cycle of depend
ency and go to work. Democratic governors 
know that to achieve true change, people 
must become self-sufficient, find and main
tain a job, and be responsible for their fami
lies. 

The welfare reform legislation that was 
passed in Missouri last year accomplishes all 
of these goals and more. Missouri's program 
emphasizes jobs and self-sufficiency. AFDC 
recipients, for example must enroll in self
sufficiency pacts that are time-limit con
tracts with a 24-month time limit and pos
sible 24-month extension. Minor parents 
must live in their parent's home to receive 
AFDC. 

Missouri's reform does not stop there. 
Work is rewarded by allowing families to 
keep a greater share of the money they earn 
without experiencing a sudden loss of re
sources. Wage supplements go to employers 
who create jobs in low-income neighbor
hoods. Child care is made accessible for 
those who go to work. Paternity acknowl
edgment at birth is increased. Perhaps most 
importantly, Missouri does not tear away 
the "safety net" for children. These are the 
responsible ways to help people to help 
themselves. 

Unfortunately, the same cannot be said for 
H.R. 1214. Self-sufficiency and work are not 

emphasized. Support for children is not en
sured. In fact, this legislation would under
mine the reform that has already begun in 
states like Missouri. For example: 

Block grants (which are by their nature in
tended to provide flexibility to states) would 
be provided along with very little flexibility. 
The legislation is full of micro-management 
prescriptions that are required of States. 
Furthermore, the funding to achieve true re
form and provide for recipients in harsh eco
nomic periods would be, at best, uncertain. 

Welfare recipients are denied the training, 
child care, and health care that are needed 
to help recipients to qualify for, obtain, and 
keep jobs. In fact, child care assistance 
would be reduced approximately 20% over 
the next five years. 

Innocent children would be punished be
cause federal funds could not be used to sup
port children born to a young mother, born 
to current AFDC recipients, or born into a 
family that has received AFDC for more 
than five years. Foster care protections cur
rently in place would be eliminated by this 
bill and the guarantee of child nutrition pro
grams for low-income children would be 
eliminated. 

These are only a few examples of the prob
lems that are evident with the Republican 
approach to welfare reform. As for alter
native approaches, the proposal put forth by 
Congressman Nathan Deal (the Individual 
Responsibility Act of 1995) seems to be a 
much more legitimate approach to improv
ing the current welfare system. This meas
ure acknowledges what is needed to help peo
ple move from welfare to work. This measure 
would emphasize work requirements, bind re
cipients to an individual responsibility con
tract in order to receive benefits, and en
courage responsible parenting. 

Dick, I appreciate your leadership in try
ing to achieve true welfare reform. There are 
ways to reform welfare without punishing 
those who are less fortunate. I am proud of 
what we are doing in Missouri and pleased to 
see many other Democratic governors striv
ing to better serve the people of their states. 

Please let me know if there are more ways 
we can work together with Congress to re
ward self-sufficieny, hard work, and personal 
responsibility. 

Very truly yours, 
MEL CARNAHAN, 

Governor. 

STATE OF DELAWARE, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

March 21, .1995. 
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DICK: As one of the NGA's two lead 
governors on welfare reform, let me take 
this opportunity to bring to your attention 
my serious concerns about the House Repub
lican welfare plan. H.R. 1214, which I under
stand will be considered by the House this 
week. 

You may be aware that earlier this year, I 
announced my statewide welfare reform ini
tiative, "A Better Chance." My plan seeks to 
ensure that 1) work pays more than welfare; 
2) welfare recipients exercise personal re
sponsibility; 3) welfare is transitional; 4) 
both parents help support a child; and, 5) 
two-parent families are encouraged, and 
teenage pregnancy is discouraged. 

Under this plan, welfare recipients who go 
to work will receive an additional year .of 
child care assistance and Medicaid, as well 
as part of their welfare grants for their fami
lies and an individual development account 
for continuing education, job training, and 

economic stability. Welfare recipients will 
be required to sign contracts of mutual re
sponsibility, and a two-year time limit on 
cash assistance for recipients over 19 will be 
imposed, after which recipients will be re
quired to work for their AFDC checks. Teen
agers will be required to stay in school, im
munize their children and participate in 
parenting education. To discourage teenage 
pregnancy. I've begun a grassroots and 
media outreach campaign to convince teens 
to postpone sexual activity or avoid becom
ing or making someone else pregnant. 

In essence, Delaware's plan contains strong 
work requirements. addresses the critical 
need for child care and health care for poor 
working families, helps recipients find pri
vate-sector jobs, outlines a contract of mu
tual responsibility between welfare recipi
ents and the state, imposes real time limits 
on benefits, and lifts barriers to the creation 
of two-parent families. 

As I've reviewed the House Republican 
plan, H.R. 1214, I believe that it will under
cut our efforts in Delaware to enact real wel
fare reform. As written, H.R. 1214 will not en
sure that welfare recipients make th~ transi
tion to work, will not give states the flexibil
ity needed to enact real welfare reform. and 
will not assure adequate protection for chil
dren. 

WORK 
The House Republican plan, H.R. 1214, will 

not ensure that welfare recipients make the 
transition to work. The litmus test for any 
real welfare reform is whether or not it ade
quately answers the following three ques
tions 1) Does it prepare welfare recipients for 
work? 2) Does it help welfare recipients find 
a job? 3) Does it enable welfare recipients to 
maintain a job? The Republican proposal, 
H.R. 1214, fails to meet this litmus test. This 
proposal will not do what the public is de
manding, that is, ensure that welfare recipi
ents work. 

Real, meaningful welfare reform requires 
recipients to work and my welfare reform 
plan for Delaware contains stiff work re
quirements. However. this proposal not only 
does not include any resources for the cre
ation of private sector jobs, but it would re
peal the JOBS program, a program focused 
on assisting welfare recipients in preparing 
for and obtaining private sector jobs, and re
duce funding for combined AFDC and work 
requirements. The JOBS program, a central 
component of the 1988 Family Support Act, 
received strong bipartisan support from 
Members of Congress, the Reagan Adminis
tration, and the National Governors' Asso
ciation. The JOBS program in Delaware, 
"First Step". has been nationally recognized 
for its success in training and placing thou
sands of welfare recipients in jobs. While I 
certainly support greater state flexibility in 
the use of JOBS funding, I am concerned 
that the elimination of this program without 
replacing it with a means for ensuring the 
transition from welfare to work would re
duce the focus of welfare reform on work. I 
believe that additional resources, not less, 
should be targeted to ensuring that welfare 
recipients can successfully make the transi
tion to work. 

The Republican proposal, H.R. 1214, will 
not assure that families who work will be 
better off than those who don't because it 
would deny welfare recipients who go to 
work the child care, health care, and nutri
tion assistance they need to improve their 
lives and to keep their children healthy and 
safe. That is simply impractical and wrong. 

For example, H.R. 1214 will not assure 
child care assistance to welfare recipients 
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who go to work. or participate in job train
ing or job search activities. In my state, I 
will be requiring welfare recipients to go to 
work. and to ensure that they can prepare 
for, find and maintain a job, I will be provid
ing significant new state dollars for child 
care assistance. However, this legislation not 
only appears to reduce the child care assist
ance by roughly 20 percent over five years, 
but it would not account for projected in
creases in child care needs for welfare recipi
ents who are required to work under the bill. 
I believe that it is unrealistic to expect 
many welfare recipients to keep working or 
participate in job training if they are not 
provided some assistance with child care. 

Additionally, H.R. 1214 allows the one-year 
extension of Medicaid benefits for welfare re
cipients who go to work to expire at the end 
of fiscal year 1998. The expiration of this pro
vision will remove both the work incentive 
that this provision provides, as well as the 
assurance that welfare recipients who go to 
work and their children can continue to re
ceive health care coverage. I authored the 
one-year extension of Medicaid benefits 
which was adopted by the House in the 1988 
Family Support Act. and I am disappointed 
that this legislation would not extend such a 
work incentive. I would urge consideration 
of an additional year extension of Medicaid 
for welfare recipients who go to work, as I 
am seeking in my federal waiver application. 

STATE FLEXIBILITY 
The House Republican plan, H.R. 1214, will 

not give states the flexibility needed to 
enact real welfare reform. In addition to the 
roughly $69 billion projected loss in funding 
for these programs, H.R. 1214 significantly 
alters the federal-state partnership which 
has assured both federal and state support 
for children and families in need. Under H.R. 
1214, states would not be able to count on in- · 
creased federal support during times of re
cession. to help the thousands, perhaps mil
lions of children and families who will need 
government assistance. 

When I came to the Congress in 1982, I re
call the state of our nation's economy. 
Working families who never thought they'd 
need the government's support, applied for 
government assistance . Both the federal and 
state governments reached out to these fam
ilies and their children by providing critical 
support through this difficult time. I am 
deeply concerned about the next recession, 
or the next disaster. or the next unforeseen 
circumstance that will occur in my state, in 
any of our states or in our country, in which 
the people in our states will call for our as
sistance. This proposal makes no attempt to 
address these unforeseen calamities-it does 
not include adequate adjustments for reces
sions, population growth, disasters, and 
other events that could result in an in
creased need for services. As you may recall, . 
the welfare reform resolution which was 
unanimously approved by the governors at 
the National Governors Association meeting 
in January called for any block grant pro
posal to address such factors. I've attached a 
February 23 letter to Chairman Archer, 
signed by Governors Thompson, Engler, 
Carlson, Dean, Carnahan, and me, outlining 
these and other concerns. 

While I recognize that the bill includes a 
Rainy Day Fund, the meager size of the fund 
and the fact that it is a loan fund which 
states are required to repay within three 
years, rather than a grant to states. makes 
it a wholly inadequate anti-recessionary 
tool. 

In addition. H.R. 1214 expressly prohibits 
states from using the funding under the cash 

assistance block grant to serve children born 
to unmarried mothers under 18, additional 
children born to mothers who currently re
ceive AFDC, and children and families who 
have received AFDC for five years or more. 
Decisions on which populations to serve 
should be determined at the state level, not 
mandated by Congress. These provisions 
should be modified as state options. 

Furthermore, states are required, under 
H.R. 1214, to reduce AFDC benefits for chil
dren for whom paternity is not yet estab
lished. I favor requiring full cooperation in 
paternity establishment as a condition of 
AFDC receipt, but I believe that this par
ticular provision in H.R. 1214 discriminates 
against women who have fully cooperated. 

I believe that this proposal's significant re
duction in funding, lack of a safety net and 
recessionary tools, as well as its numerous 
prescriptive mandates, threatens to limit the 
very flexibility I am seeking to ensure suc
cessful reform of the welfare system in my 
own state. and very likely in other states. 

CHILDREN 
The House Republican proposal, H.R. 1214, 

will not assure adequate protection for chil
dren because it reduces the federal commit
ment to some of the country's most vulner
able children in a number of significant 
ways. 

For example, H.R. 1214 eliminates the safe
ty net for children by removing the entitle
ment status of AFDC. Under H.R. 1214, states 
are expressly prohibited from using these 
federal funds to serve millions of children, 
and the bill does not assure children, whose 
parents go to work, child care, adequate nu
tritional assistance. or health care coverage. 
By requiring states to reduce benefits to 
children for whom paternity has not yet 
been established, H.R. 1214 will negatively 
impact millions of children. The most egre
gious examples are the bill's dramatically 
reduced federal commitment to assist dis
abled children, children in foster care and 
adoptive placements, and children who are 
abused and neglected. Historically, Congress 
determined a federal responsibility to sup
port children placed in foster care who came 
from AFDC-related households in the same 
way parents continue to pay child support 
while their children are in foster care. To 
end this relationship is a fundamental 
change in the federal government's national 
commitment to children. 

In addition, H.R. 1214 reduces the federal 
commitment to a number of crucial child nu
trition programs, namely school lunch and 
school breakfast, as well as WIC. During my 
tenure in Congress, I. along with most of my 
colleagues in the House, strongly supported 
the school lunch and breakfast programs be
cause these programs have been critical in 
ensuring childrens' health and nutrition, and 
also strongly supported fully funding the 
WIC program. Over the past twenty years, 
WIC has been a critical program in dramati
cally improving the nutritional status of 
mothers and their infants. Proper nutrition 
during pregnancy and in the early years of 
life is the most critical element in the devel
opment of a child. WIC is cost-effective, as a 
noted Harvard study demonstrated-every 
dollar invested in WIC saves three Medicaid 
dollars. I am disappointed that this legisla
tion reduces WIC funding, and eliminates 
federal cost containment requirements to 
competitively bid formula rebate contracts. 
a provision which reduced WIC costs by a bil
lion dollars in FY94. 

I am concerned about the serious negative 
impact of all of the above provisions on chil
dren. None of these provisions are essential 

to transforming the welfare system and in 
some instances, e.g. child care reductions 
and removal of a federal guarantee of child 
care for welfare recipients who go to work, 
they will have the direct opposite effect on 
reform efforts. 

It is disturbing to me that children who 
are most at risk are targeted under this 
bill-this will only serve to put more chil
dren at risk and further exacerbate an al
ready overburdened child welfare system. 
Early proposals in the Contract with Amer
ica, spoke to the potential increased need for 
a safety net of foster care when hard time 
limits for welfare reform are put in place . To 
reduce funding for foster care while acknowl
edging increased demand from the very popu
lation federal foster care was designed to 
protect is illogical at best. Essentially, these 
provisions are outright discriminatory and 
unconscionable, and should either be modi
fied or entirely removed from the bill. 

In sum, this legislation will not transform 
the welfare system. Rather, it would se
verely undercut our efforts to reform the 
welfare system in my state. As I am seeking 
to ensure that welfare recipients prepare for, 
find, and maintain jobs, I am deeply troubled 
by this legislation's negative effect on re
forming the welfare system here and else
where. 

I am strongly opposed to H.R. 1214 and I 
would urge Members of Congress to vote 
against this legislation. and instead, support 
the Deal substitute, which in my view, rep
resents real welfare reform. Representative 
Deal's legislation focuses on providing as
sistance to prepare welfare recipients for 
work, and to help welfare recipients find and 
maintain jobs, as well as ensure that work 
pays more than welfare, which H.R. 1214 fails 
to do . 

Representative Deal's legislation, in con
trast to H.R. 1214, appropriately establishes 
the framework of a federal-state partnership 
to transform the welfare system by giving 
the states the flexibility to pursue innova
tive approaches and the resources to success
fully implement work-focused welfare re
form. 

I appreciate the opportunity to share my 
concerns with you, and I look forward to 
continuing to work with you in the effort to 
transform our nation's welfare system. 

Sincerely, 
TOM CARPER, 

Governor. 
STATE OF WASHINGTON, 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Olympia, Washington, March 22, 1995. 

The Hon. RICHAR!) GEPHARDT, 
House Democratic Leader, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: I am writ
ing to express my concerns about the pro
posed Personal Responsibility Act (PRA). I 
believe this bill, which would essentially dis
mantle this country's social safety net and 
replace it with a series of block grants. will 
be detrimental to Washington State and the 
nation as a whole. This bill contains a num
ber of provisions that will harm children and 
likely result in higher, hidden costs to states 
and local governments. 

The welfare reform provisions of this bill 
would disallow cash assistance to both moth
er and child when a mother under age 18 
bears a child out of wedlock. The bill will 
also deny additional cash assistance for a 
child born while a parent is on welfare, bar 
most legal immigrants from receiving public 
assistance, and stop aid to families with an 
adult not cooperating with the child support 
enforcement system. 
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While I support the broad program goals of 

the PRA and recognize the serious need to 
reshape and revitalize our public welfare sys
tem, I oppose prescriptive federal mandates 
that would harm vulnerable children. I 
would like to see specific policies in place 
that protect the well-being and safety of 
children. This is not a state-by-state inter
est, but a national one. I favor retaining Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
as an entitlement program open to any 
needy family and child who qualifies for ben
efits. 

I am also concerned that block granting 
will not provide our state with the funding 
needed to make the radical changes to our 
welfare system mandated by this legislation. 
Block granting cash welfare as proposed rep
resents the worst of both worlds-not only 
reduced funding, but also higher program 
costs for states to meet expensive conditions 
and restrictions. If block grants are going to 
be created then the entitlement nature of 
the programs must be retained and the pre
scriptive mandates eliminated. Each state 
should have the flexibility to determine 
what reform will work best in that state. 

Further, the PRA food and nutrition pro
posals will be determined to the children of 
Washington State. Due to effective targeting 
and outreach, there has been a 43 percent in
crease in the number of children receiving 
low and no cost school lunches in Washing
ton State over the past four years. We have 
enjoyed a 23 percent increase in the number 
of children eating school breakfasts. The 
need for these programs by the children of 
our state is growing at a rate much faster 
than the graduated increases allowed in the 
proposed federal legislation. The dollars in
vested in the entire continuum of food pro
grams, beginning with WIC and continuing 
through the Child and Adult Care Food, 
school lunches, breakfasts and summer 
meals are wisely invested in our children. 
The quantity and quality of these meals 
must be protected. 

The proposed changes to the child welfare 
programs will eliminate the entitlement to 
foster care and adoption support. Again, the 
block grant funding would be capped by a 
formula that is calculated to be particularly 
harmful to Washington State. Under my ad
ministration, we have moved dramatically 
toward local control of many prevention and 
early intervention programs to address the 
problems faced by our communities and our 
youth. The overall effect of the welfare re
form proposal may force more children in to 
foster care; yet the state will have fewer 
funds to meet this increased need. Moreover, 
if the funds provided are djverted primarily 
into foster care then there will be even less 
money available for family support and pres
ervation, adoption, finding permanent homes 
for children or prevention. 

The PRA also proposes denying Supple
mental Security Income (SSI) for drug ad
dicts and alcoholics. We believe that any 
progress states have made in helping and 
treating this population will unravel with 
this change. There is a clear need to provide 
these individuals-many of whom have seri
ous medical problems and who are margin
ally attached to the workforce-with a basic 
safety net. Because that need will not dis
appear, state, city and county resources will 
be taxed. To support this provision, state 
and local governments need assurance there 
will be federal funding available to enhance 
their capacity to provide these individuals 
with support services and treatment they 
need for rehabilitation. 

In shaping national policies, flexibility in 
the design and implementation of reform 

programs is critical if states are to make op
timum use of agency resources and develop 
strategies and approaches that can achieve 
maximum results. As Congress considers 
these issues, I urge you to consider the like
ly outcomes of these reform measures and to 
give states the latitude to vary from the cur
rent proposal in areas we feel will work for 
us. 

I believe there are several key elements 
that warrant special attention by decision 
makers. First, these measures would have a 
devastating effect on the safety net now in 
place for many low-income families and chil
dren. Because the needs of these individuals 
will continue and likely grow, it could result 
in more poverty and more spending by states 
and local communities when we desperately 
need less. Passage of the bill could well in
crease the number of children in foster care 
and other expensive alternative living situa
tions. I understand the need to challenge 
parents to take responsibility for their own 
lives and for the children they bring into 
this world, but I disagree with the approach 
taken in the PRA, which would punish chil
dren for the shortcomings of their parents. 

Second, I welcome the opportunity to tai
lor programs and services in ways that meet 
the unique needs of our individual states, but 
the current proposal to cap block grant fund
ing does not take into account uncertain 
variables like recessions, higher unemploy
ment and other changes that result in higher 
costs to states. I would like to see fiscal pro
tections in place beyond the " rainy day" 
fund to ensure states have adequate re
sources to meet the needs of low-income 
families and children. 

Third, information technology is fun
damental for states to effectively deliver 
services to clients and meet federal report
ing requirements. Federal resources must be 
brought to bear so that states can make nec
essary changes to their current information 
systems as well as keep up with advances in 
management information technology. 

Finally, as Governor of a state with a 
large, growing and vibrant immigrant popu
lation, I am concerned that we not tip the 
balance against these families. While the in
tent of the legislation is not cost-shifting to 
states, that would be its effect. In addition, 
the well-being of many immigrant families 
and children could be jeopardized. 

I urge you to consider amendments which 
would protect children and give states the 
funding and support needed to turn the cor
ner on poverty and dependency. Effective 
welfare reform must include a license sus
pension program for child support enforce
ment, continuation of the child care guaran
tee, and safety net provisions to protect chil
dren if jobs are not available to their par
ents. 

I appreciate this opportunity to raise these 
concerns on the proposed legislation. I want 
to work with you to create and shape a pub
lic welfare system that can make a positive 
difference in the lives of those in need. 

Sincerely, 
MIKE LOWRY, 

Governor. 
STATE OF COLORADO, 

Denver, Colorado, March 22, 1995. 
Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, 
House Democratic Leader, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: As the 
House of Representatives initiates its floor 
debate on welfare reform, I am writing to ex
press my encouragement for the develop
ment of a bill that will respond to the needs 
of the nation's children and at the same time 

effectively reform the welfare system. The 
current Republican proposal falls short of 
these goals in my opinion. 

I believe true welfare reform should be 
based on the following principles: 

1 States need maximum flexibility in man
aging the programs to address their unique 
circumstances and needs. 

2. Moving welfare recipients into employ
ment and keeping them there ought to be 
the primary goal of any legislation. How
ever, in order to accomplish this goal, there 
must be upfront investments in education, 
skill development, and job training. 

3. Support services such as child care, med
ical care, transportation and housing are 
also critical to successful welfare reform. It 
is unacceptable to expect a parent to enter 
employment if it means their children's safe
ty and well being is jeopardized by a lack of 
child care or medical assistance. These serv
ices are costly. For example, in Colorado, a 
parent with two children, making around 
$9.50/hour would spend from 25 to 40 percent 
of their income to purchase child care alone. 
Even though costly, these services are nec
essary for parents to obtain and maintain a 
job. 

4. Any legislation must establish a require
ment for state fiscal participation in its wel
fare reform effort. Without this commit
ment, there will be a tendency for programs 
to be ·reduced to the level of available federal 
funding which will be inadequate. Those 
states choosing to spend state funds to aug
ment their programs may become magnet 
states for the population seeking employ
ment opportunities. This "race to the bot
tom" is a short-sighted approach to public 
policy. 

5. Funding must be adequate to support the 
total cost of work initiatives and support 
services cited above. Efforts to balance the 
budget by reducing the federal participation 
for these programs either shifts costs to the 
states or results in inadequate work pro
grams to meet the objective of welfare re
form. For example, under the current pro
posal, Colorado would have to increase state 
spending by over $200 million over the next 
five years to maintain its existing programs. 
Increasing participation in employment pro
grams as required in proposed legislation 
will expand this cost beyond the savings gen
erated by increased flexibility. 

Thank you Congressman Gephardt, for 
your leadership in trying to craft a bill. that 
will lead to real welfare reform. 

Sincerely, 
RoY ROMER, 

Governor. 
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Charleston, WV, March 21, 1995. 

Hon. RICHARD GEPHARDT, ' 
House of Representatives, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEPHARDT: I am writ
ing in support of your efforts to craft a sen
sible welfare reform strategy that encour
ages and supports personal initiative of peo
ple involved in our welfare system.· 

West Virginia has made great strides in re
cent years bringing its economy back from 
an enduring recession in the 1980s. We are 
adding jobs, our population is up and our un
employment is the lowest in 15 years. 

Yet, even in the best of times there are 
hard-working, honorable West Virginians 
that are unable to find work. Contrary to 
most stereotypes, in West Virginia the ma
jority of people on welfare live in families 
headed by two parents. In spite of a lifetime 
of various manual jobs, these parents may 
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now lack the skills to work in our changing 
economy. Or they may be unable to afford 
the child care or health care insurance need
ed for their children while working a mini
mum wage job. 

We have both a moral and an economic ob
ligation to help these families help them
selves. Arbitrary " cut-orr deadlines will not 
return these people to work nearly as effec
tively as creating meaningful economic op
portunities for them through education and 
real work experience. Rather, we need to 
eliminate the disincentives to work running 
through our welfare system, such as provid
ing transitional health and child care bene
fits. 

Our state's economy used to rely on natu
ral resources extraction. As in other states, 
jobs in these sectors are declining while 
technical and service jobs are increasing. 
This trend has caused and will continue to 
cause significant disruption and dislocation 
to families in our state. As public officials, 
we need to support, not punish, these fami
lies in this increasingly complex and com
petitive world by creating opportunities and 
expectations to return to the world of work. 
I am concerned that current proposals under 
discussions are long on expectations, but 
short on opportunity. They must go to
gether. 

I look forward to working with you and the 
members of Congress as you address mean
ingful and effective welfare reform. 

Sincerely, 
GASTON CAPERTON, 

Governor. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 

proud that Congress this week will be saying 
no to the status quo and yes to welfare re
form. 

It is time to get rid of the fraud and abuse 
in a welfare system designed to help people 
get back to work. 

Democrats have worked hard at finding 
smart ways to fix a system that has been 
overcome with problems. 

The Democratic bill is tough on fraud, it gets 
rid of abuse, and most importantly, it gets peo
ple to work. 

The Democratic bill requires responsibility 
and accountability, provides real programs to 
move people into work, and does not punish 
children. 

The Democratic bill ensures that recipients 
are not penalized for working. It provides tem
porary medical assistance, expands the use of 
earned income tax credits, and gives parents 
necessary child care while working. 

The Democratic bill requires that recipients 
establish an individual responsibility plan to 
move from assistance to the workforce and if 
a recipient refuses to work-AFDC benefits 
will be terminated; this is the sort of respon
sibility and practicality we must demand. 

The democratic bill sets an aggressive and 
realistic compliance schedule for the States, 
but also allows States to accommodate eco
nomic cycles. 

The Democratic bill is tough on child sup
port enforcement-requires a central registry 
to track support orders, makes interstate en
forcement uniform, and enforces income with
holding for irresponsible parents. 

The Democratic bill makes teen parents re
sponsible without punishing their children-it 
requires teen parents to live at home and 
sends benefit checks to a responsible adult; 
most importantly-it demands that teen par-

ents stay in school and establishes a national 
campaign to stop teen pregnancy. 

Finally, the Democratic bill is fair in its treat
ment of legal immigrants-legal immigrants 
who have worked and paid taxes in this coun
try for 5 years and not denied benefits, and all 
legal immigrants can receive medical care. 

I support the Democratic bill because it 
does not tolerate people who refuse to work or 
parents who abandon their children; also, it 
does not seek to destroy families or condemn 
children who are born poor. 

The Democratic bill gets to the heart of the 
matter; it creates a rational, comprehensive, 
and compassionate avenue to move people 
from welfare to work-to truly end welfare as 
we know it. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, throughout the 
debate on welfare reform, I have stated that 
real welfare reform must meet three important 
tests: Does the proposed plan promote work? 
Does it provide States with adequate re
sources? Does it protect children? Although 
the bill offered by Representative DEAL as a 
Democratic substitute is not perfect, I believe 
that it meets these three tests. 

Individual responsibility is at the heart of this 
bill. On the first day an individual applies for 
welfare benefits, that individual will be required 
to sign a comprehensive individualized re
sponsibility plan detailing what the individual is 
expected to do to find a job and what the 
State is expected to do to assist them in 
achieving this goal. If an individual refuses to 
sign such a plan, that individual will not be eli
gible for AFDC benefits. In contrast, the Re
publican bill does not require that an individual 
actively look for a job for 2 years. In fact, the 
Congressional Budget Office [CBO] has stated 
in its analysis of the Republican bill that all 50 
States will fail to meet the job requirements of 
the bill. 

In addition, whereas the Republican bill sim
ply requires States to move a growing per
centage of their welfare caseload off of the 
welfare rolls, the Democratic bill requires 
States to move a growing percentage of their 
welfare caseload off of the welfare rolls and 
into jobs. 

The substitute also removes traditional bar
riers to employment by recognizing the reality 
of our changing work force. If welfare reform 
is successful and truly about work, the de
mand for child care will increase as individuals 
move from welfare to work. The substitute 
guarantees that child care assistance will be 
provided to any parent on AFDC who needs 
child care assistance to accept and keep a job 
or participate in a work program. In recognition 
of this accepted increase in demand, the sub
stitute increases child care assistance for the 
working poor by $424 million over 5 years 
above current projections. Under our current 
system, States are often forced to choose be
tween providing child care assistance to indi
viduals on welfare and the working poor. 

The Deal bill recognizes that real welfare re
form is not cheap, and it provides States with 
the resources needed to move recipients from 
welfare to work. The bill provides $9 billion to 
assist States in establishing programs to move 
people into the work force. 

The Democratic substitute also· maintains 
the current structure of successful child nutri
tion programs. In contrast, the Contract With 

America proposal would have consolidated 
dozens of programs into block grants and 
handed over responsibility, without the nec
essary resources, to the states. As one of my 
colleagues recently stated, "their bill is about 
who gets the problem, not how to fix the prob
lem". 

The Deal bill does not make children suffer 
for the shortcomings, real or imagined, of their 
parents. The bill does not require that States 
deny benefits to teen mothers or their children, 
but the bill does require, however, that teen 
mothers live with a responsible adult and that 
the teen mother stay in school. 

The Deal bill also retains the guarantee that 
abused and neglected children will receive 
foster care and adoption assistance. 

There has been a lot of talk about the 
abuses in the Supplemental Security Income 
Program [SSI]. The Deal bill attempts to get at 
the abuses in the program without harming the 
medically disabled children the program was 
established to assist. And perhaps most im
portantly, the bill retains the decisionmaking 
power on how to care for a disabled child with 
the family, not with a State bureaucrat. In con
trast, the Republican bill would deny cash 
benefits to 700,000 disabled children in the 
SSI Program. 

This is welfare reform that is tough, but fair. 
It promotes work, provides States with the re
sources to design effective programs, and pro
vides protection for our children. At the heart 
of the Democratic welfare reform bill is work__.: 
at the heart of the Republican welfare reform 
bill is shifting responsibility, not resources to 
States. The Democratic bill represents real 
welfare reform that does not take from our 
children to pay for tax cuts for the rich. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, we all agree 
that reform of the welfare system is long over
due. The current system is costing billions of 
dollars and is not solving the problem. It does 
not put people to work but instead has created 
an unhealthy cycle of dependency. 

In reforming the welfare system, our focus 
must be on moving people into real jobs. I will 
vote against the Republican bill for many rea
sons-but primarily because it makes no guar
antee that welfare recipients will move into 
work. 

Under that bill, there is less accountability 
for the dollars spent than under the current 
system. They do nothing to improve access to 
and the quality of existing education and train
ing, so that people have the skills they need 
to get a job. The majority's bill moves to the 
extreme-and will only create another system 
that fails families and taxpayers by creating a 
whole class of women and children with no 
hope of becoming self-sufficient. 

The Deal substitute provides a balance in 
this debate. It is tough on work, requiring par
ticipants to establish contracts detailing what 
they will actually do to secure private sector 
employment. The substitute provides a serious 
deadline: Participants can participate in a 
workfare program for 2 years. After 2 years 
are up, States have some flexibility to work 
with these populations-but ultimately people 
must work, or they lose their cash benefits. 
The Deal substitute also provides States with 
resources to improve existing workfare sys
tems, so that participants actually attain the 
skills they need to get and hold a job. Without 
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just won't find work. 
The Deal amendment provides State re

sources for child care, so families can work 
while ensuring adequate care for their chil
dren. The Deal amendment preserves the nu
trition programs that are essential underpin
ning for the health of our Nation's children. 
The Deal amendment includes tough provi
sions to strengthen the current child support 
enforcement system so that millions of young 
people will be supported by parents who have 
the means to do so-instead of being sup
ported by taxpayers. Finally, the Deal amend
ment helps address the crisis of teenage preg
nancy and provides communities with the re
sources they need to prevent teenage preg
nancy. 

In short, the Deal substitute provides sen
sible responses to the American public's de
mand for reform, but does not in the process 
hurt vulnerable children or simply shift costs to 
other programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Deal 
substitute. We must reform the welfare system 
to move people from welfare to work. We can
not afford to fail. 

I request unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the Deal substitute to the Personal 
Responsibility Act. 

The Deal alternative, unlike the legislation 
before us, was crafted to make good on the 
promise of moving people from welfare to 
work. It ensures the welfare recipients will be 
better off economically be taking a job rather 
than staying on welfare. 

While the Republican welfare proposal of
fers no real resources for able-bodied recipi
ents to find work, the Deal substitute engages 
each AFDC recipient in an individual respon
sibility plan detailing the ways in which he or 
she can find work and how the State can as
sist in this goal. 

This morning, the front page of the Wash
ington Post told us that the Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that none of the 
States will be able to meet the Republican 
welfare proposal's work requirements. We see 
now that the Republican majority has given us 
a bill that is not only mean, but also com
pletely unworkable. 

The Deal substitute works in partnership 
with State and local governments to ensure 
that special situations receive adequate re
sources and flexibility and that the goal of get
ting people off welfare into work can be met. 

Individuals can begin a job search with the 
assistance of a Work First program and re
sources for child care. They have the option of 
starting or continuing education. This plan ac
knowledges that, in order to get people to 
work and to keep working, we must assist 
them with their Individual needs. No one situa
tion is the same, and this substitute addresses 
that dilemma. 

Further, the Deal substitute explicitly states 
that all savings from the bill will be applied to 
deficit reduction, not to pay for tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

And most importantly, the Deal substitute 
does not in any way attempt welfare reform at 
the expense of poor children. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the Deal substitute. It is a realistic and re-

sponsible means by which to end the cycle of 
welfare dependency by focusing on work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. DEAL]. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

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

vice, and there were-ayes 205, noes 228, 
not voting 1, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews 
Baesler 
Baldacci 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bishop 
Bonier 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant (TX) 
Cardin 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 

[Roll No. 266] 

AYE8-205 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Jackson-Lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MA) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Laughlin 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lincoln 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Ward 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brown back 
Bryant (TN) 
Bunn 
Bunning 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Christensen 
Chrysler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooley 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cremeans 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Ensign 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Flanagan 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fowler 
Fox 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Frisa 
Funderburk 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutknecht 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (W A) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Heineman 
Herger 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
LoBiondo 
Longley 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Martini 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
Mcintosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 

NOT VOTING-1 
Tucker 

0 1946 

Myers 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Neumann 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riggs 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukem.l 
Royce 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Seastrand 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solomon 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stockman 
Stump 
Talent 
Tate 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Waldholtz 
Walker 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
White 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Mr. BLILEY changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I 
missed the last vote. Had I been here I 
would have voted "aye." 
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Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I support re

sponsible welfare reform that is prowork and 
prochildren. But H.R. 4-the Republicans' 
bill-undercuts children and it undercuts work. 

We all agree: the current welfare system is 
broken and needs to be fixed. I am committed 
to welfare reform that moves people from wel
fare to work. In order to do that, we must en
sure that people receive the necessary sup
port to get off welfare and into liveable-wage 
jobs. 

The Republican proposal does nothing to 
enable adult welfare recipients to become self
sufficient, and it would hurt their children by 
denying them the basic necessities of life, in
cluding nutrition, shelter, and health care. I am 
committed to providing those necessities to all 
children living in poverty while we require their 
parents to assume responsibility for them
selves and their family. 

Children must not be victimized by welfare 
reform. Whatever we may feel about the be
havior or situation of their parents, as a nation 
we must not allow children to become victims. 

Our focus must be on eliminating poverty 
and creating the economic conditions in which 
jobs can flourish. Any welfare reform effort 
that limits access to welfare without reducing 
the need for welfare will only increase poverty 
and hurt needy families. 

Mr. Speaker, we committed $264 billion for 
production of weapons and preparations for 
war this year. If our Nation is able to do that, 
we have a moral responsibility to ensure that 
our citizens do not go hungry, have adequate 
housing and access to basic health care, and 
are given opportunities to work at a living 
wage. 

GETTING PEOPLE OFF WELFARE ROLLS AND INTO JOBS 

Welfare reform means requiring and assist
ing people to move out of dependency and 
into self-sufficiency. It means getting people 
off the welfare rolls and into jobs. 

From the very first day an individual re
ceives benefits, the central focus of any wel
fare reform legislation should be work. H.R. 4, 
however, has no work requirements for the 
first 2 years benefits are received. 

I am disappointed the Deal substitute was 
rejected tonight. I hope the other body will 
give its provisions thoughtful consideration. 

The Deal substitute required individuals who 
enter the AFDC program to develop a plan 
which addresses who they will move into the 
work force. The Deal approach did not wait for 
2 years to address the issue of work, as the 
Republicans' bill does. 

I believe in tough, but fair, work require
ments. From the very first day of receiving 
benefits, individuals will only receive assist
ance if they play by the rules under the Deal 
substitute. Those who refuse to work or turn 
down a bona fide job offer will not receive 
benefits. 

As my State's newspaper, the Oregonian, 
stated, at a time when national attitudes to
ward welfare reform focus on linking recipi
ents' assistance to behavior, Oregon has a 
message to send: incentives help. 

We have a Federal waiver in Oregon that 
allows us to make public assistance to teen 
parents contingent on their participation in the 
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Program, 
and the strategy pays off. Four years into the 
program, 89 percent of teen parents on assist-

ance are cooperating in educational plans or 
have already completed their high school di
plomas or GEDs. 

The critical yardstick is how many people 
are moving off the welfare rolls into self-suffi
ciency. And it's working in Oregon. Recipients 
are finding work faster. The State's welfare 
caseload has actually declined. 

H.R. 4 doesn't train people for jobs. Few 
people can pull themselves up by their boot
straps if they haven't any boots. The reality is 
that some people not only lack basic skills, but 
also don't know how to go about looking for 
work in the first place. 

The Deal substitute focused on work. It en
sured that a welfare recipient would be better 
off economically by taking a job than by re
maining on welfare. From day one of receiving 
benefits, its focus was on helping individuals 
join the work force. It extended the amount of 
time people could retain their health care ben
efits after leaving welfare for a private sector 
job from 1 year to 2 years. 

Unlike the Republicans' bill, the Deal sub
stitute added $9 billion to assist States in es
tablishing programs to move people into work. 
As introduced, the Republicans' bill did include 
$9.9 billion for work funding but that funding 
has now been removed. 

The Deal substitute provided State and local 
governments the flexibility and resources nec
essary to deal with the specific conditions they 
face and move individuals from welfare to 
work. The school lunch block grants in H.R. 4 
will leave States to bear the burden of in
creased costs from inflation or increased case
load. H.R. 4 will force States and local govern
ments to bear the financial burden of welfare 
reform. 

The Congressional Budget Office has esti
mated that under the provisions of H.R. 4, 
none of the 50 States will be successful in 
reaching the employment goals of the bill. 
Their views echo those of scholars who have 
studied welfare-to-work programs. 

The· U.S. Conference of Mayors has recog
nized H.R. 4 as just exactly what it is, a huge 
cost shift to the State and local governments. 
People need jobs, but we don't need this un
funded mandate. 

FEEDING OUR CHILDREN 

I want to talk about the damage H.R. 4 does 
to our Nation's school lunch programs. 

In my State, Oregon, 5,800 students would 
lose eligibility for free or reduced-price 
lunches. Currently, 62 percent of Portland stu
dents qualify for free or reduced-price lunches. 
Kids are caught in the middle and will pay a 
heavy price for this change. 

Well-fed children learn better than poorly fed 
children. These cuts set up a cruel cycle 
where kids fall behind when they've barely 
begun to grow. School lunches are an edu
cation program, not a welfare program. Until 
now, they have enjoyed bipartisan support. 

This reform is mean-spirited and does direct 
harm to our children. It means $1.2 million 
less for Oregon alone next year. It certainly 
does not take into account increases in enroll
ment, poverty, and food prices. There are no 
nutritional guidelines. The block grants in H.R. 
4 provide incentives to serve fewer and fewer 
children. 

H.R. 4 decreases the amount of funds that 
must be spent on poor children. The Repub-

licans' bill requires targeting of 80 percent of 
the funding for children below 185 percent of 
poverty, while USDA reports that closer to 90 
percent of school meal funds are currently 
spent on these children. 

For a family of four, 185 percent of poverty 
is $27,380 a year. In 1992, one in four chil
dren in America lived in poverty. That was up 
from one in five in 1987. Cutting the School 
Lunch Program truly hurts the poor and the 
working poor. 

When Republican leaders talk about de
fense spending, they expect maintaining exist
ing spending levels as a minimum, adjusted 
for inflation. When they talk about programs to 
feed kids, provide medical care for veterans, 
or retirement security for seniors, they use a 
different measure. They use phrases like 
"controlling the growth of programs," which 
means "feed kids less or feed less kids." 

H.R. 4 increases bureaucratic requirements 
for school lunch providers. It retains most Fed
eral administrative burdens such as meal 
counting and income verification, adds another 
layer of State bureaucracy, and requires pro
gram managers to establish a system to iden
tify the citizenship and visa status of partici
pants. 

The School Lunch Program was established 
in 1946 to prevent future generations from suf
fering the malnutrition that disqualified many of 
the draftees for service during World War II. 

Today our national security is just as de
pendent on the nutrition programs put at risk 
by H. R. 4. That kind of national security-well
fed children-is of at least equal value to the 
Pentagon which we continue to feed lavishly. 

I do not oppose cutting waste in govern
ment. Last week, I tried to offer an amend
ment to the rescissions bill that would have 
but $8 billion for cold war weapons systems 
that are still in their research stage, but are no 
longer needed. Unfortunately, the Republican 
leadership did not accept my amendment for 
consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, Jesus said, "Suffer the little 
children to come unto me, for theirs is the 
Kingdom of heaven." He did not say, "Make 
the children suffer." 

Let's get our priorities straight. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, there are many 

problems with H.R. 4, the Republican welfare 
reform bill which patches together disparate 
policy changes on AFDC, governance, School 
Lunch, Food Stamps, SSI Disability and nu
merous other public assistance programs. The 
GOP welfare measure is punitive without pur
pose or promise and in the final analysis turns 
out to be weak on work and tough on children 
and families. There is nothing in this bill that 
would successfully move welfare recipients 
back into the world of work. There are cer
tainly problems with our current welfare sys
tem but the GOP policy effort is not going to 
solve those problems. This bill will punish chil
dren and leave people to languish on AFDC 
for 2 years before they would be required to 
work or be actively engaged in job search or 
job training. The Republican bill doesn't have 
the best interests of children or their families 
at heart. It perpetuates a cruel hoax and is 
fundamentally flawed in its core "solutions." 
Current and former welfare recipients have to 
fight day by day for child care, health care, 
education and training, all within the shadow 
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of a welfare stigma to become successful. The changes in this bill are focused on change at 
Federal Govemment has a role in helping the bottom link producing enough money for 
these people and their children. tax breaks for the well off, not empowering 

Today in our society the number of people . families with special challenges to successfully 
earning and holding minimum wage jobs is ex- participate and achieve greater independence 
panding and increasingly, these minimum and for individual with disabilities. 
low wage workers can't support themselves In my Minnesota district there is a large 
and their families. Therefore, such low wage population of Southeast Asian immigrants, 
workers slide into the welfare system to make mostly Hmong from Laos. Many of the Hmong 
ends meet or to make a transition to a skilled, are citizens but some are not because of an 
better compensated position. This phenome- unusual problem. It has been estimated that 
non is a reflection of social, economic and nu- 6,000 to 7,000 noncitizens in Ramsey County, 
merous other changes in the latter years of Minnesota will lose benefits under the Repub
the 20th Century and tHe shortfalls in existing lican welfare bill. Most of the Hmong in Min
education, training, unemployment and numer- nesota face special obstacles to becoming citi
ous public assistance programs. We need zens. The Hmong did not have a written !an
policies that will help people move off of wei- guage until more recent times and many, as
fare for good. People need jobs that will pay· pecially the older people among them had 
a livable wage with which they will be able to their lives disrupted in their homeland of Laos 
support themselves and their children. They by the Vietnam war. Members of that genera
need the transitional services which will en- tion have found it very difficult to learn English 
able them to achieve a stable situation in and to become U.S. citizens. Many are strug
which they can maintain a home, pay their gling to learn English and are working to im
bills and feed their children. This is common prove the lives of their families, becoming pro
sense and the Federal, State and private sec- ductive members of American society. 
tors ought to be partners in such endeavors. This Republican bill hurts the Minnesota 
This requires more than cutting · off benefits Hmong by denying these tax-paying families 
with the notion that you can forcefeed change the regular and usual help accorded others in 
through such harsh action. A rational policy our society. The significant obstacles which 
would start with work so that a person is doing the Hmong face to supporting themselves and 
what they can for themselves, fostering inde- their families and in becoming citizens is exag
pendence rather than dependence and passiv- gerated by this poor policy of denying nonciti
ity. Our purpose must be to change the public zens assistance. The Republican welfare bill 
assistance system once and for all; to protect arbitrarily drops people, dumping them on the 
children; to empower families; and to take the doorstep of the States and counties in which 
time honored values of the dignity of work and they live. Minnesota and specifically my area 
the significance o.f the individual and place didn't choose to be the home of the Hmong; 
these values at the core of the policy reforms secondary migration has greatly contributed to 
we shape. this concentration. But the Hmong and other 

Last Friday, I met with two women from my noncitizens will continue to have needs which 
district, St. Paul, Minnesota, who had received will have to be met and it will be left to the 
welfare, one is now employed and has moved State and local governments to meet these 
off of AFDC and the other is about to leave needs without the Federal Government bear
the system. One of these women shared with ing its share of the burden. I might add that 
me her experience prior to receiving assist- even the regular refugee and new immigrant 
ance when she worked in a minimum wage assistance grants were prematurely curtailed 
job, diligently trying to support her child and and that non-profit groups have done an out
found she was unable to do so. Most mini- standing job in helping our communities cope 
mum wage jobs do not provide health care with this challenge. 
benefits and adequate, affordable child care is Yet another policy area of deep concern is 
very difficult to find, perhaps the most impor- child protection services which are overbur
tant threshold need for the single parent. dened today, reducing these resources will not 

Yes, there are problems with the current help children or their families. The GOP cuts 
system and they are especially stark when it to child protection services put children in dan
comes to making the transition from welfare to ger. What alternative would such children 
work in today's economic environment. We al- have when the monetary and professional re
ready have long waiting lists for child care in sources are not there to help their families 
my Minnesota district. Cutting funds for child change their circumstances? How can a family 
care programs, which this Republican bill be held together or a child be removed if they 
does, flies in the face of that need. Child care are at risk? 
is a crucial need for single parent families at- Mr. Chairman, initially I thought there were 
tempting to move away from dependence on virtually no positive benefits from the Repub
welfare and into productive work. lican welfare reform bill but then it would be 

This Republican bill launches an extreme positive for one segment of our society-the 
and broad-based attack on poor children and affluent. This measure gives new meaning to 
families. From cutting funds for nutrition pro- the phrase, "Women and children first." This 
grams to reducing funds, incredibly, for fami- bill is fundamentally punitive--punishment for 
lies who are maintaining a disabled child at children born into a circumstance not of their 
home. There have been problems with the SSI making-punishment for mistakes that young 
Disability Program, but this bill attacks the pro- women and men make. Will this punitive ac
gram without taking proper account of the tion result in social justice, or a better society. 
needs of disabled children and their families. Visiting the minor parent's sins upon their new 
Congress can do better, we can make born child is a big step backwards, it is be
changes to the system that ensure that the yond the pale of a society which is thought of 
truly disabled are effectively served. The as civilized. Those working at the community 

level are worried and we should readily under
stand why. The real needs persist where the 
rubber meets the road. That is where the pro
grams are implemented and if the House Re
publican welfare bill were the law they would 
not have adequate resources to meet the 
needs and be strapped with punitive new Re
publican social engineering policies so con
tradictory to basic fairness, common sense 
and decency. 

I assume we could all support moving wel
fare recipients from welfare to work but there 
is nothing in this Republican welfare bill which 
will have this effect. This Republican bill has 
all sorts of requirements. It requires that, after 
being maintained on AFDC for a certain pe
riod, that people work but it does not help fa
cilitate States in meeting such requirements. 
The Republicans say that this measure will 
move people off of welfare, off of SSI, off of 
Food Stamps and reduce spending by nearly 
$70 billion over 5 years. The question is: 
where are the children, women and the elderly 
going? The GOP wants to take away their en
titlement, the social safety net of education, 
training, child care, shelter, medical care and 
food and admonishes the Congress to trust 
the States because flexibility and block grants 
are held forth as a cure for all ailments, that 
frankly makes no sense. No realistic economic 
countercyclical capacity exists in this GOP pol
icy. There is no common sense to this Repub
lican policy path. The only cents in this bill are 
the $70 billion worth of cuts that are being ex
tracted from poor and working American fami
lies and bestowed on the affluent through the 
Republican tax give aways already passed by 
the Ways and Means Committee. The fiscal 
deficit won't be helped by this action. The 
States will experience a trickle down tax in
crease and America's human deficit; the num
bers of kids below the poverty level, the un
deremployed and unemployed, the malnour
ished, the abused women and kids, the non
citizens without recourse will grow by leaps 
and bounds. Mr. Chairman, it is time to stop 
blaming the poor for being poor-stop our 
abandonment of people in need and to renew 
real investment in our greatest asset-the 
American people. We can't afford to desert 
people, even those who may have made a 
mistake or two, certainly not those who are 
simply born into poverty. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems in this Chamber that some have 
strayed far from the common sense path of 
compassion and human understanding. They 
profess an understanding of cost in dollars but 
understand the value of nothing. They are in
correct on all counts. This GOP measure 
should be defeated. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I voted 
for the rule on H.R. 4, however, I am deeply 
disturbed and angered that the Rules Commit
tee has chosen to ignore a major committee 
which has jurisdiction on issues which affect 
the daily lives of American Indians and Alaska 
Natives. Many of my colleagues in the Com
mittee on Resources are very concerned that 
this body has chosen to overlook the concerns 
of American Indians and Alaska Natives in the 
welfare reform bill and how deeply this action 
will affect them. American Indians and Alaska 
Natives have contributed much to this great 
country of ours and yet, again have been 
placed at the bottom of the totem pole. 
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I offered a bi-partisan amendment to the 

Rules Committee, however, my amendment 
was not accepted. My proposed amendment 
would have set aside 3 percent of appropria
tions for block grants to Indian tribes. This 
would have allowed Indian tribes to operate 
their own block grant programs on the same 
basis as states. For those tribes who would 
have declined to assume this program fund
ing, the funds would have reverted to the 
State. The State would then operate the pro
gram in the tribes service area according to 
their population. My amendment would have 
allowed American Indians and Alaska Natives 
to participate fully in the welfare reform proc
ess. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an obligation here, a 
trust obligation of fair and honorable dealings 
with American Indians and Alaska Native 
tribes. Tribes have a government to govern
ment relationship with the Federal Govern
ment and a right to self-determination in the 
operation of programs intended to benefit Indi
ans. Congress and Presidents Nixon to Presi
dent Reagan have recognized the special gov
ernment to government relationship. Yet, the 
Rules Committee has failed to recognize the 
long standing trust obligations that this body 
and the Federal Government have to tribes. 

At current time, tribal programs suffer from 
two problems which handicap tribal social 
service programs. First, tribes generally can 
only contract for operation of secondary social 
service programs, since the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs programs are secondary and available 
only if an Indian is not eligible for other gen
erally available programs (AFDC). Con
sequently, reform of the primary welfare sys
tem operating in tribal communities is beyond 
tribal control. Second, tribal social service pro
grams, such as Indian Child Welfare Act, were 
funded on a competitive basis for 1 to 3-year 
terms. This disrupts tribal programs when 
funding interruptions occur. Despite the prob
lems above, tribally run social service pro
grams generally outperform State operated 
programs in tribal communities. [Indian Child 
Welfare: A Status Report (IHS/BIA 1988)]. 

Efforts by tribes to reform welfare programs 
have been opposed by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs [BIA], which in fiscal year 1994 at
tempted to cut off funding for tribally initiated 
Tribal Work Experience Program [TWEP] in 
the Tanana Chiefs Conference and Tlingit and 
Haida Central Council regions in my State of 
Alaska. It is interesting to note for this member 
of Congress that the Assistant Secretary of In
dian Affairs took credit for the very TWEP pro
gram the Bureau tried to nullify. Within Indian 
country there is a consensus that welfare re
form is needed and that tribes are best 
equipped to accomplish that task. By exclud
ing tribes from reform of the primary welfare 
programs, this Congress has abandoned one 
segment of society truly in need and support
ive of welfare reform. 

Tribes have some of the highest levels of 
poverty in the country. At least 51 percent of 
all reservation Indian families are below the 
poverty line. While the merits of the current 
welfare system can be reasonably debated, 
there is little doubt that it is not working for In
dian people. This bill as written, excludes 
tribes from the primary welfare program. While 
it provides a 3 percent set aside for one pro-

gram only, the Child Care Block Grant pro
gram, the bill excludes funding for tribes in all 
of the other programs of the bill. Again, this 
body is not meeting the obligation of trust re
sponsibility to American Indians and Alaska 
Natives and I must voice my grave concern 
with this inequity. Thank you for the oppor
tunity to vote my objections in omitting Amer
ican Indians and Alaska Natives in participat
ing in the welfare reform bill currently being 
debated by this body. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, during my ten
ure here in Congress, I have seen and partici
pated in several attempts at reforming welfare. 
The Democrats have always crafted bipartisan 
bills and the far-reaching 1988 Family Support 
Act with its JOBS component is one result of 
cooperative work between Democrats and Re
publicans. However, in crafting the Personal 
Responsibility Act, Republicans apparently do 
not believe in continuing this bipartisan spirit. 
Out of the 150 amendments submitted to the 
Rules Committee, only 33 were accepted. And 
of the 33, only 7 will be offered by the Demo
crats with the Republicans offering 26 of their 
own amendments. 

It is a shame that an issue that will impact 
millions of low-income and poor families in our 
nation is not debated in a democratic forum. 
The Republicans continue to exclude us even 
after they have incorporated some of the 
Democrats' ideas such as allowing immigrants 
who are veterans and fought to protect this 
country access to public assistance if they fall 
on hard times. And although some of the Re
publican amendments attempt to correct the 
mean-spirited provisions such as letting states 
give vouchers to teen mothers, vouchers can
not pay rent or the bus fare to work. 

Critics of our welfare system always divide 
the poor into two groups: the deserving and 
the underserving poor. Never before have I 
seen the so-called reformers exaggerate the 
undeservingness of our poor as I have seen in 
the past couple of months. The Republicans 
vilify the poor and use misinformation to justify 
their welfare cuts. 

The typical AFDC mother is seen as an Afri
can American teenage girl who has at least 
three children and is breeding more for 
money. This gross exaggeration and 
misperception is used over and over again. 
The truth is that only 1 0-15% stay on welfare 
continuously for five year or more. The rest 
cycle on and off welfare, finding jobs but never 
one secure or stable enough to stay off wel
fare permanently. These people who look for 
jobs want to work and need help and training 
so that they can find secure and permanent 
jobs. Instead, they are described erroneously 
as undeserving. 

Republicans also argue that out of wedlock 
births and single parenthood causes poverty 
which in turn, fuels a host of all these other 
social problems like crime and moral decay. 
Their cause and effect equation is all wrong. 
What they fail to see is that poverty is the 
source of social problems, and joblessness is 
what destroys hope and dignity. We need to 
train these parents and educate their children 
so that they are able to take advantage of op
portunities and overcome poverty. 

Welfare reform is about helping and invest
ing in people so that they can become eco
nomically independent which is not the same 

thing as refusing help. The Republican welfare 
bill will refuse to help AFDC recipients who 
are looking for jobs, those who are working 
but need child care, and those who are teen 
mothers. The Republican bill will deny benefits 
to: 70,000 children whose mothers are under 
eighteen; 2.2 million children because of they 
happen to be born to a family on AFDC; 4.8 
million children due to the 5 year cutoff even 
if their parents cannot find jobs; 3.3 million 
children because they cannot establish pater
nity even though they are fully cooperating 
and the states are slow to officially establish 
paternity. 

By the year 2005, an estimated 6.1 million 
children will be ineligible for welfare benefits. 
Is this really welfare reform or is it just refusal 
to help-a refusal to help poor people and 
children just for the sake of the bottom line or 
even worse, to finance a tax cut for families 
making $200,000 a year. 

There has been talk of compassion and 
tough love but is it compassionate to tell a 
family who cannot find a decent job in 5 years 
that they will no longer get benefits? Is it com
passionate to tell a legal alien who has been 
working and contributing in the United States 
for over 20 years that he can't get public as
sistance? Is it compassionate to cut money for 
school lunches for poor children just to save 
money? 

Republicans want to foster personal respon
sibility in these AFDC recipients but the fed
eral government will be guilty of abrogating 
our responsibility to the poor families and their 
children in the United States if we pass the 
bill. 

The Federal government should bear part of 
the responsibility for ensuring that AFDC re
cipients find jobs or get training to be more 
marketable so that they can get jobs. This Re
publican bill doesn't ensure that they are work
ing but rather, counts people who are cutoff 
from the welfare rolls as meeting work partici
pation rates even if they do not have jobs. In 
my book, work participation is about people in 
jobs, not just kicking them off the rolls. 

Beyond this issue of welfare reform is this 
role of the federal government. We have a 
necessary role to invest in our people, in our 
children and to rebuild broken families. It is in 
our national interest to make sure that Amer
ican families can contribute and that their chil
dren can grow up to be productive citizens. 

This so-called Personal Responsibility Act 
does not invest in our people and help make 
America more productive. Instead, it denies 
help to people and cuts funding for programs 
that feed children and in the long run, the 
human consequences of this bill will come 
back to haunt us. This bill encourages jobless
ness, drug abuse, crime and perpetuates 
hopelessness. In this case, the Republicans 
are willing to spend $60,000 a year to lock a 
kid up in jail but not spend $6,000 to keep that 
kid in school 

This bill is not about investment in our chil
dren and country but a conspiracy to end as
sistance to the neediest Americans. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, several 
amendments have been offered to improve 
the unwise and unwarranted provisions of 
H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, relat
ing to legal immigrants. Sadly, none of them 
goes far enough to correct a serious defect in 
this poorly drafted bill. 
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The legislation now before us prohibits most 

legal immigrants from receiving certain welfare 
benefits, food stamps and Medicaid. It also 
contains an ill-advised "deeming until citizen
ship" provision that could render legal immi
grants ineligible for benefits under a wide 
range of federal, state and local programs. 
This punitive approach, that runs counter to 
our best traditions of fairness and decency, is 
strongly opposed by the Catholic Church·, the 
Council of Jewish Federations and a host of 
other prominent organizations. 

As we discuss this issue, I would remind my 
colleagues that under current law legal immi
grants are effectively barred from receiving 
most welfare benefits for several years after 
entry. Moreover, they are required to fulfill vir
tually the same responsibilities as citizens. 
They must pay taxes, and they can be drafted. 

Under the proposed restriction, a legal immi
grant, who has been working for years and 
paying taxes, will be denied assistance if he 
becomes disabled. Many others who have 
worked hard but never officially become citi
zens will be refused coverage for valuable 
health care services. 

For those who assert that legal immigrants 
represent a drain on Government, I commend 
to them a study conducted last year by the 
Urban Institute. The Institute estimated that 
immigrants contribute $30 billion more in reve
nue than they collect in services each year. 
These findings echoed an earlier study by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York showing 
that immigrant families on average contribute 
about $2,500 a year more in taxes than they 
obtain in public services. We should also re
member why many immigrants come here. 
Like many of our ancestors they land on these 
shores because they want to work and be pro
ductive, self-sustaining individuals. 

I believe it can only be characterized as cal
lous and mean-spirited to bar taxpaying, law
abiding persons from participating in programs 
that they must help support. 

Refusing benefits to legal immigrants will 
clearly not translate into savings for everyone. 
State and local governments will be forced to 
make increased expenditures as those nonciti-

-zens left with no means of support turn to their 
programs. Under the proposed bill, states and 
localities are able to deny assistance to legal 
immigrants. However, I believe the damaging 
repercussions of such a decision will make 
them reluctant to do so. 

I am sure that state and local officials 
around the country are surprised to see my 
colleagues creating these financial burdens 
less than a week after Congress sent un
funded mandate legislation to President Clin
ton, which he signed. 

Eliminating Medicaid coverage for legal im
migrants will be particularly costly to state and 
local governments, as well as hospitals. 1. 7 
million noncitizens-many of whom are chil
dren-will be forced to let their illnesses go 
untreated until they become emergencies. As 
we all know, treating persons on this basis is 
generally far more expensive than providing 
routine care. 

Past experience shows that it can also be 
fatal. Two studies that appeared in the New 
England Journal of Medicine are particularly 
instructive. One focused on the State of Cali
fornia's decision to terminate Medicaid eligi-

bility for 270,000 people in 1982. Public health 
experts examined the effect on a number of 
patients with high blood pressure. Within 6 
months of losing coverage, these patients suf
fered an average increase in blood pressure 
associated with a four-fold increased risk of 
death. 

Another study focused on New Hampshire's 
limitation on prescription drug coverage in 
1981. This policy change, which was reversed 
11 months later, limited people to three pre
scriptions per months. Among chronically-ill el
derly patients nursing home and hospital ad
missions rose significantly. In fact, the result
ing increase in mental health costs alone ex
ceeded the $400,000 savings realized · by a 
ratio of more than a 17 to 1 . 

It is clear that this poorly drafted legislation 
will leave states and hospitals with unfair 
choices. Do they absorb 1 00% of the costs of 
providing non-emergency care, or do they only 
treat legal immigrants on an emergency care 
basis? Focusing on emergency care poten
tially risks the health of citizens, as well. In ad
dition, as CBO noted in its cost estimate for 
this legislation, this approach requires signifi
cant federal spending. Medicaid expenditures 
will be needed to finance emergency services 
and disproportionate share payments to hos
pitals. 

These are just a few examples of the dan
gers that America's less fortunate will have to 
face with passage of H.R. 4. I would welcome 
the opportunity to work with my colleagues 
across the aisle to enact well-reasoned and 
effective welfare reform legislation that does 
not imperil the children, elderly, and legal im
migrants of this nation. However, I refuse to 
blindly support extreme legislation that is con
trary to personal responsibility. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, 30 years of 
"Great Society" Government handouts has 
transformed America into a tragic society. Our 
current welfare system subsidizes illegitimacy 
and promotes personally destructive behavior. 
It tears apart the very fabric of our society
the American family. 

For too long, liberal lawmakers fooled Amer
icans into believing that big Government pro
grams provide the best solution to poverty. 
Americans have seen the disastrous results 
and will no longer tolerate the liberal lie. They 
know that the so-called welfare safety net is 
really a web which traps welfare recipients in 
a cycle of dependency and despair. 

Hard-working families have poured more 
than $5 trillion into this bureaucratic black 
hole. They demand and deserve more for their 
money. That is why they overwhelmingly sup
port the Republican Personal Responsibility 
Act. 

Our welfare reform bill works to restore fam
ily values by replacing the failed welfare sys
tem with compassionate solutions. Our bill of
fers tough love reforms based on the dignity of 
work and the strength of family. It breaks the 
cycle of dependency by promoting personal 
responsibility and self-worth. 

Mr. Chairman, the Personal Responsibility 
Act emphasizes work and life attitudes to re
build a family-based society. The family rep
resents the core of our society. We must act 
now to mend the tattered values blanket be
fore another family gets trapped in the Federal 
bureaucratic safety net. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, the rule gov
erning debate on H.R. 4-the welfare reform 
bill-was narrowly passed yesterday. I voted 
no on that rule with a clear conscience be
cause the rule the Republican majority crafted 
makes certain that we will never debate the 
fundamental issues raised by welfare reform. 
Worried about their ability to keep their own 
troops in line, the Republicans picked 31-
minor and generally non-controversial
amendments for debate. 

From a policy perspective, their priorities are 
baffling. Rather than debate whether to guar
antee a safe foster home for abused or ne
glected children, or discuss whether welfare 
benefits should be terminated if the person is 
able and willing to work but cannot find a job, 
the Republican majority chose to have us de
bate ways of tracking down deadbeat dads 
who have died, and sense of the Congress 
language that blames single-parents for crime, 
violence and most other ills of our society. 

In the interest of full disclosure, let me share 
with you some of the important amendments 
that Democrats sought to debate. In each in
stance, the Republican majority REFUSED to 
grant our request. 

A Stenholm (TX) amendment to require that 
net reductions from this bill be used for deficit 
reduction. 

A Matsui (CA) and Kennedy (MA) amend
ment to guarantee foster care and adoption 
assistance for any child who is abused or ne
glected. 

A Kleczka (WI) and Rangel (NY) amend
ment to give States the option of waiving the 
5-year time limit for any individual who is will
ing to work, but for whom no job is available. 

A Kennelly (CT) amendment stipulating that 
child care be made available for the children 
of parents required to participate in work, 
training or education programs. 

A Clayton (NC) amendment to require that 
an individual employed or participating in a 
work or workfare program shall be paid at 
least the minimum wage. 

A Hall (OH) amendment to preserve the 
WIG and school lunch and breakfast pro
grams. 

A Kleczka (WI) and Kennelly (CT) amend
ment to prevent States from reducing cash as
sistance to a family when the child's paternity 
has not been established due to a State back
log or inefficiency. 

A Levin and Rivers (MI) amendment to pay 
benefits to a teen mother and her child only if 
she lives under adult supervision, stays in 
school and cooperates with paternity estab
lishment. 

A Levin (MI) amendment to require all 
States to report child support obligations to 
credit bureaus. 

A McDermott (WA) amendment to require 
that a State not terminate a recipient's benefits 
unless it had made available necessary coun
seling, education, training, substance abuse 
treatment, and child care. 

A Torricelli (NJ) amendment to preclude 
States from providing welfare to a family who 
has not vaccinated their minor children. 

A Miller (CA) amendment to require that 
States continue to comply with national nutri
tional standards until they develop their own 
standards that the Secretary of Agriculture ap
proves. 
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A Rangel (NY) amendment to prohibit the 

use of Federal funds to displace currently em
ployed workers from their jobs. 

These are issues the American people ex
pect us to debate. But we can't because the 
Republican majority has gagged us. That 
makes me wonder, why are the Republicans 
afraid to vote on these amendments? Are they 
simply playing politics or are they interested in 
true welfare reform? The American people can 
judge. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, my Repub
lican colleagues have chafed at suggestions 
that their welfare reform biii-H.R. 4-is cruel 
to children. I say again what I have said on 
the floor: The truth hurts. Let me list for you 
just ten examples of the cruel policies embed
ded in the Republican Contract on America: 

1 0. It punishes the child (until the mother is 
18 years old) for being born out-of-wedlock to 
a young parent (title 1). Number of children 
punished: 70,000. 

9. It punishes a child-for his entire child
hood-for the sin of being born to a family on 
welfare, even though the child didn't ask to be 
born (title 1). Number of children punished: 2.2 
million. 

8. It punishes a child-by denying cash 
aid-when a State drags its feet on paternity 
establishment (title I). Number of children pun
ished: 3.3 million. 

7. It leaves children holding the bag if the 
State runs out of Federal money (title 1). Num
ber of children punished: ? 

6. It does not assure safe child care for chil
dren when their parents work (title 1). Number 
of children punished: 401 ,600. 

5. It allows children to die while in State 
care without requiring any State accountability 
beyond reporting the death (title II). Number of 
children punished: ? 

4. It throws some medically disabled chil
dren off SSI because of bureaucratic tech
nicalities (title IV). Number of children pun
ished: 75,943. 

3. It denies SSI benefits to children who 
didn't become disabled soon enough (title IV). 
Number of children punished: 612,800. 

2. There is no guarantee of foster care for 
children who are abused or neglected (title II). 
Number of children punished: ? 

1 . It cuts aid to poor children to pay for tax 
cuts for the rich. Number of children punished: 
15 million. 

Is this a cruel bill? I suggest my colleagues 
ask those 15 million children. There is no 
question in my mind. Taking $70 billion dollars 
from programs for poor children to pay for tax 
cuts for the rich is-without question-cruel. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, since introducing 
H.R. 4, the Republican majority has changed 
the allocation formula for title I of the welfare 
reform bill four times. Those changes mean 
millions to the affected States. 

For example, Speaker GINGRICH's State of 
Georgia gained $45 million after backroom ne
gotiations produced a new formula in the 
Rules Committee. Those same private deals 
reduced California's block grant funding over 5 
years by $670 million. In every public discus
sion of the bill, California's share was higher. 
And, on the way to the Rules Committee, New 
York lost $275 million. 

But that's not all; there's more. After criti
cism that the subcommittee bill looked like a 

sweetheart deal for two Republican Gov
ernors-in Michigan and Wisconsin-the for
mula was revised. Michigan lost $430 million 
and Wisconsin lost $200 million. By the time 
the bill got to the Rules Committee, Michigan 
had recouped $225 million of what they lost. 
Wisconsin was still nearly $200 million in the 
hole. 

And, Representative BILL ARCHER must 
have been persuasive in those behind-closed
doors caucuses that Republicans held. By the 
time the bill left Ways and Means, he had 
gathered up more than $20 million for his 
home State of Texas and-surprise, sur
prise--he held on to most of it in the Rules 
Committee. 

The facts are simple. Under the latest for
mula, 17 States get less money than the 
Ways and Means Committee approved; 32 
States are winners. The losers are: Alabama, 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Guam, 
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maryland, Minnesota, 
Missouri, New Mexico, New York, Texas, Vir
gin Islands, and West Virginia. 

For the record, every time the Republicans 
changed the formula, four States got less. 
They are: Iowa, Maryland, Minnesota, and 
West Virginia. Eight States were winners 
every time. They are: District of Columbia, Ha
waii, Idaho, Kansas, Nevada, Puerto Rico, 
Rhode Island, and Virginia. 

And the important point for the American 
people to understand is this: All of these 
changes happened without 1 minute of public 
discussion. So much for government in the 
sunshine. I guess the Republican majority 
thinks secret closed-door meetings are OK
so long as they are the ones having the meet
ings and making the deals. The American 
people deserve better. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
remind my colleagues of the most critical as
pect of this welfare reform debate--the effect 
this legislation will have on poor children in 
our Nation. 

Child poverty is an enormous drain on the 
Nation's economy. Every year of child poverty 
will end up costing billions of dollars in lower 
future productivity, special education, crime, 
foster care, and teenage pregnancy. 

We must create long-term solutions for this 
shameful problem of child poverty in our coun
try. Yet this Republican welfare reform bill 
seeks to solve this problem by punishing our 
Nation's children simply for this misfortune of 
being born to a family without means or re
sources. 

This bill punishes children born out of wed
lock, born to an unmarried teenage mother, 
born to a welfare family, or born without estab
lished paternity. 

Poor young children in working families are 
victims of this bill. Twenty six percent of chil
dren under 6 years old live in poverty, nearly 
twice the number of poor adults over 18. Yet 
the Republican proposal would reduce Federal 
funding for child care by 20 percent over 5 
years. Child care assistance is often the key 
to whether families can move from welfare to 
work. How can reform succeed if this need is 
not sufficiently addressed? 

Disabled children are victims of this bill. The 
Republican proposal would cut SSI benefits to 
disabled children by $10.9 billion over 5 years. 
Within 6 months, 250,000 of the 900,000 se-

verely disabled children now receiving benefits 
would lose them. These children already face 
difficulties in coping with the world, only to be 
met with more challenges in these cuts. 

Abused and neglected children are victims 
of this bill. Incidents of child abuse number up 
to 3 million a year, yet child welfare and pro
tection programs, including foster care and 
adoption assistance, will be replaced with a 
block grant, cutting $2.7 billion in funding over 
5 years. 

Hungry children are victims of this bill. The 
School Breakfast and Lunch programs and the 
WIC program will be replaced with nutrition 
block grants. Funding for these block grants is 
set below the funding which would have oc
curred under the current programs, yet the 
number of families in need of these programs 
continues to rise. 

We are responsible for our children's future. 
When our children are neglected, our Nation 
will suffer. President Harry Truman said that 
nothing is more important in our national life 
than the welfare of our children. If you believe 
this as I do, you will join with me in opposition 
to this legislation that will undeniably harm our 
most valuable resource. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to · 
oppose amendments which restrict the rights 
of legal immigrants to collect Government ben
efits, such as Medicaid, food stamps, and dis
ability aid. 

Denying basic safety net services to non
citizens who, in many cases, have resided in 
the United States for much of their lives, dis
criminates among residents who have paid 
their taxes, contributed to the growth of the 
U.S. economy, served in the Armed Forces, 
and, like millions of their native-born counter
parts, have played by the rules in the hope of 
realizing their own American dream. 

This legislation would erode basic American 
values by denying equal treatment under law 
to law-abiding taxpayers who have done noth
ing but choose to make the United States their 
home. This bill punishes legal immigrants for 
making that decision. 

This legislation also robs communities all 
over the country of the taxes paid by legal im
migrant residents-taxes that would be taken 
by the Federal Government, but not returned 
to those same communities in the form of 
health care and other needed benefits. Recent 
studies show that immigrants pay $25 to $30 
billion more in taxes each year than they use 
in services. Such funds will no longer flow 
back to our local communities under this bill. 

This bill would also deny basic survival as
sistance to children who are legal permanent 
residents. Most of these children will go to 
school, and some day work, and pay taxes, 
and contribute to American society together 
with our own children. Denying them benefits 
is a failure to invest in our own future. 

Mr. Chairman, the anti-immigrant provisions 
contained in this extreme Republican measure 
are ill-conceived and mean-spirited. They will 
result in increased costs to our cities and 
States and will worsen the discrimination al
ready felt by many in our Nation's immigrant 
communities. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against H.R. 4 
and vote for the Mink substitute. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 
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The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. CAL
VERT having assumed the chair), Mr. 
LINDER, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
bill, (H.R. 4) to restore the American 
family, reduce illegitimacy, control 
welfare spending and reduce welfare de
pendence, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 26 AND 
H.R. 209 
Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 26 and 
H.R. 209. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

PUTTING AMERICA'S CHILDREN AT 
RISK 

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous material.) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I sub
mit to my distinguished colleagues in this 
chamber that the lives and well-being of some 
21.6 million of our nation's children are at risk 
if we are to allow the proposed welfare reform 
bill to pass. 

I do not believe there has ever been any 
disagreement on both sides of the aisle of the 
need to reform our welfare programs. But to 
do so with such haste as if there is no tomor
row, or that because the Contract With Amer
ica must be signed, sealed and nailed to the 
cross within the 1 00-day period-literally begs 
the question of why all the rush? Thank God 
for the U.S. Senate. 

Some of my friends across the aisle have 
repeatedly said the best way to administer 
these welfare programs is to let the States do 
it. And without question some States have 
been very successful at getting people off the 
welfare rolls, and give them productive jobs 
and add more meaning to their lives. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that not all 
States operate with the same efficiency, and I 
can just imagine that with 50 different bu
reaucracies, with 50 different sets of laws and 
regulations, with 50 different state court rul
ings, with 50 different budgetary priorities-will 
result in what I suspect will be utter chaos and 
confusion-and if I'm correct Mr. Speaker, 
when you block-g.rant a federal program to a 
state, that state does not necessarily have to 
spend the funds for what Congress had in
tended-and if that is the case, Mr. Speaker, 
my heart goes out to those 21.6 million chil
dren that are not going to receive the full ben
efits of such federal programs. 

Let us reform our welfare system, Mr. 
Speaker, but let us do it like we are flying like 
eagles, and not run around doing so like a 
bunch of turkeys. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD newspaper editorials on this 
subject, as follows: 

WHAT SPECIAL INTEREST? 
(By Bob Herbert) 

MARCH 22, 1995, NY TIMES.-On Sunday 
more than 1,000 people, many of them chil
dren, rallied outside the Capitol in Washing
ton to protest cuts in the school lunch pro
gram, which is just one of many excessive 
and cruel budget proposals the Republican 
majority in Congress is trying to hammer 
into law. 

The theme of the rally was " Pick on Some
one Your Own Size," which was another way 
of saying that the G.O.P. bully boys might 
consider spreading the budget-cutting pain 
around, rather than continuing their obscene 
offensive against the young, the poor, the 
crippled, the weak and the helpless. 

The Republican reaction to the rally was 
interesting. Amazing even. Spokesmen for 
the party denounced the protest organizers 
as exploiters of children and defenders of 
special interests. Exploiters of children! 
What an accusation from a party that is try
ing to throw poor children off the welfare 
rolls; a party that would eliminate Federal 
nutritional standards for school meals; a 
party that would cut benefits for handi
capped children; a party that would reduce 
protection for abused and neglected children, 
even though reported cases of abuse and ne
glect tripled between 1980 and 1992. 

Please, a reality check. 
And " defenders of special interests" ? ARe

publican in the era of Newt can say that with 
a straight face? On Monday, Richard L. 
Berke wrote in The Times: 

" Indeed, many Republicans are seeking to 
punish groups that did not support them in 
the past to insure that they are never again 
abandoned. While Democrats have never 
been timid about hitting up lobbyists, Re
publicans are going even further , to the 
point of dictating whom business groups 
should hire." 

The cold truth is that the Republicans cur
reo tly in Congress are raising the phenome
non of special interests to dangerous new 
heights. The lead paragraph on a Washington 
Post article on March 12 said: 

"The day before the Republicans formally 
took control of Congress, Rep. Tom DeLay 
strolled to a meeting in the rear conference 
room of his spacious new leadership suite on 
the first floor of the Capitol. The dapper 
Texas Congressman, soon to be sworn in as 
House majority whip, saw before him a group 
of lobbyists representing some of the biggest 
companies in America, assembled on mis
matched chairs amid packing boxes, a huge, 
unplugged copying machine and constantly 
ringing telephones.'' 

The eager lobbyists had wasted no time in 
taking up Mr. DeLay's offer to collaborate in 
the drafting of legislation that would scrap 
Federal safety and environmental rules that 
big business felt were too tough. When the 
bill and the debate moved to the House floor, 
the Post story said, " lobbyists hovered near
by, tapping out talking points on a laptop 
computer for delivery to Republican floor 
leaders." 

The mind boggles at the very idea of a 
Gingrich Republican criticizing anyone as a 
captive of special interests. Republicans in 
the era of Newt aggressively hunt down spe
cial interests and demand to be taken cap
tive. If, of course, those interests have lots of 
money. 

And when it comes time to make sacrifices 
to bring the Federal deficit under control, 

those interests are spared. No pain inflicted 
there. The Republican zeal for budget cuts 
comes to an abrupt halt in the face of the 
real special interests. The so-called Contract 
With America is actually a contract with big 
business. Keep in mind the lobbyists writing 
legislation in Tom DeLay's office. They 
weren' t representatives of the American peo
ple, poor or middle class. They represented 
the real beneficiaries of the contract. 

According to the National Center for Chil
dren in Poverty, 24 percent of all American 
children under the age of 6 are poor. Under 
the twisted values of the new Republican 
majority, these children become like wound
ed swimmers in shark-infested waters. Their 
very vulnerability is a signal that they 
should be attacked. 

James Weill, general counsel of the Chil
dren's Defense League , said, "They are tak
ing that part of the American population 
that is in the deepest trouble to begin with, 
the group with the highest poverty, the 
greatest vulnerability, and because they are 
so politically powerless they are attacking 
them the most. That, to me , is the worst as
pect of what they are doing." 

HOUSE TAKES UP LEGISLATION To DISMANTLE 
SOCIAL PROGRAMS 
(By Robert Pear) 

WASHINGTON, March 21.- The House of Rep
resentatives today took up sweeping legisla
tion that would dismantle many elements of 
the social welfare systems put in place by 
the Federal Government over the last 60 
years. 

There was little suspense about the out
come; Republicans predicted that the bill 
would be approved late this week on a party
line vote. 

"Based on the hysterical cries of those who 
seek to defend the failed welfare state, you 
would have thought Republicans were elimi
nating welfare in its entirety," rather than 
just slowing its growth, said Representative 
Bill Archer, the Texas Republican who is 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. Archer, declaring that " the Republican 
welfare revolution is at hand," said the Re
publican bill sought " the broadest overhaul 
of welfare ever proposed. '' 

For their part, Democrats acknowledged 
that their substitute measure had little 
chance of passage but predicted that they 
would make political gains in the debate by 
attacking the Republicans as cruel to chil
dren. Representative John Lewis, Democrat 
of Georgia, for instance , infuriated the Re
publicans when he said their " onslaught" on 
children, poor people and the disabled was 
reminiscent of crimes committed in Nazi 
Germany. 

Representative E . Clay Shaw Jr. , Repub
lican of Florida, said the comparison was 
" an absolute outrage." 

The Congressional Budget Office said this 
week that the Republican bill would cut $69 
billion, or 6 percent, from projected spending 
of $1.1 trillion on welfare, food assistance, 
child care, Medicaid and other programs over 
the next five years. The cuts appear larger
about 11 percent of projected spending. If 
Medicaid is omitted from the calculations, 
as Democrats say it should be. The bill 
makes only minor changes in Medicaid, the 
health program for low-income people. 

The outlook for the bill in the Senate is 
murky. Senators of both parties have ex
pressed doubts about the House Republican 
plan to give each state a lump sum of Fed
eral money to help the poor, with few Fed
eral standards or guarantees. Many senators 
say the Federal Government must retain 
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more responsibility for the use of revenue 
raised through Federal taxing power. 

Representative Harold L. Volkmer, Demo
crat of Missouri, attacked the Republican 
bill as "very mean-spirited, very radical." 
Much of the money saved by cutting aid to 
the poor would be used to finance tax cuts 
for the wealthy, he said. 

The welfare bill, a cornerstone of the Re
publicans' Contract With America, would re
place several programs, like Aid to Families 
With Dependent Children and the school 
lunch program, which guarantee benefits to 
anyone who meets the eligibility criteria, 
with direct cash payments to states. The 
states could then use the money in any way 
they chose to assist low-income people. 

Republicans are still wrestling with the 
concerns of anti-abortion groups and some 
Republican lawmakers who say that provi
sions of the bill would encourage abortions. 
Those provisions would prohibit use of Fed
eral money to provide cash assistance to 
children born to unmarried women under 18 
or to women of any age already receiving 
welfare. 

House Republican leaders said the ban on 
cash assistance for those children would 
probably remain in the House bill. But they 
said they might accept amendments allow
ing such families to receive assistance in the 
form of vouchers, which could be used to buy 
diapers and clothing for the children. 

Representative Bill Goodling, Republican 
of Pennsylvania, said current welfare pro
grams had "enslaved" the poor. And Rep
resentative Gerald B. H. Solomon, Repub
lican of upstate New York, asked, "What is 
compassionate about welfare programs that 
encourage dependency for two, three or four 
generations?" Democrats said they were not 
defending the current welfare system. 

In its report on the bill, the Congressional 
Budget Office made these points: The pro
posed work requirements for welfare recipi
ents are unrealistic. The bill says that half 
of single parents and 90 percent of two-par
ent families on welfare must work. Based on 
experience with work programs in the past, 
the office predicted that no states would 
meet those requirements. 

The Federal Government would save more 
than $5 billion a year by making legal aliens 
ineligible for Government benefits that they 
now receive. The budget office said 1.7 mil
lion aliens would lose Medicaid coverage, 
while 1.1 million would be denied food 
stamps. 

The bill would cut $20 billion, or 14 per
cent, from projected spending on food stamps 
over the next five years. About 800,000 of the 
27 million people now on the rolls would lose 
their benefits because of work requirements, 
which stipulate that able-bodied people 18 to 
50 with no dependents must work at least 20 
hours a week. 

Of the 5 million families now receiving Aid 
to Families With Dependent Children, 2.8 
million would lose some or all of their bene
fits. The number of disabled children receiv
ing cash .benefits under the Supplemental Se
curity Income program would be reduced to 
538,000 from 900,000. 

Representative Sander M. Levin, Democrat 
of Michigan, told the Republicans, "You use 
a meat ax against handicapped children and 
their parents." 

WORK REQUIREMENTS-TEM-
PORARY FAMILY ASSISTANCE 
BLOCK GRANT 
(Mr. ORTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, we do need 
to reform the welfare system. I rise in 
support of the Deal substitute and 
wanted to raise one issue to my col
leagues. 

Yesterday during this debate the 
Utah demonstration, welfare dem
onstration, was raised by one of my 
colleagues on the Republican side as an 
example of work requirements which 
work, which H.R. 4 was patterned after. 
I would like to just share a memoran
dum from the State of Utah Depart
ment of Human Services and let me 
quote: 

We do need to alert you to the impact 
which one key element, prescriptive work re
quirements, will have on our own very suc
cessful welfare reform demonstration pro
gram. Our understanding is that the work re
quirements were modeled after Utah's pro
gram. The following is meant to clarify that 
the prescriptive work requirements of title I 
are not congruent with our policy. 

They go on to say that the act, as 
drafted, would prohibit this approach, 
the act, as drafted, would require dra
matic changes in how SPED is oper
ated in Utah. I would urge my col
leagues to support the only bill which 
does follow the Utah work require
ments approach, the Deal substitute. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 
STATE OF UTAH, DEPARTMENT OF 

HUMAN SERVICES, OFFICE OF EX
ECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SALT LAKE 
CITY, UT. 

To: Laurales Sorensen, Legislative Analyst, 
Governor's Office, Washington, D.C. 

From: Robin Arnond-Williams D.S.W., Dep
uty Director. 

Date: March 9, 1995. 
Re: Work Requirements-Temporary Family 

Assistance Block Grant. 
It has come to our attention that the 

House Ways and Means Committee has now 
completed its mark-up of welfare reform in
cluding Title I. Temporary Family Assist
ance Block Grant. On behalf of the Depart
ment of Human Services, I want to express 
our appreciation to you and Joanne for al
lowing us maximum opportunity to provide 
input into this process. While we believe the 
final product embodies the core tenets of 
welfare reform and will strengthen efforts to 
move individuals off assistance and out of 
poverty, we do need to alert you to the im
pact which one key element-prescriptive 
work requirements-will have on our own 
very successful welfare reform demonstra
tion program. Our understanding is that the 
work requirements were "modeled" after 
Utah's program. The following is meant to 
clarify that while the concept of requiring 
participation and work are integral to both 
Utah's single parent Demonstration Program 
(SPED) and our Working Towards Employ
ment Program (formerly EWP), the prescrip
tive requirements of Title I are not congru
ent with out policy. To summarize our re
quirements: 

SPED requires universal participation in 
self-sufficiency related activities by all sin
gle parent recipients of cash assistance-no 
exemptions are provided. 90% of recipients 
actively participate, those who choose not to 
participate are sanctioned $100 per month. 

Two-parent families are served under the 
Working Towards Employment Program. 

Universal participation of 40 hours per week 
for one parent and 20 hours per week for the 
second parent is required. Cash assistance is 
received only after completion of these par
ticipation requirements. Of the hours re
quired, at least 8 hours must be in job 
search, the remaining hours can be any com
bination of employment, education, or train
ing. 

While most adults in SPED participate in 
job search or work prior to education or 
training, this is not appropriate in all cases . 
Often, we involve participants simulta
neously in employmentJjob search and edu
cation/training activities under the philoso
phy that employment and education go to
gether. 

Twenty-five percent of SPED recipients 
are working in unsubsidized employment 
which strongly show Utah's commitment to 
employment (this compares with a national 
rate of approximately 10%). About 27% of re
cipients are involved in education activities 
ranging from basic education to GED to 
short-term skills training to college. Over 
half of these recipients are also involved in 
employment, job search, or mental health 
counseling. For the remaining recipients, 
two issues are paramount: 

First, for those in GED, short-term train
ing or English as a Second Language edu
cational activities, our experience has shown 
that the best course is for them to con
centrate their full-time efforts on complet
ing these educational paths and then moving 
into employment that will eventually move 
them off the system. The act as drafted 
would prohibit this approach. If we expect a 
recipient without basic education, specific 
skills or a work history to immediately go 
into job search and employment there is a 
danger of setting them up for failure, produc
ing only short term results, and encouraging 
the "revolving door" approach to receipt· of 
public assistance. 

Second, some individuals cannot work 20-
30 hours a week as well as attend school, par
ticularly persons with other barriers such as 
mental health problems, a disabled child, or 
transportation problems. This will be par
ticularly detrimental to our rural SPED 
sites where geographical distances may add 
as many as 2-3 hours of driving time as are
cipient goes from home to child care to place 
of employment to school to child care to 
home is a given day. The act as drafted 
would require dramatic changes in how 
SPED is operated in our rural areas. 

Under SPED. we often push adults to com
plete education and training as soon as pos
sible. Often we require 40 hours of participa
tion with no time off for summer etc. This 
significantly reduces their stay on assist
ance. We expect that the language restrict
ing participation in education and training, 
could double the length of time some partici
pants are actually involved in education or 
training and therefore, remain on assistance. 

Finally, we need to once again express our 
concern regarding this level of prescriptive 
statutory language. In order to effectively 
meet the goals of welfare reform, states 
must have maximum flexibility. Public wel
fare programs must be designed to allow 
states to respond to rapidly changing envi
ronments. The reason we are struggling with 
AFDC today is that the prescriptive statute 
has not kept pace with changes in public at
titudes, economics, social conditions. etc. 

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity 
to provide input. Thanks for all that you are 
doing on this important issue. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL
VERT). Under the Speaker's announced 
policy of January 4, 1995, and under a 
previous order of the House, the follow
ing Members are recognized for 5 min
utes each. 

TERM LIMITS DEBATE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, as
suming, for argument's sake, that term 
limits really· will have the beneficial 
effect on the Congress that their pro
ponents claim, why should we pass a 
term limits amendment that does not 
apply with full force to current mem
bers? 

Do current members possess some 
special virtue which immunizes them 
from the hazards of extended incum
bency? My good friend Rep. McCoLLUM 
has said that "those of us who believe 
in term limits * * * need to stay 
longer" to make sure that a term lim
its amendment is passed. 

Do I sense a contradiction here? By 
the same reasoning, we should encour
age the alcoholic to continue drinking, 
so that he will be able to keep his goal 
of quitting one day. 

But the McCollum resolution doesn't 
just buy the alcoholic a drink; it gives 
him an open tab at the bar. 

Were the McCollum resolution to be 
ratified by the states and become part 
of the constitution immediately fol
lowing next year's elections, Mr. 
McCOLLUM himself would still be eligi
ble to serve in the Congress until 2008. 
By the time he retired, he would have 
been in Congress for 28 years. 

Twenty-eight years. 
Of course, the states can take up to 

seven years to ratify the term limits 
amendment. If the states do so, then 
Mr. MCCOLLUM-who has already 
served for 14 years-will have 19 more 
years to talk about our need for "citi
zen legislators" while he waits for his 
term limit to take effect. Under this 
scenario, when Mr. MCCOLLUM's term 
limits amendment finally forces him 
out of this body, he will have served for 
33 years. 

It's a tough situation for Rep. 
McCOLLUM. As he himself has noted, 
"The worst thing that anybody could 
do who supports term limits as a sit
ting member of Congress is to step 
aside right now." (Press Conference on 
Term Limits, 5/4192) 

Every once in a while Members of 
this House are called upon to cast a 
truly difficult vote, one that affects 
their own lives directly. Such is the 
constitutional amendment mandating 
retroactive term limits, of which I am 
an original sponsor. Members who have 
already served six terms when the 
amendment passes will be ineligible to 

run again. This amendment will give 
Members who really believe in term 
limits a chance to vote for a term lim
its amendment with teeth. 
. But while we're waiting for term lim

its to pass, there's something else we 
can do to clean up Congress, to make 
elections something more than the 
"mockery" which our Speaker has said 
they often are, to reduce the over
powering advantages of incumbency in 
the American political system. 

I am talking about campaign finance 
reform. 

I've noticed that the Contract With 
America is completely silent on the 
issue of campaign finance reform. 

Yet the rhetoric about term limits 
grows louder by the day. Whether you 
are on this floor, in your car listening 
to the radio, or at home watching your 
television, it's everywhere these days. 

Yes, it's true, we have too many 
Members of Congress who have been 
working here so long that they now 
feel that they are entitled to be Mem
bers of Congress. 

And we have too many lobbyists, too 
many "public relations" specialists in 
this town, and they certainly have a 
lot more influence over the legislation 
that is produced by this body than the 
average working man or woman does. 

But this problem does not exist be
cause people are serving in Congress 
too long; many of our greatest states
men have had unusually long Congres
sional careers. 

This problem exists because of the 
way elections are paid for. 

To hear them talk, you would think 
my Republican friends are boldly lead
ing the way into the era of Citizen Leg
islator, and that term limits are the 
definitive answer to the problem of the 
professionaliza tion of politics. 

But all the while, my Republican 
friends are completely ignoring the 
legislation that will do more than any
thing else to release the Congress from 
its bondage to the lobbyists and the 
special interests-campaign finance re
form. 

The McCollum term limits resolution 
is really nothing more than an incum
bency protection resolution. This is 
·why more than 30 Members who have 
already been in Congress for 12 years or 
more support it so enthusiastically. 

Instead of following such an uncer
tain and indirect path to reform, 
wouldn't it be much simpler to pass 
real campaign finance reform, and take 
away the money and influence that 
allow people to stay in this body for 
year after year by drowning their oppo
nents in a sea of money? 

Wouldn't it be much simpler to stop 
talking about phony term limits reso
lutions and instead do something to se
riously limit the influence of big 
money campaign donors on our politi
cal system? 

But the Contract With America is si
lent on this issue. 

It's time to stop posturing on this 
issue and do the right thing. 

If you are for term limits-really for 
term limits-support the real thing, 
support retroactive term limits. 

But even more importantly, let's re
form the campaign finance laws andre
store equity to the electoral process. 

Whether you are in your first term or 
your twentieth, let's try to create a po
litical system in which the citizens 
rule, and in which the dollar is no 
longer king. 

QUOTABLE QUOTES ON TERM LIMITS 

"This is a tool that I think will do for Con
gress exactly what I did with a pitchfork for 
my dad's stable. "-Dick Armey (first elect
ed, 1984) (Seelye, N.Y. Times. 1112195) 

" I have served here now in my 13th year. I 
am not ready to walk away from here until 
Teddy Kennedy and you guys want to volun
tarily walk away. Those of us who believe in 
term limits and those of us who want to see 
things change around here need to stay 
longer, unfortunately, because the system is 
the way it is, in order to have the influence 
it takes when you get a few years in here. " 
Bill McCollum (Testimony before Subcmte. 
on Civil and Constitutional Rights, 11/18/93) 

"If the Republicans can straighten out the 
House, I think Americans will find their en
thusiasm for term limits waning quite a 
bit".-Dick Armey, after Nov, '94 elections 
(AP, 1216/94). 

"Term limits are essential for a healthy 
and open political system."-Dick Armey, 
one week later (AP, 1216/94). 

"I am for them [term limits] myself, but 
the retroactive feature is not a fair feature. 
It's not the way the Florida statute reads.* * 
* I think that's unconstitutional."-Bill 
McCollum, CNN's Crossfire, 11/29/94. 

"***I think systematically the balance of 
power in favor of professional politicians as 
incumbents is so great that in fact it may
in many places it has made a mockery of the 
process of open elections. "-Newt Gingrich 
(Press Conference on Term Limits, 1/11/95). 
SUPPORTERS OF NON-RETROACTIVE TERM LIM-

ITS WHO WOULD BE FORCED TO STEP DOWN 
UNDER RETROACTIVE 12-YEAR LIMITS 

Dornan (1976), Solomon (1978), Roth (1978), 
Packard (1982), Stump (1976), Crane (1969), 
Fields (1980), McCollum (1980), Hansen (1980), 
Bereuter (1978), Gekas (1982), Gunderson 
(1980), Leach (1976), Saxton (1982), Schaefer 
(1983), Shaw (1980), Wilson (1972), Goodling 
(1974), Gingrich (1978). 

SUPPORT TERM LIMITS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. McCOLLUM] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just heard the gentleman from Illinois 
say it to everybody out there that, gee, 
McCOLLUM must not really believe in 
term limits because he does not believe 
in the particular version that the gen
tleman prefers, with retroactivity in it. 
I hope every Member on that side of 
the aisle who wants to support their 
version will do the same thing I am 
going to do, and that is make a 
pledgest and then live up to it to vote 
for whatever version of term limits 
comes out of here next Wednesday 
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when we finally get a chance after all 
of these years to vote on term limits 
and vote for whatever version is on the 
floor for final passage. 

If it is the gentleman's version out 
here with retroactivity in it, BILL 
McCOLLUM is going to vote for it. I 
urge them to do so. I happen not to 
prefer that, I prefer another version, 
but I think we need to put all of the 
term limits business in perspective, 
and that is why I am out to help do 
that a little bit this evening. 

Next week this House of Representa
tives is going to have an opportunity 
to cast a historic vote. For the first 
time in the history of this country in 
either the House or the Senate, we are 
going to get to vote on a constitutional 
amendment to limit the terms of Mem
bers of the House and Senate. Just two 
Congresses ago, in the 102d, there were 
not more than about 33 Members of the 
House willing to publicly support term 
limits. In the last Congress, in the 103d, 
thanks to the sophomore class that 
came in of both parties last time, we 
got up to 107. Now we are trying to get 
to 290, the magic number it takes to 
pass a constitutional amendment to 
give us term limits throughout this 
Nation. 

I do not know if we are going to 
achieve 290, but I think it is going to be 
a very big successful day for term lim
its getting to the floor and having the 
vote. And I believe we are going to go 
well over 200. We have a good chance 
and ·we are working very hard to get 
290, but we need everybody who says 
they support term limits, and I hope 
they really do, to be there, to be there 
on the final vote, to cast their vote yes 
for whatever is out here. 

There are going to be four options. 
Yes, my bill is the base bill, but it may 
not be the one that is finally there 
standing. I personally favor 12 years in 
the Senate, 12 years in the House. I 
think it makes a lot more sense than 
versions that have a shorter number of 
years in the House of Representatives 
to cap the length of time you can serve 
here. I personally believe that it would 
be a very serious problem in terms of 
the power of the House versus the 
power of the Senate if we had the 
House serving less time. I think you 
would have a stronger Senate vis-a-vis 
the House and a weaker House if that 
occurred, and I do not think that is 
smart for us to do 6 or 8 years for the 
House and 12 years for the Senate. 

So I think 12 and 12 is the right bal
ance. 

I also think 6 years is too short, but 
that version is going to be out here. I 
think it is too short in the sense from 
my experience here, as complex as this 
government is, you need to be here 
about that length of time, 6 years be
fore I want you to be a full committee 
chairman or in leadership of either of 
the parties, but that is a judgment call 
on my part. 
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Mr. ENGLISH is also · going to offer 6 
and 12. If it gets enough votes to be 
here on final passage, I am going to 
vote for that, I am going to encourage 
you to vote for it. 

Then we are going to have an option 
out on the floor, Mr. HILLEARY's option 
that will say we pass a 12-year cap for 
the House and Senate and if the States 
want to decide under that 12-year cap 
whatever they want to decide in lesser 
years, then they ought to be allowed to 
do that and we will put it in the Con
stitution. I personally do not favor 
that. I happen to think that that is 
going to allow a lot of hodge-podge 
around the country .for years to come 
with some States with 6 for the House 
and some 8 and gosh, maybe 4 and 10 
and so forth. 

0 2000 
I do not think that is good Govern

ment. I think uniformity throughout 
the Nation is preferable. My particular 
proposal is going to be silent with re
gard to what the Supreme Court is 
going to decide. It would not preempt 
the State. If the Supreme Court decides 
in the Arkansas case later on this 
spring that the State provisions that 
have been passed around the country 
for 6, or 8 or other years is a constitu
tional thing to do, then they will in
deed prevail but the 12-year cap will be 
there, and the Hilleary idea will be in
grained into law by virtue of the Su
preme Court decision, but I do not 
think it is a good idea, and I think, if 
the Supreme Court decides the present 
powers of the States do not exist in the 
Constitution to do this, then we should 
not give them the additional powers. 
We should go ahead and pass my ver
sion of the amendment, and then it 
would become at that point, if the 
court rules otherwise, it rules that 
States cannot do this, the uniform na
tional 12-year standard. But if the 
Hilleary proposal prevails here and it is 
the wisdom of the majority to have it 
as the substitute amendment, I am 
going to vote for that on final passage, 
and I hope my colleagues do, too. 

And, yes, the Democrat version with 
retroactivity is in there. I do not agree 
with that. I happen to think that all 22 
States that have passed term limit pro
posals in the States are right. They did 
not pass retroactivity in any of those 
States, and in the one State it came 
up, in Washington State, they defeated 
it and had to come back later with one 
that was not retroactive. I do not think 
that is smart. We can debate it out 
here, but, if that version happens to 
prevail, I am going to vote for it, too, 
on final passage. 

The bottom line is we have a chance 
finally to do what the American peo
ple, nearly 80 percent, have been saying 
all along, and that is for us to pass a 
term limits constitutional amendment, 
and nobody should try to hide or be al
lowed to hide under dodge of one pref-

erence or the other. The key is going to 
be to get to final passage and vote yes. 
I say to my colleagues, "If you don't 
vote yes for term limits on final pas
sage, don't come back to your voters 
next year and tell them you're for term 
limits." 

H.R. 4 REWARDS THE RICH, 
CHEATS THE CHILDREN AND IS 
WEAK ON WORK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. PELOSI] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, in one 
hand I have letters from the students 
of Cesar Chavez Elementary School in 
San Francisco asking President Clin
ton and the Congress not to cut the 
school lunch program. In the other 
hand I have H.R. 4, the Republican so
called welfare reform bill. Mr. Speaker, 
I hope never the twain shall meet. I 
hope that the children of Cesar Chavez 
Elementary School, or any of the other 
children · throughout this country, 
never have to feel the pain of this legis
lation. I hope it does not pass. 

Mr. Speaker, why I hope it does not 
pass is because in this legislation is 
contained provisions that will cut the 
children's nutritional programs, and, 
yes, even the school lunch programs. 
Why? Because it does not provide 
enough money to cover all of those pro
grams because it does not require the 
Governors of the States to spend 100 
percent of the school lunch monies 
that are sent to the State, but only 80 
percent because it eliminates the nu
tritional standards that are contained 
in the school lunch program presently, 
because it eliminates the eligibility 
that is contained presently in it so 
that poor children, who really need nu
t.ri tion, will suffer from this legisla
tion. 

And why is that? 
That is because our Republican col

leagues want to save money for a tax 
break for the wealthiest Americans. 
Why start with children first? Women 
and children first were traditionally 
those first to the lifeboats. Here they 
are first to the gangplank, to walk the 
plank. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FARR]. As 
he comes up, I want him to join me in 
recognizing that this school lunch pro
gram cut will cut 503,000 children, will 
be dropped from the school 1 unch pro
gram under the Republican plan in the 
first year. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why I say that 
H.R. 4, the Republican so-called welfare 
reform bill, rewards the rich, cheats 
the children and is weak on work, and 
in our State of California, and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. F ARR] and 
I will place this on the map together-
67 ,900 children will be cut from the 
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school lunch program in just the first 
year. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
H.R. 4, and I am pleased to yield to my 
colleague from California. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I really ap
preciate the gentlewoman yielding to 
me, and I want to bring up a point 
about H.R. 4. 

It takes food away from poor kids to 
fund tax breaks for the weal thy, sort of 
Robin Hood in reverse. According to 
the California Department of Edu
cation, each day 745,000 children will no 
longer be eligible for school and child 
care needs. Almost 1,000,000 kids a day, 
will no longer be eligible for meals. 

H.R. 4 really hurts because it abol
ishes the donated food program, do
nated food. Right now 49 counties in 
California have been declared natural 
disasters. More than 6,000 pounds of 
food has already been delivered. 

In the Lorna Prieta earthquake 
880,000 pounds of food were delivered. 
H.R. 4 eliminates those food donation 
programs. 

People in my district are livid. A let
ter from John Cruz, superintendent of 
Fowler Unified School District in 
Fowler, California, writes: 

Living in an agricultural area with a large 
population of low-income students, I am 
keenly aware of the negative impact this 
legislation will have on our students and 
parents. You can rest assured that a large 
number of students will come to school hun
gry. We make every effort to overcome ob
stacles so that we can effectively educate 
our students. But hunger has no remedy but 
a warm meal , served in the comfort of a 
school cafeteria. I understand that tough de
cisions must be made , but please don ' t make 
them at the expense of our kids. 

This is a bad bill. I urge everyone to 
oppose it. 

Not to mention the fact that this bill 
abolishes the donated food program
donated food, Mr. Speaker-which is 
crucial during natural disasters like 
the devastating floods that have 

· pounded my district this year. More 
than 880,000 pounds of food was deliv
ered to needy families who fell victim 
to the natural disasters of the Lorna 
Prieta and Northridege earthquakes. 
Six thousand pounds have already been 
delivered during the recent floods in 
my district. 

I have received hundreds of letters 
from community leaders across Cali
fornia and throughout the country who 
are alarmed by the threat this GOP bill 
poses to kids. John Cruz, superintend
ent, of Fowler Unified School District 
in Fowler, California writes: 

Living in an agricultural area with a large 
population of low-income students, I am 
keenly aware of the negative impact this 
legislation will have on our students and 
parents. You can rest assured that a large 
number of students will come to school hun
gry. We make every effort to overcome ob
stacles so that we can effectively educate 
our students. But hunger has no remedy but 
a warm meal , served in the comfort of a 
school cafeteria. I understand that tough de-

cisions must be made , but please don ' t make 
them at the expense of our kids. 

Suzanne Du Verrier, supervisor for 
Alisal School District food services de
partment in Salinas, California writes: 

School lunch is not a welfare program. In
cluding school lunch in Personal Respon
sibility Act as a part of the nutrition block 
grant would become an administrative night
mare for States and the various school dis
tricts. All the work that has been done to 
bring meal requirements into a healthier 
realm will evaporate. Our Nation's children 
must not pay for the sins of the Nation's 
adults. 

Maria Doyle, from Monterey, writes: 
This approach will increase child care 

costs for low- and middle-income parents, 
even forcing children out of regulated care 
and back into latch-key situations. 

Finally, little 8-year-old Annie 
Brown of Salinas, writes: 

Everyone needs to learn to love, please 
don't hurt the children. 

Mr. Speaker, don't be mistaken, 
Democrats across the board are de
manding change. Democrats want to 
reform welfare, but we know we can do 
it without putting the health of inno
cent children at risk. 

Democrats believe that we must 
move people from welfare to work not 
homeless shelters. We should demand 
and reward work rather than punishing 
those who go to work. This mean-spir
ited GOP measure will hurt far more 
than it will help Americans who want 
to free themselves from the destructive 
grasp of social welfare programs. It 
will only throw them out into the 
street, without the benefit of the train
ing they need for meaningful employ
ment or the child care they need for 
their children. 

H.R. 4 is poorly conceived legislation 
and deserves to be rejected. It's been 
rushed through Congress for one pur
pose and one purpose only: campaign 
P.R. and a spot on the nightly news. 
The children of my district can't stand 
up to this Speaker's bully pulpit, but I 
can, and I encourage my colleagues to 
do so as well. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague from California, 
and I would simply like to rise to op
pose H.R. 4 because I think there is 
some misinformation around, and that 
is that the H.R. 4 does not cut school 
lunch. There is something about a 4.5 
percent increase, and let me simply say 
to you that first of all H.R. 4 has no 
money for school lunches, and, second 
of all, the cash assistance does not 
take into consideration the value of di
rect food purchases, and there is no 
guaranteed funding level. We in Texas 
lose some $690 million in school nutri
tion programs or total nutrition pro
grams, and let me tell you that the 
State of Texas loses 58,400 children 
that will not have lunch. 

Let us vote against H.R. 4. Let us 
stand for the children. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE] for her leadership on this 
issue and for informing us of the im
pact of the Republican cuts in Texas. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to point out in this child nutrition 
school based block grant and current 
law, CRS report dated March 20, that 
in the State of California the increase 
from 1996 over 1995 on these school 
based programs is from $808 million to 
$854 million, an increase of $46 million. 

Mr. CHABOT. Reclaiming the bal
ance of my time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to read a direct quote, what one of 
our former Presidents said about wel
fare. Here is what he said: 

The. lessons of history show conclusively 
the continued dependence upon relief induces 
a spiritual and moral disintegration fun
damentally disruptive to the national fiber. 
To dole out relief in this way is to admin
ister a narcotic, a subtle destroyer of the 
human spirit. 

Now some of my liberal Democratic 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
would probably call that statement 
mean spirited. But do you know who 
said that? Which one of our Presidents? 
Well, he was a Democrat. It was Frank
lin Delano Roosevelt. He was speaking 
to Congress, and he was absolutely 
right. 

Sadly, Congress did not listen. In
stead the Federal welfare monstrosity 
tore families apart. It destroyed indi
vidual initiative and mocked the con
cept of personal responsibility. It has 
become the narcotic, the destroyer of 
the human spirit, that Franklin Roo
sevelt decried. The welfare system has 
trapped millions upon millions of 
Americans in a snare of dependency. 

0 2015 
Generation after generation of people 

in this country never work. They get a 
welfare check every month, and they 
live off those Americans who do work. 
It is an absolute disgrace, in fact. And 
here may be the saddest fact of all. In
nocent children born in to the welfare 
habit are 300 percent more likely than 
others to be on welfare whenthey grow 
up. 

We have kids all over this country 
who grow up in homes where they 
never see an adult in the home go to 
work. But I refuse to believe that we 
should write off entire generations and 
consign them forever to desperate and 
unproductive lives. 

As terrible and as horrifying as it is, 
there are some politicians who have a 
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vested interest in perpetuating the cur
rent system of handouts. This deter
mination to hold people down is sick
ening, but the huge Federal welfare bu
reaucracy has real political power. 

The architects of the current dis
graceful system fight hard to keep 
what they have created, and those who 
have been complicit in creating the 
cycle of dependence that is our current 
welfare system simply do not want to 
see any changes at all. 

When those of us who are working for 
reform propose some initial efforts to 
break the bonds of dependence, we are 
told to sit down and shut up. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we will not sit 
down, and we will not shut up. We are 
going to stand up for the hopes of fu
ture generations. We are going to 
speak out on behalf of victims of the 
current system, both recipients, yes, 
and the taxpayers. 

If the only coherent, straightforward 
argument made against welfare reform 
is the two command words to shut up, 
then maybe the protectors of the 
present system ought to consider at 
least getting out of the way. 

The intellectual wellspring of the 
status quo seems to have run dry after 
a torrent of rhetoric and $5 trillion of 
taxpayer money spent over the last 30 
years on this ridiculous system of wel
fare that we have. The nay sayers sim
ply have not made the case for protect
ing a bureaucratic Federal welfare sys
tem that penalizes work and rewards 
irresponsibility and writes off whole 
segments of our community. 

So this Congress, I hope, is finally 
prepared to pass welfare reform. This 
bill is based upon true compassion. It 
has the work requirement. It protects 
children. 

It seeks to discourage teenage sex 
and to crack down on deadbeat dads 
who want the Government to take the 
responsibilities for kids that they 
produce. They ought to own up and pay 
for these kids themselves. These dead
beat dads have been getting off for far 
too long. 

Our welfare reform eliminates tax
payer-financed subsidy payments for 
drug addicts and alcoholics. We have 
been paying drug addicts and alcohol
ics welfare benefits and SSI benefits. It 
is disgraceful. 

Importantly, it ends discrimination 
in adoption. 

It is time for welfare reform. It is 
long overdue. We are finally going to 
pass this tomorrow. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. WELLER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, as one of 
the chief sponsors of the Family Rein
forcement Act, I rise in strong support 
of the goals of child support enforce-

men t provisions and the Personal Re
sponsibility Act. All are Republican 
welfare reform initiatives. 

The condition of America's families 
is of utmost importance to the future 
of our country. We must act quickly 
and decisively to restore and encourage 
and protect our most fundamental unit 
of America society, the family. 

I am here today to voice· my support 
for the common-sense goals of H.R. 4, 
reducing welfare dependency by ensur
ing that parents support their children, 
strengthening and streamlining the 
State-based child support system and 
giving the States the tools they need 
to get the job done. 

Too many single parent families have 
had nowhere else to turn but to resort 
to government support programs. Too 
many children go to bed hungry or do 
without, all because their deadbeat 
parents outrun the current bureau
cratic and time-consuming child sup
port collection system. This has got to 
stop. 

Republicans are working to change 
our child support collection system. 
Republicans want to help the needy 
children of America, particularly when 
we see that today $34 billion is owed to 
children today by deadbeat parents. In 
my own State of Illinois, that is $176 
million on unmet obligations to the 
children of Illinois. 

Let us look at what is in H.R. 4 re
garding child support. The Personal 
Responsibility Act has three goals in 
child support: to reduce welfare de
pendency by ensuring that parents sup
port their children, strengthening the 
State-based child support system and 
giving the States the tools they need 
to get the job done. 

It provides for strong measures to es
tablish paternity, requiring applicants 
and recipients of public aid to establish 
paternity for their children, granting 
States financial incentives for estab
lishing paternity. 

The bill also provides better tools to 
locate absent parents, making addi
tional information available to the 
States, including law enforcement sys
tems and data on licenses, newly hired 
employees and members of organized 
labor. 

H.R. 4 also provides streamlined pro
cedures to collect child support. In 
fact, if you look at the States' case
load, which has grown almost 150 per
cent since 1983, then you will discover 
that this plan helps States manage 
caseloads more effectively by providing 
expedited procedures to order genetic 
testing, enter default orders and issue 
subpoenas. 

It also removes the barriers that 
exist when parents reside in different 
States by requiring States to honor the 
child support orders of one State so no 
parent can avoid child support by leav
ing the State their child lives in. 

And it also puts in place tough tech
niques, tough tools so States can en-

force child support orders, strengthen
ing the States' enforcement capability 
by allowing States to use assets, in
come and even lottery prizes to satisfy 
child support debt. 

It also requires licensing agencies to 
collect social security numbers so 
States may match child support and li
censing records and impose restrictions 
on licenses held by people who fail to 
support their children. 

With adoption of the Salmon amend
ment today, it allows States to place 
liens on property of deadbeat parents 
who fled their States, such as someone 
who would flee my home State of Illi
nois, to avoid their responsibility to 
their own children. 

Ladies and gentleman, H.R. 4 pro
vides tough tools to help deadbeat par
ents be located and, of course, be forced 
to meet their responsibilities. If you 
look at the facts, if you look at the 
record, H.R. 4 helps kids. In fact , when 
you know the facts, that too many 
deadbeat participants have stiffed their 
own flesh and blood for far too long, 
then it is time to support the Personal 
Responsibility Act. 

Let us vote for real reform that helps 
kids, helps children. Let us pass H.R. 4 
tomorrow on Friday. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AND REQUEST OF MEMBER ON 
SPECIAL ORDERS LIST 
Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to have my name 
replace that of the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] on 
the list for special orders. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
CLYBURN]? 

There is no objection. 

WELFARE TO WORK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
CLYBURN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
we can all agree that the welfare sys
tem is in need of reform. But the Re
publicans' idea of welfare reform is to 
callously toss welfare recipients off the 
government rolls without much 
thought to getting or keeping them on 
payrolls. 

You will get no arguments from me 
that the best way to reduce the welfare 
rolls is to find jobs for many of the re
cipients. But merely requiring welfare 
recipients to find jobs without looking 
at the factors that make it difficult for 
them to get or keep these jobs is a re
form measure that is primed for fail 
ure. 

H.R. 4, is the GOP's "Personal Re
sponsibility Bill," takes practically no 
responsibility for providing mecha
nisms by which these welfare recipi
ents can make a realistic transition 
from welfare to work. 
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First, the bill that we are debating 

here today contains no funding for 
work programs. Under this bill, welfare 
recipients can receive government as
sistance for up to two years before they 
are required to work. Why not begin 
right away with helping these recipi
ents find gainful employment? 

Second, this is the same bill that 
would put low-income working mothers 
in a bind by cutting federal funds to ex
isting childcare programs. 

Let's look at South Carolina, for ex
ample. Under this bill, federal 
childcare programs would be consoli
dated into a State block grant that 
would cut $31 million in Federal funds 
to the State over five years-meaning 
that over 5,000 fewer children would re
ceive Federal childcare assistance that 
year. When are they going to realize 
that affordable and reliable childcare is 
a major factor in a single mother's 
ability to find and keep a job? 

Also, another crucial factor in get
ting welfare recipients to work and in 
keeping them working, is income. We 
can not realistically expect a working 
mother to be able to take care of a 
family while only earning minimum 
wage. If we are going to require welfare 
recipients to go to work, why not re
quire that these jobs provide a liveable 
wage so that working moms may be 
able to sustain themselves and their 
families? 

And although this is a separate issue, 
if you look at the fact that a single 
mom stands to lose Medicaid benefits 
for themselves and their children in 
lieu of a low-paying job with no health 
benefits, it would make more sense to 
stay on welfare. 

Mr. Speaker, I have long been an ad
vocate of welfare reform. But I support 
realistic and humane welfare reform
one that includes programs that will 
train current recipients for real jobs; 
one that addresses the real need for re
liable and affordable day care; and one 
that take into consideration the need 
for real wages so that these recipients 
can become self-supporting, productive 
members of society. 

ILLEGITIMACY AND REDUCTION 
OF POVERTY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, tonight we 
are talking about welfare, and the rea
son we are talking about welfare is 
that H.R. 4 is on the floor and for the 
first time in 40 years we are going to 
undertake to reform a failed system. 

How do we know that this system has 
failed? Well, first of all, I suppose we 
know because there is acclamation on 
the point. I do not think anybody is ar
guing it. But, besides that, what we can 
do is look at certain indicia of whether 
or not it is a success. What have we 

done, what have we gotten after 35 
years of great society? 

Well, what we have gotten is we have 
spent about $5.3 trillion on welfare 
since the early 1960s, $5.3 trillion. Have 
we reduced poverty in that time? No, 
we have not reduced poverty. In fact, 
what we have found is that provety was 
coming down year by year by year by 
year, right from the beginning of this 
century to the late 1950s and early 
1960s, and since we have been throwing 
money at the problem in tremendous 
amounts poverty has leveled off and 
stayed flat. 

But the amount of money that we 
have thrown at the problem has in
creased and increased and increased 
and increased by any measure, by 
measure of nominal dollars, current 
year dollars or by measure of percent
age of Gross Domestic Product. In fact, 
when you measure by Gross Domestic 
Product, we have increased the amount 
from about less than 1 percent of GDP 
to nearly 4 percent of GDP that we are 
spending on welfare. 

What have we gotten? Have we re
duced poverty? No, we have not re
duced poverty. What have we done? 
Well, we have found that we are in a 
situation with respect to illegitimacy 
that is truly alarming, truly alarming 
because it has more impact, it has 
more implications for what will happen 
in the 21st century than any other so
cial challenge that we face. 

Let us look at numbers for a minute. 
First of all, we know that in the minor
ity community among blacks two out 
of every three births is now out of wed
lock. For all those people that think 
this is a problem that is somehow only 
in the minority community, let me tell 
you that is absolutely wrong. One out 
of four white babies is now born illegit
imate. Fully one out of three of all 
births in this country is now illegit
imate. 

What do we know will happen with 
respect to kids who grow up in single
parent homes? Well, we know that wel
fare has failed children more than any
one. It is the cruelest thing that we 
could be doing to our children. 

D 2030 
We know it for a number of reasons. 

First of all, children in families which 
are dependent on AFDC for prolonged 
periods have more developmental prob
lems than children dependent for short
er periods. Sixty-nine percent of chil
dren in chronically dependent welfare 
families score in the bottom third of 
all children on vocabulary and lan
guage skill tests. The source on that is 
the Life Circumstances and Develop
ment of Children in Welfare Families, a 
profile based on national survey data 
in the Child Trends Magazine. 

We also know being raised in a fam
ily dependent on welfare dramaticalfy 
reduces a child's intellectual abilities 
and life prospects. Researchers from 

Baruch College in New York City stud
ied the effects of being raised in a wel
fare family on the intellectual abilities 
of children aged three to six. Children 
on welfare do worse in school, they 
tend to have other developmental prob
lems, they are three times more likely 
to end up on welfare themselves. And 
teenage girls who grow up in fatherless 
families are far more likely to have 
early intercourse, pregnancies and 
abortions than those from two parent 
families. 

What kind of perverse and cruel form 
of compassion would encourage chil
dren to have children? And then con
demn them to a dead end cycle of gov
ernment dependency? What could pos
sible be more cruel to children than 
this failed system? 

We could not have consciously de
signed a more destructive system than 
the one that we currently have. And 
that is what perplexes me the most 
about how it is that liberals are defend
ing this system. 

What you hear from my friends on 
the other side of the aisle is well, yes, 
we need reform, but. It reminds me of 
the "me too, but" disease, where you 
say "Yes, we are going to fix this now. 
We didn't bother for the past 30 years, 
even though we have been in control of 
this place for the past 40 years. But 
now we agree with you, we need to fix 
this, we need to have reform, but." 

Then you start to equivocate and 
change and not come up with the real 
reforms that in fact will do the two 
things that we must do in order to re
store some sort of confidence in a wel
fare system that will actually help peo
ple, to give them dignity. And those 
two things are to encourage marriage 
and to encourage work. 

NUMBERS OF CHILDREN AND 
SCHOOL LUNCH 

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. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, we showed how the Republicans 
are playing a shell game with the N a
tion's child nutrition programs. We il
lustrated that the Republicans would 
rob Peter to pay Paul in order to sup
port programs, such as school lunch, 
school breakfast, and WIC. Tonight, no 
games-just the sad, sorry truth. 

The truth is if the Republican wel
fare reform proposal is enacted, thou
sands of children in this country will 
lose their access to a nutritious school 
lunch. The number I am placing on this 
map tonight represents the 3,600 chil
dren in my homestate of Connecticut 
who will be dropped from the School 
Lunch Program under the Republican 
proposal-and that's in the first year 
alone. The Republican plan cuts fund
ing for school 1 unch and by doing so it 
cuts kids. The Republican plan takes 
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money away from programs, like 
school lunch, which are efficient, effec
tive, and working to keep our kids 
healthy and productive, for one reason 
and one reason only-to pay for tax 
cuts for the rich. 

This is the truth. This is why theRe
publican welfare proposal must be de
feated. I urge my colleagues to look at 
this map and contemplate the horror of 
these number. These numbers rep
resent children-children who need our 
help and who are relying on us to do 
the right thing. I urge my colleagues to 
remember their needs when the time 
comes to cast this important vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague 
from Puerto Rico [Mr. ROMERO
BARCELO]. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speak
er, we are witnessing an assault on the 
children of this Nation. Many of our 
colleagues from the other side of the 
aisle know this and they still have 
time to address the draconian meas
ures contained in the Republican wel
fare bill. 

Good programs that work, that have 
bipartisan support, are being sacrificed 
under the guise of efficiency and sav
ings. For example, the School Lunch 
Program has no guaranteed funding 
level in this bill, contrary to current 
law. Governors and State bureaucrats 
may assign only 80 percent of the funds 
of the block grant for school meals and 
will be able to divert up to 20 percent 
to other welfare programs. This may 
lead to the neglect of legitimate and 
vital nutrition needs for our children. 

The concept of block grants is being 
sold as a panacea for all the ills related 
to welfare. The Republicans claim that 
administrative costs and bureaucracy 
will be cut by block granting programs. 
In fact, the Republican bill actually in
creases bureaucracy. Under current 
law, the administrative cap on the 
child nutrition programs-except 
WIC-is 1.8 percent. The proposed block 
grant increases such costs to 2 percent 
and adds another layer of State bu
reaucracy, charged now with even de
termining the immigration status of 
children. 

The cuts to nutrition programs for 
children are real. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that this bill 
cuts $7 billion in the next 5 years. To 
add insult to injury, the so-called sav
ings will be used to finance tax cuts, 
subsidies, and perks for wealthy indi
viduals and corporations. The Repub
licans admit that these moneys are not 
geared toward deficit reduction but 
will go to pay for their special tax 
package, which will cost America over 
$180 billion in the next 5 years. The 
cost is even higher when we take into 
consideration the harm this bill can in
flict in programs that truly help our 
children. 

Beginning in October, the start of the 
fiscal year, the School Lunch Program 
will .suffer a cut of over $140 million 

forcing approximately 503,000 needy 
children out of the program. This is 
only the tip of the iceberg, more chil
dren will be either forced out or under
served in years to come. 

In my district, Puerto Rico, just as 
everywhere else in the Nation, the 
school breakfast and lunch programs 
have been excellent programs for many 
years. I assure you that healthy chil
dren equate with healthy minds. Feed
ing our students mean that they are 
ready and able to learn. As I have stat
ed before, this is a simple premise, but 
it is a premise that has worked well 
since the original School Lunch Pro
gram was signed into law in 1946. 

As a former mayor and Governor, I 
believe that it is a shame to destroy 
such a ~uccessful program. I have grave 
reservations about the effectiveness of 
a system of block grants where vitally 
necessary nutrition programs are 
forced to compete against each other 
for increasingly scarce dollars. Local 
officials will have to juggle powerful 
local interests which will affect the 
distribution of the funds available 
under this massive block grant. 

In Puerto Rico, for instance, the re
duction of $129 million less in Federal 
funding for nutrition assistance pro
grams in the next 5 years, would limit 
our children's access to this important 
program, severely risking our chil
dren's nutrition and health. 

There are many children in school in 
Puerto Rico who, unfortunately. must 
depend on the school nutrition pro
gram. Remember, Mr. Speaker, that 
these children can't vote and have no 
way to defend themselves in this wel
fare war. No student in Puerto Rico or 
elsewhere in the United States deserves 
to go to school hungry or suffer from 
malnutrition. Taking school lunches 
and breakfasts away from children will 
result in more children falling further 
behind because children simply don't 
learn as well when they are hungry. 

Don't cut the school lunch program 
and other important nutrition pro
grams. Don't continue expensive and 
inefficient corporate welfare programs 
and tax subsidies for wealthy corpora
tions at the expense of our children's 
physical and emotional health. We 
need true welfare reform that helps 
people-not this mean-spirited Con
tract With America proposal that 
threatens our children, the handi
capped, the poor, and the elderly. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from New York 
[Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague. 

Mr. Speaker, we all agree that reform 
of the welfare system is long overdue. 
The current system is costing billions 
and not solving the problem. It does 
not put people to work but instead has 
created an unhealthy cycle of depend
ency. But this bill does nothing to im
prove the welfare system so that chil-

dren in poor families can themselves be 
successful and avoid a cycle of depend
ency. It does not make welfare work 
for children by moving their parents 
into work-rather, it would hurt chil
dren by moving their parents off the 
welfare rolls and onto the streets. 

Let me outline the effect the major
ity's bill would have on children in 
New York: Over the next 5 years, 24,240 
children would lose access to child 
care; 16,592 children would lose access 
to assistance and medical services 
under the SSI Program; 477,000 children 
living in poverty would lose cash as
sistance by the year 2000; in 1996, some 
8,500 children would no longer receive 
assistance to buy school lunches. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority's bill will 
not work for children and their fami
lies. That's why we support a bill that 
promotes work- and works for chil
dren. 

Welfare to work-not welfare to no
where. 

WELFARE RESPONSIBILITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
simply want to quickly respond to two 
previous speakers. The gentlewoman 
from Connecticut made reference to 
cuts in the School Lunch Program in 
her State. Actually under our proposal 
Connecticut will receive more than $3 
million over what they received in this 
year's allotment. 

The gentlewoman from New York 
also referenced reductions. We will ac
tually increase funding under the Re
publican proposal by $29.78 million in 
the State of New York. So this discus
sion of cuts in the School Lunch Pro
grams is pure mythology. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to read a poem that I read 
earlier today, because we are hearing 
an awful lot about children in this dis
cussion, and I think in some respects 
the children are being used in this de
bate as pawns in a much larger play. 

But I would like to read a poem from 
Bill Bennett's "Book of Virtues." It is 
entitled "The Bridge Builder." I read it 
earlier today, and would like to read it 
again. 
"An old man, going a lone highway, 
Came, at the evening, cold andlgray, 
To a chasm, vast, and deep, and wide, 
Through which was flowing a sullen tide. 
The old man crossed in the twilight dim; 
The sullen stream had no fears for him; 
But he turned, when safe on the other side, 
And built a bridge to span the tide. 
" Old man," said a fellow pilgrim, near, 
"You are wasting strength with building 

here; 
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Your journey will end with the ending day; 
You never again must pass this way; 
You have crossed the chasm, deep and wide
Why build you the bridge at the eventide?" 
The builder lifted his old gray head: 
" Good friend, in the path I have come," he 

said, 
"There followeth after me today 
A youth, whose feet must pass this way. 
This chasm, that has been naught to me, 
To that fair-haired youth may a pitfall be. 
He, too; must cross in the twilight dim; 
Good friend , I am building the bridge for 

him."" 
Mr. Speaker, when we talk about 

welfare reform, when we talk about re
forming the way business has been 
done in Washington, when we talk 
about balancing the budget, what we 
are really talking about is saving the 
American dream for future genera
tions. This is not some mean-spirited 
accounting exercise. It is serious busi
ness. Because right now when we talk 
about the children, what we are doing 
to the children, the truth of the matter 
is, and I think everyone here knows 
this, we are saddling our kids with a 
debt that they will not be able to pay 
off. The President's own advisors last 
year said if the Congress does not do 
something about this, by the time our 
children reach middle age they will be 
confronted with a tax rate of 82 percent 
just to finance the debt and social pro
grams. Since Congress did nothing last 
year, the President came forward this 
year and slipped under our desk a note 
that said we are now talking about 84 
percent. 

So when we talk about what we are 
doing to the children, I think we also 
have to look at what we are doing to 
the children of the next generation 
when they become of age. It is just 
simply wrong. 

In 1994 as we were told earlier, Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson declared war on 
poverty. I think it is time that we as a 
Congress take a look around and count 
the casualties. Fortunately, or unfor
tunately for us, we do not have to go 
very far from this Capitol to see many 
of the casualties. As a matter of fact, if 
you walk about 10 blocks in any direc
tion from the U.S. Capitol, you will see 
those casualties. You will see the hope
lessness. You will see the despair. You 
will see the ingrained poverty which we 
have created. 

I want to read a quote, and I think it 
is so good and it says so much. 

By intervening directly in depriving soci
ety of its responsibility, the social assistance 
state leads to a loss of human energies and 
an inordinate increase of public agencies 
which are dominated more by bureaucratic 
ways of thinking than by concern for serving 
their clients and which are accompanied by 
an enormous increase in spending. 

It was not me who said that, it was 
not NEWT GINGRICH who said that; it 
was Pope John Paul II, and he was ab
solutely right. The social welfare sys
tem created by Federal bureaucracies 
simply does not work. The tragedy of 
our welfare system in part is that it is 

costing too much money, and we are 
burdening our kids with a debt they 
will never be able to pay off. 

But the real tragedy of their inalien
able rights to use their God-given tal
ents. We are with the perverse incen
tives of the welfare system today cre
ating a system that creates depend
ency. 

We have perverse inc en ti ves within 
the system. Children raised in families 
who receive welfare are three times 
more likely to be on welfare when they 
become adults. This system just simply 
is broke, and tinkering around the 
edges is not going to solve it. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are way out in front of us on this issue. 
They demand welfare reform. They 
want it this year. Thankfully, I think 
we are going to give it to them finally. 

DO NOT CHANGE SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER Pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, all 
of us agree the welfare system needs 
major changes, but I have not met any
body in my district, students parents, 
teachers, school administrators, cafe
teria workers, that think that we need 
to radically change the school lunch 
program. 

Earlier this week I visited Tennyson 
Elementary School in Sheffield Lake, 
OH, east of where I live in Lorain 
County. I was taken around this won
derful little school by a couple of 
young men, 9-year-olds, third graders, 
named Will Emery and Zach Russell. I 
also met with Jennifer, Kelly, and 
Sarah Ward, three sisters at the school, 
and lots of other children; Mrs. 
Urmston, the principal, some people on 
the school board, administrators, and 
others. 

It is clear. Every one of them said: 
Do not mess with the school lunch pro

gram. It works. We do not want any changes 
in the school lunch program. 

Unfortunately, Republicans in this 
radical proposal do not see it the same 
way in their move toward their extre
mism. 

0 2045 
I would like to put on this board, add 

to this board what the school lunch 
cuts will mean in Ohio, another 13,400 
children will lose their school lunches 
as a result of this Republican extre
mism. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HOKE. Have you seen this CRS 
report? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have seen it. 
Every speaker that comes up uses the 
CRS report. 

Mr. HOKE. We are both from Ohio. 
We both care about Ohio. It shows that 
there is an increase in funding for 
school nutrition programs, school 
lunch, $11,500,000, 1996 over 1995. Why 
are we not on the same page with this? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Every teacher, 
every PTA, every group out there, 
every organization, every individual 
that knows about this understands the 
mean-spiritedness of these cuts. You 
claim $7 billion in savings on the one 
hand so you can score for your tax cuts 
for your wealthiest constituents on the 
west side of Cleveland, and yet, on the 
other hand, you are saying "we are not 
making any cuts.'' 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle
woman from New York [Ms. SLAUGH
TER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I want to get in on 
this a little bit, too. The fact of the 
matter is that the block grant pro
gram, with some increase, is really the 
amount of children right now in the 
State that requires nutritional help. If 
there are more, as one of my colleagues 
has said earlier, it is like counting up 
to 100 and saying the rest of you are 
out ofluck. 

It does not take into account any re
cession. It does not take into account 
the fact that 20 percent of that block 
grant can be used for anything in the 
world that the State wants to use it 
for, even to build a bridge, if they like. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the economy 
goes bad in a certain area, there are a 
lot of parents laid off, those school 
lunches will not be increased for those 
kids. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Correct. There is 
nothing more coming from here. Noth
ing more will come from here. The 
States, there is nothing in the world to 
make the States do anything, includ
ing putting people to work. As a mat
ter of fact, the Republican head of the 
Congressional Budget Office said just 
today that there was not a single state 
in the union that was going to meet 
the goal of putting people to work that 
is in this contract. That is the Repub
lican CBO director. That is the word we 
got from him today. 

We are trying, on our side, to get 
people back to work. We do not think 
that just after the amount of time that 
you can spend on welfare is up and you 
are thrown out in the street, we do not 
consider that success. We look at suc
cess in getting somebody to a job that 
they badly need and they badly want. 

The Republican bill does not do any 
of that. It simply gives you the amount 
of time. If there are more children that 
need food than the block grant allows 
for, tough. 

Now, if we can feed children in Soma
lia, we can feed people in the United 
States. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Ohio, after I stick this on New York, 
7800 children in my district alone will 
go without 1 unch. 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Reclaiming my 

time, we will see, instead of running 
the School Lunch Program the way it 
has been run for 49 years to the satis
faction of almost every one in this 
country, we will turn it over to 50 
State bureaucracies. 

We will lose the power buying. if you 
will, and some of the savings that way, 
particularly in the WIC program, where 
infant formula will cost as much as $1 
billion more, several groups have esti
mated, because we will lose competi
tive bidding. We will end up in a situa
tion where we have programs that 
work and instead we may turn them 
into programs that do not work. 

If something is working. certainly 
the welfare needs reform, but some
thing like the School Lunch Program 
standing alone works. I see no reason 
to change it. 

MORE ON THE SCHOOL LUNCH 
PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL
VERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. LAHOOD] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio, [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. I thank my friend from Il
linois. I just have to point out that 
each time we see one of these little 
pins go up on the map, there is a fun
damental deceit going on. It is the only 
way that I can describe it. 

In the State of California, I am sorry, 
in the State of New York, 1996 over 
1995, under the block grant program, 
there is a $28,798,000 increase in funding 
for school lunch programs. In the State 
of Ohio, $11,500,000 increase in funding. 

All that I can do is, I have to wonder 
if there is not something else going on. 
Who is being represented? What vested 
special interest is being represented? 
Could it be government bureaucrats? If 
we look at this, what have we got, 
$1,900,000 that has been contributed by 
Federal employee P ACs to Repub
licans; $17,682,000 contributed by Fed
eral employee PACs to Democrats, 
about a 10-to-1 ratio. 

What is going on here? Are the chil
dren being represented? Or are the gov
ernment bureaucrats, the Federal 
Washington bureaucrats being rep
resented? 

Mr. LAHOOD. Reclaiming my time, I 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Georgia, [Mr. KINGSTON]. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I still was confused 
if the State of Ohio is getting, is this 11 
million, $11.5 million more? 

Mr. HOKE. Eleven and a half million 
dollars more in 1996 under the block 
grant program than in 1995. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I just want to make 
sure the record is complete. One of the 
other statements of the previous 
speaker was that the program has been 

rocking along for 41 years to every
one's satisfaction and there have not 
been any problems. 

Here is the problem, and this is some
thing really, I wish the President was 
watching tonight. We spend the third 
largest item on our national budget is 
interest on the national debt. We have 
not had a balanced budget since 1969. 
The third largest item is interest. It is 
just short of $20 billion a month that 
we pay in interest on the national debt. 
To say that this program is not a prob
lem is to me unbelievable. 

Program after program is okay, not 
this program, not this one, everything 
is running fine, hunky-dory, no prob
lems at all. 

If you want to help children, you 
keep the country from going broke. 
How many kids are you going to feed 
when you are broke? You cannot do it. 
I am telling you, you cannot always 
lead with your heart. You have to use 
your brain and the formula. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Reclaiming my time, I 
have not said one word yet on my own 
time, but I want to tell the American 
people what is happening here. 

Last night we saw the distinguished 
gentleman from California stand up 
here with his paper plate display and 
move them around and try and shift 
things around to try to persuade the 
American people that if you say some
thing often enough, my gosh, they 
might even believe you. 

So we move this paper plate here and 
this one here and this one here and, all 
of a sudden, we have moved a bunch of 
paper plates around. But we have not 
proved anything. 

So tonight we get a little geography 
lesson. They bring a map of the United 
States of America. And we are trying 
to teach a little geography. And we 
bring these little cutouts of children to 
try and tell the American people again 
to continue the drumbeat, as I said, if 
we say it often enough, somebody is 
going to believe us, we are cutting 
school lunch programs. 

You believe that if you tell the 
American people something often 
enough they will believe you. That is 
why you have been on the floor every 
night. And the truth is, and you know 
it is the truth, there is not one Member 
in this House, not one Republican, not 
one Democrat that want to cut the 
school lunch program. Nobody wants to 
do that. Nobody wants to do it. 

But what we want to do is what you 
could not do when you had control of 
the White House, the House of Rep
resentatives, and the U.S. Senate. We 
want to reform welfare. You had your 
chance to do it. Where were you? You 
had two years to do it. You talk a good 
game. You talk a great game. But you 
never produce. 

WELFARE REFORM 

Tomorrow the House of Representatives will 
deliver on one of President Clinton's own cam
paign promises. We will "end welfare as we 

know it." But it will be a Republican-controlled 
House of Representatives forging ahead with 
this revolutionary task-not his own Democrat
controlled House. 

This piece of legislation, the Personal Re
sponsibility Act, is quite possibly the most im
portant piece of legislation that I will vote on 
as a Member of Congress. 

We have fought the war on poverty and, un
fortunately, we have lost that war. We must 
now turn to solutions that will stop this cycle 
of generational poverty. Even though Ameri
cans remain compassionate people, we have 
to do something to stop kids from having 
kids-to make fathers and mothers more re
sponsibl~and to encourage able-bodied 
members of the work force to provide a proper 
livelihood for their families. 

Welfare has exploded into an industry that 
no longer cares for-or effectively deals with
what Lyndon Johnson envisioned. His tem
porary assistance has turned into permanent 
poverty. The collapse of work and family has 
spawned crime, drug use, problematic edu
cational environments, and other social ills
and the people who have suffered the most 
are the ones we want to help the most-the 
children. 

Residents of my hometown of Peoria have 
been horrified last week by an occurrence on 
the north side. A young boy, age 11, was 
found dead in a vacant lot covered with plastic 
garbage bags. He has been beaten with a 
metal pipe and suffocated to death, a 14-year
old "friend" was charged with the murder. The 
mother of the slain boy was alleged to have 
allowed the child to smoke marijuana when he 
was 5. He was put in a foster home at a 
young age, but, later, was given back to his 
mother-a mother who has been convicted on 
prostitution charges, and is currently facing 
another charge for the same offense. And 
neighbors say the slain boy would wander the 
neighborhood late at night-sometimes being 
locked out of his house. This is just another in 
a long succession of American tragedies. This 
takes place, only with different names, in cities 
all across our Nation. This is shameful-and 
immoral-and we must have the courage to 
face up to the tragedy of circumstances like 
this and do something about it. 

This monumental task of reform will not be 
accomplished without naysayers decrying at 
every attempt. One example of this has been 
the Women, Infants, and Children [WIC] pro
gram. Liberals have been racing around 
breathlessly accusing Republicans of gutting 
the WIC program. When, in fact, the $25 mil
lion rescission is coming out of a $3.5 billion
a-year program. But, this is not a cut, as you 
and I understand the program. Each year, the 
WIC program runs a $55 million to $125 mil
lion carry-over of funds. In other words, this is 
what they usually have left over, because they 
have not yet been able to spend all of their 
budget. When the Federal Government is add
ing $200 billion a year to the national debt, 
one place to start saving money to balance 
the budget is in carry-over funds. 

More lies have been told about the school 
lunch program. Liberals have again accused 
Republicans of either cutting or abolishing 
these programs. The fact is that our plan 
would do neither. Our Nation's school lunch 
program for children would not be abolished or 
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cut. School lunch spending will, in fact, grow 
by 4.5 percent every year through to the end 
of this century. Far from cutting its pro
grammatic spending, the block grants would 
increase from $6.7 billion next year to $7.8 bil
lion over the next 4 years. Our bill seeks to 
turn over all of the program's money to the 
States and let them run it in the most efficient 
way possible. 

Finally, the $27 billion food stamp program 
will be reformed by capping its growth to 2 
percent a year and combining four other food 
programs into one. The bill preserves food 
stamps as a federal program to guarantee that 
any American who needs food will continue to 
have access to nutrition assistance. The re
forms will result in a savings of over $26 bil
lion in 5 years. 

The Republican proposal will break this vi
cious cycle of welfare. All able-bodied welfare 
recipients between the ages of 18 and 50, 
who do not have children, will be required to 
work. Having more children will no longer be 
rewarded. And we will means test for the nutri
tion block grant programs. 

You will hear much crying this week from 
old-line liberals. We are about to bring 
changes to some of their favorite programs
programs that have been proven failures. 
These changes are desperately needed to 
change this system into a trampoline-not a 
hammock-for its recipients. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAHOOD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Let me 
remind, I have heard it tonight that we 
started with Lyndon Johnson's Great 
Society, 1969 was the last time we had 
a balanced budget. That was the last 
budget Lyndon Johnson submitted. So 
even though you trace it to 1965, the 
last budget, after 18 years of Repub
lican leadership in the White House, we 
have not had a balanced budget since 
the last one President Johnson submit
ted. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Reclaiming my time, I 
am happy to say that we have all sup
ported a balanced budget amendment. 
We could not get some of you to help 
us. 

ON REPUBLICAN AND DEAL PLAN 
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. Mr. Speaker, the 
former speakers keep talking about 
how they are not cutting money and 
then they start talking about how they 
are cutting the deficit. So which is it? 

Mr. Speaker, the current welfare sys
tem has created a culture of depend
ency. 

The system offers several incentives 
for welfare clients to shun independ
ence and stay on the dole. 

A single mother who goes to work 
could lose here child care, forcing her 
to leave her children home alone. 

She could lose Medicaid benefits and 
go without health insurance. 

And she could lose the food stamps 
that help her feed her children. 

And for what? 
To get a low-paying job that will 

leave her worse off financially, unin
sured, and unable to supervise her chil
dren during the day. 

You might ask, what could possibly 
be worse? 

The answer is, H.R. 4 the Repub
lican's Personal Responsibility Act. 

The Republican bill would worsen 
poverty and hunger for innocent chil
dren by making deep cuts in benefits, 
especially during economic downturns. 

It would do far too little to empower 
welfare recipients to rejoin the work 
force with education and training. 

It would scale back the very child 
care funding that would liberate wel
fare recipients to go to work. 

The plan is punitive, irresponsible, 
and cruel to children. 

The Republican plan could render 
millions of Americans with nothing to 
lose. 

No cash assistance, no housing, no 
day care, no medical care, and no jobs. 

In New York City alone, experts are 
projecting that by the year 2000: 76,000 
poor children will lose AFDC benefits, 
an allowance they need for food, shel
ter and clothing; 300,000 more children 
will require child care slots so their 
mothers can work. However, the Re
publican plan cuts child care spending 
by $1.6 billion; 60,000 children would be 
dropped from the school lunch pro
grams; 640,000 children would see their 
food stamps decrease by 30 percent. 

Simply saying, "No more welfare, go 
get job" is not welfare reform. 

The Republicans want people off of 
welfare. The Democrats want people to 
get a job. 

The Deal substitute is not perfect. 
But it is far better than the Repub

lican plan. 
Although it was defeated tonight 

parts of it should be a model when the 
Senate takes up the bill. 

At least, the Deal substitute operates 
in the real world. 

It recognizes that for welfare recipi
ents to go to work, child care is essen
tial. 

So it invests in comprehensive child 
care. 

It recognizes that for welfare recipi
ents to go to work, they need skills and 
training. 

So the plan invests in comprehensive 
training, education, and workfare pro
grams. 

The Deal plan's Work First Program 
supplies a vehicle of real assistance for 
recipients to move into the work force. 

And once they do find a job, the Deal 
plan would extend their medical cov
erage for 1 to 2 years. 

These are the tools of economic 
empowerment which are tragically ab
sent from the Republican plan. 

But make no mistake: this is a tough 
plan. 

People must develop and carry out 
comprehensive plans to get back to 
work or they lose their benefits. 

The Deal substitute requires teenage 
recipients to stay in school and make 
the grade or they lose their benefits. 

It calls for punitive measures for 
deadbeat parents, like direct income 
withholding, revoking their drivers' li
cense, or revoking their professional li
censes, thus paralyzing their careers 
until they do right by their children. 

And the Deal substitute targets a 
major source of welfare dependency
teen pregnancy-with major preven
tion. 

The Republican plan contains no pre
vention plan except to cut off benefits, 
and hope less children are born. 

It could be described as tough love. 
The Republican bill just tells chil

dren, "tough luck." 
The Democratic bill requires work 

and demands responsibility. 
I would like to put this into the map 

illustrating the children cut off of 
school lunches. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
information for the RECORD. 

CRS REPORT ON CHILD NUTRITION-TALKING 
POINTS 

CRS released a report Tuesday comparing 
1996 estimated state funding levels for the 
child nutrition programs under current law 
and under the Republican block grant. The 
numbers in the report are calculated dif
ferently for the school based block grant 
that we have seen before, showing a $73 mil
lion increase in school lunch and breakfast 
funding under the block grant when com
pared to USDA 's 1996 baseline . The Repub
licans are using these numbers to show that 
they do not cut school meals even when com
pared to the USDA baseline projection in 
1996. 

The report supports Democratic state
ments about total cuts: 

Over $800 million CUT in the total amount 
available for child nutrition programs in 1996 

CRS supports CBO's estimate of a total 
child nutrition cut of $7 billion over 5 years 
(this is not stated in this report but is the 
CRS stated position) 

The report assumes a cut in school meal 
service to children: 

Because the block grant provides so little 
($1.5 million per state, on average) over what 
schools will need to serve their students just 
lunch and breakfast, the CRS chart assumes 
that schools will not use these funds to oper
ate summer food or after school food pro
grams. 

The report compares projected spending for 
lunch and breakfast under current law in 
1996 to the Republican 's entire school meal 
block grant. The block grant is supposed to 
be used for lunch, breakfast. summer food, 
and after school food. It compares apples to 
oranges. 

The summer and after school/child care 
food programs serve some of our nation's 
poorest children. Summer food programs, in 
particular. have proven essential to the 
health and safety of children in high poverty 
areas-these children get what may be their 
only nutritious meal of the day and become 
involved in planned community group activi
ties. Summer food keeps kids off the streets 
and in the school yards. 

Furthermore, the report states the. " FY 
1995 and FY 1996 estimates of spending under 
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current law are likely to be understated. The 
amounts shown in the tables do not reflect 
the actual amounts of funding that States 
will receive either under current law or 
under the proposed block grants. They 
should be used only for the purpose of com
paring the likely shifts in spending among 
the States under the proposed block grants." 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MALONEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I really had not intended to get in
volved in this until I had heard one of 
the most flagrant misstatements that 
might have ever been made on the 
House floor when my friend from Geor
gia said, you know, we want to put this 
money towards the deficit. 

Less than an hour and a half ago, the 
Republican Members of this body had 
an opportunity to vote for cuts that 
would have put the money towards the 
deficit. Unanimously, they voted 
against it because they want . to give 
that money to millionaires who got all 
the tax breaks during the 1980s so they 
can get more tax breaks now. 

0 2100 
MEMBERS' DISCUSSION RELATIVE 

TO RECOGNITION IN SPECIAL OR
DERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). The gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. EWING, is recognized. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that my name 
be substituted for that of Mr. EWING. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I would object. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Would that be the 
gentleman to whom I yielded half my 
time last night objecting? 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I 
thought we were under a five-minute 
rule. I would be glad to yield time 
when I come, but, Mr. Speaker, if we 
are going to have that as a procedure, 
then we will probably have about 20 
Democrats over here. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. It was a procedure 
that your side began earlier in the 
evening. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. We have 
someone who has already spoken, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. No , I have not 
spoken. 

Mr. LAHOOD. Parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. State 

your inquiry. 
·Mr. LAHOOD. Previously when a 

Member from the other side asked to 
have their name substituted earlier 
this evening, it was allowed. But if you 
do not want to play by those rules, 
that is fine, Mr. GREEN, but that is 
what we were doing earlier on. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I was under the impression 

that Mr. GREENWOOD had spoken ear
lier under the 5-minute rule. If he has 
not, and I will take your word for it be
cause I know you spoke, but maybe it 
was yielded because we have been 
yielding time to many different people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman has not spoken on his own 
time. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. I will 
withdraw my objection. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Actually, my in
tention is to yield some time to your 
side because I think the Nation de
serves a little debate. 

Mr. BROWN, if you would like to step 
up, I would like to yield some time to 
you so we could have a colloquy here 
because I was mystified by your com
ments. 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the 

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] took 
the microphone earlier this evening 
and talked about the State of Ohio los
ing X number of dollars under the Re
publicans' proposal for the school 
1 unch program. And we checked, and in 
fact under what we are proposing to do, 
compared to what would have happened 
had we done nothing, the State of Ohio 
gains $11.5 million. 

Then I think your colleague from 
Ohio [Mr. HoKE] que~ied you and said, 
gee, why are we not on the same page 
here? 

The Congressional Research Service 
tells us that the plan the Republicans 
have proposed, a 4.5 percent increase 
gives Ohio $11.5 million. Your response 
was, well, just ask PTA leaders or the 
teachers. We are supposed to be here 
providing the Nation with some infor
mation. 

Now, let us get it straight. Here are 
the facts : 

When the Democrats, and I went 
through this last night, when the 
Democrats controlled the House and 
the Senate and the White House just 
last year, you made available for the 
school lunch program an increase of 3.1 
percent. The President of the United 
States in his budget proposal for this 
year said, let us take it up to 3.6 per
cent increase this year. So we say how 
about 4.5 percent? And how about 4.5 
percent for the next 5 years? 

Now, I would like to know what the 
assumptions are that you use to put 
your little stickers up on the map. 
What is the assumption that you use as 
to why there is a cut in the program 
when we are increasing it 4.5 percent 
for the next five years, which is far 
more than the President has proposed 
in his budget? How does that become a 
cut? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The fact is you 
talked, the Republicans over and over 
and over again take credit for $7 billion 
in savings. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Wait, I reclaim 
my time. I will yield you time if you 

will and if you can respond to the ques
tion. And the question is this: 

The Congressional Research Service 
says, quite logically, if we increase 
funding for the school 1 unch program 
by 4.5 percent compared to what your 
President asked for, our President 
asked for, 3.6 percent, Ohio receives an 
$11 million windfall. Now, you have 
said Ohio is going to get cut. If you can 
and if you will respond to that ques
tion, I will yield you time. Comments I 
have no time for. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. There is an 
overall cut in nutrition funding. That 
money can be in at least one of these 
nutrition programs, children nutrition 
programs. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. We are talking 
about the school lunch program. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The fact is that 
with inflation, with more children in 
the program, with bad years that can 
happen when parents are laid off in a 
school district, that there will not be 
enough money for school lunches. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Reclaiming my 
time. Reclaiming my time. 

That is what I thought. That is what 
I thought. The fact of the matter is 
that the Office of Budget and Manage
ment in the White House looked at in
flation in the food market, looked at 
the trends in the growth of the school 
population for the whole country, and 
said if you want this program to con
tinue to meet all of the eligibility re
quirements, if you want to produce the 
benefit, if you want to anticipate 
growth in the program, if you want to 
anticipate inflation in the food mar
ket, in the food basket, you are going 
to need 3.6 percent in the coming fiscal 
year. We said we want to do better 
than that. We went to 4.5 percent. 

Now your hypotheticals are, well, 
what if there is a recession? What if 
children appear from another planet 
unpredicted by the White House? Now, 
come on, let us get serious. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gen
tleman would yield, the President has 
a 6.5 percent increase built into his 
budget. There is no--

Mr. GREENWOOD. In the school 
1 unch program? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. Overall in 
the child nutrition program. 

Children, it is not necessarily a na
tional recession or children falling 
from another planet. It is a plant clos
ing in a community when a lot of par
ents all of a sudden are out of work and 
there is no help for those families, they 
turn to the school 1 unch program. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Reclaiming my 
time. 

So, in other words, the cuts on your 
map, despite the fact that we are in
creasing funding for every State, the 
cuts that you are illustrating on your 
map are anticipating hypothetical 
plant closings? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen
tleman yield? 
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Mr. GREENWOOD. Hypothetical re- . 

cessions, hypothetical depressions? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen

tleman let me finish a sentence? 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Sure. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The fact is you 

claim $7 billion in savings so you can 
fund tax cuts for millionaires, not defi
cit reduction. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Reclaiming my 
time. That is a diversion. I am reclaim
ing my time, Mr. Speaker. 

The fact of the matter is that every 
time we try to pin you down about 
what these funny numbers are about 
compared to the realities, compared to 
the truth. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Where in the 
legislation does it say 4.5 percent? If 
the gentleman would yield? It does not. 
It is a number that you have manufac
tured to try to hide the cut in school 
lunches and cut in child nutrition. 

SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAMS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, let me 
try to respond a bit to the colloquy 
that has occurred in the last few min
utes and say that it does not make any 
difference what CRS says or what we 
say. Ultimately, it is what the prin
cipals in our schools say about their 
School Lunch Programs that matters. 
And what they will tell you is that 
each time they get more children. 

The point I wish to make is, ulti
mately, what matters is what the prin
cipal says about how much money she 
will have to feed those kids through a 
School Lunch Program, given the 
growing number of children and the 
growing cost of feeding those children. 
That is what counts most. 

What is worse about this bill, H.R. 4, 
that you have in the Contract on 
America is that when you say you are 
going to increase funding 4.5%, that is 
just talk. Because, quite honestly, 
what you have done in H.R. 4 in the 
Contract on America is you have 
changed the game. No longer do you 
guarantee a child that lunch. 

Because, see, you may want to give 
4.5 percent increases. I may want to 
give 4.5 percent increases. We do not 
make the decision. The appropriators 
do in this House of Congress. And if the 
appropriators do not allocate your 4.5 
percent increase, if they do not allo
cate a dime, those children do not get 
a dime. 

That is not current law. Current law 
does not leave itself at the whims of 
politicians to decide what children will 
get. Current law says, we do not want 
to put this in the political realm. Let 
us leave it for the children, and let us 
make sure they are guaranteed an op
portunity to have a decent lunch or 
breakfast. 

Your bill, the Contract on America 
bill, does not do that , and that is per
haps the most important point. You 
can claim you are increasing funding 
by billions of dollars. You can claim 
percentage increases over what we 
have this year. It is all just a claim be
cause you cannot guarantee you are 
going to do one thing or the other. 

In fact, you are already making 
changes to your own Contract on 
America welfare proposal from what 
was in writing and what you promised 
people in November 1994. So why 
should anyone believe that what you 
promised in November, which has al
ready changed, is what you are going 
to do in 1997? 

Let me go on to something further I 
prefer to discuss because it is getting 
very little attention. 

For children who are disabled right 
now, we should beware. If you are a 
parent of a child who is disabled, it is 
tough enough right now to raise a fam
ily. But if you have disabled kids, I sus
pect you can tell just about anybody in 
this room, in this floor right now, that 
it is an even more daunting challenge, 
regardless of your income level. 

But if you are a parent trying to 
raise a family and if you are a parent 
trying to raise a family with a disabled 
child, beware because H.R. 4, the Newt 
Gingrich Contract on America welfare 
proposal, will tell your children you 
are no longer going to get supple
mental security income which helps 
you supplement your family income to 
provide services to your disabled child. 

Beware because about 225,000 children 
in America are going to be dumped 
from a program where families are as
sisted in aiding their disabled child. 
And over the next 5 years, around 
700,000 disabled children will be denied 
SSI as a result of the Contract on 
America welfare proposal. 

In Los Angeles, roughly 20,000 dis
abled children and also blind children 
receive SSI. H.R. 4 changes all of that. 

Now, we hear claims by the support
ers of H.R. 4 that we have parents who 
are abusing SSI. The supporters of H.R. 
4 say that the caseload in SSI for dis
abled children is growing because par
ents are teaching their kids to pretend 
that they are retarded in order for 
them to qualify for SSI. 

Are there parents abusing SSI? Are 
there 225,000 disabled children faking 
their disability? Well if there is fraud, 
then let us deal with that aspect with
in the eligibility process for SSI for 
disabled kids. But the political Con
tract on America goes too far. It is 
overkill. 

Let me give two or three quick exam
ples. 

Six-year-old Jennifer suffers from 
congenital bowel malformation which 
requires a colostomy. She also suffers 
from eye problems and lacks peripheral 
vision which causes her to run into 
walls. At age 6 she was not yet toilet 
trained. 

Kendra, 2 years old, suffers from a 
rare growth condition in which one 
arm is twice as long as the other, caus
ing loss of balance, motor impairment 
and spinal curvature and a loss of lung 
volume. 

Both of these two young children 
probably will not qualify for SSI. So 
here we see it. Cuts to kids. Cuts to 
school lunch. And what else do we 
have? Cuts to taxes for the rich and 
wealthy. $66 billion is saved under H.R. 
4. What is it for? Tax cuts for the 
wealthy. This is not the way to go. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from California [Mrs. 
SEASTRAND] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, here 
we are debating what I believe to be 
one of the most important issues of our 
time, welfare reform. 

This has not been a particularly civil 
debate. Frankly, I am amazed by the 
rhetorical warfare being waged by the 
opponents of welfare reform. And that 
is exactly what they are- opponents of 
welfare reform who are defending a 
failed system which has cost this Na
tion almost $5 trillion and has hurt the 
very people it was designed to help. 

In addition, many of the comments 
made by these welfare reform oppo
nents have been completely out of line. 
I find it ironic that the standard lines 
Democrats have used for years-lines 
like dividing the country along racial 
lines; deceiving the public by hiding 
the facts; engaging in class warfare; fa
voring the rich at the expense of the 
poor are precisely-are precisely-what 
the Democrats themselves are doing. 

What we are trying to do is fun
damentally reform a system that does 
not work. 

How compassionate is it to continue 
with a system that has quadrupled ille
gitimacy rates over the last 25 years; 
where 68 percent of black children and 
23 percent of white children are born 
out of wedlock? 

The current welfare system has cre
ated a cycle of dependency where the 
average length of stay, including re
peat periods, is 13 years. The current 
system robs people of the dignity of 
work. Of the 5 million families on wel
fare, only 20,000 people work. Is it com
passionate to maintain this kind of 
system? 

There are rampant abuses in the cur
rent system such as in the SSI Pro
gram. The number of recipients in this 
program has nearly tripled over the 
past 5 years because SSI isn't going 
solely to the disabled children where 
it's supposed to go. It is going to drug 
addicts and alcoholics who are not eli
gible for these benefits yet continue to 
receive them. 

Is it compassionate to maintain this 
kind of system? 
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Then there is the exploding cost of 

maintaining the current welfare sys
tem. Over the past 30 years, the Fed
eral Government has spent almost $5 
trillion on various forms of welfare as
sistance. If we do not act, welfare 
spending will increase from $325 billion 
in 1993 to $500 billion in 1998. 

Is this what the Democrats call re
inventing government and cutting 
spending? 

The Republican reform bill will fun
damentally change the welfare system 
of America, but not in the way our op
ponents have described. Allow me to 
remind welfare reform opponents and 
the American people of the facts in the 
Republican bill: 

First, the Republican welfare reform 
bill saves $66.3 billion dollars over 5 
years by slowing the growth of, or 
freezing, welfare spending not by cut
ting it. Only in Bill Clinton's Washing
ton would reductions in the rate of in
crease or a freeze be considered a cruel 
slashing of spending. 

Second, with all of the reforms Re
publicans intend to make in the cur
rent welfare system, spending will still 
increase from 1 year to the next. 

For example, under the Republican 
plan, funding for school lunch pro
grams increases 4.5 percent in each of 
the next 5 years-which is more than 
Bill Clinton's proposal. 

Third, the Republican bill addresses 
the critical problem of skyrocketing il
legitimacy by no longer rewarding 
those on welfare with additional bene
fits for having more children. 

Fourth, the Republican bill is based 
on the belief that work is necessary, 
essential, dignified, and is the best op
portunity for moving welfare recipients 
into jobs. 

Fifth, the Republican bill puts Amer
ican citizens first by eliminating wel
fare assistance-not emergency medi
cal services-to noncitizens. 

Sixth, the Republican bill cracks 
down on the deadbeat parents who 
would abdicate their responsibilities by 
establishing uniform state procedures 
and computer registries. 

Seventh, the crux of the Republican 
bill is an acknowledgement that the 
Federal Government has not done a 
good job of administering aid to those 
in need and that the States can do a 
much better job of providing this aid
if they are given the flexibility to do 
so. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing that 
would more clearly demonstrate a lack 
of compassion than not making fun
damental reforms to our welfare sys
tem. When Bill Clinton campaigned for 
President, he told America that he was 
going to "end welfare as we know it." 
In reality, what the President and the 
Democrats are doing is defending wel
fare as we know it. 

The Republican bill will make the 
welfare system more just, more com
passionate, more efficient, and more 

responsible. It does this by recognizing 
and facing up to the fact that the cur
rent system simply does not work. The 
current system has compounded the 
problems that it set out 30 years ago to 
eliminate. 

If we are truly interested in breaking 
the cycle of dependency; if we are truly 
interested in maintaining a safety net 
for those who are unable to help them
selves; if we are truly interested in of
fering credible and responsible solu
tions for the 21st century; and if we are 
truly interested in creating and ex
panding opportunities for all Ameri
cans; then we must pass the Personal 
Responsibility Act. Now. 

0 2115 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. POSHARD) is recognized for 5 min-. 
utes. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, thank 
you for allowing me to address the 
House. I ask permission to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened care
fully to this debate on welfare reform 
over the past 2 days. I have read my 
mail, trying to understand how the 
people I represent feel about this im
portant issue. And, yesterday, I re
ceived some correspondence from the 
Christian Coalition, a group whom I re
spect, articulating their strong support 
for H.R. 4, the Republican welfare re
form bill, and at the same time, their 
equally strong support for the $500 per 
child tax break for families with in
comes up to $200,000.00 per year. And, 
having grown up in a fundamentalist 
church, being a southern Baptist by 
personal choice, I have struggled in my 
spirit to understand these seemingly 
disparate views. 

The Christian Coalition, as have 
other religious groups in the past, has 
chosen to enter the political arena and 
to use the weight of their membership 
to influence public policy. The particu
lar position of the Christian Coalition 
on any given issue is almost always the 
Republican position and that's under
standable. After all, it is run and fi
nanced by Rev. Pat Robertson, a 
former Republican presidential can
didate. The vote of each member of 
Congress is recorded on a scorecard and 
sent out to the membership of the 
Christian Coalition and, by and large, 
Democrats score poorly. And, as a re
sult of that, although it is not explic
itly stated, the inference drawn by 
Christian Coalition members is that 
Democrats are less Christian, more un
godly. This is, afterall, the "Christian" 
scorecard. 

As a Democrat, as a Christian, as a 
southern Baptist, as someone who fun
damentally believes in the words of the 
Bible, this approach troubles me great
ly. Not because of what a low score on 
the Christian Coalition scorecard 

means to my political career. Every
body puts out scorecards-we have so 
little control over what people say 
about us or how they judge us. That 
doesn't bother me. What troubles me is 
when I see a particular position taken 
by the Christian Coalition, that posi
tion being portrayed as the "Christian 
position" and yet in my heart I feel, as 
someone who has shared this basic 
Christian culture all my life, that the 
position doesn't match up to my under
standing of the Bible. 

Which brings me to this debate on 
welfare reform. Let me say that I do 
not believe that God's response to the 
poor is some wild-eyed liberalism run
ning around with a guilt ridden con
science, trying to do more things, ask
ing neither responsibility nor good 
judgment from those whom we seek to 
help. Not realizing that often in our de
sire to do good, we build systems that 
end up manipulating and controlling 
the poor, more than liberating them. 

But, neither do I believe that God's 
response to the poor is to treat them as 
though they are the least priority, al
most as though they are a nuisance to 
be dealt with. And, if the words of the 
Scripture are true, God would never 
have us stand in judgment of a poor 
person by saying in our hearts or as
suming in our minds that "there he 
stands in the midst of rural Appalach
ian poverty or ghetto tenements, 
among the homeless, the dispossessed, 
the disenfranchised because he chooses 
to be there." God would never condone 
that presumptuous attitude. 

And with all due respect to the Chris
tian Coalition and its position on this, 
the recission bill and the tax relief leg
islation next week, where does it say in 
the Scriptures that the character of 
God is to give more to those who have 
and less to those who have not? I un
derstand that there is still an overall 
increase in the growth of the federal 
spending for some of these programs, 
but it is questionable as to whether or 
not that will keep up with the need, 
and in any case, it should not be the 
position of the Christian community to 
slow down the growth of assistance to 
the poor while increasing the growth of 
assistance to the wealthy. Out of a 
$1,600 billion budget less than $300 bil
lion go directly to support the poor. 

If there is one thing evident in the 
Scriptures, it is that God gives priority 
to the poor. In the Old Testament, the 
subject of the poor is the second most 
prominent theme only to idolatry. In 
the New Testament, one out of every 16 
verses is about the poor. 

In Christ's first sermon at Nazareth, 
he laid down the mission of his min
istry, He said: 

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me , because 
he has anointed me to bring good news to the 
poor. He has sent me to proclaim release to 
the captives and to give sight to the blind, to 
let the oppressed go free. 
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In the Beatitudes from the Sermon 

on the Mount, time and again he says, 
blessed are the poor. 

He said in the day of judgment: 
I will say enter my good and faithful serv.: 

ant, you have been faithful over a few things, 
now I will make you master over many 
things. When I was thirsty you gave me 
drink, when I was hungry you fed me, when 
I was naked you clothed me, when I was in 
prison yol). visited me. 

And we will say in that moment, 
Lord when did I do these things? 
And he will say, 
When you did it to the least of these my 

brethren, you did it to me. 

The least, the poorest, those who are 
at the bottom-most rung of the lad
der-these are the ones to whom God 
gives the priority. This to me is the 
Christian message as I understand the 
scriptures. 

Mother Teresa last year spoke to us 
about God coming to us in the "dis
tressing disguise of the poor." 

Dorothy Day of the Catholic Worker 
said this: 

The mystery of the poor is this: that they 
are Jesus and what you do for them you do 
for Him. It is the only way we have of know
ing and believing in our love. The mystery of 
poverty is that by sharing in it, making our
selves poor in giving to others, we increase 
our knowledge of and belief in love. 

I do not question nor judge Rev. Rob
ertson nor the Christian Coalition, nor 
my colleagues here who embrace this 
legislation. I do not believe they are 
mean-spirited. They are all good peo
ple, I'm sure they are true to their 
faith and desiring to do what is right. 

But, I pray that you do not judge me, 
or any other Democrat, in the name of 
the Christian faith as though the lead
ing of the Holy Spirit within us is 
somehow less valid or less Christian 
than the way you are led by that same 
Spirit. 

WHAT DO YOU WANT TO BE WHEN 
YOU GROW UP? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, as I go through life, there are many 
events and things people say that be
come very riveting and memorable for 
me, and one of the most memorable 
events that I experienced in my cam
paign for the U.S. Congress was when I 
met a man who was an administrator 
of one of the hospitals in my commu
nity in the 15th District of Florida, and 
this gentleman told me that, before he 
had moved to Florida, he had lived in 
Oklahoma, and he had taken part in a 
program where he would go into inner 
city housing projects and read to 
young children in those projects. This 
program started because it has been 
shown in research studies that, if you 
read to a child, you can improve their 

reading score. Actually there are some 
studies that show that, if you read to a 
child, you may actually be able to raise 
their IQ slightly, and he told me some
thing that I will never forget. 

He was going into those projects and 
reading to those kids, and those chil
dren were, by and large, children of sin
gle parents on welfare, and he would 
ask, many of them 5, 6, and 7-year-old 
children, "What do you want to be 
when you grow up?" And, yes, some of 
them would say I want to be a fireman 
or a nurse, but some of them would 
say: 

"I don't want to work. I want to col
lect a check.'' 

Mr. Speaker, a program that does 
that to millions of children is not a 
program of compassion and caring to 
children. It is a program that is cruel 
and mean spirited to children. 

Today a young male being born to a 
mother, a single mother on welfare in 
the United States, has a greater likeli
hood of ending up on drugs or in the 
penitentiary than graduating from 
high school. The problem that we have 
with illegitimacy in our Nation today 
is a problem that has been created by 
the program that we are trying to 
change, and you cannot fix this prob
lem by tinkering around the edges. The 
illegitimacy rate in this country has 
gone up from 5 percent to almost 25 
percent in the white community. In the 
black community it has gone from less 
than 25 percent to, in some areas, as 
high as 70 percent. ' 

If you look at what correlates best, 
what correlates in communities with 
problems like teenage pregnancy, drug 
use, illiteracy, juvenile crime, the 
thing that correlates best in those 
problems in those communities, Mr. 
Speaker, is the amount of illegitimacy, 
the amount of fatherlessness in those 
communities. A program that perpet
uates and cultivates things like this is 
a cruel and mean-spirited program, and 
that program needs to be changed, and 
our bill makes a serious attempt at 
doing that. 

We are not talking about tinkering 
around the edges. We are talking about 
promoting family unity, discouraging 
teen-age pregnancy and illegitimacy. 

The fact that this program perpet
uates it, Mr. Speaker, was driven home 
to me when I was a medical student 
working in an inner-city obstetrics 
clinic, and I had a 15-year-old girl come 
in to see me who was pregnant, and I 
had never seen this before, and I was so 
upset. I was grieved to see this. I 
looked at her and said her life is ru
ined, she cannot go to college, and I 
said to her, "How did this happen, why 
did this happen," and she looked up to 
me and told me that she did it delib
erately because she wanted to get out 
from under her mother in the project, 
and she wanted her own place and her 
own welfare check. 

This program needs to stop. The peo
ple have asked for it; we are trying to 
deliver. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage the Mem
bers of the minority to stop their par
tisan rhetoric and join with us in re
forming welfare and creating a pro
gram for the poor and the needy that 
strengthens family, does not under
mine them, that strengthens the bonds 
of marriage, because it is strong fami
lies that make strong communities 
that makes strong nations, and our Na
tion cannot survive with a perpetua
tion of a program like this. 

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 
TWO WELFARE REFORM PLANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to add my little figure of the 8,200 stu
dents in my district in Massachusetts 
who are in danger of losing their 
School Lunch Program. 

Mr. Speaker, we are nearly at the end 
of the debate on the Welfare Reform 
Program, and I do not understand real
ly how anybody who has been listening 
to this debate or watching this debate 
could really understand the essential 
differences between the major bills, the 
Deal bill named after Congressman NA
THAN DEAL from Georgia, and the Re
publican bill because I have rarely seen 
such deliberate misrepresentation in a 
debate. Today we saw Republican Rep
resentative from Missouri-and each of 
us has our charts-claiming with his 
chart that the Deal bill does not re
quire work, does not require people to 
work, when the fact is that because-it 
was only because the Republican bill 
was ridiculed all over the country for 
not requiring work that they added an 
amendment just yesterday that 
brought the work requirement in their 
bill close to the Deal bill. 

0 2130 
We had another top Republican lead

er from Pennsylvania going to the very 
edge of personal vilification today in 
suggesting to a Member that it was 
corrupt and immoral, yes, the words 
corrupt and immoral, not to support 
the Republican version of this legisla
tion. 

Well, my colleagues, the Deal bill 
had the strongest work requirement of 
any of the bills by honestly recognizing 
that if you care about getting people to 
work, you have also got to combat il
literacy and provide people with job 
training and a good piece of education 
and maybe some job placement serv
ices and reliable and safe child care so 
that parents can go to work. 

All of those programs were cut under 
the Republican bill. All of those provi
sions were cut under the Republican 
bill. 



March 23, 1995 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 9129 
Also a bill, by the way, that does not 

cut breakfast and lunches in a mixture, 
in a whole shell game of block grants. 
And it does not cut protection for 
abused children, and it does not cut 
day care for children so that their par
ents can work. 

That was the kind of a bill that every 
Member of my party proudly voted for, 
and it represented real reform and a 
real opportunity to change the way we 
deal with welfare people in this coun
try. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Republicans 
say that the war on poverty is lost, so 
they are substituting a war on poor 
children for the war on poverty. Five 
million families with 9.5 million chil
dren who are living on AFDC, plus mil
lions more families with millions more 
children who are working families but 
low-income working fami.lies, those 
families would, under the Republican 
bill, lose $50 billion of income and of 
food and of care for children while the 
parents work. 

And for protection for children, pro
tective services for abused children, all 
of those would be given over instead to 
some of the wealthiest people in Amer
ica. 

It is not to balance the budget, not 
even to deal with the deficit that we 
have in this country that we have been 
running. That is the kind of deficit 
that has been building, those huge defi
cits under President Reagan and Presi
dent Bush year after year after year 
after a nearly balanced budget for 
many years beforehand. Not to do any
thing like that because they added an 
amendment that allows this money to 
not be used for the deficit but to be 
used for the tax cut that I have de
scribed. 

This $50 billion, and I have left out 
the $17 billion that is used to pay by 
way of legal immigrants and changes 
in the legal immigrant status, this $50 
billion is exactly the amount of money 
that would be used in the next 5 years 
to provide tax cuts for the top 2 per
cent of Americans, those families mak
ing more than $200,000 per year. 

Mr. Speaker, only in NEWT GING
RICH's Washington would cutting $50 
billion in food and housing and income 
for low-income working and nonwork
ing people and shifting that to the 
wealthiest Americans. only in NEWT 
GINGRICH's America would that be even 
possible. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AND REQUEST OF MEMBER ON 
SPECIAL ORDERS LIST 
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak out of 
order and substitute for the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection? 

There is no objection. 

CREATIVITY IN ARGUMENTS 
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, it is in
teresting to listen to the Democrats 
talk. They have the fantasy of Disney, 
the creativity of Steven Spielberg. And 
if they could speak as eloquently as 
Bill Clinton, they, too, would be in the 
White House. 

Let me start by yielding the floor to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
point out that, with respect to the 
State of Massachusetts from which the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
OLVER], who just spoke on the other 
side of the aisle, comes and actually 
comes from a town that is close to my 
heart. I happened to go to Amherst 
College, and I believe that is the city 
he represents, among others in western 
Massachusetts. 

According again to CRS, the State of 
Massachusetts will see a $7.255 million 
increase in the block grant program, 
1996 over 1995, for school-based child 
nutrition programs. 

If anybody can show us how that is a 
cut over the CBO baseline, over demo
graphics, over interest rates, over in
flation rates, please come forward and 
show us how that is a cut. I keep seeing 
these red flags appear, and I am baf
fled. All I can do is go back to this 
other chart. 

Mr. OLVER. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I control the time, 
but I would be happy to yield to you. 

Mr. OLVER. I think if the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] would remember, 
I was very careful to point out that my 
8,000 children are at risk of losing their 
school lunches, and the major reason 
why that is possible is because we have 
lumped several programs together in a 
block grant, which is the movement of 
the plates that has been talked about 
from last night. 

In that process, 20 percent of that 
money can be moved at the whim of 
the Governor of Massachusetts to other 
programs in a whole series ·of different 
block grants. So there is extreme dan
ger that a very large number of chil
dren may be left out of food in this par
ticular program. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me reclaim my 
time only to keep it going quickly be
cause we have got 5 minutes. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. If there is extreme danger 
of any child being at risk in the State 
of Massachusetts in 1996 for nutrition 
programs, then there would be even 
greater danger that that child would be 
at risk under the CBO baseline, the 
President's own numbers for 1996, be
cause we are increasing the amount 
from 1996 under the block grant pro
gram more than under the CBO base
line program for the administration. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
would yield back. 

Also, the Governor of Massachusetts 
could put that 20 percent into the nu
trition program rather than take it 
out. 

Now I do not know who the Governor 
is, but I would trust my Governor. My 
Governor is a Democrat Governor of 
Georgia, and the Democrat Governor of 
Georgia, who is a big NEWT GINGRICH 
supporter-he is in the national Demo
cratic clique-he says, "Give me the 
money. I can spend it better." 

Now, whether your Governor is Dem
ocrat or Republican, I will bet our Gov
ernor will be willing to go up there and 
show you fine people up in the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts how to 
better spend your money. And if the 
people of Massachusetts do not trust 
him, maybe it is time to change water. 
That might be true also of the State 
senate and State legislature. 

Mr. OLVER. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I am going to yield 
to you, but we have got a real brief 
time, so please go quickly. No speech
es. 

Mr. OLVER. The genUeman ~ co~ 
rect in indicating that it would be pos
sible to move money from others of the 
five large block grants in this welfare 
bill. But take, for instance, the child 
care bill. You claim you want to put 
people to work. Our bill requires people 
to go to work. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my 
time. When we are talking nutrition, 
and I guess we scored a hit because the 
gentleman has moved over to another 
field, let me say this real quickly. 
There is something that is very fun
damentally important about this whole 
welfare debate, and I am glad we are 
here tonight. I am glad to hear folks 
like you talking about the Deal bill be
cause it would have never gotten to the 
floor of the House had the Republican 
majority not taken over. 

It just frankly was a very, I think, 
fairly responsible moderate proposal, 
but it never would have made it to the 
floor last year, and it did it now. 

You know, the President said he is 
going to end welfare as we know it. He 
never offered a bill. Never. He ended 
welfare debate as we know it by not of
fering a bill. 

Mr. HOKE. Would the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes. 
Mr. HOKE. How many years did the 

Democrats control the House? 
Mr. KINGSTON. Forty. 
Mr. HOKE. When did the Great Soci

ety start? 
Mr. KINGSTON. 1965. 
Mr. HOKE. 1965. So the Democrats, is 

this their welfare program that we are 
talking about? 

Mr. KINGSTON. Generally. 
Mr. HOKE. Did they try to reform it? 

Have they changed it? 
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Mr. KINGSTON. No. They got a lot of 

religion November 8. 

FOOD ASSISTANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from North Carolina [Mrs. 
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row, the debate in the House on the 
Personal Responsibility Act will con
clude. We will take a vote, and it may 
pass. But that will not end the fight. 
This struggle will continue in the Sen
ate. And if the bill passes there in sub
stantially the same form as the House, 
that will not end the fight. In America, 
nothing becomes law until both the 
House and Senate have acted and until 
the President of the United States has 
signed the bill. If the Personal Respon
sibility Act passes the House and Sen
ate in its current form, it is my hope 
that the President will veto the bill. 

Tomorrow, we will also consider the 
Mink substitute. Either the Deal sub
stitute or the Mink substitute would be 
better alternatives to the Personal Re
sponsibility Act. Both Deal and Mink 
provide resources to help move recipi
ents from welfare to work-resources 
such as education, training, child care, 
and transportation. 

The Deal substitute received a sig
nificant number of votes tonight. 
There is a chance that it may have 
more votes than the Personal Respon
sibility Act will get. In that case, it 
will pass the House. 

One of the issues that remains as a 
point of contention is whether the Per
sonal Responsibility Act cuts or in
creases spending for child nutrition 
programs. According to the Congres
sional Budget Office, an office now 
headed by a Republican appointee, the 
bill cuts child nutrition programs by $7 
billion over the next 5 years. 

In 1996, we will spend $300 million less 
on these programs than we are spend
ing this year. When less is being spent 
from year to year, that is a cut in 
spending, not an increase. And, while 
there are dollar increases in spending 
in the years beyond 1996, those in
creases make no provision for infla
tion; population increases, that are 
certain; or for economic downturns. In 
other words, any increases in spending 
in the out years, will be offset by other 
cost considerations. Under current law, 
those cost considerations are taken 
into account. 

By changing current law, the effect is 
that we are spending less for nutrition 
programs. When we spend less, that is a 
cut. Worse yet, under the block grant 
proposal, the States will be able to 
shift one-fifth of the funds to nonnutri
tion uses. When 20 percent of the 
money goes elsewhere, that is a cut. 

The Republican majority calls these 
cuts "savings." But, while insisting on 
calling them "savings," they refuse to 

apply the money to deficit reduction. 
Instead, they intend to apply these 
"savings" to tax cuts for the wealthi
est Americans. It may seem confusing; 
however, let me summarize. The Re
publicans say their bill will increase 
spending. To increase spending, they 
want to "reduce" spending and call a 
cut a "savings", but instead of apply
ing the "savings" to "reduce" the defi
cit, they want to apply the "savings" 
to a tax cut. By applying the "savings" 
to a tax cut, they will "increase" 
spending. Does that make it more 
clear? Some refer to this logic as "sin
cere confusion." In my State of North 
Carolina, we call it "sleight of hand." 
If it wasn't so sad, it would be very 
funny. They claim they want to help 
children, but their bill hurts children. 

Under their bill, there is no guaran
tee that poor children will receive free 
meals when they are hungry. Under 
current law, children in poverty levels 
get their meals free. Under their bill, 
only 90 percent of funding is targeted 
for children at certain levels of pov
erty. Under current law, about 10 per
cent more of such funding is targeted 
for these same children. 

They say that block grants will save 
on administrative costs. But under 
their bill 80 percent of the "savings" or 
cuts will come directly from food as
sistance. Tomorrow, the debate on the 
Personal Responsibility Act will con
clude in the House. We will take a vote, 
and it may pass. But that will not end 
the fight. 

WELFARE REFORM NEEDED IN 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. NORWOOD] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield to my friend, Mr. HOKE. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
to point out to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON], that 
according to the CRS report of March 
20, 1995, that for her fine State of North 
Carolina there will be a $10,343,816 in
crease from 1995 to 1996 in the Repub
lican block grant program for school
based child nutrition programs. 

D 2145 
Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

this evening to speak about fathers. In 
our debate on this critical welfare re
form bill, it seems to me that in all our 
talk of mothers and children, we have 
forgotten the role of fathers. Now I 
know that our welfare reform bill in
cludes tough legislation to make dead
beat dads pay for the children they 
have fathered. But I would ask my col
leagues to consider the much larger 
issue of why we have such a problem 
with absentees fathers. The tragedy of 
the present welfare system is that it 
has lead to an increase in illegitimacy. 

Could the welfare system be any 
more destructive to the family than it 
is? It has made fathers trivial. The ille
gitimacy rate in this Nation has risen 
from 7 percent in 1965 to 32 percent in 
1992. The more I think about it the 
more I am struck by one simple ques
tion-where have the fathers of these 
illegitimate children gone? The answer 
is terrifying. Fathers have been re
placed by the Federal Government 
through the welfare system. What a ri
diculous idea. The Federal Government 
is nobody's father. The Federal Govern
ment should never try to serve as any
one's father. It is disgraceful that so 
many people have become dependent 
upon the Federal Government. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was growing up 
in Valdosta, Georgia, my father 
Charles Norwood was there for me. He 
was a simple man, a printer, and he 
was there for me, to teach me right 
from wrong, to let me know in no un
certain terms when I behaved unac
ceptably. My father put bread on our 
table, clothes on our backs, and a roof 
ov'er our head. 

All I learned about respect and re
sponsibility, I learned from my Demo
cratic father. From him, I learned that 
I needed to be responsible for myself, 
not ever once considering that govern
ment would take care of me. 

Mr. Speaker, an entire generation of 
young people are being born today 
without fathers. Why do children need 
fathers in today's America? The food 
on their table comes from food stamps. 
The roof over their head comes from 
public housing. When you need a doc
tor, there's always Medicaid. And of 
course the clothes on their backs come 
by way of a welfare check. We are re
placing the financial importance of fa
thers with the power of the Federal 
Government to take from one man's 
labor and give to others. But what of 
the moral importance of fathers? That 
role has simply been abandoned by the 
welfare system. The social fabric of our 
society is being torn apart by the dis
appearance of the family unit. 

Mr. Speaker, our welfare reforms are 
an important step forward in trying to 
restore the value of fatherhood in this 
Nation, because we say to those people 
who would seek the assistance of gov
ernment * * * you must be responsible 
in having children; you cannot con
tinue to expect an additional payment 
simply for having an additional child. 
We say to welfare mothers, you must 
name the father of your child* * ""and 
we say to those fathers, you must be 
responsible for your actions. Our re
forms force people to consider the re..: 
sponsibility of their behavior in 
parenting. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the debate has 
tended to focus on welfare mothers, but 
I'm deeply concerned about the fathers 
of the 1 in 3 babies born out of wedlock. 
I want to say to them, be a man and ac
cept your responsibilities. Parenting is 
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not a game; it means tremendous obli
gation that you must uphold. It is not 
just a financial responsibility, it is 
being there for your children, it is 
teaching them right from wrong, it is 
teaching them values and making sure 
they know what it means to be a pro
ductive member of our society. It is 
being sure that your children learn to 
take care of themselves. It is making 
sure that your children live a better 
and more productive life than their 
parents. It is making sure that you 
leave your children a better America. 

To my colleagues on the other side, I 
would ask you to step back and con
sider what has happened to our society. 
This bill is not simply about welfare 
mothers and their children. This bill is 
about the destruction of families. You 
cannot possibly defend what the wel
fare system has done to families. It is 
deplorable; it is immoral; it is undeni
ably wrong. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to drop the nasty rhetoric 
we have used the past few days, and do 
what is so clearly right to reestablish 
the sanctity of the American family. 

FALLACIES IN REPUBLICAN 
REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to address some of the 
CRS report Mr. HOKE brought up to
night and last night, because we have 
had a chance to analyze that. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to place in the record 
a letter from a student I received today 
from the . Aldine School District who 
talks about how important the school 
lunch is to her and how she believes 
the Preamble to the Constitution 
pointed out that we are supposed to 
provide for the general welfare. Now, 
we need to reform welfare, but we need 
to recognize that is still a part of our 
Constitution. 

The student praises the benefits of 
the school lunch program in the Aldine 
community, and last night Members 
from the Republican side and Congress
man HOKE talked about the CRS 
memorandum, that I had a chance to 
read today and claims that school 
lunch funding under the welfare block 
grants was sufficient. 

However, this memorandum points 
out that the children under the Depart
ment of Defense were left out, were left 
out, until it was put in on the floor, be
cause three committees looked at it 
and forgot 57,000 children. This memo 
says that was left out. 

The memo does not take into effect 
the programs folded into the school nu
trition block grant. The memo does not 
estimate the 1997 to year 2000 funding 
based on the assumption that the CRS 
did not want to guess at what new pro
grams would be established by the 
States. 

This does not do anything except 
talk about next year. When they talk 
about the State of Ohio getting $11 mil
lion, we hope the Committee on Appro
priations in 1997, 1998, and 1999 would 
fund that money, but there is no guar
antee. This assumes the system will 
change in such a dramatic way that 
the current assumptions will not work. 
That is what this CRS report says. 

That is why it is extreme to stand up 
here and talk about it in this bill. 
What Members of Congress should 
focus on is the shell game that this 
does. It takes away that guarantee of 
that school lunch for an authorization 
and maybe an appropriation, maybe. 

In the amendment today we had a 
chance to vote on the school lunch pro
gram in Mr. DEAL's amendment. The 
school lunch program would have been 
protected in current law. But we saw 
on a party line vote who wanted to pro
tect the school lunch program, and 
that vote failed on the Deal substitute. 

Current law provides that school dis
tricts are reimbursed for every meal 
and the Republicans' promise of an in
crease again depends on what will hap
pen in their Committee on Appropria
tions. 

Let's take for example what hap
pened last week in the rescissions bill. 
We have a track record already in the 
first 100 days of cuts in summer jobs 
programs for students, and I would 
hope the U.S. Senate would take that 
out. I would be glad to pin my label on 
there for the State of Texas, because 
our comptroller estimates we will lose 
$35 million in school lunch funding. 

Hon. GENE GREEN, 
Longworth House Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

HOUSTON, TX. 

DEAR GENE GREEN; My name is LaDeirdre 
C. Lane and I am an 8th grade student at 
Kentwell , Aldine !.S.D. In my history class 
our teacher gave us an assignment to write a 
government official talking about an issue 
that we feel very strongly about. 

I feel strongly about the welfare reform. I 
feel that this is one proposal that shouldn't 
get past Congress. For one, it would take 
money out of our school lunch plan. Many of 
the students in my school already eat free or 
reduced lunch. For some of these students it 
might just be the only hot meal that they 
get all day. Secondly there are people out 
there who abuse these government fundings, 
but for every one who abuses, there are two 
who really need it. Without welfare many 
families would end up starving and in poor 
health. 

Also another reason is stated in the pre
amble of the Constitution that we the people 
must promote the general welfare and in this 
one saying that must take effect. I would ap
preciate if you would take my ideas into con
sideration. 

Thank you for your time, and I hope that 
my ideas have begun to turn the wheels of 
progress, I will be waiting to hear a response 
from you. 

Sincerely yours, 
LADEIRDRE C. LANE. 

MODERN WELFARE SYSTEM HAS 
NOT WORKED 

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, the issue before us this 
evening is what has worked and what 
has not worked in the modern welfare 
society of America. Clearly the current 
system has not worked. It has encour
aged dependency upon the Federal Gov
ernment; it has encouraged illegit
imacy; it has discouraged self-reliance 
and the basic idea of work. 

In short, it has promoted many of the 
behaviors and values that are exactly 
opposite of what every single Member 
of this body would raise their own fam
ilies by. 

Mr. Speaker, the original intent of 
the welfare system has been lost. What 
was intended to be a compassionate 
provision to help people has turned 
into a destructive and permanent fix
ture of dependency for many who are 
entrapped within it. Sadly, many of 
these people have chosen to make their 
living for themselves and their families 
without working by choosing to take 
AFDC, food stamps, and countless 
other programs which cost over $300 
billion annually. This is wrong and un
fair for them and taxpayers, and it 
must stop. 

What the Personal Responsibility 
Act aims to do is to require individuals 
to look to themselves and their fami
lies and not to Washington in order to 
become productive members of society. 

I cannot help but consider it worthy 
of mentioning a couple of startling 
facts about a county in my home State 
of Tennessee, one that I partially rep
resent, the county of Shelby, which in
cludes Memphis. According to the 
Commercial Appeal, the local daily 
newspaper in Memphis and Shelby 
County, one out of every four families 
with children under the age of 18 draws 
men thly welfare checks. According to 
the same publication, when Federal 
welfare dollars are combined with 
State welfare dollars, that total 
amount is the single largest source of 
money for Shelby County, TN. Not the 
payroll of Maybelline, not the payroll 
of Schering-Plough, not even the pay
roll of Federal Express; not the payroll 
of any single business or industry can 
match the welfare dole of the Govern
ment in Shelby County, TN. That is 
what welfare is doing for one of Ten
nessee's most populous counties. And 
while maybe not to such a large degree, 
that is what welfare is doing to all the 
rest of the country, and that is what 
we are trying to change. 

Mr. Speaker, I have listened in recent 
days to the inappropriate charge that 
children are going to be hurt with our 
bill. I sat here and listened as we have 
gone about our Contract With America 
and attempted to make those changes 
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we said we would make in our contract. 
On the balanced budget amendment, I 
have heard about poor children there. 
In tort reform, I heard about poor chil
dren being hurt there. In regulatory re
form, I heard about poor children being 
hurt there. Unfunded mandates, the 
same thing. The crime bill, the same 
thing. Even in the national security 
bill, I heard about poor children being 
hurt. 

I am most eager, as we begin to talk 
about term limits next week, to see 
how they are going to say poor chil
dren are going to be hurt by that. But 
we are not going to hurt children by 
term limits. 

Just as we heard from the other side 
that Republicans do not have a monop
oly on Christianity, and I agree on 
that, the Democrats do not have a mo
nopoly on love of children. We have got 
some fathers and some grandfathers on 
this side, and to do that you have to 
have children. 

We are not going to hurt children. 
What is hurting children is the current 
system of welfare. It encourages kids 
to have kids, and fathers to abandon 
their responsibilities, and families to 
set poor examples for their children by 
not working. The Republican welfare 
reform plan requires work and other 
responsibility. It changes the status 
quo. It encourages dignity, and it gives 
hope to all who may use it to succeed. 

VICTIMS OF THE REPUBLICAN 
CONTRACT WITH AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, last 
Friday in Duluth, in my congressional 
district, I met with a group of people I 
can only describe as victims of the Re
publican contract: College students 
who will lose their financial aid; poor, 
elderly people who will lose their home 
heating assistance; elementary school 
children who will lose their school 
lunch and school milk programs; and 
foster grandparents who work with dis
advantaged youth. 
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Then at the end of the day, late that 

evening I got a phone call from my son 
Ted, a graduate student in theology, 
saying he would lose his summer job if 
the Republican cuts are enacted. 

Let me tell you about Ted. He is a 
Notre Dame _graduate with a double 
major in theology and great books. 

Following graduation, he committed 
a year to volunteer service at a job 
placement center for the homeless, 
Saint Joseph the Worker in Phoenix, 
AZ, living with five other Notre Dame 
graduates on $60 a month. And on 
weekends he volunteered in youth min
istry at a neighborhood parish. 

Ted then spent 2 years in campus 
ministry at Sacramento State Univer-

si ty and is now in his second year of 
study towards a master's degree in the
ology. His career goal is community 
service. He wants to work to rr.ake life 
better for the less fortunate of our 
brothers and sisters. 

The accumulation of material goods 
has never been an objective for Ted. He 
worked hard on construction jobs and 
other jobs to earn his way through col
lege and last year, to help pay his grad
uate school cost, Ted worked at a sum
mer youth job program funded by one 
of the programs the Republicans pro
pose to cut or eliminate with their cuts 
last week and those yet to come. 

I want to take a close look at this 
program. He worked with 160 disadvan
taged young people, 40 special ed chil
dren with learning and developmental 
disabilities, providing them with aca
demic enrichment and physical devel
opment help. He also worked with an
other group of 120 kids who test below 
a grade level, are out of school and out 
of work. His job, teach them how to fill 
out job applications, how to interview 
on the phone and in person for jobs, 
and work with them to improve their 
basic academic skills. 

If the Republican cuts prevail, there 
are going to be 161 losers this summer. 
The next group of 160 kids and Ted. 

Society will be victimized because 
these young people will be denied an 
opportunity to become productive 
members of our economy. 

By the way, Ted's wife Julie, who 
teaches children with learning disabil
ities, was planning to do her masters 
thesis on this project to demonstrate 
how such a program can be a model 
curriculum for special ed student's en
richment and move them to jobs and 
work. 

I raise this personal story because I 
think it is important to put flesh and 
blood on the statistics we deal with, to 
put a face on the n urn bers and to trans
late the issues into tangible reality. 
And sometimes that reality hurts per
sonally. 

TEENAGE PREGNANCY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Washing
ton [Mrs. SMITH] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, throughout the welfare de
bate we have argued about just about 
everything. And when I came in to
night and heard a little bit of discus
sion about religion, I realized just 
about how far crazy it had gone. 

We have argued about how much the 
school lunch program is supposed to go 
up, at least it is going up, and we have 
argued over whether Federal programs 
work better than the local ones. But 
we are not talking about cutting them 
out, just who controls them. 

We have even argued about who un
derstands compassion better. But if 
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there is one thing that we have agreed 
on, without exception, is the fact that 
our welfare system is failing. The in
tent of the system was always a noble 
one, because Americans are kind, lov
ing, noble people. And it was to help 
those people that were down get back 
up on their feet and become independ
ent and help those that could not help 
themselves because of severe handicaps 
or they were too young until they did 
not need help any longer. 

And for awhile, that is what it was. 
But then like so many other govern
ment bureaucracies, it began to grow. 
People started taking advantage of it 
and using it, a practice that has hurt 
taxpayers. But I want to tell you some
thing, if it only hurt taxpayers, it 
would not be so bad. But you know, 
welfare has spawned a social disease 
that is suddenly destroying our soci
ety. And that social disease is illegit
imacy. It is babies being born without 
daddies. 

Today the number of illegitimate 
births in our country is 30 percent. In 
some major towns, it is 50 percent. 
That means that we have a major, 
major problem in our society. 

Now, this would not be too bad if it 
were not that we could look to the 
inner cities and see that it is worse. 
Inner city poor, there are 80 percent 
born out of a married family in the 
black inner city poor neighborhoods. 

It is interesting that we have been so 
compassionate as some of us were 
marching liberals in the 1960s that we 
said it did not make any difference if a 
baby was born out of wedlock. But I 
want to stand here tonight and tell you 
that I was wrong when I was a march
ing liberal in the 1960s with long ironed 
hair, because now we see what has hap
pened in this society. We see little girls 
having babies in their own apartments, 
where older guys are fathering, not 
teenagers, folks, they are fathering 
half of those children, a moral decay, a 
loss of life for those young teenagers. 

But what I want to talk about briefly 
is those children that we are talking 
about being so compassionate to as we 
fight to keep their mothers in poverty 
by giving them welfare when they are 
teenagers. 

Do you know that these little girls 
that are born are three times as likely 
to be little girls that become teenage 
girls that also go on welfare and have 
babies when they are still babies? 

Did you know these little boys are 
multi-times, depending on the cities, 
more likely to go into gangs if they do 
not of a mommy and daddy at both 
home? Do you also know that they are 
born weaker, lower birth weight? Do 
you know that? 

I think that that is what we are ad
dressing with this welfare reform. We 
are talking about a new world that 
says no to the liberal 1960s and some of 
us are going to stand here and we are 
going to apologize for what we did 
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when we thought telling those young 
girls yes was okay. We are going to 
say, we know that was wrong, that the 
most compassionate thing we can do 
for these little kids and their kids is to 
not give them cash grants, to not go on 
and reward the wrong decisions, to not 
reward sometimes their mothers who 
encourage them in some tenement 
house to go get pregnant so they can 
get the welfare that they have learned 
to live on. 

The Republican welfare bill does 
some wonderful things that we can see 
in the future and be proud of. It says 
we will take care of these kids and that 
we will make sure we take care of their 
babies but we will not lock them into 
poverty. 

SCHOOL LUNCH CUTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
tonight to remind our colleagues and 
the American people that what we are 
really talking about tonight in this so
calted welfare reform debate, what we 
are really talking about is really poli
tics. And it is really the politics of the 
rich and the poor. 

Some of you may remember that 
book, the Politics of the Rich and 
Poor. It was written by Kevin Phillips. 
He was President Reagan's economic 
advisor. 

And this politics of the rich and poor 
that we are talking about tonight goes 
against children, the nutrition pro
gram. The savings that you hear so 
much tonight that is going to come 
forth from the Republican proposal is 
not going for the deficit. It is not going 
to reduce the debt. It is going to go to 
the tax breaks in two weeks on this 
floor for the big corporations and for 
the wealthiest of this country. So let 
us talk about little bit about the poor. 

The poor tonight are the people in 
Michigan, the working folks who are 
sending their kids to school. And after 
this bill goes through tomorrow, and it 
will go through because they have 
more votes than we do, 7,100 children in 
Michigan will be denied the nutrition 
program. Michigan will lose $1.5 mil
lion for nutrition programs. These are 
the poor in Michigan who will lose to
morrow afternoon underneath the nu
trition program. 

But who will win? Who is going to 
win in this whole program? AFDC. I do 
not mean Aid for Dependent Children. I 
mean aid for dependent corporations, 
the rich. If you look at it, in the fiscal 
year that we are in right now, $167.2 
billion will be given to corporations as 
tax breaks, $167.2 billion. For each tax
payer out there listening tonight, that 
is $1388 is going to support corporate 
tax breaks, and all these dreaded pro
grams you heard about tonight, what is 

it going to cost us as a country, $50 bil
lion, $1415 for each taxpayer, three 
times less. 

But if this bill goes through and the 
cuts that we are going to talk about 
the next day or two, and we are going 
to turn around the savings and give it 
for another tax break for the rich, 
where does the money go? Why are we 
giving millions of dollars to McDon
ald's Corporation to sell chicken nug
gets overseas as a tax break but yet we 
are going to cut $7 billion over five 
years of the school nutrition program 
and all these students will be denied? 
Why do we give Campbell's Soup mil
lions of dollars to sell soup overseas 
but yet we are going to cut our chil
dren $7 billion over five years. 

It is the politics of the rich and the 
poor all right. Today we had a chance 
to try to correct it with Mr. DEAL's 
bill, the Democratic bill on welfare re
form. 

Yes, we have to do some things dif
ferently. Mr. DEAL put forth a proposal 
that made a lot of sense and was de
feated by party lines, 205 to 228, one 
Republican joined us. 

What did the Democratic bill say? It 
was a welfare reform bill. That means 
requiring and assisting people to move 
out of the dependency of welfare and 
into self-sufficiency, work. Democrats 
believe in tough and fair work require
ments, something their bill, which is 
right here, 1214, never had until yester
day. 

At least they are learning from us. 
What else did the Democrat bill have? 
We believe that individuals need edu
cation and job training to become self
sufficient. You just do not cut them off 
and say, go get a job. Individuals need 
the opportunity to find work. 

Welfare needs to be linked to work. 
That is what the Democratic proposal 
meant. That is what we believe in. 

Unfortunately, it was defeated, 
strictly on party lines. 

So as we do this debate tonight, re
member, it is the politics of the rich 
and the poor. The poor are those who 
will be cut. Their cuts will go to pay 
for the tax breaks for the rich. AFDC, 
not Aid for Dependent Children, it is 
aid for dependent corporations. 

MORE ON WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I have 
enjoyed listening tonight to many dif
ferent viewpoints. I listened with great 
interest to my good friend from Illinois 
who could no longer stay with us on 
the floor. 

Let me pause at this juncture to 
yield to my friend from Ohio [Mr. 
HOKE] who I think wants to read into 
the RECORD a couple of items of great 
import with reference to our friend 

from Michigan who preceded me in the 
well. 

Mr. HOKE. I just want to point out 
that from the CRS report with respect 
to Michigan, there is a $10,489,000 in
crease in the block grant program from 
1996 over fiscal 1995. And in the state of 
Illinois, we have got a $14 million in
crease. In the state of Texas we have a 
$33 million increase. So as those flags 
go up, we see that in fact CRS has 
shown very clearly that there are in
creases. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

My friend from Illinois raised a valid 
point, and I think it is one we should 
all remember, that good people can 
agree to disagree, that good people can 
interpret in different manners the sta
tistics available and the implications 
of various policy decisions, and, in fact, 
we can disagree on holy scripture. 

I celebrate religious and spiritual di
versity in this country. I thank my 
Creator that we live in a country where 
we are free to engage in the exercise of 
religion as we see fit. 
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But I would simply point out to my 

friend from Illinois, when he quoted 
Christ and the Gospel according to 
Matthew, Christ said when you do this 
to the least of these, you have done it 
also to me. He did not say when gov
ernment does this for the least of 
these. 

And then again there can be a legiti
mate difference of opinion about that. 
Perhaps some interpret the "you" to 
be a universal you, to be a government 
so powerful, so all encompassing that 
we would leave for government the re
sponsibility to change the hearts of 
man, that we would leave for govern
ment the responsibility of charity and 
compassion, that it be the sole prov
ince of the Federal Government to pro
vide the same according to its own def
inition. And that is a legitimate policy 
difference. 

That is fine. Good people can dis
agree. But, Mr. Speaker, again, and I 
visited in a moment of almost levity 
with one of our distinguished col
leagues on the other side today who 
looked at me with a wink and smile 
and asked me to calm down, and I 
nodded. But I will tell you, when people 
on the other side do as they did yester
day, comparing those of us in the new 
majority to members of the Third 
Reich or those of us involved in legiti
mate policy differences with a different 
vision for America to slaveholders of 
the Civil War days, you wonder what is 
really at stake. Have we so perverted 
legitimate policy divisions and discus
sions that we are willing to engage in 
reckless name calling? 

My friend from Michigan salutes the 
Deal bill. That is his right. I would 
simply point out, Mr. Speaker, to those 
assembled and to our audience gath
ered beyond this hall via television, 
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that we have a different interpretation 
of who would have gone to work or who 
will go to work under our resolution as 
opposed to the work requirements in 
the Deal bill. Good people can disagree. 

My friend from Minnesota came to 
talk about the personal nature of the 
so-called cuts, and I think that term is 
inaccurate, .but he is entitled to that 
term because I believe he assumes that 
there is a vacuum into which his son is 
stepping and which there is no escape. 
But I know when I heard him speak of 
his son that his son has the where
withal and the ability to take a detour 
in plans. It may not have been what he 
intended, but he will find another way 
to help. That his daughter-in-law, so 
intent on teaching children with learn
ing disabilities, does not rely solely on 
the province of the Federal Govern
ment to do the same. 

And I would invite my colleagues to 
come with me to the Sixth District of 
Arizona, to the small town of Hol
brook, and visit a single mother who 
has battled the odds to open a res
taurant and who time and again offers 
to the welfare-collecting youth of that 
city employment, and she tells me in
variably after three weeks time the 
youngsters employed there leave. Why? 
Because it is simpler to take a check 
and a handout instead of a hand up. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). The gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Ms. WOOLSEY] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the gen tie
woman for yielding. 

The other side said that Michigan 
would actually gain money. That is 
only if the bill is not revised, and your 
CRS report, page 1, says that is subject 
to a base assumption you make as long 
as you do not revise it. 

But you have revised it. Go to your 
bill, H.R. 1214. Go to page 122. And what 
do you do on the nutrition, the food 
block grants for these kids? You cut it 
20 percent and put it in other pro
grams. You have $6.6 billion, take away 
20 percent. It is $1.3 billion. 

You increase the administrative 
costs from 1.8 percent to 5 percent, add 
another $334 million for administrative 
costs. The first year alone you cut $1.6 
billion from the nutrition program. 
Michigan gets nailed by $1.5 million. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues tonight 
to talk about the Republicans' mean
spirited welfare plan. A plan that will 
gut the welfare system and shred the 
safety net for over 15 million children. 

I know firsthand about welfare and 
the importance of a safety net because 
27 years ago, I was a single, working 
mother receiving no child support. I 

was forced to go on welfare, even 
though I was employed, in order to give 
my three small children, ages 1, 3, and 
5,' the health care, child care, and food 
they needed. 

My colleagues, that experience never 
leaves me. 

My ideas about welfare do not come 
from books or theories. I know it * * * 
I lived it. And I am continually amazed 
that any of you presume that you know 
what it is like. Make no mistake, I also 
know the welfare system is broken. It 
doesn't work for recipients or for tax
payers, and it needs fundamental 
change. 

Unfortunately, the Republican ideas 
for change are weak on work and tough 
on children. 

The Republican plan does nothing, 
absolutely nothing, to prepare welfare 
recipients for jobs that pay a livable 
wage, or to help recipients make the 
transition from welfare to work. 

There's no job training; there's no 
education; there's not nearly enough 
child care. 

All the Republicans care about is re
ducing the welfare rolls, and if that 
means putting families on the streets, 
then so be it!! The Chair of the House 
Budget Committee, JOHN KASICH, told 
us last week that these cuts will be ap
plied to the Republican plan to cut 
taxes* * * the great majority of which 
apply to the very weal thy. 

And their bill literally takes food out 
of the mouths of our kids. 

In my district alone, Marin and 
Sonoma counties in California, almost 
7,000 school children will be denied a 
school meal under the Republican's 
mean-spirited plan. 

If the Republicans think their plan 
doesn't punish children, they should 
talk to some of the wonderful children 
I ate lunch with when I was back in 
California earlier this week. 

When I asked these kids why they 
liked their lunches so much, they told 
me that they can not learn or pay at
tention in class when they are hungry. 

One of their teachers told me that 
when she asked her students to make a 
list of wishes for their families, over 50 
percent of the kids wished for food. I 
remind you, these are children who live 
in one of the most affluent counties, in 
one of the richest Nations in the world. 

After meeting these kids, I have only 
one thing to say about NEWT's pea
brained plan to wreck child nutrition 
programs: "States don't get hungry, 
NEWT, children do." and, starving our 
children is not the solution to the wel
fare mess. 

Democrats, on the other hand, know 
that we can fix the welfare system 
without punishing poor women and 
children. 

Democrats offer welfare recipients a 
fair deal!! 

Democrats invest in education; job 
training; and child care in order to get 
families off welfare and into jobs that 
pay a livable wage. 

Mr. Speaker, the choice comes down 
to this: we either punish poor children, 
as the Republican bill would do, or, as 
in my case, we invest in families so 
they can get off welfare permanently. 

Let us do what is right for our chil
dren. Let us defeat the mean-spirited 
Republican welfare bill. 

WAR ON POVERTY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, as I 
stand before you, we have got to realize 
that America has been at war, and that 
war has been called a war on poverty. 
America has spent 30 years in this war, 
and we have spent over $3.5 trillion. 

You know, it only cost America $21 
billion to win World War I, but that 
war that we are losing now is the war 
on poverty at great expense, not just 
taxpayers' dollars expense but expense 
to a whole class of people that have 
been held in bondage for generation 
after generation and cannot get out of 
the bondage. 

If we were at war, what would you ex
pect the generals to do, Mr. Speaker? 
What would the American people ex
pect the generals to do? The American 
people would expect that the generals 
would come together and plan a new 
strategy. And that is exactly what the 
Republican majority is doing, planning 
a new strategy to free a whole class of 
Americans. 

Unfortunately, this class of Ameri
cans has not been able to see the light 
at the end of the table or at the end of 
the tunnel. This class of Americans 
have never really been able to realize 
that unique gifting that our Creator 
has given them and them alone to be 
all they can be in this society. 

You know, I stand here before you, 
Mr. Speaker, as a woman who raised 
two teenage children when I was found 
to be a single parent, and my income 
was at the poverty level. But some
times to get through life it takes a bit 
of a struggle and sometimes to realize 
all you can be takes a bit of a struggle. 

And, you know, what our new pro
gram will do will be able to free people 
up to begin to realize what their level 
of self-esteem is. Because you can only 
find your self-esteem by being able to 
produce something in the workplace 
and the home. This is the most com
passionate of all programs that we 
have seen in the last 30 years. 

You know, my father told me that 
one of the best things that a person can 
do for another friend is not to give 
them a fish that would feed them for 
just 1 day but to really help them un
derstand how to craft a fishing pole 
and then be able to feed himself for 
life. 

Yes, the Republican plan is tough 
love, but it is a plan that will free peo
ple, free them to be all they can be in 
this great Nation. 
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WELFARE REFORM AND JOBS 

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. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased this evening to rise to discuss 
the issue of welfare reform and jobs 
and perhaps looking at it at a different 
perspective than some of my colleagues 
who have stood today. It is amazing 
what people do not say on this issue, 
and I think far too many Members of 
this body are looking through the 
wrong end of the telescope on oppor
tunity. 

There is no question that America's 
families and America's welfare families 
often fail to remain whole because 
America's job-producing machine is 
failing. 

In my own home district of north
west Ohio, half the people, I repeat, 
half the people on welfare are working 
people. Half the men, half the women 
are not unwilling to work. They work 
everyday. Some work two and three 
jobs. But they still remain on welfare. 

Half the people on welfare in my 
home district are there for one reason 
only, and that is to receive the health 
benefit. Half cannot receive a health 
benefit through their private sector 
employment and so they fall on to the 
welfare rolls as the only hope to re
ceive health insurance . 

About 15 percent of the people on 
welfare in my home region are blind or 
disabled or elderly, and the remaining 
30 percent, adults and children, are 
really what most of this discussion has 
been focused on. 

And we are all for moving able-bod
ied people into the work force, but I 
want to concentrate on the half of the 
welfare rolls that nobody talks about, 
and those are the people who are out 
there hustling everyday, and they do 
not earn enough to buy the basic neces
sities. 

And I have found it rather ironic 
that, as the House has labored through 
this welfare reform discussion, it has 
been interesting to read the newspaper 
headlines today. In the Washington 
Post, the lead story, U.S. trade gap 
soared in January, economists warn of 
weaker dollar, and the economic 
growth of this country over the next 
year dropping a full percentage point 
because of difficulties we face in our 
trade and economic policies. 

The Wall Street Journal, major story 
today, United States trade deficit wid
ened in January to a record $12 billion 
as peso woes and the problems with 
NAFTA and the Mexico bailout have a 
terrible impact inside our own econ
omy. And for every billion dollars of 
additional deficit another 20,000 jobs 
lost in this country. 

0 2230 
And nobody in Washington really 

cares. 

Another article, "Dollar Declines 
Still Further on News of Trade Gap," 
and it talks in the New York Times, 
"United States Trade Deficit Soars to 
Record, Mexico Worsens Problem." 

Today the value of the U.S. dollar 
dropped again on international mar
kets, and today it was also reported 
that our Nation's trade imbalance in 
January dropped 68 percent, got 68 per
cent worse, the largest ever in a single 
month in the history of this Nation, 
another 20,000 jobs, times 20,000, times 
20,000, $12 billion of additional deficit, 
more lost jobs in this country in sec
tors that the newspapers tell us are 
very clear in telecommunications, an
other 30,000 jobs will be lost, in elec
trical machinery, in office computing 
machines, the places where we would 
like to put people who still remain on 
welfare and are not working, into good 
jobs, will not be there. The numbers 
are telling us this. 

We know that the wages and buying 
power of our people have not gone up 
for 20 years, and we know that thou
sands and thousands of jobs are being 
eliminated across this country at com
panies like Boeing, which is going to 
lay off another 7,000 workers, and com
panies like Fisher Price in New York 
who just announced several hundred 
more workers out, but do you think 
anybody here in Washington really 
hears or understands what is going on? 

And there is a major continental eco
nomic crisis here in North America 
that nobody is really talking about in 
this Chamber caused by NAFTA that is 
already causing market instability and 
is going to have far reaching economic 
consequences for our Nation and for 
Mexico, lower wages, higher interest 
rates, a worsening trade situation for 
our Nation with more lost sales and 
jobs and a deluge of cheap Mexican im
ports coming into our market. Five bil
lion dollars from our Treasury has al
ready gone down to Mexico, and an
other 15 billion scheduled as soon as it 
can be drawn down. 

Does the Contract on America say 
anything about America's economic 
plight? No. 

Does it say anything about what I 
have just discussed? No. 

The blame is all put on welfare re
cipients, the majority of whom work in 
my district. What a shame. 

WELFARE-A SPIDER WEB OF 
BUREAUCRACY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL
VERT). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. HOEKSTRA] is recognized for 5 min
utes. 

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I fol
lowed the debate very closely during 
the day today and actually all of this 
week as we have been debating welfare 
reform, and it is amazing to me that, 
as much as everybody says that we 

need change, there is also such a strong 
effort to support the status quo, to sup
port a failed welfare state, a welfare 
state that in the name of compassion 
we funded a system that is cruel and, 
experience has shown us over the last 
40 years, has been destroying the 
American family. We have a failed wel
fare state. Welfare spending now ex
ceeds over $305 billion per year, $5 tril
lion since 1965. Three hundred five bil
lion dollars is roughly three times the 
amount needed to raise all poor Ameri
cans above the poverty line. 

What kinds of results have we seen? 
Since 1970, Mr. Speaker, the number of 
children in poverty has increased by 40 
percent, the juvenile arrest rate for 
violent crimes has tripled since 1965, 
and since 1960 the number of unmarried 
pregnant teens has nearly doubled and 
teen suicide has more than tripled. 

Next week, Monday, in my Sub
committee on Oversight and Investiga
tions of the Committee on Economic 
and Educational Opportunities we may 
take a look at why all of this spending 
and why all of this bureaucracy in 
Washington has failed to deliver the 
kind of results that we all would have 
wanted to see for America, and I think 
what we are going to see is that what 
we have developed is we built off of a 
system that inherently is wrong. We 
have the right motivations, but we 
have developed a system that cannot 
deliver the kind of results that need to 
be delivered. 

I have a couple of charts here, and 
what we are going to be doing on Mon
day in the subcommittee is we are 
going to have members of the sub
committee, as well as staff, break into 
different groups and actually go 
through the process of applying for the 
benefits of 19 different welfare pro
grams, and I think we are going to find 
that the process that the poor and 
those in poverty face and what they 
take a look at in Washington is a spi
der web of bureaucracy, regulations, 
mandates, and a system that just does 
not work for them. 

In the House of Representatives we 
have 10 committees, 20 subcommittees, 
that take a look at all of these pro
grams. When you take a look, and I do 
not know how well it will show up to
night, but this is the spider web and 
the confusion that we see here between 
the House and the Senate of different 
kinds of programs that affect children 
and families. Certain committees have 
responsibility for income subsidies, so
cial services, health, housing, nutri
tion, education, and training. This is 
what we want to attack in the Repub
lican bill. 

We are not going after women and 
children. We want to get benefits to 
women and children. We want to actu
ally go through and tear up this bu
reaucracy in Washington and actually 
deliver results and benefits back to 
them and back to women and children 
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so that we do not end up eating the dol
lars here in Washington. 

We need a new process, a new focus, 
a focus on women, children, and fami
lies. not a focus on bureaucracies, and 
bureaucrats. and rules and regulations 
here in Washington. We are going to go 
through these 19 programs, and they 
are only a small sample of the many 
programs and many different bureauc
racies that we have here in Washing
ton. 

In the next chart that we are going 
to develop that we will not have an op
portunity to take a look at on Monday, 
but will be to take a look at it from 
the user standpoint. the people that 
are supposed to be getting these bene
fits, the ones that we are supposed to 
be lifting and helping up out of pov
erty. 

There has been discussion tonight 
earlier that we need more job training 
programs, we need more money and 
more programs for child care. The 
problem is not programs. The problem 
is not dollars as we are working off a 
failed model and a failed system. 

PROFILE OF WELFARE 
RECIPIENTS IN OUR COUNTRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak
er, there has been a tremendous 
amount of discussion about welfare in 
the last couple of days, and we all un
derstand the welfare system has to 
change. But sometimes I think many of 
us have a different concept of the wel
fare system, who is on welfare, how 
they got there and how they get off, 
and perhaps the facts would document. 
So I thought perhaps in my brief time 
tonight I would speak a little bit to the 
profile of recipients in our society. 

There are some five million families 
on Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children, but I think many people are 
shocked to know that two-thirds of the 
people who are benefited by that pro
gram are children. There is also, I 
think, some stereotypical beliefs about 
who in our society is on welfare: 38.9 
percent of all the beneficiaries of 
AFDC are white, 37.2 percent are Afri
can-American, and 17.8 percent are His
panic. The average family size is only 
2.9 people. 

There is an assumption, I think, on 
the part of many of our constituents 
that AFDC is a very remunerative 
source of income. The facts do not real
ly buttress that assertion. The average 
monthly benefit is $373 per month. 
That is less than $4,500 a year, and I 
might say that in 1970, in current dol
lars, the average monthly benefit was 
$300 a month more, $676 a month. We 
have seen a decline in real dollars of 
$300 a month in the last 25 years. 

Of course some States are more gen
erous. In the contiguous 48 States, Mr. 

Speaker, New York has a $703 per 
month average benefit; Mississippi, 
$120 a month, which goes, I think, to 
the issue of attempting, as we debate 
this bill, to establish some national 
norms so that people are not solving 
their economic problems when they are 
poor by moving from one State to an
other. 

People, I think, have a misimpression 
of what welfare contributes to our 
overall budget. I hear people estimat
ing that it may range close to 40 to 50 
percent of what we spend at the Fed
eral level. In fact, $13.8 billion is total 
Federal spending for AFDC. That is 
less than 1 percent of the Federal budg
et, and, if you add in State spending, it 
only comes to $25 billion, State and 
Federal, across the country, an average 
of $156 for each American taxpayer. 

There is also, I think, an assumption 
in our rhetoric that those people who 
are on AFDC are somehow all teen
agers, and we are all concerned about 
young girls becoming pregnant and be
coming welfare recipients, but in fact 
in 1993 only 1.2 percent of AFDC moth
ers were under 18 years of age. In fact 
only 7.6 percent were under 20. In fact 
many people are surprised to learn that 
11.8 percent are over 40. There is no 
question that there are misimpressions 
about who it is that is on the welfare 
rolls. 

I think it may be even more impres
sive though to realize that AFDC is not 
a safety net without holes. In fact the 
safety net is frayed. Of all poor chil
dren in our society, only 40 percent of 
them are on AFDC. In fact 60 percent 
of the poor children in this country 
benefit. Forty percent are still out 
there struggling to find basic sources 
of income to put a roof over their 
heads. 

Why are people on welfare? Divorce 
or separation amounts to 45 percent of 
all the people who end up, chiefly 
women, on welfare, and you have heard 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
WOOLSEY] talk about her 3-year experi
ence on welfare as a result of her di
vorce. It is not an uncommon phenome
non. Only 30 percent of the people on 
welfare get there because, in fact, they 
were unmarried when they had a child. 
Twelve percent, as the gentlewoman 
from Ohio indicated in her comments, 
are on welfare simply because the earn
ings of the single mother fall, making 
them eligible, giving them the addi
tional incentive of getting health care 
for their children. 

But why do people leave the welfare 
rolls? Thirty-five percent through mar
riage, 21 percent because the mother 
earns more income and can afford to 
leave, 14 percent because of a rise in 
other benefits, chiefly food stamps, and 
11 percent because children grow and 
leave the home and the mother is no 
longer eligible. Not enough leave the 
welfare rolls because of employment, 
because of the opportunity to work. 

March 23, 1995 
It is important, I think, to point out 

that child support is chiefly available 
to upper income women. Unmarried 
mothers above the poverty level who 
get child support from their fathers 
amount to 43 percent. For poor women 
it is only 25 percent. 
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 

AND REQUEST OF MEMBER ON 
SPECIAL ORDERS LIST 
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak

er, I would make a unanimous consent 
request that I be able to substitute for 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
RIGGS] on this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL
VERT). The gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. Fox] asks unanimous consent 
to go out of order. 

Is there objection? 
There is no objection. 

CHANGES IN WELFARE REFORM 
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 think the ladies and gentlemen of 
this House have to realize if you want 
real change the Republican proposal 
provides the real change. 

Able-bodied people who are on wel
fare want to be off welfare. In fact, 
under our proposal, they will have, 
through job counseling, job placement 
and job training, the opportunity to 
have real jobs that are meaningful to 
help their families. 

More than that, our food and nutri
tion programs, despite what you may 
have heard from those who would not 
tell all the facts, realize that in the 
next five years 4.5 percent per year 
food and nutrition programs will be in
creased for our students across the 
United States. 

What we are going to do is we are 
eliminating 15 percent of the adminis
trative costs the Federal Government 
normally would expend. We are sending 
it to the States that can better admin
ister the program, and we are capping 
their administrative costs at 5 percent. 

That 10 percent that would have gone 
to wasteful bureaucratic expenditure is 
going to feed more children more often 
all across these United States in every 
single State. This is a compassionate 
and caring program that the Repub
lican majority has presented. 

In addition, we have a nationwide 
system for tracking the child enforce
ment. Under amendments we passed 
today that will, hopefully, will be 
adopted in the final bill, we will be able 
to make sure that we have more of the 
child support go to our children to 
make sure they are fed, to make sure 
they are clothed better than any other 
system we have had. 
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In the State of Maine, they have 

made sure that they have the collec
tion of child support where you have a 
parent in one case or another not pay
ing the child support by making sure 
that we have a system that says, "If 
you don't pay your child support, you 
are going to lose your driver's license." 
That threat of loss of a driver's license 
has made sure that the Maine system 
has really been a model for the coun
try. 

Here we have a possibility to make 
meaningful change under the Repub
lican proposals, a tax cut that is mean
ingful, a $500 tax cut for families with 
children. We are going to have deficit 
reduction more than we have ever had, 
and we are going to have spending re
ductions. 

We have had an out-of-control Con
gress up until this point, but this 104th 
Congress has the opportunity in a bi
partisan manner for real change. 

Beyond the line-item veto, beyond 
the balanced budget amendment and 
having the prohibition of unfunded 
mandates, we are going to have with 
welfare reform the first real oppor
tunity to make sure we spend less on 
bureaucrats and we spend more on peo
ple. 

This is a compassionate Republican 
proposal which I believe will have bi
partisan support, as most of our Con
tract items have. I think if people read 
through the rhetoric and move away 
from the scare tactics, they will realize 
that the welfare reform, that the re
form for America in this Contract With 
America is the best plan possible and 
one that is meaningful. 

CAUSES OF POVERTY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS] is recognized for 
35 minutes as the designee of the mi
nority leader. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be joined tonight by several 
other Members who will be speaking in 
a moment. 

Mr. Speaker, most of the discussion 
today dealt with the need for welfare 
reform, of which there is not a whole 
lot of disagreement, but I was rather 
shocked at how superficial in many 
ways the discussion about welfare re
form today has been. 

Illegitimate children and the prob
lem of drug addiction and the very seri
ous crime problem that we face as a 
Nation are not the causes of poverty 
and are not the causes of the need for 
welfare. Rather, to a large degree, it is 
the reverse, the opposite that is true. 

In many respects, our country is be
coming a poorer and poorer Nation. 
And not to talk about the causes of 
poverty, the loss of millions of good
paying manufacturing jobs, the decline 
in the wages that our working people 

are receiving, the growth of low-wage 
jobs, not to talk about that reality 
when we talk about welfare is abso
lutely absurd. 

Mr. Speaker, between 1979 and 1992, 
the number of full-time workers earn
ing wages under the poverty line in
creased from 12 to 18 percent. Eighteen 
percent of our workers now are earning 
poverty wages. Between 1990 and 1992, 
half of the women in the United States 
who found full-time jobs were earning 
the poverty wage. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Sanders, would you be 
willing to engage in a debate on pre
cisely this point? 

Mr. SANDERS. I will tell you what. 
We have only 35 minutes, and we have 
got four of us here. I would really love 
to do that. And if we do agree to do it 
sometime later this week or next week, 
I really would love to do that. 

But we have got four people. We do 
not have Rush Limbaugh and G. Gor
don Liddy. 

Mr. HOKE. You have got the Wash
ington Post. 

Mr. SANDERS. I think not. I think 
not. But I thank you. I would love to 
do it. I really would. 

Mr. HOKE. Thank you. 
Mr. SANDERS. In terms of welfare, 

not to understand that the $4.25 mini
mum wage today is virtually a starva
tion wage which forces people into wel
fare is not to understand the reality of 
what is going on in America today. The 
minimum wage today is 20 percent 
lower in purchasing power than it was 
in 1970. 

If we are serious, it seems to me, 
about welfare reform, then we must 
begin to talk about a real jobs program 
which rebuilds America. There is an 
enormous amount of work that could 
be done. We could take people off of 
welfare and put them to work rebuild
ing America, but we are not hearing 
that discussion from our Republican 
friends. 

If we are serious about welfare re
form, we must talk about raising the 
minimum wage to a living wage so peo
ple can escape from poverty and earn 
enough money to take care of their 
children. 

If we are serious about welfare re
form, we must improve our child care 
capabilities. What mother, what father 
can go out to work and leave his or her 
children abandoned in a house or an in
adequate child care capabilities? That 
would be wrong. 

If we are serious about welfare re
form, we must educate our people and 
provide job training so they can, in 
fact, go out and earn the wages that 
they need and the dignity that they 
want. 

The last point I want to make before 
I give the floor over to my good friend 
from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is to say that 
when we talk about welfare reform, 
which is a very important subject, we 
should also understand that welfare re-

form for the poor is only one part of 
the issue. We should also be talking 
about welfare reform for the rich and 
welfare reform for the large multi
national corporations. 

Studies done by conservative groups 
such as the CATO Institute, liberal 
groups like Ralph Nader's Public Citi
zen, moderate groups like the Demo
cratic Leadership Council's Progressive 
Policy Institute have demonstrated 
that there are tens and tens and tens of 
billions of dollars in welfare that go to 
the rich and go to the big corporations. 
So if we are serious about welfare re
form, I think it is appropriate we begin 
that debate as well. 

I am now happy to in traduce my 
good friend from Ohio, MARCY KAPTUR. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I want to thank Con
gressman SANDERS for your refreshing 
point of view and as the only independ
ent Member of the House of Represent
atives for the extra effort that you put 
into trying to look behind the curtain 
and see what is really going on in im
portant programs like the welfare pro
gram which is so much in need of re
form. 

What I liked about the Deal bill that 
was before us today was it absolutely 
linked work with welfare reform, and it 
provided mechanisms to move people 
into at least reading the want ads, hav
ing job conferences, trying to get the 
skills right away, the minute that the 
bill went into effect under the Repub
lican version that I guess we will vote 
on on Friday. You don't even have to 
read the want ads for two years. 

So I like the tight linkage in the 
measure that we considered earlier 
today. 

But you mentioned women in the 
work force. And, of course, there are a 
lot of women and children on welfare in 
our country today. 

And there was a new Brookings Insti
tution study of women who were in 
their 20's who had received welfare at 
some point during the late 1970's and 
1980's, and what was very interesting 
about that study was that it showed 
they did leave welfare. Two-thirds of 
the people do. But the women earned a 
median wage of about $5.20 an hour. 
That is too little to pull a family of 
three above the poverty line even with 
full-time work. 

And low wages are the reason that 
two-thirds of those who leave welfare 
return within 3 years for some period 
of time, usually to get their footing 
again, and then they go back out there. 
I meet these women in my own dis
trict, working in bakeries, working in 
laundromats, working in restaurants. 

By the way, nonunion restaurants, 
where they are not guaranteed of 
health benefits. But a lot of them fall 
back on to welfare. They don't want to 
be there. 

I am sure there are loafers on every 
program, and we have problems with 
family structure in this country, but 
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let us recognize that for many people 
and half of the people in my district on 
welfare work. 

What a terrible, terrible indictment 
of this society that people who go out 
there, 40, 50, 60 hours a week, are on 
welfare. The system isn't working for 
them. In fact, the numbers show that a 
person who works 40 hours a week, 50 
weeks per year at the current $4.25 
minimum earns only $8,500 a year, not 
really enough to support a family. 

If the gentleman would just indulge 
me one extra minute here. 

I was thinking as I was driving 
through my city the other day about 
my mother's life. And she doesn't get 
G-SPAN. She doesn't get cable. So she 
can't hear me tonight. But· how her life 
really differed from those of the women 
who are growing up in the neighbor
hoods that she lived in that she grew 
up as a child. 

And the big difference is that the 
jobs that were there that she could 
walk to, because no family was more 
poor than my mother's family poor. 
Champion Sparkplug is no longer in 
Toledo. Chase Bank, that was right up 
the street where my aunt worked, 
closed its door, moved offshore. The 
glove factory that my cousin worked at 
isn't there anymore. Dana Corporation 
moved 3,500 jobs to Mexico and out of 
our city. Bostwick Brown. Durwick 
Corporation. Swift and Armour. All the 
bicycle manufacturing capacity of the 
country was moved to Taiwan. When 
you think about what has happened to 
people, it isn't easy for them to find 
good-paying jobs. 

Mr. SANDERS. If I could just jump 
in and say not to understand that re
ality and when we discuss welfare re
form is totally absurd. 

If I might, we have been joined by the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
FIELDS]. An interesting night because 
we have somebody from the Midwest, 
somebody from the south, Mr. BECERRA 
is from California, and I am from Ver
mont, so I think it should be a good 
discussion. 

0 2300 
Mr. FIELDS, would you like to join us. 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank 

the gentleman from Vermont for yield
ing. I just wanted to echo some of the 
sentiments of my colleagues about the 
need to create jobs and the need to im
prove the minimum wage. We have peo
ple wake up every morning, as each of 
you know, and they go to work every
day, and at the end of the day they are 
still poor. It is not because they are 
lazy, but simply because we need to 
raise the minimum wage. 

We have Members of this Congress 
who have the gall to walk into this au
gust body making $560 a day and tell
ing people making $680 a month that 
they do not deserve a minimum wage 
increase, and then we say we need to 
get people off of welfare and we need to 

put people on payrolls. And if we really 
want to put people on payrolls, I mean, 
does the gentleman realize last week 
we took 600,000 or 1.2 million young 
people off the payrolls? So if you really 
want to put people on payrolls, you do 
not do it by cutting summer jobs. So I 
think all this is all somewhat incon
sistent. 

But if I may, if the gentleman would 
yield a few more seconds, I would like 
to make note of a scroll I received from 
my district, to change the subject a lit
tle bit, because students at 
Queensborough Elementary School re
ceived a lot of criticism, the teachers 
as well, by Rush Limbaugh, because 
these students decided to write a scroll 
and send this scroll to Washington, DC, 
concerned about their school lunch 
program. I just take strong issue with 
anybody criticizing students for writ
ing their Member of Congress. 

Mr. SANDERS. Rush Limbaugh is 
that low income fellow that has a hard 
time feeding himself, is that the fel
low? 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I do not 
think he has missed a meal. 

Mr. SANDERS. That makes $25 mil
lion a year, I believe, the same fellow. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. If not 
more. The problem I have with that, 
the kids have a right to be concerned 
about their school nutrition program, 
because the fact of the matter is if you 
look at the Republican proposal, there 
is no nutritional standards in the 
school nutrition program. Not only 
that, 20 percent of their money can be 
used for other purposes. 

So I want to thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and I want to thank these 
kids and all these teachers for writing 
these very, very distinguished scrolls. 

Mr. SANDERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA]. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen
tleman from Vermont for not only 
yielding, but also for scheduling this 
special order and giving us all an op
portunity to discuss further some of 
the aspects of this whole debate we are 
going through on the contract on 
America. I am glad I can join my col
leagues. Ms. KAPTUR and Mr. FIELDS on 
this particular debate, because it is 
very interesting. 

We are now at a point where we are 
discussing so-called welfare reform, 
and what we find in the bill before us, 
H.R. 4 on the floor, it is the version, 
sort of a pseudo-version of what was in 
the contract on America. 

What we find is that the Republicans 
claim that they are going to save about 
$66 billion through this welfare reform 
package, yet they are not going to cut 
school lunches, day-care. Somehow 
they are going to save without making 
cuts they say, but we know in fact they 
will cut. · 

But perhaps the most egregious as
pect of these cuts is not just that they 
go after kids, not just that some of 

these cuts they are making overall go 
after elderly, not that they go after the 
disabled, but the use of these cuts. We 
had yesterday debated on the floor of 
this House a particular amendment 
that was supposed to be technical. It 
was a change that was made, and I 
know the cameras can't pick this up 
for our colleagues to see, but what I 
want to read what that amendment 
said. This is what we had to spot. It 
said page 393, strike line 4 and all that 
follows through line 7. Page 393, strike 
line 5, strike "technical amendment." 

What that line did was it changed 
what the bill said which required that 
monies that would be cut and therefore 
would be available for deficit reduction 
would no longer be earmarked for defi
cit reduction, but instead could be used 
for things like financing tax cuts. 
Which tax cuts? Well, we know the cap
ital gains tax cut is being proposed 
under the Republican's contract on 
America, and they need about $200 bil
lion to pay for these tax cuts. 

So all of a sudden we are finding that 
welfare reform, which is being used by 
the Republicans to save monies by cut
ting children's programs, school lunch, 
by cutting the disabled programs, by 
cutting programs for the elderly, are 
going to be used no longer for deficit 
reduction, as much as you may not 
have liked all the cuts, but now they 
are available to be used for tax cuts. As 
the gentleman from Vermont has indi
cated, most of these tax cuts will go to 
the wealthiest Americans earning more 
than $200,000. 

Mr. SANDERS. Next week I believe 
the tax bill will be coming before the 
House. Last week the House Commit
tee on Ways and Means, as I under
stand it, passed a provision, this is 
hard to believe, especially for people, 
those real deficit hawks concerned 
about the large deficit, that would re
peal the minimal corporate tax. 

Now, some people may remember 
that in the early 1980's, when the large 
corporations in America were writing 
tax law in this country, what we had is 
the outrage, was the outrage of huge 
multibillion dollar corporations like 
General Electric, AT&T, du Pont, 
wealthy, powerful corporations, who 
were paying in the early 1980's zero in 
taxes. Zero in taxes. 

Well, the embarrassment became so 
deep that finally in 1986, a minimal 
corporate tax was passed that said, cor
porations, even with all your good law
yers you can go through all the loop
holes you have put into the system and 
you pay nothing in taxes, there has got 
to be a minimal tax. 

Recently, last week, the House Com
mittee on Ways and Means proposed to 
do away with that minimal tax. But I 
know that there is another aspect of 
corporate welfare that has interested 
Ms. KAPTUR very, very much, and that 
is the bailout of Mexico. And maybe in 
terms of the discussion that we are 
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having now, in which last week we cut 
back, the Republicans voted to cut 
back on fuel assistance for 5 million 
Americans, cut back on the WIC pro
gram, cut back on senior citizen hous
ing, now, tell us perhaps how could we 
find $20 billion, not just the Republican 
problem by the way, how can we find 
$20 billion to bail out Mexico? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I am glad you asked 
that question Congressman SANDERS, 
because it is just another one of those 
Washington miracles that happens 
without a vote of Congress. As hard as 
we trie.d to get the Speaker of this 
House to bring a bill on the floor to 
allow us to stop disbursements of addi
tional dollars to Mexico, he would not 
bring up that bill, because he was a 
partner to the decisions that were 
made by the Clinton administration. 

Mr. SANDERS. Let us be fair. This 
was bipartisan leadership. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, about six Cauca
sian men made this decision for 250 
million people. And we effectively, the 
other 432 Members of this body, had 
nothing to say about it, and it is amaz
ing to me how few people are even rais
ing their voices. And yet $5 billion is 
out the door, another $15 billion is 
ready to go, and who knows how much 
more, because three banks in Mexico 
collapsed a week and a half ago. 

They are having difficulty refinanc
ing their teso bono offerings, and yet 
our Government could find $20 billion 
basically to give to Mexico so she could 
pay her Wall Street creditors, the spec
ulators who are earning 66 percent in
terest on bonds that they had bought. 
They should have eaten their losses, as 
they ate their earnings over the last 5 
years. But they have a special call at 
the Treasury of the people of the Unit
ed States, and yet the people from my 
district, 25,000 of them who got their 
heating assistance cut, they had no 
special call in Washington. No Wash
ington miracle happened for them. For 
those millions of kids that will not get 
a summer job, there was no Washing
ton miracle for them. 

Mr. SANDERS. If I might interrupt, 
Mr. FIELDS from Louisiana, what does 
it look like when kids are going to see 
cutbacks in nutrition programs and $20 
billion is spent bailing out Mexico? 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. It is quite 
hard to go home and explain to kids in 
Louisiana that will not have a summer 
job this summer if this proposal passes 
the Senate and is signed by the Presi
dent of the United States of America. 
It is difficult to stand up in a town hall 
meeting and tell the parent of a kid 
who will not have a summer job that 
we just sent $20 billion to Mexico. 

Then to add insult to injury, while 
we cut domestic aid, we spend $14 bil
lion overseas. It is all right if you live 
outside of America and you want a 
summer job, because we are going to 
spend $14 billion to do it. It is all right 
if you live outside of America and you 

want a balanced meal, because we are 
going to spend $2.2 billion to do that. 

The last point I want to make to the 
gentleman is we spent a lot of time on 
the balanced budget amendment. We 
should be spending some time on a bal
anced meal amendment, because under 
this proposal that will pass this House 
tomorrow, there is no standard, no na
tional standard whatsoever. Yes, you 
got groups looking at it, talking about 
what should be done in the future, but 
there is no national standard. I think 
that is an insult to the children of our 
country. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. BECERRA, what 
does it look like to the people in Cali
fornia? 

Mr. BECERRA. Let me tell you, I 
have a chart here that I would like to 
go through a bit with all of my col
leagues here, because I think it makes 
a very interesting point. We find that 
in the contract with America, we have 
those who gain, and those who lose. 
And although I think the writing may 
be a little bit difficult to read from a 
distance, what we are talking about is 
in terms of those who gain, $200 billion, 
well, if you happen to earn more than 
$75,000 a year, $94 billion of the 200 bil
lion you can expect to go to you. That 
group of people. Of course, if you earn 
over $200,000 a year, you find you get 
the lion's share of that money. Those 
between $50,000 and 75,000 in income get 
51 billion. You start to go to those of 
$40- to 50,000 income, 24 billion. Income 
of 30- to 40,000 dollars, you get 22 bil
lion of the 200 billion. 
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Incomes of 20,000 to 30,000, you are 

going to get about 13 billion out of an 
entire 200 billion pot. If you earn less 
than 20,000, you will get about 5 billion. 
So when you look at the average Amer
ican family, incomes probably below 
50,000, you see that you get less than a 
third of all the benefits of these tax 
cuts that are being proposed in the 
Contract on America. 

That is not bad enough. Let us take 
a look at who pays: 24 billion is paid 
for by poor families with children, 
mostly through the cuts that we are 
hearing about in the welfare bill that 
we have, H.R. 4; 2 billion is being taken 
from abused and neglected children 
programs; 19 billion is being taken 
from food stamp recipients, 12 billion is 
being taken from kinds who lose school 
lunches, child care and WIC; 21 billion 
taken from legal aliens. 

·I want to mention something here. 
These are individuals who have every 
night to be in this country. Ultimately 
will become U.S. citizens once they 
achieve 5 years in this country. They 
are law abiding. They pay every single 
tax that a citizen must pay. They even 
serve in our armed services defending 
this country in time of war. 

So they are law abiding. They pro
vide every single kind of tax that is a 

citizen does, yet they are bearing the 
brunt of the cost in the so-called re
form of welfare under the Republican 
welfare reform bill. We are taking $10 
billion from Medicare. We are taking 12 
billion from Civil Service pensions, 
people who have worked, a lot of them, 
in our military. And we are taking $100 
billion in spending cuts yet to be iden
tified. That means, in other words, 
that those who sponsor the Contract on 
America have not yet told us where 
they are getting 100 billion. So clearly 
those who gain, if you earn over 
$100,000, you gain. Those who lose, well, 
usually if you are middle income or low 
income, you will pay for those tax cuts 
that are going to go to top, that earn 
over $100,000 or $200,000. 

Mr. SANDERS. If I could just ask the 
gentleman a question, within the last 
couple of months there were two very 
well publicized fundraising events here 
in the Nation's Capital. On one night, I 
believe it was about a month ago, the 
Republican party raised in one night 
$11 million. On another occasion, Sen
ator GRAMM, who is a Republican can
didate for their nomination for presi
dent, raised, I believe, over $3 million 
on one night. On another occasion, 
Speaker GINGRICH held a fundraiser for 
his television network at $50,000 a 
plate. 

Now, I find it interesting that the 
Contract With America, must have 
been just an oversight, I am sure, just 
by accident, they forgot to put in cam
paign finance reform. clearly an over
sight, clearly has nothing to do with 
what you have just been talking about. 

In other words, we all understand 
that this system is dominated by 
money and big money. When people 
contribute $11 million in one night, 
when the wealthiest people in America 
make those contributions, they are not 
doing it because they are nice guys. It 
is an investment. And the investment 
that they are making is precisely what 
Mr. BECERRA was talking about a rna
men t ago. Tax breaks for the rich. 

Mr. BECERRA. I think we should 
point out one particular aspect of that 
third fundraising event that you men
tioned. That is the event where Speak
er NEWT GINGRICH helped raise money 
for his television network that has a 
political slant to it. That $50,000 a 
plate dinner was tax deductible. So 
about a third of the cost of that $50,000 
that is contributed for what will ulti
mately be fairly political activities, is 
being written off by those wealthy in
dividuals. And who pays? Obviously, 
the rest of us middle- and low-income 
taxpayers, because somebody has to 
make up the cost of that subsidy that 
we are paying the wealthy individuals 
to take. 

Mr. SANDERS. At the same time as 
we are talking about defunding public 
radio and public television. 

Ms. KAPTUR, the relationship of cam
paign finance reform to our discussion. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Maybe we could work 

out a deal for our senior citizens who 
just got cut off their heating assist
ance. Maybe we could give them an 
equal tax cut where they could get a 
credit just like those companies got 
that contributed $50,000, did you say, a 
plate? But we will turn it into a new 
form of tax credit and refund their win
ter heating assistance to them in the 
same way. 

I wonder if Speaker GINGRICH would 
help us amend the Tax Code in order to 
help all those seniors across this coun
try who come from northern climates 
that are gol.ng to have a very difficult 
time paying their bills? It seems to me 
what is fair is fair. And I do not sup
port that form of backdoor campaign 
financing, but I would think we might 
use the same measure for people who 
are truly in need. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. FIELDS, do many 
of your constituents spend $50,000 for a 
dinner. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Very few. 
As a matter of fact, I do not know any 
right off the bat, any of my constitu
ents who would spend that kind of 
money. It goes to show you this whole 
debate is not about helping poor people 
and making them self-sufficient. It is 
about taking as much as possible away 
from the poor and giving it to the rich. 

It is no surprise that 68 percent of 
these cuts are coming, laying on the 
backs of poor people and children. And 
there is certainly no surprise, the fact 
that we got people who live on trust 
funds who try to tell people on welfare 
how to live. When they talk about how 
they want to make people self-suffi
cient and then they penalize babies and 
they say, we are not penalizing babies. 

This is not a surprise to me, and I am 
sure it is no surprise to you that an in
fant cannot wake up in the morning 
and buy milk. An infant just cannot do 
that. When you take milk away from 
an infant, you are penalizing the baby. 
You are not penalizing the mother as 
much as you are penalizing that infant. 

Mr. BECERRA. There is something 
really strange and perverse about a so
ciety when we can have people fly from 
across the country, if they are wealthy 
enough to come lobby Members of Con
gress, go out and have lunch. Deduct it 
because it is a business expense of com
ing down here, deduct that $50 lunch 
that they may have, deduct it and 
come over here and tell us that we 
should be cutting school 1 unch pro
grams for kids while they are writing 
off as a tax deduction a business tax 
deduction, the cost of a lunch they 
may have at a very expensive res
taurant. What we are doing is, a lot of 
us are standing up and saying, what is 
going on here? 

We want to reform welfare. We just 
voted on a Democratic alternative by 
some Members, more conservative 
Members of the Democratic Caucus, 
that would have reformed welfare but 

what it would have said is, let us make 
you work. If you are on welfare, it is a 
transition to get you to work. And let 

·us understand that we have to be real
istic. If you have got a daughter or a 
son and you need to go to work, well, 
you are going to probably need some 
day care. So we are going to help you 
so you can keep that job by providing 
you with some day care, making sure 
you do not lose your medical benefits 
because, obviously, as soon as you lose 
those medical benefits and you have 
some problems with the child getting 
sick, you are going to drop your job 
and you are going to get back on wel
fare. 

So let us be realistic. Let us reform, 
but let us make sure in the process of 
reforming what we are saying is, get to 
work. 

Mr. SANDERS. If I might, I find real
ly one of the more outrageous outrages 
of the Contract With America is when 
we talk, every single day on the floor 
of this House, people talk about the 
virtues of education. We hear it all of 
the time. And yet built within the Con
tract With America are major cutbacks 
which will make it increasingly dif
ficult for millions of young Americans 
to afford to go to college. 

I am sure the situation is the same in 
Ohio, Louisiana, or California. Cer
tainly it is in Vermont. I am getting 
letters every day where people say, 
Congressman SANDERS, do not let them 
cut back on the Pell grants. That is 
what keeps me in college. Do not have 
them force me to pay interest while I 
am in college on my loans. It means I 
am going to drop out of college. Do not 
let them cut back the work study pro
gram. 

When everybody understands that it 
is extremely difficult today to earn a 
good living without a college degree, 
the shortsightedness and the selfish
ness of saying to working-class Ameri
cans, sorry, we are giving tax breaks to 
the rich or maybe we are going to put 
$50 billion in star wars, but for young 
Americans, I got a letter today, Con
gressman SANDERS, I am working two 
jobs, taking a full-time load in my col
lege in Vermont. Do not let them cut 
back. Yet some people think star wars, 
tax breaks for the rich, are a greater 
priority. 

I do not understand that at all. 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. National 

Service is a prime example, National 
Service. The Republican party decided 
to take money away from National 
Service, a program that gives young 
people an opportunity to earn their 
way through college, not welfare, but a 
workfare program, a program where 
young people go to work every morning 
and work with civic service organiza
tions and then pay their way through 
college. Cut it out. 

Is that real welfare reform? And is 
that real, is that what we do for our 
young people in America? I think not. 

I think that is one of the problems in 
this country. It is all about what we do 
for those who have the most. 

Mr. SANDERS. Ms. KAPTUR. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I wanted to add a com

ment there on student loans. In the 
State of Ohio, we literally, in the last 
month and a half, have had students 
arrested. I have not seen this in a cou
ple generations. Arrested in our capital 
city of Columbus, concerned about the 
fact that what you said, Congressman 
SANDERS, that the cost of their loans 
would be going up even more than they 
have already gone up, that they would 
have to be paying interest on their bor
rowings immediately. And we know 
that even now most of the students 
that graduate, graduate in huge debt. 
And when they graduate, what kind of 
a job can they go to? 
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A lot of them are going into jobs that 

are $14,000-a-year jobs, and they are 
shocked even with a college degree at 
how little they earn. I know I have 
talked to people from Congressman 
FIELD's State, women who work on 
those shrimp, in those shrimp oper
ations where they are doing I do not 
know how many hundreds of those 
things an hour, they all get carpal tun
nel syndrome by the time they are in 
their mid 30s, and they are making 
about 3 bucks an hour. Now, those are 
working people and yet they do not 
earn a living wage, so whether you are 
a college graduate in this country, 
loaded up with debt and the contract 
says we are going to load you up with 
more debt and more interest or wheth
er you are working in a shrimping op
eration in Louisiana or in a dry clean
ers shop in Toledo, OH, you can't earn 
a living wage even if you work 40 hours 
a week. 

Mr. SANDERS. I would just simply 
say, and I say this, by the way, as an 
independent, and in my view it is 
wrong just to blame the Republicans 
and not to hold Democrats in criticism 
as well, but I think one thing that has 
disturbed me very much as we discuss 
the problems facing this country is 
that in this recent election in Novem
ber when the Republicans took power 
in both houses, all of 38 percent of the 
American people came out to vote. 
Sixty-two percent of the people are so 
turned off by the political system they 
did not bother to vote. Most poor peo
ple in America, many working people 
in America do not vote. So what ends 
up happening is you have 38 percent of 
the people who vote, you have people 
who contribute huge amounts of money 
to the political system, they are able 
to finance candidates of their choice, 
so you have one whole group is invisi
ble. If you do not vote and you are 
earning the minimum wage, who do 
you think is going to care about you? 
If somebody contributes, they buy a 
table for $10,000 at the Republican 
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fundraiser, that 10 people will have far 
more influence over the political proc
ess than 20,000 people in Louisiana who 
are working for minimum wage or 
farmers in Vermont who are trying to 
get by on $10,000 a year. 

So I would simply hope that we can 
revitalize the political process. If we 
increase voter turnout by 20 percent, 
this institution would be radically dif
ferent. Mr. BECERRA. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding again. 

I think the gentleman from Vermont 
is hitting on a very important point. I 
think a lot of us take our time at 11:30 
at night to be here to discuss this be
cause obviously we are not just trying 
to talk to our colleagues but we are 
also trying to communicate to the 
American people. We have to make 
sure we let folks understand what is 
going on. This Contract that was a po
litical contract lobbied and cam
paigned upon back in November, what 
did it mean, and what is happening 
with that because really when you take 
a look at what is being done, there 
really is an inconsistency with trying 
to be American and promote America, 
and what is being done in contracts 
that say things and when you read 
those find details of the contract, you 
find something different. The gen
tleman from Vermont raised an inter
esting point. We are talking right now 
over the last week or so about cuts to 
children's programs, school lunches, 
other nutrition programs, child care 
for kids. You have to say what is next. 
Then all of a sudden you find on the 
horizon that the next thing is not just 
on kids, but now it is on our young peo
ple that are getting ready to go to col
lege with student loans and student 
grants where we are going to cut a lot 
of the moneys that we provide for our 
young people to afford a college edu
cation. 

I have got to say one thing here. I 
have a 22-month-old daughter. I sat 
down with a financial planner, my wife 
and I about 3 months ago, 4 months 
ago, and we asked that financial plan
ner what will it cost us to get our child 
through college when she grows up. We 
were told, well, it depends. Public 
school, you can probably count on 
something approaching $150,000. Pri
vate school, and I was very fortunate 
to go to Stanford University, they said 
Stanford University, you can expect to 
spend about $400,000 for your child to 
get educated. What is next? Student 
loans. My goodness. 

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BECERRA], 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
FIELDS], and the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] very much. 

WELFARE REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL

VERT). Under the Speaker's announced 

policy of January 4, 1995, the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS], is 
recognized for 35 minutes as a designee 
of the majority leader. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to yield my time right 
now to my good friend from Ohio to 
start us off this evening. 

Mr. CHABOT. I thank my good friend 
from Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS], for yield
ing this time. What we are going to be 
doing is discussing the welfare system 
in this country and why Republicans 
and some Democrats as well believe 
that the welfare has been so destruc
tive in this country that we feel very 
strongly that we need to change the 
welfare system dramatically. 

We have heard a lot of Democrats 
this week, and in fact since I have been 
a Member of Congress, be cute when 
they refer to the Contract With Amer
ica, and they keep saying it is a Con
tract On America, which is ludicrous. 

It is a Contract With America. This 
is a document that we all signed. After 
talking with people all across this 
country, and they said these are the 
things that we want. If we elect a ma
jority of Republicans, these are the 
things we would like you to change 
when you get there. 

Well, the people in my district saw 
fit to send me here, and one of the 
main things they wan ted to change was 
the welfare system. They realized, I 
heard over and over again, that the 
welfare system is wrong. We spend far 
too much money on welfare, and most 
of that money is counterproductive. We 
are hurting more people than we are 
helping on welfare. 

I was a school teacher in Cincinnati 
for a number of years in an inner city 
school. I worked for the recreation de
partment in an inner city area, and I 
saw kids over and over and over again 
who came from homes where there was 
no father in the home. 

The vast majority of these families 
did not have a father in the home. 
They had the government, in effect, as 
their father. The Federal Government 
sent a welfare check every month. No 
father in the home, no father figure. 
They expected the government to pay 
for them from basically from cradle to 
grave, and that is what we have to 
change. 

We have got kids in homes all across 
this country who never see an adult in 
the home go to work. We have to 
change that. The welfare system is bro
ken. 

What I think we are hearing on the 
other side of the aisle, what we have 
been hearing the past couple of days 
from particularly the liberal Demo
crats on the other side of the aisle is 
the last gasps of a dying philosophy, a 
philosophy that says the government is 
the way to go, the government owes ev
erybody a living, people do not have to 
work, people do not have to be respon
sible for their own lives, American 

families are to support other people's 
kids. 

Not only do they have to support 
their own kids, but the Federal Gov
ernment takes a large portion of their 
money, sends it up here to Washington, 
it gets eaten up in this bureaucracy, 
this welfare bureaucracy. 

Some of it gets sent back to the 
States, and much of that money is 
wasted, and it is counterproductive. We 
have to change that, and that is what 
we are here to talk about this evening. 

I am very pleased that I am joined 
here by my good friend from Ohio 
[MARTIN HOKE], and a very good friend 
from Arizona [J.D. HAYWORTH], who are 
also going to contribute and talk in 
this colloquy. 

Mr. HOKE. May I ask the gentleman 
a question? 

Mr. CHABOT. Absolutely. 
Mr. HOKE. Does this sound familiar? 

Who said, "I will eliminate welfare as 
we know it today"? Does that sound fa
miliar? 

Mr. CHABOT. I believe it was our 
President who said that in the cam
paign a couple of years ago. 

Mr. HOKE. A couple years ago, 1992, 
all summer 1992. Was this a sucker 
punch? 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Yes. 
Mr. HOKE. Is that what was going 

on? Now, in the 103d Congress I do not 
recall any welfare reform bill whatso
ever ever coming to the floor of this 
Congress. 

Mr. CHABOT. That is exactly right. 
Of course, that is the same President 
who told us he was going to give us a 
middle-class tax cut and then did just 
the opposite and raised taxes on the 
American people. That is one reason 
that the American people said enough 
and changed Congress and sent folks 
like us here to change Congress. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. If my friends from 
Ohio would yield, and I recognize my 
friend from Kentucky controls the 
time, and as I have been checking in 
other quarters, a certain school from 
Kentucky controls the basketball game 
tonight. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Good 
Mr. HAYWORTH. Between the Uni

versity of Kentucky and Arizona State. 
Much to his delight, much to my cha
grin. But it really brings forth a de
scription of both that basketball tour
nament and I believe it is safe to say 
what has transpired here in the halls of 
the Congress, and that is March mad
ness that is really without parallel. I 
could not help but notice my friends on 
the other side during the course of 
their 35-minute special order enlist the 
help of one of their aides, and I am not 
here to demean that aide in any ways, 
but I thought it was very interesting, a 
scroll that was festooned about his per
son, I suppose in documentation of the 
working poor, and I would salute the 
working poor, indeed we are holding 
them up and championing their efforts. 
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I listened with interest to the 
gentlelady from Ohio, but I could not 
help but notice the similarity of that 
gentleman working to provide that vis
ual aid, if you will. 

D 2330 
And instead of really offering stirring 

testimony to the working poor, it real
ly resembled someone wearing a bed 
sheet as a ghost as if this were Hal
loween, and I could not help notice the 
parallels because this is what it has 
come down to, a debate from the other 
side largely devoid of fact, filled with 
sentiment, much of it heartfelt, but 
also much of it, I would say, cal
culated, designed, to scare everyone in 
America; first the elderly, then the 
working poor, and now the children. 

Children have been used in this de
bate as pawns in the political process, 
teachers requesting that students write 
letters not born of any heartfelt philo
sophical viewpoint on the part of the 
young students, but born of an indoc
trination of a failed liberal state. 

Again I want to say we are not here 
to demonize those who are down on 
their luck. We are not here to discour
age the working poor. Quite the con
trary. We salute their efforts, but what 
we are here to do in this 104th Congress 
is to change for the better a failed sys
tem, perhaps noble in its intent, but 
somehow glaringly ignoble because it 
deprives the very people it purports to 
help, it deprives them of their dignity, 
it deprives them of the opportunity to 
work, and it robs from them not only 
their rights as individuals, but their re
sponsibilities in a free society. 

Mr. HOKE. I wonder if I could ask 
you to yield some time here because I 
thought the gentleman from Vermont 
began the remarks of the earlier spe
cial order with what was a pretty hon
est beginning, and that was to say that 
we have not spent enough time actu
ally debating the underlying issue 
here, and the underlying issue has to 
do with causation, and, by the way, I 
think I should point out with respect 
to the remarks of the gentleman from 
Vermont, whom I have a lot of respect 
for, he has pointed out a number of 
times that he is an Independent and 
the only Independent in the Congress, 
but I think it is probably only fair and 
instructive to state that he votes with 
the Democrats almost all of the time. 
His committee seniority is with the 
Democrats, he sits with the Democrats 
on the committees that he is on, and, 
as the mayor of Burlington, he was not 
an Independent, he was a socialist. So 
I do not know if that means that the 
Democrats are not liberal enough for 
him, but I think that-! mean just in 
the interests of fairness I think those 
things ought to be pointed out. But I 
think he was right to ask the question, 
"Why aren't we talking more about the 
root causes," and what he would say is 
that the root causes of the behaviors, 

and the behaviors he is talking about I 
think are illegitimacy, developmental 
problems in school , the chances of 
being on welfare as a welfare child be
coming a welfare mother herself, a wel
fare child becoming a male on welfare 
himself. Those behaviors, he clearly 
stated, are the result of poverty. 

What I would like to do is explore 
that just a little bit because DANIEL 
PATRICK MOYNIHAN, Democratic Sen
ator from New York, has written ex
tensively on this, and he wrote in 1964, 
quote, poverty is the principal reason 
why these young men fail to meet 
those physical and men tal standards. 
He was saying poverty is the problem; 
in 1964 he said that. Then in 1989, in his 
book " Towards a Post-Industrial Soci
ety," he wrote, "Why did I write that 
this was the result, these behaviors 
were the result, of poverty in 1965? Why 
did I write that? Why did I not write 
that poverty was the result of this; ig
norance?'' 

As Dr. Johnson observed, I do not 
know how to describe my understand
ing of social structure a quarter of a 
century ago except to say that it was 
not especially formed. He went on to 
say, "What I had not adequately 
grasped was the degree to which these 
unequal distributions of property were, 
in fact, themselves de pendent upon a 
still more powerful act, the behavior of 
individuals in communities. In other 
words, I had not,"-DANIEL PATRICK 
MOYNIHAN-"! had not myself under
stood that it is the behaviors that have 
fundamental impact on the results as 
opposed to the result, poverty, being 
the agent that causes the behaviors," 
and that goes precisely to what the 
gentleman from Vermont was talking 
about , and it truly does inform the dif
ferences in the debate and the dif
ferences in how you can come up with 
an in-government-we-trust solution, 
which is what we have gotten from the 
other side as opposed to in individual 
responsibility in the private sector, in 
neighborhoods, in communi ties we 
trust, in G-d we trust attitude that we 
are trying to reform welfare on this 
side . 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. The bottom 
line is that the War on Poverty has not 
taken care of poverty. I ask, " Isn't it 
true we have more poverty now than 
when we started?" 

Mr. CHABOT. That is exactly what 
has happened. 

As my colleagues know, it really 
started getting out of control during 
the so-called Great Society, the Lyn
don Johnson years in the sixties, and it 
has grown worse, and worse, and worse, 
and illegitimacy has grown in tremen
dous numbers since that time as have 
welfare payments. They have both been 
pretty consistently going up, and you 
know the real tragedy of the way the 
current system works now is basically 
our government, under the way welfare 
works, it makes a deal with welfare 
mothers all over this country. It says: 

" We'll send you a check every 
month. We'll get you food stamps, free 
housing, free cash money. You got to 
do two things though to get this 
money. No . 1, you got to not work. 
You're not allowed to work. And the 
other thing: You can't get married to 
anybody who works. " 

Mr. Speaker, that is just a prescrip
tion for tragedy, and that is what hap
pened in this country, and that is what 
we are going to change starting tomor
row. 

Mr. HOKE. Can you imagine saying 
to your daughter as she is reaching the 
age of maturity, 19, 20, 21, 22, getting 
ready to leave home; you say, "Well, 
honey, I want you to know that we will 
always be here for you. We're always 
going to be behind you 100 percent, and 
we're going to support you financially. 
We 're going to be there, you can count 
on us, but there are two conditions. No . 
1 is you 've got to agree- it's wonderful 
you have kids; that's great. But you 
got to agree you won't get married. 
And No. 2, you got to agree you won ' t 
go to work, and we'll continue to sup
port you. " 

'l'hat is what we do as a Federal Gov
ernment. We are saying to your son, 
" Son, listen. You know I'm always 
going to be there for you, but I want 
you to know one thing. You can go out 
and father as many children by as 
many different women as you want; 
that 's great. But just don't marry 
them, don 't get married, and I don't 
want you to work either. As long as 
you do those things, we'll continue to 
support you." 

It is insane, it is perverse. What a 
perverse norm. What a sick and twisted 
form of compassion that is. None of us 
would do that as parents, and yet that 
is exactly what the Federal Govern
ment is doing. How could you possibly 
expect anything but the kind of results 
that we are getting? 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Absolutely, 
and you know the other side keeps say
ing Contract on America instead of 
what we actually signed was a Con
tract With America, and I would like 
to say right now the Contract With 
America is not a Republican contract, 
it is an American contract that theRe
publicans signed onto to do the will of 
the American people. 

And let me say if there is a Con tract 
on America, it has been the last 30 
years of a welfare system that has de
stroyed individuals and families . 

Mr. HAYWORTH. And the incredible 
observation that we hear from the 
other side-our good friend from Wis
consin [Mr. ROTH] says it is the yeah
buts. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HOKE] , my friend, had another descrip
tion earlier on this. It boggles the 
mind, and I believe it is summed up in 
Marvin Olasky's new book entitled, 
''The Tragedy of American Compas
sion, " and, Mr. Speaker, it is wonderful 
to have this time here tonight for a lit
tle straight talk among friends and to 

- - -- - - - - - -- - -
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realize that we are poised to change 
this system for the better. 

0 2340 
Mr. HAYWORTH. I wish we could say 

that in every circumstance in every 
human endeavor things will change for 
the better, but I think that would be 
both practically and intellectually dis
honest. We harbor no delusions that 
this is a perfect plan. But we have seen 
the height of imperfection and the no
tion of tragedy born of the last 30 years 
of so-called compassion. 

To spend in excess of $5 trillion, and 
understand we are just approaching 
that in terms of our national debt, and 
that in itself is a tragedy, but to spend 
in excess of $5 trillion on programs 
noble in their intent, since we should 
always assume the best of those with 
whom we disagree, but to have them 
fail so completely. 

As has often been noted during the 
course of this debate, if you were going 
to declare war on the American family, 
on responsibility, on our very fabric as 
a society, you could not have done bet
ter than the so-called war on poverty, 
because it, in essence, changed the 
scope of how we react as a society; and 
it took away the notion that for every 
right there is a responsibility. 

Indeed, it seems that now the defend
ers of the old order would say, "I am, 
therefore I am entitled," instead of, "I 
understand as an American that I have 
rights and those rights are coupled 
with responsibilities and my rights 
stretch only as far as the rights of an
other, and it is my responsibility not 
to infringe on another's rights." 

Instead, now we have a situation 
where the working poor and those who 
are not classified in the working poor, 
those who are fortunate enough to 
prosper in this society, many who come 
to this Nation from other shores le
gally to live the American dream, find 
themselves paying and paying and pay
ing into this system. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. 
HAYWORTH, I just want to add to that. 
Another tragedy, and you have just led 
up to that, is that the average family, 
the working family, we hear the work
ing class and the working family, the 
working family today is paying on an 
average 40 percent of their income in 
State and local and Federal taxes, 40-
plus. If you add in the hidden taxes, it 
is probably reaching close to 50 per
cent, utility taxes, gasoline taxes. That 
is a tragedy. 

We wonder why mothers and fathers 
are both having to work. Because they 
have to pay their Federal bill. That is 
a burden that cannot go on. And that is 
why we are trying to fix this system so 
that we can have good, wholesome, 
strong, prosperous families all across 
this Nation. 

Mr. CHABOT. That is an excellent 
point. 

The thing that really gets me is when 
you think of the average middle-class 

families out there where sometimes 
one parent, sometimes both parents are 
working, they are trying to raise their 
kids, they are obeying the laws, they 
are paying their taxes and so much of 
their money comes up here to Washing
ton or in some instances goes to the 
State capitals. But it goes to govern
ment. And then in our welfare system 
we then send those dollars back to peo
ple who basically are not supporting 
their own kids. 

And as the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HOKE] had said, so many of these fa
thers are going around fathering kids 
and are just assuming somebody else is 
going to take care of their kids. Be
cause that is the way it works, quite 
frankly. Let us face it. They are father
ing kids now, and they are not support
ing those kids, and we are doing it. The 
taxpayers, the middle-class people out 
there, are paying higher taxes so they 
cannot take care of their families to 
the degree they want to because they 
are sending their money up here to 
Washington. 

I was watching a program a couple of 
weeks ago, it was 48 Hours, on welfare 
reform. I found an excellent segment 
on there. They had a young woman, 
single mother in a wheelchair. This 
woman was working two jobs to sup
port her own kids, and she was saying, 
"I would not go on welfare. I am going 
to work as hard as I can. I am going to 
support my own kids." 

But the thing that she was complain
ing about was that so much of her 
money was taken in taxes and given to 
other people who would not support 
their own kids. 

That is not fair. That is what is 
wrong with the system. That is why we 
have got to fix it. And we begin to do 
that tomorrow when we finally vote for 
welfare reform. 

Mr. HOKE. I thought one of the most 
moving speeches I have heard here re
cently was from our good friend, the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. NoR
WOOD] earlier this evening. I do not 
know if you all heard it, but he spoke 
about his own father. He spoke about 
the absolute necessity of fathers in our 
lives. 

I thought of my father, who created 
an example. He created on a daily basis 
an example of integrity and character. 
And when I did not measure up to it, he 
made sure that I knew it, and he made 
sure that I was accountable, not always 
in ways that I particularly appreciated 
at the time but I do sure appreciate 
today. 

It did occur to me that there is abso
lutely no substitute for that. There is 
no substitute whatsoever on Earth. The 
government cannot be the substitute. 
There is no substitute. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] is absolutely 
right. 

And what we have done is we have 
taken an uncle, Uncle Sam, and not 

even plugged him as a surrogate father. 
Instead, we have made him Big Brother 
in Orwellian fashion, in 1994 instead of 
1984. 

And now, 1995, we have a significant 
segment of a once-proud political party 
engaged in Orwellian newspeak and the 
tactics of fear, saying that opportunity 
is somehow perverse, saying that work 
and responsibility, while giving a rhe
torical tip of the cap to those virtues 
but maintaining that it is the govern
ment that is the sole generator of 
same, and I do not believe that we have 
seen for those, and I know you have 
run across people like this. 

I think one of the throw-away lines 
we encounter from time to time is, 
"There is not a dime's worth of dif
ference between the two major par
ties." I would beg to differ a great deal. 

But the irony will be we will see a 
number of fair-minded Democrats come 
with us because, as we have seen on 
other items in this Contract, when you 
get away from the smoke and mirrors, 
when you get away from the Orwellian 
newspeak, when you get away from the 
tragedy of a once-proud party now 
bereft of new ideas, indeed one publica
tion on the Hill said of the Deal plan 
that the leadership of the other side 
grudgingly accepted that as an alter
native. 

Mr. HOKE. I have to share something 
with you. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Sure. 
Mr. HOKE. Name that tune. Name 

that speaker. Because if we are going 
to bash the Democrats, and maybe 
there is something that we can learn 
here, "The lessons of history confirmed 
by the evidence immediately before me 
show conclusively that continued de
pendence upon relief induces a spir
itual and moral disintegration fun
damentally destructive to the national 
fiber. To dole out relief in this way is 
to administer a narcotic, a subtle de
stroyer of the human spirit." 

Who spake those words? 
0 2350 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. 

Mr. HOKE. Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
The father of the modern Democratic 
Party spoke those words. John Ken
nedy spoke not dissimilar words in his 
inaugural address. He inspired me, in
spired I know many of my colleagues. 
And yet somehow that has gone so, so 
incredibly a wry. 

I want to share, if I can, one other 
item, maybe to lighten the mood a lit
tle. This is from P.J. O'Rourke, that I 
think you might enjoy. He says in his 
preface to the Mystery of Government, 
"I have only one firm belief about the 
American political system, and that is 
this:" 

You have to remember P.J. 
O'Rourke. I feel a very special kinship 
with P.J., because we are both sort of 
refugees from the sixties in disguise. I 
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know we do not talk about this very 
much, but I know there are many on 
this side of the aisle who also have 
been reclaimed from the sixties as well. 

But he says: 
I have only one firm belief about the Amer

ican political system, and that is this: God is 
a Republican and Santa Claus is a Democrat. 

God is an elderly or, at any rate, middle
aged male, a stern fellow, patriarchal rather 
than paternal and a great believer in rules 
and regulations. He holds men strictly ac
countable for their actions. He has little ap
parent concern for the material well-being of 
the disadvantaged. He is politically con
nected, socially powerful and holds the mort
gage on literally everything in the world. 
God is difficult. God is unsentimental. It is 
very hard to get into God's heavenly country 
club. 

Santa Claus is another matter. He's cute. 
He's nonthreatening. He 's always cheerful. 
And he loves animals. He may know who's 
been naughty and who's been nice, but he 
never does anything about it. He'd give ev
eryone everything they want without 
thought of a quid pro quo. He works hard for 
charities, and he's famously generous to the 
poor. Santa Claus is preferable to God in 
every way but one: There is no such thing as 
Santa Claus. 

Thank you, P.J. O'Rourke. 
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. You know, 

there is one thing though that I have 
noticed in the debate the last few days 
that I do not think our friends on the 
other side of the aisle are too willing to 
give, and that is a tax break to the 
middle class of this country. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. What I find amaz
ing, and we do not want to move too 
quickly, because I think that we have 
almost numbed the American people, I 
hope at the end of these 100 days, when 
we enact these sweeping changes, I 
know the reaction of the liberal media 
in this town and the folks who make up 
this culture, almost diametrically op
posed to the reforms we bring, they 
will try to stifle a yawn and say, "Well, 
so what?" We can predict that reac
tion. 

But the American people, and this is 
the key, as my friend from Kentucky 
points out, the American people recog
nize that their work helps generate the 
wealth that they have a stake in that 
wealth by their very labor, and that 
they are en ti tied to keep more of their 
hard-earned money, and send less of it 
to Washington, D.C. 

My friend from Ohio, from Cin
cinnati, said it so well, as there is a 
myopia, or a tunnel vision when it 
comes to this topic. So many times I 
have heard other friends, and maybe we 
just disagree, talk about the money 
they will quote-unquote "lose" in cer
tain projects, but they fail to under
stand this: It is not the government's 
money. The President may have pro
posed it in the largest tax increase in 
American history. It may have won by 
one vote in this Chamber, in the 103d 
Congress, by one vote in the Chamber 
in the 103d Congress. It may have been 
foisted upon the American people in 
the name of so-called deficit reduction, 

even though those numbers we know 
are subject to sleight of hand, or shall 
we say a charitable interpretation by 
the White House. 

But the fact is, the money does not 
belong to the Federal Government. It 
belongs to those who labor those hours, 
who earn that money, and who give in 
unparalleled fashion freely, volun
tarily, into our tax system, obeying 
our tax code in so many ways. And it is 
not the Federal Government's money. 
It is just interesting to see that inter
pretation that would be so statused in 
its approach that it would begin and 
end with the Federal Government. 

To the contrary, we say. It begins 
with the individual and it end with the 
individual, and responsibility rests 
with the individual, working together 
in corporate fashion, for education, for 
spiritual enlightenment, and, yes, for 
government, based on a society of law, 
and for civil order. 

And it is an all-encompassing picture 
that recognizes the sanctity and the 
primacy of the individual and the free
dom and the liberty he or she enjoys in 
this Nation, in this constitutional Re
public. We place our faith not only in 
God, but ultimately in the American 
people to decide what is best for them
selves. 

Mr. CHABOT. I have heard this, and 
I think your points are absolutely cor
rect, J.D., and I know we are almost 
out of time, so we probably need to 
wrap it up. 

I guess a couple points I want to 
make. One thing is I have heard the 
term mean-spirited so many times the 
last couple of days from our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle that if I 
hear it one more time I think I am 
going to scream. But I think there is 
no question in my mind that there 
could be nothing more mean-spirited to 
the kids of this country than the wel
fare system that we have got now. It 
destroys lives; it will continue to do so 
until we change it. We are ready finally 
to change it. 

The school lunch program, they still 
keep saying, I heard it tonight, that we 
are going to cut the school lunch pro
gram. We are increasing the funding to 
the school lunch programs all across 
this country. What we are doing is we 
are cutting out the bureaucrats here in 
Washington, and we are sending the 
money directly to the States. Let the 
school teachers and the local school 
boards and the parents decide how they 
want to spend their own money. Not 
our money, their money. 

Finally, I think the bottom line, and 
I have only been here 2 months, but 
what I have seen from my colleagues 
such as the gentlemen that are here 
this evening, the difference I think be
tween this side and the folks on the 
other side of the aisle, is the bottom 
line is the folks on the other side o.ver 
there think that Washington knows 
best, that the decisions ought to be 

made up here where we are tonight. We 
ought to decide how the American peo
ple's money should be spent, that 
Washington knows better than the peo
ple all over this country. 

I do not believe that. I think the de
cisions should be made and those fami
lies, the moms and dads ought to de
cide how they want to spend money for 
their kids, not the bureaucrats up here 
in Washington. Despite all the rhetoric 
I have heard, calling us mean spirited, 
we do not care about kids, for God's 
sake, I have kids myself, a 5-year-old 
son and 13-year-old daughter, probably 
in bed right now so they cannot hear 
me talking, hopefully, because they 
have school tomorrow, but I think the 
American people can see through all 
this rhetoric. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. What is more mean 
spirited than leaving an ever-increas
ing debt and burden and responsibility 
like that on the younger generation 
and on generations yet unborn? The 
time to change it is now. The steps are 
being taken in these first 100 days. We 
take another major step tomorrow 
with welfare reform. 

Mr. HOKE. STEVE, I absolutely agree 
with you. I think the American people, 
I have absolute utter confidence in 
their ability to discern. They cast their 
ballots last November. They asked that 
we keep our word, we keep our prom
ises. We are doing everything we can to 
do that. 

Frankly, I think we are right where 
we ought to be, we are on the right 
path. We have to keep our shoulder to 
the wheel and keep pushing and keep 
telling the truth, because it is obvious 
there is a massive disinformation cam
paign going on. We have got to cut 
through that. 

But you know what? We do not have 
to do all of that work. We have to do a 
lot of the work, but the public is not 
going to be fooled. The people will find 
out. They will find out on their own. 
They care enough to discern it, to re
quire the information, and to find it, 
and I am very confident about that. 

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. I think it 
goes back to what I said earlier, that 
we are keeping a contract that we 
signed, that the American people gave 
to us. We found out what they wanted, 
and we said we are going to do it, and 
we are. We are going to keep our word 
and we are going to do it. And we are 
going to reform the welfare system and 
make it work for people that have real 
needs. 

Mr. CHABOT. I think the American 
people are a whole lot smarter than the 
people on the other side of the aisle 
give them credit for. 

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: 
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(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana) tore
vise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. PELOSI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MFUME, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. MALONEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BECERRA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POSHARD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OLVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FARR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WYNN, for 5 minutes , today. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OBERSTAR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLYBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. FURSE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DURBIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MILLER of California, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. KLINK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. HILLIARD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MANTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CARDIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, for 5 min

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. CHABOT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAHOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EWING, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. SEASTRAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min

utes each day, today and on March 24. 
Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. ENSIGN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, for 5 min

utes, today. 
Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today . 

Mr. GREENWOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NORWOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BILBRAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HAYWORTH, for 5 minutes, today. 
(Mr. SMITH of Michigan for 5 minutes 

each day today and on March 28 and 
30.) 

Mr. WELLER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RIGGS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BONIOR. 
Ms. LOFGREN. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. 
Mr. ANDREWS. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. COLEMAN. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. STARK, in two instances. 
Ms. PELOSI. 
Mr. TORRES, in two instances. 
Mr. SCHUMER. 
Mr. SKELTON, in two instances. 
Mr. RUSH, in two instances. 
Mr. FAZIO. 
Mr. MILLER of California. 
Ms. RIVERS. 
Mr. MANTON. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, in two 

instances. 
Mr. FARR. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MARTINI, in two instances. 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. 
Mr. CLINGER. 
Mr. QUINN, in two instances. 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. . 
Mr. GILMAN, in two instances. 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. BATEMAN. 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky) and to 
include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
Mr. ANDREWS. 
Mr. FILNER. 
Mr. MARTINI. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 12 o'clock p.m.), the House ad
journed until Friday, March 24, 1995, at 
10a.m. 

CONTRACTUAL ACTIONS, CAL-
ENDAR YEAR 1994 TO FACILI
TATE NATIONAL DEFENSE 
The Clerk of the House of Represent

atives submits the following report for 

printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
pursuant to section 4(b) of Public Law 
8~804: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, March 10, 1995. 
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: In accordance with 
Section 4(a) of Public Law 85-804 (50 U.S .C. 
1431- 35), I am reporting to the House of Rep
resentatives on all 1994 calendar year actions 
taken by the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA) under author
ity of that Act which involve actual or po
tential cost to the United States in excess of 
$50,000. These actions include the granting of 
extraordinary contractual relief and the in
demnification of certain contractors. 

During calendar year 1994, the NASA ·Con
tract Adjustment Board did not meet to con
sider any cases and granted no requests for 
extraordinary contractual relief under Pub
lic Law 85-804. 

During calendar year 1994, NASA provided 
for indemnification in one prime contract 
under the Memorandum Decision dated No
vember 5, 1989, to provide indemnification to 
certain NASA Space Transportation System 
contractors for specified risks arising out of 
contract performance directly related to 
NASA space activities. NASA also provided 
indemnification in one prime contract under 
the Memorandum Decision dated July 11 , 
1990. That decision authorized NASA to pro
vide indemnification to certain NASA con
tractors involved in providing commercial 
Expendable Launch Vehicle launch services 
for NASA spacecraft or for activities which 
are carried out by NASA on behalf of the 
United States. A summary description of the 
contracts which now provide for indem
nification is enclosed. 

Any future decisions to provide indem
nification will be the subject of subsequent 
Memorandum Decisions by the Adminis
trator. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

DANIEL S. GOLDIN, 
Administrator. 

CONTRACTORS INDEMNIFIED DURING CALENDAR 
YEAR 1994 

Name of contractor: International Busi
ness Machines (IBM). Date: September 16, 
1994. 

Affected NASA contract(s): NAS g_18817. 
Name of contractor: General Dynamics 

Commercial Launch Services Inc. Date: 
March 9, 1994. 

Affected NASA contract(s): NAS 3-23440. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol 
lows: 

588. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re
quest to make available emergency appro
priations totaling $57,800,000 in budget au
thority for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, and to designate the 
amount made available as an emergency re
quirement pursuant to section 25l(b)(2)(D)(i) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi
cit Control Act of 1985, as amended, pursuant 
to 31 U.S.C. 1107 (H. Doc. No. 104-52); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 
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589. A letter from the Secretary of the 

Navy, transmitting notification that the C/ 
MH-53E and Standard Missile 2 Block IV 
Programs have breached the unit cost 
threshold, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2433; to the 
Committee on National Security. 

590. A letter from the General Counsel, De
partment of the Treasury, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled, " Unit
ed States Mint Managerial Staffing Act of 
1995"; to the Committee on Banking and Fi
nancial Services. 

591. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Army's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and. 
Acceptance [LOA] to Germany for defense 
articles and services (Transmittal No. 9&--12), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit
tee on International Relations. 

592. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notification concerning the Department 
of the Army's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance [LOA] to Turkey for defense arti
cles and services (Transmittal No. 9&--09), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C . 2776(b); to the Commit
tee on International Relations. 

593. A letter from the Deputy Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting the Department of the Army's proposed 
lease of defense articles to Jordan (Trans
mittal No. 14-95), pursuant to 22 U.S .C. 
2796a(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

594. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter
mination No. 9&--16, authorizing the furnish
ing of assistance from the emergency refugee 
and migration assistance fund to meet the 
urgent needs of refugees in Chechnya, pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2601(c)(3); to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

595. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, U.S. Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, transmitting copies of the 
English and Russian texts of five implement
ing agreements negotiated by the Joint Com
pliance and Inspection Commission [JCIC] ; 
to the Committee on International Rela
tions. 

596. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a finan
cial report on the Department of the Treas
ury forfeiture fund, pursuant to Public Law 
102- 393, section 638(b)(1) (106 Stat. 1783); to 
the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

597. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, transmitting a report that during cal
endar year 1994, the NASA Contract Adjust
ment Board did not meet to consider any 
cases and granted no requests for extraor
dinary contractual relief under Public Law 
8&--804, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1434; to the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

598. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
General Services Administration, transmit
ting a Federal courthouse construction pro
gram; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

599. A letter from the Director, National 
Science Foundation, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation entitled, " National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997," pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on Science. 

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. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1216. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 to provide for the privatization of 
the United States Enrichment Corporation; 
with an amendment (Rept. 104-86). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1217. A bill to amend parts B and C of 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act to ex
tend certain savings provisions under the 
Medicare Program, as incorporated in the 
budget submitted by the President for fiscal 
year 1996 (Rept. 104-87, Pt. 1). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1218. A bill to extend the authority of 
the Federal Communications Commission to 
use competitive bidding in granting licenses 
and permits (Rept. 104-88). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. KASICH: Committee on the Budget. 
H.R. 1219. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to 
extend and reduce the discretionary spending 
limits, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 104-89 Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

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. BLUTE (for himself and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 1304. A bill to deauthorize a feature of 
the project for navigation, Fall River Har
bor, MA and Rhode Island; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. COSTELLO: 
H.R. 1305. A bill to require employers to 

notify workers before health care benefits or 
retirement benefits are terminated; to the 
Committee on Economic and Educational 
Opportunities. 

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself 
and Mr. GALLEGLY): 

H.R. 1306. A bill to approve a multiyear 
program for the economic development and 
self-sufficiency of the U.S. territory of 
American Samoa; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. BLUTE): 

H.R. 1307. A bill to establish the New Bed
ford Whaling National Historical Park in 
New Bedford, MA and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
H.R. 1308. A bill to withdraw and reserve 

certain public lands in the State of Califor
nia utilized in the mission of the Naval Air 
Facility, El Centro, CA; to the Committee on 
Resources, and in addition to the Committee 
on National Security, for a period to be sub
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LIGHTFOOT (for himself, Mr. 
LAZIO of New York, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
DORNAN, Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. STARK, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, and Mr. WYNN): 

H.R. 1309. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to require the use of child safe-

ty restraint systems approved by the Sec
retary of Transportation on commercial air
craft; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure . 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 1310. A bill to provide for the manage

ment of Voyageurs National Park, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re
sources. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER: 
H.R. 1311. A bill to provide for a review of 

all Federal programs that assess or mitigate 
the risks to women's health from environ
mental exposures, and for a study of the re
search needs of the Federal Government re
lating to such risks; to the Committee on 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Science, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with
in the jurisdiction of the committee con
cerned. 

By Ms. WATERS: 
H.R. 1312. A bill to establish a freeze on 

bank fees for accounts held by average tax
payers; to the Committee on Banking and 
Financial Services. 

H.R. 1313. A bill to establish community 
support requirements for mortgage banks, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself and Mr. 
HYDE): 

H.R. 1314. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to modify the pension plan 
rules applicable to State judicial retirement 
plans; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BONIOR (for himself and Mr. 
BLUTE): 

H. Con Res. 47. Concurrent resolution hon
oring the memory of the victims of the Ar
menian Genocide; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori
als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

24. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of New Jer
sey, relative to urging the President and the 
Congress of the United States not to close 
Piscatinny Arsenal; to the Committee on Na
tional Security. 

25. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Missouri, relative to the flow of the 
Missouri River; to the Committee on Trans
portation and Infrastructure. 

26. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of New Jersey, relative to 
urging the President and the Congress of the 
United States not to close Piscatinny Arse
nal; to the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

Mr. COLEMAN introduced a bill (H.R. 
1315.) for the relief of Kris Murty; which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 
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H.R. 26: Mr. UNDERWOOD. 
H.R. 28: Mr. RIGGS. 
H.R. 94: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. 

TALENT, Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. 
WELLER, Ms. DANNER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, and Mr. BLILEY. 

H.R. 118: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 127: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 218: Mr. KIM. 
H.R. 246: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. lSTOOK. 
H.R. 263: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 264: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 353: Ms. LOWEY and Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey. 
H.R. 359: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 

BRYANT of Texas, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. 
GILCHREST. 

H.R. 364: Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
UPTON, Ms. MOLINARI, and Mr. HEFLEY. 

H .R. 370: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 485: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 501: Mr. ROSE, Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. 

CHENOWETH, and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 534: Mr. FROST, Mr. MINETA, Mr. 

HOEKSTRA, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HAYES, Mr. HALL 
of Ohio, Mr. CAMP, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. GORDON, Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. 
METCALF. 

H.R. 553: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida and Ms. 
MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 558: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 613: Ms. RIVERS . . 
H.R. 655: Mr. WELDON of Florida. 
H.R. 656: Mr. CANADY, Mr. HANCOCK, and 

Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 660: Mr. KIM, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 

and Ms. DUNN of Washington. 
H.R. 674: Mrs. MORELLA and Mr. DELLUMS. 
H.R. 721: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms. 

HARMAN, Mr. SABO, and Mr. MARKEY. 

H.R. 733: Mr. KNOLLENBERG and Mr. 
LATOURETTE. 

H.R. 734: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
H.R. 752: Mr. CAMP, Mr. BARR, Mr. TRAFI

CANT, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 757: Mr. MATSUI and Mrs. LINCOLN. 
H.R. 783: Mr. BRYANT of Tennessee, Mr. 

WAMP, Mr. TANNER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. LEWIS 
of Kentucky, and Mr. ALLARD. 

H.R. 784: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 849: Mr. PICKETT, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 

Mr. GOODLATTE, and Mr. ROTH. 
H.R. 852: Mr. FATTAH and Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 858: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. REED, Mr. 

EHRLICH, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BONO, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. COSTELLO, and 
Mr. STARK. 

H.R. 864: Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
FROST, Mr. BLILEY, and Mr. WILLIAMS. 

H.R. 873: Mr. FOX, Mr. POMBO, Mr. MILLER 
of Florida, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. COOLEY, and Mr. 
HILLIARD. 

H.R. 910: Mr. YATES, Mr. TORRES, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr. 
RANGEL. 

H.R. 911: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 969: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WAX

MAN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. WIL
SON. 

H.R. 995: Mr. COOLEY, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn
sylvania, and Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 996: Mr. COOLEY, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn
sylvania, and Mr. PORTER. 

H.R. 1005: Mr. BONO, Mr. EWING, Mr. STUMP, 
and Mr. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 1020: Mr. COBLE and Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 1023: Mr. CLEMENT. 
H .R. 1024: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 1037: Mr. BREWSTER. 
H.R. 1052: Mr. GIBBONS and Mr. DORNAN. 

H.R. 1103: Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. GOR
DON, Mr. UPTON, and Mr. DOOLEY. 

H.R. 1118: Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. WELDON of 
Florida, Mr. WELLER, and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 1137: Mr. SANFORD. 
H .R. 1202: Mr. SPENCE, Mr. MANTON, Mr. 

FRELINGHUYSEN, Ms. MOLINARI, and Mr. 
PAYNE of New Jersey. 

H.R. 1210: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H.R. 1220: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. 

CHENOWETH, Mr. LEACH, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mr. COOLEY. 

H.R. 1271: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. SHADEGG, 
and Mr. MARTINI. 

H.J. Res. 76: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. EWING, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. COX, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Fox, Mr. COOLEY, 
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BURR, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Ms. 
DANNER, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. GUN
DERSON, and Mr. HAYWORTH. 

H .J . Res. 79: Mr. WYNN and Mr. KIM. 
H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. LIPIN

SKI, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. TORRICELLI, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LAZIO 
of New York, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. FATTAH, and 
Mr. DOYLE. 

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. 26: Mr. CHRYSLER. 
H.R. 209: Mr. CHRYSLER. 
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HONORING GREEK INDEPENDENCE 

DAY 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday , March 23, 1995 
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 

join the Greek community to celebrate the 
174th anniversary of Greek independence. 

On March 25, 1821, the Archbishop of 
Patras blessed the Greek flag at the Aghia 
Lavra monastery near Kalavrita, marking the 
beginning of the Greek war of independence 
in which nearly 400 years of Ottoman rule was 
turned aside. 

Since the war for independence, Greece 
has become a steadfast ally of the United 
States. But that alliance and freedom have not 
come without a price. More than 600,000 
Greeks died while fighting with the Allied 
forces in World War II against fascism. 

Ancient Greece was the birthplace of demo
cratic values. It brought forth the notion that 
the ultimate power to govern belongs in the 
hands of the people. It inspired a system of 
checks and balances to ensure that one 
branch of government does not dominate any 
other branch. 

These ideals inspired our Founding Fathers 
as they wrote the Constitution. In the words of 
Thomas Jefferson, "to the ancient Greeks 
* * * we are all indebted for the light which 
led ourselves out of Gothic darkness." 

These democratic principles, formed more 
than 2,500 years ago, have affected change 
around the world. Witness our own Revolu
tionary War, the renewal of Greek independ
ence, and the dramatic recent changes in 
Eastern Europe, the former Soviet States, and 
around the globe. 

Today, the United States is enriched not 
only by Greek principles but also by its sons 
and daughters. Greek-Americans have made 
major contributions to American society, in
cluding our arts, sports, medicine, religion, and 
politics. 

My home State of Michigan has been en
hanced by the Greek community. In Macomb 
and St. Clair Counties, we are served by St. 
John's Greek Orthodox Church and Assump
tion Greek Orthodox Church. These institu
tions provide a multitude of community serv
ices and add to the rich diversity of the area. 

In this changing world of ours, the chal
lenges today include protecting the integrity of 
the borders of Greece and promoting the 
democratic ideals which originated in that 
country. Let us not forget the sacrifices 
Greeks have made to preserve freedom and 
enhance democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the people of Greece 
and those of Greek ancestry around the world 
celebrating Greek Independence Day. I salute 
all of them for the tremendous contributions to 
freedom and human dignity which they have 
made. 

TRIBUTE TO LEROY HARRIS 

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with 
great sadness to ask my colleagues to join me 
in expressing our respects and sympathies to 
the family of Leroy Harris, who passed from 
this life on March 20, 1995, at the age of 81. 

Mr. Harris was born in Mobile, AL. He was 
both a businessman and professional athlete, 
having been a semi-professional baseball 
player in the old Negro Baseball League from 
1935-45. After his career as a pitcher, which 
was reported to be exemplary, Mr. Harris 
worked at American Radiators and later was 
an employee for the New York Telephone Co. 
in Buffalo, N.Y. until his retirement in 1977. Al
ways a hard worker, Mr. Harris bought a taxi 
cab business after his retirement from the tele
phone company and successfully ran the op
eration there until his health failed him in 
1992. Since that time, he was fortunate to 
spend his remaining days with his family and 
friends in Chicago, IL. 

Mr. Harris leaves behind a large family of 
sons, daughters, grandchildren, and great 
grandchildren. I ask my colleagues, then, to 
join with me in expressing our deep condo
lences to the extended Harris family. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker, and I yield back my time. 

HONORING OLYMPIC DIVING 
CHAMPION PAT McCORMICK 

HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog
nize Olympic Diving Champion Pat McCor
mick. Pat is America's most successful female 
Olympic diver, having won two Gold medals at 
the 1952 Melbourne Games and two more at 
the 1956 Helsinki Games. 

At Melbourne, Pat won both the 10 meter 
platform and 3 meter springboard competition. 
She repeated her Gold Medal performance in 
both events at Helsinki. She is the only 
woman to have ever won four Gold Medals in 
these events. Adding to her Olympic Golds, 
Pat also garnered 27 National Diving Titles 
during her illustrious career. She received ad
ditional recognition in 1956 when she was 
awarded the coveted Sports Illustrated Sulli
van Award as the Nation's most outstanding 
amateur athlete of the year. 

Pat, a long-time resident of Seal Beach, CA, 
will be inducted into the Orange County Sports 
Hall of Fame, on March 25, 1995. On display 
at the Hall of Fame in the "Pat McCormick Ex
hibit," will be her four Olympic Gold Medals. 

Following her retirement from competition, 
Pat established the Pat McCormick Education 
Foundation to provide at-risk students an op
portunity to graduate from high school and 
pursue a college education. The Education 
Foundation provides motivation, counseling, 
tutoring, and funding all the way through col
lege for participating students. As told by Pat 
on numerous occasions, the foundation has 
helped high school students destined for aca
demic failure to become honor students at 
many of our Nation's top universities. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I rise to 
recognize Pat McCormick on the occasion of 
her Gold Medal Retirement Celebration, and I 
ask my colleagues to join me in extending 
best wishes and congratulations to Pat, our 
Gold Medal champion. 

BART CHARLOW HONORED FOR 
LEADERSHIP IN MENTAL 
HEALTH CARE 

HON. ZOE LOFGREN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

recognize and commend Mr. Bart Charlow for 
his uncompromising advocacy on behalf of 
mental health care in Santa Clara County, CA, 
which includes the 16th Congressional District 
that I represent in this 1 04th Congress. 

For 15 years, Mr. Charlow has actively 
helped families-and particulary children
touched by mental illness to overcome disabil
ity and lead rich and productive lives. As 
president and CEO of the Adult and Child 
Guidance Center in San Jose, CA, he fash
ioned mental health services specially de
signed to address the needs of many of the 
community's most neglected populations. As a 
result, the Adult and Child Guidance Center 
offers one-of-a-kind programs for adolescents, 
the hearing impaired, and Southeast Asian im
migrants, among others. True to its charitable 
nature, the center strives to provide a treat
ment alternative for those who fall short of 
public-sector assistance. 

Those who know Mr. Charlow know that his 
efforts carry far beyond his own organization. 
During my tenure as a local government offi
cial, I worked closely with Mr. Charlow and 
others to build a comprehensive system of 
mental health care for the needy and to pre
serve those vital health services as local gov
ernment budgets for such services shrank. As 
president of the local contract agencies asso
ciation and delegate to the countywide mental 
health board budget committee, he was key to 
these efforts. 

Mr. Charlow has participated on too many 
community boards to mention at this time, yet 
it is worth noting that he has placed a particu
lar emphasis-importantly-on efforts helping 
children. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mr. Speaker, on March 27, 1995, Mr. 

Charlow will be honored by colleagues and 
friends for his intelligent and passionate lead
ership in the field of mental health. I 'Would like 
to express my own gratitude to Mr. Gharlow 
on behalf of my constituents in the 16th district 
and the U.S. House of Representatives. 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM 0. HIATT 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today I wish to 
honor an outstanding Missourian, William 0. 
Hiatt, Jr., of Sedalia, who was recently the re
cipient of the Center for Human Services' Life 
Achievement Award. This lifetime achievement 
award is a tribute for his many years of serv
ice to the Children's Therapy Center located in 
Sedalia, MO. 

Hiatt has been involved with the center 
since 1967. During those years he has been 
a member of the board and served as presi
dent from 1982 until 1992. Hiatt worked for 
Missouri Public Service, until his retirement 8 
years ago. He is also actively involved with 
other community organizations, such as the 
United Way, Lions Club, and the Boy Scouts. 

The Center for Human Services has bene
fited from the countless contributions by Wil
liam Hiatt. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
commending him for his dedication and perse
verance on all his achievements through the 
years. 

CUT THE TECHNO-PORK 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Mr. T.J. Rodgers, 
the CEO of Cypress Semiconductor located in 
San Jose, CA, wrote the following memo for 
the Red Herring magazine, January 1995 
issue. 

He makes some excellent points: Govern
ment megascience programs all too often be
come the grossest of pork projects. Keep it 
small, keep it simple, keep it seed money for 
merit-based research is his message. It is a 
message worth heeding. 

The article follows: 
CYPRESS SEMICONDUCTOR 

January 9, 1994. 
To: The Congress of the United States of 

America. 
From: T .J. Rodgers, CEO of Cypress Semi

conductor. 
Re: Cut the Techno-Pork! 

My advice to the new Congress on tech
nology policy is to kill government science 
megaprograms, get out of the technology
subsidy business, and double science and 
technology funding for universities through 
thousands of small grants. These priorities 
are particularly important for Republicans 
who find big-science wonders hard to resist. 

With the possible exception of the Manhat
tan Project, government science 
megaprograms have a terrible record of re-
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turn on the taxpayers' investment. Remem
ber synfuels? This scheme to create gasoline 
from coal followed the classic, eight-step 
scenario for wasteful government 
mega programs: 

(1) Scare the hell out of them. (What hap
pens when the oil cartel shuts off the gaso
line?) 

(2) Declare that the IJrogram is so big, only 
the government can pull it off. (Translation: 
No other sucker could be convinced to invest 
in this loser.) 

(3) Get expert advice . (Translation: Listen 
to oil industry lobbyists who are paid to 
know that what is good for the oil industry 
is good for America.) 

(4) Create a consensus. (Translation: 
Spread the pork out to enough states to get 
the bill passed.) 

(5) Execute. (Translation: Use government 
funds to hire a large P.R. staff.) 

(6) Fail. 
(7) Lose $88 billion. 
(8) Blame the Republicans for underfunding 

the project. 
Remember the superconducting 

supercollider (SSC)? I debated a particle 
physicist from the University of Texas-Ar
lington on National Public Radio on its mer
its. He claimed that $12 billion was a cheap 
price to discover the sixth and elusive " top 
quark" subatomic particle . I argued that the 
genius of the physics community would find 
a cheaper way to float the top quark in elec
tric and magnetic fields long enough to take 
its picture . A few weeks later, Congress can
celed the SSC. A few weeks after that, the 
top quark had its first snapshot taken at 
Chicago 's Fermi labs. Then, a Texas entre
preneur proclaimed the $4 billion 10-mile 
hole in the ground created for the sse an 
ideal spot for growing mushrooms. 

Boeing and Lockheed have just teamed up 
to work on Space Shuttle II. What did Space 
Shuttle I accomplish to justify the next 
multibillion dollar investment? Certainly , it 
launched many satellites, but they could 
have been launched more cheaply with dis
posable rockets. Indeed, if the American tax
payer had not been forced to subsidize those 
shuttle satellite launches (wiping out any 
possible competition that would have had to 
pay full cost), there might now be a viable 
private American corporation capable of 
launching satellites-a boon to the entre
preneurs waiting in line for years for a sat
ellite launch. 

NASA has run out of useful work for the 
shuttle, let alone its successor. So we are 
bombarded by reports of German and Rus
sian astronauts using the Canadian robot 
arm to perform ecology experiments. The 
large P.R. efforts that form in step 5 of all 
government megascience endeavors have 
learned that spreading the pork (step 4) now 
must be both an international and a politi
cally correct endeavor. 

Some shuttle experiments-at a cost of 
about $500 million each-are simply ludi
crous. Who cares or will ever care if spiders 
spin their webs differently in zero gravity? 
And technology con men are having a field 
day. One University of Houston professor 
convinced NASA to spend $2.5 billion on five 
shuttle flights to make space-grown gallium 
arsenide (GaAs) semiconductor wafers, the 
starting material for GaAs computer chips. 
The flight produced five wafers at a cost of 
about $100 million each. The promise is that 
in the near-perfect vacuum of space, the 
shuttle will produce GaAs semiconductor wa
fers nearly perfect in crystal structure. 
Eventually, the space-grown wafer cost is 
projected to drop to $10,000 per wafer. 
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I am a member of the board of directors of 

the largest GaAs chip maker in the United 
States. Here are the facts: 

(1) Current terrestrial GaAs wafers cost 
$500. 

(2) The hypothesized improvement in the 
crystal structure of space-grown wafers is ir
relevant, since the GaAs chip manufacturing 
process destroys and rebuilds the crystal as 
part of the process. 

(3) All GaAs companies would go out of 
business if their wafers cost $10,000 each. 

The basic problem with mega program 
funding is that particle physicists. space sci
entists, and big-company technology experts 
can have their way with a lay Congress that 
barely comprehends the complex tech
nologies it is funding. And even that mini
mal comprehension comes only when huge 
sums are expended on ever-increasing con
gressional staffs. 

After eliminating the big-science 
megaprograms, Congress should attack the 
technology subsidies that Secretary cf Labor 
Rober Reich reasonably calls " corporate wel
fare" . The corporate subsidy most often 
touted as a success by the Clinton adminis
tration (yes, they speak on both sides of the 
issue) is Sematech, the Austin-based semi
conductor research facility that has been 
given $1 billion in two five-year grants so 
far. A reasonably well-run organization, 
Sematech recently announced it would not 
seek a third $500-million grant. (Of course, 
the original Sematech promise was that it 
would not come back to Congress the second 
time.) The Clinton administration believes 
Sematech should be replicated in other in
dustries. But its record is not one that war
rants replication: 

Sematech has as members only 12 of Amer
ica 's 200 semiconductor companies. 

Two of Sematech's original 14 members 
quit because even with their dues halved by 
government subsidy they could not justify 
the investment. 

The big companies that control Sematech 's 
board designed the consortium's dues struc
ture to prevent small, entrepreneurial com
panies from joining. A $20-million chip com
pany that may someday be the next Intel 
must pay 5 percent of revenue , while Intel it
self pays only 0.15 percent of its revenue- a 
33-to-1 ratio , which is the primary reason so 
few companies joined Sematech originally. 
Of course , Intel, which makes over $1 billion 
a quarter in pre-tax profits, needs the sub
sidy a lot less than the small companies that 
were excluded. But the political system pro
vides the opposite results: Only big compa
nies can muster the lobbying resources to 
convince Congress to subsidize them. And 
why would they share the pork with the up
starts? 

Sematech used its government subsidy to 
attack directly the other 100-plus American 
chip companies that were not Sematech 
members. After the checks were signed and 
the TV lights turned off, Sematech began 
granting funds to companies that make the 
critical equipment for the production of 
computer chips-in return for contracts to 
hold back the most advanced equipment 
from all but Sematech members for up to 
one year. (The deals, which Sematech denied 
repeatedly,. were discovered during a law
suit.) It is no wonder that Sematech insisted 
on and received antitrust immunity as part 
of its funding legislation. 

If Sematech's silicon-chip subsidy rep
resents the Clinton/Gore model for govern
ment subsidies, it 's up to the new Republican 
Congress to stop its replication. Let's not 
copy a system that allows well-heeled cor
porations to use their lobbying clout to en
trench themselves with taxpayer subsidies, 
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to the detriment of new companies wi th new 
ideals. 

The flow of bright, well-educated t ech
nologists int o industry is much more impor
tant to America n high-tech businesses than 
are subsidies to prop up ailing giants. And by 
cutting out science megaprograms and cor
porate technology subsidies, the new Con
gress can both cut the federal budget and 
free up funds to increase university research 
funding. 

Many Silicon Valley venture capitalists
no friends of big government-believe that 
the defunct DARPA (Defense Advanced Re
search Projects Agency) was one of the most 
effective government technology programs. 
They credit it with funding such winning 
pre-venture capital investments as the UNIX 
computer operating system work done by 
Sun Microsystems founder Bill Joy . 

DARPA funded my doctoral studies on 
transistor physics at Stanford. The high-per
formance chips I worked on may or may not 
have improved national defense, but I be
came one of the hundreds of DARPA-funded 
Ph.D.s who flooded into Silicon Valley from 
Stanford and Berkeley. What caused an un
likely agency like DARPA to provide decent 
return on government investment? 

DARPA conducted classified military re
search, which kept Congress on a need-to
know basis. Thus DARPA projects avoided 
having to spread the pork or to hire a P.R. 
staff to maintain viability. 

DARPA contracts were awarded by com
petent technical experts on a merit basis 
without much political consideration. 
DARPA also had a " customer," the Penta
gon, that had at least a long-run interest in 
the usefulness of what it funded. 

DARPA tended to fund the large number of 
small programs, rather than wasteful 
megaprojects. The agency was on the right 
side of the economic tradeoff that demands 
the sacrifice of 1,000 chances to fund the next 
Bill Joy/Sun Microsystems in order to fund 
one superconducting supercollider. 

Unfortunately, today's ARPA, the non-de
fense version of the old DARPA, is drifting 
back into politics. Members of Congress fan
tasize about " dual use" (military and com
mercial) technology , with the hope of pick
ing losers and winners, the latter preferably 
in their districts. There are debates about 
where the " retraining" funds should be spent 
when military programs are shut down. 

Some of this is inevitable-ARPA's mis
sion is hazier and more politicized that 
DARPA's. But the agency's best chance for 
success is if Congress leaves it alone, allow
ing it to set technical priorities and give out 
thousands of small grants to universities 
based only on a peer-review meritocracy. 

The new Congress has an opportunity to 
shrink the federal government and simulta
neously help America 's technology indus
tries. It involves getting politics out of the 
laboratory and supporting education on a 
non-partisan, merit basis. 

OPPOSITION TO SUMMER YOUTH 
PROGRAM RESCISSIONS 

HON. JACK QUINN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op
position to the proposed elimination of the 
Summer Youth Program. I fully support the 
program and will fight to restore its funding 
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when the rescissions bill is sent to the con
ference committee later this year. 

At the same time, I encourage private sector 
businesses to contribute to the Summer Youth 
Program so they may make a contribution to 
the communities in which they do business. In 
these times of tight budgetary constraints, it is 
my hope that local businesses can assist in 
ways that the Government can no longer af
ford. 

Although I support the Summer Youth Pro
gram, I also saw the need for reducing the 
deficit. If we continue to spend money we 
don't have, we will be passing the financial 
burden on to our children. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues, es
pecially the members of the Appropriations 
Committee, to work to restore the funds nec
essary to continue the summer youth program. 

FAIR COMPENSATION FOR KRIS 
MURTY 

HON. RONAlD D. COLEMAN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I have 
introduced legislation which would allow for 
the Federal Government to right an injustice 
wrought upon one of its own over 8 years ago. 
In January 1985, the Department of the Army 
extended a job offer to Mr. Kris Murty, then of 
Houston, TX, for a position at Ft. Bliss, TX. He 
received orders authorizing reimbursement for 
miscellaneous expenses, unexpired lease ex
penses, and temporary quarters subsistence 
expense. It was with this understanding that 
Mr. Murty accepted the position. Upon his re
location to Ft. Bliss Mr. Murty was awarded an 
advance for his travel costs. 

Several months later, Mr. Murty was notified 
that the Army had erred. At that time, Mr. 
Murty was instructed that he must make res
titution for the Army's mistake. Without re
course, his wages were garnished. 

Mr. Murty acted in good faith with the De
partment of the Army. His acceptance of the 
position hinged on the Army's assurances that 
it would cover these expenses. Mr. Murty has 
spent the last 8 years exhausting all possible 
avenues of redress. His last recourse is the 
bill of private relief which I have introduced 
today. 

The Comptroller General of the United 
States has reviewed Mr. Murty's claim and 
agrees that his case deserves to be favorably 
considered by Congress. I urge the committee 
of jurisdiction to take up this legislation expedi
tiously so that this issue will be fairly and judi
ciously settled once and for all. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. AND MRS. 
HEINDL 

HON. WIWAM F. CUNGER, JR. 
OF PENNSYI.V ANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Mr. and Mrs. Heindl for the many 
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acts of kindness they have bestowed on our 
community. It is an honor and a privilege to 
express my gratitude to this generous couple. 
Truly, the Heindls epitomize the type of people 
that make our local communities great. These 
are the real life heros that kindle the spirit of 
giving in each one of us. 

When we look at role models in history, the 
ones who get recognized the most are some
times the least worthy. I hope that volunteers 
like the Heindls continue to be recognized as 
they are most deserving. One of the traits that 
make people like the Heindls so special is that 
they do it out of the goodness of their heart. 
The only motives behind their actions is the 
hope that those around them will in some way 
be bettered by their hard work. I can speak for 
everyone when I say that we have all been 
touched by their philanthropy. 

One of the most important facets in our so
ciety is the education system; it lays the foun
dation for future leaders. Contributions, like 
those of the Heindls, prove to enhance the 
system and benefit community members for 
years to come. The Ridgway residents I am 
speaking of today have made significant con
tributions to the Ridgway Area Public Schools. 
They have selflessly donated their time and 
resources to ensure that new facilities would 
be constructed for use by all students. By giv
ing of themselves so freely, they set an exam
ple for all of us to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct pleasure to 
recognize Mr. and Mrs. Heindl for all of their 
kindness and dedicated service on behalf of 
the Ridgway community. I extend to them my 
best wishes for continued health and happi
ness. 

WISHING "BO" WILBURN AND 
SUSIE BOWES WELL ON THEIR 
WEDDING DAY 

HON. JACK AELDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, thank you for al
lowing me to take a moment to wish two very 
special people well as they prepare to join in 
holy matrimony this Saturday in Texas. 

Mark "Bo" Bryan Wilburn of Dayton, TX; will 
marry Kathleen Sue Bowes of Houston at the 
Heaven on Earth plantation in Missouri City, 
TX, this Saturday. "Bo" is a peace officer in 
the Houston area, while Susie is a fifth grade 
teacher at Timber Elementary School in Hum
ble. Following their wedding, the couple plans 
to live in the Humble area. 

"Bo" is the son of Tom and Janet Wilburn 
of Dayton, TX, and Susie is the daughter of 
William and Barbara Bowes of Houston. Since 
I first took office in January 1981, Barbara has 
served as my district coordinator, while Bill 
has for many years served as chairman of my 
Service Academy Nominations Board. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me this 
opportunity to observe this upcoming union, 
and thank you for joining with me in wishing 
"Bo" and Susie much happiness on their wed
ding day and throughout their lives together. 
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CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF JIM 

GRANT 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, this week I was 

privileged to participate in a very special event 
to mark the life of Jim Grant, one of the most 
extraordinary public servants the world has 
ever seen, who died earlier this year at the 
age of 77. 

Memorial services are often held at which 
the passing of a noted public figure is la
mented. But, for those who gathered in the 
Russell caucus room to remember Jim Grant, 
it was in celebration of a life that was devoted 
with energy, enthusiasm, endless persistence 
and, yes, joy, to saving and improving the 
lives of children in the world's poorest coun
tries. 

Those who offered remembrances of Jim 
Grant included Congressmen DAVID OBEY and 
TONY HALL; Warren Unna, John Sewell, presi
dent of the Overseas Development Council; 
Dr. Richard Jolly of UNICEF; Mrs. Margaret 
Catley-Carlson of the Population Council, and 
two of Jim's sons, John and James D. Musical 
interludes were provided by the World Chil
dren's Choir. 

One of Jim's greatest gifts was his ability to 
imbue others with that same sense of de
manding dedication that motivated his own 
life, and that was how the speakers recalled 
him. 

Jim Grant was one of the most remarkable 
men it has ever been my privilege and my 
pleasure to know and to work with. 

Never elected to public office, he nonethe
less was one of the most effective politicians 
and diplomats I can recall, particularly when it 
came to working the Halls of Congress. 

His special constituents were the children in 
the world's poorest countries. He worked tire
lessly to improve their conditions. 

Jim used his role as executive director of 
UNICEF as a bully pulpit to prod, pull, and 
pummel the international community into fac
ing the awful realities of malnourishment and 
disease that annually claims the lives of mil
lions of children. 

Jim Grant placed special emphasis on 
adapting new findings in the drug and health 
industries-immunization, breastfeeding, oral 
rehydration therapy-to low-cost applications 
that parents could use at home to care for 
their children. 

He was relentless in pursuit of resources to 
support programs to save and improve the 
lives of children. Jim's motto was, the difficult 
gets done immediately, the impossible takes a 
little longer. 

Jim was a leader who went out to see for 
himself. No project was too remote to escape 
his interest. Traveling with Jim in Africa meant 
bouncing around in Land Rovers and Jeeps to 
check on village health programs in the re
mote bush. 

His flair for promotion and publicity enabled 
him to attract as celebrity spokesmen for 
UNICEF leading figures of the entertainment 
world such as Danny Kaye, Peter Ustinov, 
Harry Belafonte and Audrey Hepburn, to name 
just a few. 
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Shakespeare's Marc Antony lamented in his 
funeral oration for Julius Caesar that the 
"good that men do is oft interred with their 
bones." In Jim Grant's case the good he has 
done lives on. 

During his tenure as the executive director 
of UNICEF, immunization levels in developing 
countries increased from 20 percent in 1980 to 
nearly 80 percent today the number of polio 
victims fell from 500,000 a year to fewer than 
100,000. More than a million lives are saved 
each year thanks to the oral rehydration ther
apy works makes Jim strongly advocated. 

Jim Grant was an American hero and a 
world treasure. His presence is greatly 
missed, but his spirit and his good works con
tinue as a legacy of his persistence, his en
ergy and his humanity. We shall all miss him. 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN BYRNE 

HON. BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
salute John Byrne upon his retirement from 
the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, the I.B.E.W. 

Mr. Byrne graduated from Storey County 
High School in May 1943, and completed his 
electrical apprenticeship in Medford, OR, in 
1947. He returned to Reno in 1950 as general 
foreman for Landa Electric and became a 
member of the I.B.E.W. Local Union No. 401, 
in Reno, in 1951. 

From 1957 to 1966 he served as financial 
secretary/business manager of the I.B.E.W. 
Local Union No. 401, until his appointment as 
secretary/business representative of Northern 
Nevada Building Trades Council. He was re
elected secretary/business representative in 
1967 and 1969. 

In January 1971 he accepted an interim ap
pointment as secretary/business representa
tive of the Honolulu Building Trades Council. 
However, he returned to Reno in July 1971 
when he was reelected as financial secretary 
and business manager of I.B.E.W. Local 
Union No. 401, a post in which he served until 
1987. 

In addition, Mr. Byrne has been active in his 
community throughout his life. He served on 
the Washoe County Building Code Appeal 
Board from 1960 to 1964, the Reno Electrical 
Board of Examiners from 1960 to 1966, the 
Nevada Employment Security Board of Re
view from 1963 to 1971, the Nevada State Ap
prenticeship Council from 1963 to 1971, the 
Nevada OSHA Review Board from 1981 to 
1985, the Governor's Committee for the Res
toration of Virginia City, the Nevada State In
dustrial Safety Code Revision Committee, and 
the Construction Opportunity Trust. He also 
served as chairman of the Nevada OSHA Re
view Board from 1985 to 1989, president of 
the California State Electrical Association from 
1982 to 1983, and coordinator of the Con
struction Opportunity Trust. 

Further, Mr. Byrne's achievements were rec
ognized by the Northern Nevada Chapter of 
the Associated General Contractors who 
awarded him their prestigious Service, Integ-
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rity, Responsibility [S.I.R.] Award, the only 
time that award has been given to a labor rep
resentative in Nevada. 

I would like to extend my sincere thanks to 
Mr. Byrne for his accomplishments and my 
warm wishes for an enjoyable retirement. 

HONORING JAMES C. HOUGE ON 
HIS RETIREMENT FROM THE 
MONTEBELLO POLICE DEPART
MENT 

HON. ESTEBAN EDWARD TORRES 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize James C. Houge, who is retiring 
from the Montebello Police Department after 
30 years of dedicated and superior service. 
Lieutenant Houge will be honored at a special 
ceremony on Friday, March 24, 1995. 

Born in Baldwin Park, CA, Lieutenant Houge 
attended local schools and earned his associ
ate of science degree from Mount San Antonio 
Junior College. He enlisted in the U.S. Army 
on October 31 , 1961 , and was honorably dis
charged on October 21, 1963. 

In 1965, Lieutenant Houge began his tenure 
serving the people of Montebello as a police 
officer. In 1971, his on-the-job performance 
earned him the status of senior officer. Three 
years later he was promoted to detective and, 
in 1979, sergeant. In 1985, Lieutenant Houge 
was instrumental in leading an investigation 
which resulted in the seizure of 131 kilos of 
high-grade cocaine, approximately $300,000 
of U.S. currency and the arrest of three for
eign nationals. On March 26, 1987, he 
achieved his present rank of lieutenant and 
was assigned the responsibility of overseeing 
the department's K-9 unit. 

In recognition of his dedicated and commit
ted service, in 1992, Lieutenant Houge was 
awarded the Career Contribution Management 
Award. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I rise to 
recognize one of Montebello's finest, James 
C. Houge, on the occasion of his retirement 
from the Montebello Police Department and I 
ask my colleagues to join me in saluting him 
for his 30 years of outstanding service to the 
residents and community of Montebello. 

TRffiUTE TO THE SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY LEGAL AID SOCIETY 
ADVOCATES FOR JUSTICE 
HONOREES 

HON. ZOE LOFGREN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the five honorees who will be re
ceiving awards tonight, March 23, on the oc
casion of the 35th anniversary of the Legal Aid 
Society of Santa Clara County. 

The honorees will include the Rotary Club of 
San Jose, the law firm of Wilson, Sonsini, 
Goodrich & Rosati, Santa Clara law professor 
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Eric Wright, and deputy district attorney 
Rolanda Pierre-Dixon. Plaintiffs cocounsel 
Morrison & Forester will be receiving the pres
tigious W. Robert Morgan Legal Services 
Award for donating its services to school de
segregation suit against San Jose Unified 
School District. 

President of the board of the Legal Aid So
ciety, Susan L. Sutton said, "Our mission is to 
be the catalyst for community-we want to en
sure that the right thing happens on behalf of 
our client co~munity without regard to the cli
ent's ability to pay. We understand that in 
some segments of the country that's an idea 
that has gone out of fashion. But it's still a no
tion of some currency here in San Jose, good 
people of this community need to be recog
nized for their. contributions. That is why we 
created our Advocates for Justice Program." 

The Legal Aid Society of Santa Clara Coun
ty provides legal advice and representation for 
the indigent community in civil matters includ
ing family law, custody, visitation, support, and 
domestic violence, government benefits, 
health access advocacy, consumer rights, 
landlord-tenant law, fair housing, home financ
ing and foreclosure issues, individuals rights 
and immigration, offers family law and housing 
self-help clinics, and mediation assistance in 
landlord-tenant matters. 

The following honorees were selected for 
their community contributions: 

Rotary Club of San Jose. This 435 member 
volunteer organization participates in a broad 
spectrum of community activities. The club is 
honored by LASSCC for its works in conjunc
tion with the San Jose Housing Authority, 
building the 102 unit Marrone Garden complex 
off Branham Lane in San Jose. 

Jim San Sebastian chaired the Rotary com
mittee that had the mission to promote a mod
erate income senior citizen housing complex 
in San Jose, for which the club donated per
sonal, professional, and financial assistance 
beginning in 1988. The project opened in Sep
tember 1994, and since that time the club 
members continue to provide assistance to the 
residents. The Rotary Club's financial contribu
tions totaling $100,000 stacked a library, 
bought a piano, and provided art work for the 
project of one bedroom apartments that are 
available for seniors. The Rotary members' 
contribution of time was priceless. 

Wilson, Sonsini, Goodrich & Rosati. For its 
pro bono and philanthropic aid to the commu
nity, particularly for the efforts of Larry Sonsini 
in setting the tone of the largest private law 
firms in the county. The work of Wilson, 
Sonsini, Goodrich & Rosati in the Silicon Val
ley has resulted in jobs for local residents of 
all ages, backgrounds, and abilities as various 
high technology clients have prospered. 
LASSCC believes a growing economy offers 
more access to the community's mainstream 
of its client base. That alone would be basis 
for an Advocates for Justice Award. But Wil
son, Sonsini, Goodrich, & Rosati has contrib
uted generously to charitable causes with at
torneys time and their money. 

Prof. Eric Wright. Professor Wright has 
brought a number of agencies together in cre
ating the East San Jose Community Law Cen
ter. Professor Wright sought and obtained two 
separate grants in 1993 to establish a low-in
come law office in East San Jose. Starting on 
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a shoe-string budget the law center rep
resented day laborers on their wage and hour 
claims at the outset. 

After receiving a grant from the Legal Serv
ices Corporation and from the U.S. Depart
ment of Education, the center branched further 
into employment law and immigration law 
services. Professor Wright is the unpaid center 
director and has added a community law prac
tice class to the Santa Clara University Law 
School curriculums well as a street law class 
involving students in teaching law to middle 
school and high school students in low income 
areas of San Jose. 

Deputy District Attorney Rolanda Pierre 
Dixon. Ms. Pierre-Dixon's job requires her to 
prosecute domestic violence crimes. It doesn't 
require her to give more than eight speeches 
a month on that issue to schools and commu
nity groups. She is recognized as the Advo
cate for Justice for her tireless voluntarism on 
domestic violence issues and her work with 
community legal groups, including serving on 
the board of LASSCC. She is past president 
of the South Bay Black Lawyers, the chair of 
the Santa Clara County Bar Association and 
committee on minority access to the Santa 
Clara County Bar Association. 

Morrison & Foerster. The winner of the W. 
Robert Morgan Legal Services Award is Morri
son & Foerster. Their activities cover a full 
range of public interest work from staffing of 
legal services clinics and counseling over 140 
nonprofit organizations, to handling high im
pact litigation. The areas of greatest effort dur
ing the past year were assisting children in 
poverty, civil rights and civil liberties cases, 
representing immigrants, handling issues of 
housing and homelessness, and AIDS-related 
matters. 

W. Robert Morrison is a founder and bene
factor of LASSCC where personal and profes
sional activities exemplify the highest possible 
commitment to community service. 

Morgan & Foerster attorneys spent over 
65,000 hours on pro bono work in 1993, an 
average of 123 hours per lawyer. Among other 
accomplishments, the firm won a $1 million 
civil rights jury verdict for Latin women who 
were strip-searched after they were arrested 
while attending a school board meeting; ob
tained HMO coverage of life-saving home 
nursing care for critically ill infants; won an 
order safeguarding a Chinese citizen brought 
into a U.S. court to give testimony coerced 
with threats of execution; and sought writs of 
habeas corpus for persons under death sen
tence in four States. 

All of these distinguished recipients should 
be commended on their extraordinary work in 
the service of others. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE CAPT. 
MARK P. McCARTHY 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today I wish to 
pay tribute to a member of the U.S. Air Force 
510th Fighter Squadron, Capt. Mark P. 
McCarthy, who died while participating in aer-
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ial combat maneuvers over the Adriatic Sea 
on January 26, 1995. Captain McCarthy was 
a devoted aviator who faithfully served the Air 
Force and his country. 

Hand-picked to assist the 51 Oth Fighter 
Squadron as assistant operations officer, Cap
tain McCarthy displayed leadership qualities 
which earned him the utmost respect as an 
aviator. In addition, his superb instructional 
abilities led to the squadron's 1 00-percent suc
cess rate supporting U.N. resolutions by en
forcing the no-fly zone over Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

Captain McCarthy's commendable military 
record is reflected through his abundant ac
complishments. He was named distinguished 
graduate at the pilot instructor course, AT -38 
Fighter lead in, F-16 RTU, and Squadron Offi
cer School, and Squadron Top Gun on many 
occasions. In addition, he was twice named 
Air Training Command Professional Performer. 
His decorations include the Air Medal with one 
oak leaf cluster, Aerial Achievement Medal 
with one oak leaf cluster, Meritorious Service 
Medal, Air Force Achievement Medal, Combat 
Readiness Medal, National Defense Service 
Medal, and the Southwest Asia Service Medal 
with one devise. 

I know that the Members of this body join 
me in sending the deepest sympathy to Cap
tain McCarthy's entire family. A devoted hus
band and father, he is survived by his wife Pa
tricia, his three children, Bryan, David, and 
Christina, his parents, General and Mrs. 
McCarthy, his sisters, Kathleen, Susan, and 
Ann, his brother Michael, and Patricia's par
ents, Colonel and Mrs. Harry MacGregor. 

IN MEMORY OF EDWARD ROB
ERT&-WORLD LEADER FOR THE 
DISABLED 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, Edward Roberts, 

a highly acclaimed activist for the rights of per
sons with disabilities and a personal friend, 
died March 14 of cardiac arrest at his home in 
Berkeley, CA. 

Mr. Roberts was a tireless fighter for the 
rights of the disabled, even though he himself 
was severely disabled. At the age of 14, Ed
ward Roberts became paralyzed from the 
neck down as a result of polio. Although this 
paralysis would dramatically change his life, 
Mr. Roberts found the courage to not only 
exist, but to excel. He became infuriated when 
a counselor informed him he would never 
work because of his disability. Ironically, Mr. 
Roberts later became the supervisor of that 
same counselor. 

A driving force in Edward Roberts' life was 
his love of a challenge. Being able to move 
only one finger, Mr. Roberts was one of the 
first disabled individuals to attend the Univer
sity of California at Berkeley. While attending 
college, he and a group of his fellow class
mates organized a counseling program for 
persons with disabilities. This innovative pro
gram was named "Rolling Quads". 

After graduation, Mr. Roberts continued his 
fight to enhance the lives of those who had 
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disabilities. In 1972, he cofounded the Center 
for Independent Living. This program won ac
claim for the incredible work it accomplished 
and for the fact that it was the first organiza
tion run by and for persons with disabilities. 
This program was an inspiration to people 
around the Nation. It spawned 400 similar in
stitutions throughout the United States. 

In 1975, Gov. Jerry Brown appointed Ed
ward Roberts to head the State Department of 
Rehabilitation. He utilized the organization's 
2,500 employees and its $140 million budget 
to implement programs that promoted self-reli
ance for those with disabilities. Mr. Roberts 
ran this organization until 1983, at which time 
he founded the World Institute on Disability 
[WID]. This think tank is involved in creating 
and monitoring programs that help individuals 
with disabilities. 

Over his 56 years, Edward Roberts posi
tively impacted a countless number of lives. 
Deborah Kaplan, the president of the WID 
Program and a disability rights lawyer, said 
"There are literally thousands of people whose 
lives have been influenced by Ed." Through 
his leadership skills as well as his intense 
drive to overcome discrimination, M.r. Roberts 
was a great role model for those with and 
without disabilities. Friends as well as col
leagues will mourn this immense loss. 

LIHEAP 

HON. JACK QUINN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
speak to an issue of utmost importance to my 
district in western New York. 

Mr. Speaker, I applaud congressional efforts 
to trim Federal spending and reduce our defi
cit. We are making some bold and difficult de
cisions. The rescissions bill takes many steps 
in the right direction. 

It is an injustice, however, to eliminate pro
grams-which unlike the Small Business Ad
ministration's Tree Planting Program-people 
depend upon to meet their basic needs. 

I am referring to the Low Income Home En
ergy Assistance Program or LIHEAP. I know 
this might not be a big concern to citizens in 
Florida or Arizona-but to those who live in 
areas like Buffalo, NY, it can be a matter of 
life or death. 

LIHEAP provides fuel assistance to dis
abled, working poor, and low-income senior 
citizens who cannot meet their own total en
ergy needs; 55 percent of households receiv
ing assistance have at least one child under 
age 18 and 43 percent include senior citizens. 

Some argue that LIHEAP was conceived in 
a time of energy crisis and that is no longer 
needed. We must remember, however, that 
energy is still not affordable to everyone. 

LIHEAP recipients have an average income 
of $8,257 per year-without some assistance 
their heat could be cut off; 18 percent of their 
incomes are spent on energy needs. 

LIHEAP is a vital program which is certainly 
not pork or luxurious Federal spending. 

I am very worried about the families and 
seniors from my district and districts across 
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the Nation who may be unable to properly 
heat their homes next winter. I hope that the 
good and bad aspects of eliminating the 
LIHEAP Program will be more properly ad
dressed during the appropriations process. 

TRIBUTE TO THE MURRAY HOUSE 

HON. WilliAM J. MARTINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take a moment to recognize a truly outstand
ing organization in the Eighth Congressional 
District of New Jersey, and the very special 
family who have done so much to support it 
over the years. 

On February 19, 1995, I was honored to at
tend the annual dinner-dance on behalf of the 
Murray House, a facility in Passaic County, 
NJ, which provides for the needs of the devel
opmentally disabled. 

Murray House was the first group home in 
the State of New Jersey. It was created 
through the love and dedication of the family 
of Jimmy Murray of Passaic County. Jimmy, 
the first of five children of Kit and Jim Murray, 
was born a healthy baby. But during his first 
year, he suffered a fever that left him with 
brain damage. 

As is so often the case, it was an unfortu
nate circumstance that has resulted in so 
much good for the people of northern New 
Jersey. Through Jimmy's situation, the Murray 
family came to know Monsignor John B. 
Wehrlen, who to this day is still fondly called 
Father Jack. Inspired by the need to create a 
new ministry to address the needs of families 
with disabled children, Father Jack founded 
the Department of Persons with Disabilities 
within the Diocese of Paterson. 

It was through this relationship that Murray 
House came to be. Father Jack wanted to find 
a home, instead of an institution, for disabled 
adults whose parents had passed away or had 
no family to care for them. In 1970, he found 
his home-a 150-year-old diocese building on 
Main Street in Paterson. 

It was with the help and efforts of special 
people like the Murray family that Father Jack 
was able to transform a once-vacant building 
into a home that could nurture and serve the 
needs of those with disabilities. With the help 
of others in the community, including church
es, civic organizations and students, New Jer
sey's first group home was opened. It was 
named "Murray House," after Jimmy Murray. 

Since then, Jimmy's brother, Dennis M. 
Murray, and other members of the Murray 
family, have dedicated their lives to helping 
others by raising much-needed funds for the 
Department for Persons with Disabilities, 
which operates Murray House and more than 
a half-dozen other group homes, supervised 
apartments, and vocational programs for the 
disabled of north Jersey. 

I recently had the pleasure of meeting the 
Murray family and several hundred of their 
supporters. This family is a shining example of 
how a few committed and caring people can 
change the lives of hundreds or thousands. 
Their selfless dedication and concern for per-
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sons with disabilities is remarkable, and re
minds us all that there are lessons about love 
and compassion we can each learn from the 
tireless efforts of our friends and neighbors. 

ZINGERMAN'S DELI'S PAUL AND 
ARI 

HON. LYNN N. RIVERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, today, I am 
pleased to recognize Paul Saginaw and Ari 
Weinzweig, owners of Zingerman's Deli
catessen in Ann Arbor, MI. Since opening 
Zingerman's in 1982, Paul and Ari have 
worked tirelessly to enrich the lives of the less 
fortunate people in their community. 

To help alleviate the problem of hunger in 
the Ann Arbor area, Paul and Ari established 
Food Gatherers, which collects surplus food 
from restaurants, dorms, and stores and dis
tributes the food to homeless shelters and 
halfway houses. Since the program was es
tablished almost 6 years ago, more than a half 
million pounds of food has been delivered. 

Paul and Ari's generosity extends to their 
own delicatessen business as well. They hire, 
train, and promote recently arrived immigrants 
as well as employees with special needs and 
they offer job training for members of Trail
blazers, an organization that helps those re
covering from mental illness. Furthermore, 
Paul and Ari give financial backing to these 
employees who wish to become partners in 
new business ventures. 

As a result of their kind endeavors, Paul 
and Ari are the recipients of the Jewish Fed
eration of Washtenaw County's first annual 
Humanitarian Award. I can think of none more 
deserving of this honor than Paul and Ari. I 
would like to congratulate both of them as well 
as express my deep pride and admiration in 
having such fine citizens in my community. 

LAWRENCE KORB: THERE IS NO 
READINESS GAP 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
it has occurred to me that people who are 
thinking of launching military action against the 
United States are probably likeliest to do it in 
November of every year, because it is in No
vember, just before the budget is prepared 
and sent to us, that our friends in the Penta
gon and their supporters often argue that 
America is militarily vulnerable and must 
spend billions of dollars more than we were 
planning to spend to defend ourselves. 

Most recently, this came in the form of an 
argument that our readiness was below where 
it should have been. Lawrence Korb, who was 
in part responsible for maintaining readiness 
during the Reagan administration as an assist
ant secretary of defense, very effectively re
futes this argument in the article he published 
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in the Sunday New York Times of February 
26. Lawrence Korb has done his country enor
mous service, both when he was in govern
ment, and even more so afterward by his will
ingness to speak out forcefully and honestly, 
even when this has unfortunately been at 
some cost to his own professional career. His 
refutation of the most recent arguments that 
have been advanced to send an already ex
cessively high Pentagon budget even higher 
make an extremely contribution to our national 
debate and I ask that they be printed here. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 26, 1995] 
THE READINESS GAP 

(By Lawrence J. Korb) 
To listen to Republicans and the military 

brass, you would think America's armed 
forces have fallen into the same 1970's mo
rass that spawned the term "hollow mili
tary" and gave Ronald Reagan a potent issue 
for the 1980 campaign. Is it possible that just 
four years after one of the most stunning 
military triumphs in modern times the serv
ices could be suffering from inadequate 
training, shortages of spare parts and poison
ous morale? Just to pose the question in 
those terms points strongly to the common
sense answer-of course not. rl'his is not the 
1970's and the Clinton Administration is not 
repeating the mistakes of the Carter Admin
istration. 

Today, the United States spends more than 
six times as much on defense as its closest 
rival, and almost as much on national secu
rity as the rest of the world combined. In 
1995, Bill Clinton will actually spend $30 bil
lion more on defense, in constant dollars, 
than Richard Nixon did 20 years ago and sub
stantially more than his own Secretary of 
Defense argued was necessary in 1992. 

Since the collapse of the Berlin wall, the 
Pentagon's forces have declined by 25 per
cent and financing for new weapons has fall
en by 50 percent while readines& spending has 
dropped by only 10 percent. In the last year, 
readiness accounts increased by $5 billion 
while the overall military budget dropped by 
3 percent. The Pentagon now spends more on 
readiness (about $60,000 per person) than it 
did in the Reagan and Bush Administrations 
(when readiness hit all-time highs) and 50 
percent more than during the Carter years. 

And the quality of entering recruits is still 
very high (96 percent) and retention rates are 
so good that the Pentagon is still dismissing 
people. 

If readiness spending is higher than in the 
Reagan and Bush years, and if the manpower 
situation is still so solid, why do so many 
politicians and generals warn darkly about a 
readiness gap? That-not the theological 
question of whether our forces are combat 
ready-is the crucial question. The answer is 
more nuanced than most people would imag
ine, and sheds a great deal of light on Penta
gon politicking in the post-cold-war era. 

I first encountered the politics of military 
readiness 30 years ago when I was a Naval 
flight officer in the Far East. One Sunday 
afternoon, in response to a call from the Sev
enth Fleet, I reported that only 3 of our 12 
planes were ready for combat. For my hon
esty, I received a severe tongue-lashing from 
my commanding officer, who informed me 
that whenever headquarters called we were 
always ready. The military, he explained 
correctly, prized a "can do outfit," and the 
services promoted those who performed re
gardless of circumstances. 

My next encounter was in 1980, when I was 
preparing a monograph on the subject for the 
American Enterprise Institute. When word of 
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my project reached the Pentagon I was 
drowned in data (some of which was highly 
classified) and anecdotes from normally 
tight-lipped bureaucrats. When I went to the 
Pentagon to conduct some interviews, I was 
treated like a foreign dignitary. 

One of my conclusions was that readiness 
is a slippery and poorly understood concept. 
To most people it is a synonym for military 
capability or preparedness. To the military, 
however, readiness is only one of four compo
nents of preparedness, and not necessarily 
the most important one. To obtain a true 
picture, one had to look at the other three 
pillars-force structure (the number of ships, 
planes, tanks), modernization (the age of the 
forces) and sustainability (staying power). 
Thus, a very ready force could be considered 
militarily impotent if it was too small, too 
old and lacked staying power. By the same 
token, a force that was bigger, more sophis
ticated and better armed than its adversaries 
could be deemed unready if it was considered 
improperly trained and outfitted. 

I also concluded that readiness is a hot
button political issue, subject to unlimited 
manipulation. Even the informed public 
can't judge such matters as the appropriate 
force structure, the proper time to replace a 
plane or tank and the level of effort nec
essary to win a war. But everybody wants 
and expects a ready force. 

Military leaders were quick to grasp the 
political potential of readiness scares. In the 
late 70's, word went out that reports of readi
ness problems would be welcomed by head
quarters. The only exception was the Marine 
Corps. I was told by a general that the Ma
rines had been C-2 (ready) for 200 years! 

I also came to understand that measuring 
readiness is hardly an exact science. Each 
service defined readiness differently, and I 
found similar units with similar problems re
porting different levels of readiness. The Air 
Force claimed that a fighter pilot needed to 
fly 20 hours a month to stay battle fit. The 
Navy and Marine Corps said their pilots 
needed a minimum of 24 hours a month; Air 
National Guard units needed only 10 hours 
per month. No one could ever explain why 
readiness demanded that Army tanker 
trucks drive 800 miles a year, why ships 
needed to steam 55 days per quarter or why 
helicopter pilots needed only 14 hours a 
month flying time. 

Finally, I discovered that a unit's readi
ness was determined by the lowest grade it 
received in any of the four categories (per
sonnel, equipment and supplies on hand, 
equipment readiness and training). Thus, a 
fully manned unit with modern equipment in 
perfect working order would be classified as 
not ready if it trained for only a brief period 
of time. 

Nonetheless, my report for the American 
Enterprise Institute concluded that the 
armed forces were indeed experiencing severe 
readiness problems, for three reasons. Given 
the threat posed by our principal adversary, 
the Soviet Union, military expenditures in 
the 1970's were too low. Moreover, the civil
ian and military leaders of the Department 
of Defense decided to spend the few extra 
dollars they received on stealth war planes, 
cruise missiles and other new technologies at 
the expense of flying hours and spare parts. 
Finally, the Carter Administration allowed 
military pay and benefits to fall 25 percent 
behind comparable rates in the private sec
tor. Consequently, the quality of recruits fell 
below acceptable standards and retention 
rates dropped precipitously. 

My conclusions were attacked by the Sec
retary of Defense but embraced by the mili-
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tary and candidate Reagan. My reward, fol
lowing the Reagan triumph, was to be ap
pointed " readiness czar" in the Pentagon. 

Once in office, I was introduced to another 
side of the politics of readiness. The military 
chiefs, having skillfully used the issue to 
help secure a large spending increase , were 
much less interested in fixing readiness than 
in modernizing and enlarging their forces . 
The same Army chief who had coined the 
term "hollow military" told the Secretary of 
Defense that the best way to improve a sol
dier's readiness was to buy him a new rifle. 

Spending for readiness did increase by 
about 20 percent, or nearly $10,000 per person 
(in total, less than one-fifth the increase in 
procurement). Nonetheless, according to the 
Joint Chiefs, by 1984 the readiness of all 
major units, except Navy ships, had gone 
down and I was being pilloried by the Demo
crats. 

How did this happen? Without telling their 
civilian "superiors," the service chiefs had 
raised the standards for readiness right 
along with the Reagan buildup. After these 
standards were made more realistic, readi
ness began to grow significantly during the 
last half of the 1980's, reaching all-time 
highs. The performance of the American 
forces in the gulf in 1990 and 1991 showed just 
how capable and ready they were. 

With the ascension of Bill Clinton to the 
Presidency, readiness once again emerged as 
the hot-button issue. Senator John McCain, 
the .Arizona Republican, issued a report 
called " Going Hollow," in which he drew 
heavily on the views of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Last December, a weakened President 
Clinton pledged an additional $25 billion for 
readiness. Nevertheless, it is obvious that 
the current readiness gap, like others since 
the 1970's, was designed and manufactured by 
the Pentagon to serve its political agenda
to maintain the cold war status quo. 

Despite several reviews of force structure 
in recent years, the services remain config
ured to contain a non-existent Soviet em
pire. The Navy still keeps three active car
rier battle groups, with thousands of battle
ready marines, while the Army and Air 
Force have nearly 200,000 troops stationed in 
Europe and Asia. Thus, when a crisis erupts 
in a Haiti or a Rwanda, these forces must 
take on these assignments as " extra tasks, " 
for which they often lack training and equip
ment. The question here is not readiness but 
why we continue to train and deploy forces 
for cold war tasks. 

Additionally, the services have inflated the 
threat against which readiness is measured. 
According to President Clinton, the armed 
forces should be prepared to fight two major 
regional wars simultaneously: one against 
Iraq and one against North Korea. According 
to the Pentagon and many Republicans, the 
services have neither the money nor the 
forces to accomplish this. Since defense 
spending is at about 85 percent of its average 
cold war level, this leads to the absurd con
clusion that Iraq and North Korea (which to
gether spend less than $20 billion a year on 
the military) equal 85 percent of the might of 
the Soviet empire. 

Finally, the joint chiefs are simply manip
ulating the system. Two of the three Army 
divisions that they identified as unready 
were in the process of being demobilized. 
Other units were not able to do routine 
training because they were involved in a real 
war, that is, the October deployment to the 
Persian Gulf to deal with Saddam's thrust 
toward Kuwait. The Marines, who have fi
nally caught on, now say that their readiness 
is lower than in 1980! 
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The U.S. has the finest and best financed 

military in the world. It is also the most 
ready, prepared to go thousands of miles on 
short notice. But it is inadequately con
trolled by its civilian superiors. Because of 
Bill Clinton's perceived political vulner
ability on defense issues, the civilian leaders 
do not wish to risk a confrontation with the 
Republicans or the military chiefs. As a re
sult, the " nonpolitical" admirals and gen
erals running the military are taking all of 
us to the cleaners, using the readiness gap to 
snatch up precious dollars to defend against 
a threat that no longer exists. 

DELAURO HONORS LOCAL HERO 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, today, I would 

like to ask my colleagues to join me in mourn
ing the passing of a true hero. Mr. John 
Willsher of Woodbridge, CT, died of a heart 
attack last month after helping to rescue two 
young boys, whom he had never met, from 
the freezing waters of Lily Pond in New 
Haven. 

Having stopped to buy gas, he heard the 
boys screaming from across the street and ran 
to help. As part of a brave and selfless rescue 
effort, he helped remove the boys from the 
frigid waters of the pond. After making the res
cue, John Willsher suffered a fatal heart at
tack. 

Mr. Willsher died the same way he lived for 
57 years-helping others. He was known 
among relatives and neighbors as helpful and 
generous. His countless acts of selflessness 
cannot be listed, but will long be remembered 
by those who knew him. 

Mr. Willsher is remembered by his friends 
and family for his good sense of humor, his in
terest in politics, and his love of cooking. He 
and his wife, Elizabeth (Buddy), to whom he 
had been married for 30 years, and his three 
children, Michael, Peter, and Jennifer, were 
very close. 

Mr. Willsher moved to the United States 
from Colchester, England in 1963. He worked 
as a plumber for 18 years at the AlliedSignal 
Corp. in Stratford and was 2 years away from 
retirement. 

John Willsher reminds us of the best in peo
ple. His generosity and selflessness renew our 
faith in ourselves. 

I am confident that my colleagues in the 
House join me as I send my deepest condo
lences to the Willsher family and my gratitude 
for the selflessness and bravery demonstrated 
by John throughout his life. 

STATE ROUTE 905--NAFTA's 
MISSING LINK 

HON. BOB FlLNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I hope my col

leagues will be interested in testimony I gave 
today before the Transportation Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations: 
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for this oppor..: 

tunity to provide testimony on a project 
that is critical to the economic success of 
the North American Free Trade Agreement 
[NAFTA] and the economic development of 
not only southern California, but the whole 
Nation. 

VVhen the 103d Congress approved and the 
President signed NAFTA, we all knew that 
ensuring the success of the agreement would 
require that all parties provide the necessary 
infrastructure to facilitate the flow of trade. 
I am asking this committee and this Con
gress to honor this commitment to San 
Diego. 

State Route 905 is the critical missing link 
in our United States-Mexico border trade 
and transportation system on the West 
Coast. The current road serves as the only 
connection between the Otay Mesa point of 
entry [POE] in San Diego and the Nation's 
interstate highway system. State Route 905 
is a part of that infrastructure which is 
needed to accommodate international trade 
and deserves to be funded and completed. 

I am here today to urge you to consider 
funding this vi tal link during your upcoming 
deliberations of transportation projects to be 
funded during fiscal year 1996. 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

There is a critical need for continued Fed
eral funding of " special highway demonstra
tion projects. " States undergo a constant 
struggle to build and maintain their own 
intrastate roads and bridges. They do not 
have sufficient funds to single-handedly 
complete highway projects which supple
ment the national highway system and 
which support Federal trade policy- as in 
our case. 

This project will produce benefits far be
yond the local region as only 16 percent of 
trade using this border crossing has a San 
Diego origin or destination. Every State in 
the continental United States, Hawaii, Can
ada, Asia, and the Canal Zone all profit from 
trade through this point of entry. 

The Federal Highway Administration has 
proposed that this road be a part of the Na
tional Highway System- and I am confident 
that the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure will include this in its list of 
authorized projects. 

LOCAL COMMITMENT 

The city of San Diego and the State of 
California already have demonstrated their 
good faith commitment to their share of this 
project. They have invested $14 million and 
have begun work to widen the existing road 
from four to six lanes of traffic. However, 
due to the increasingly heavy flow of trans
border commercial traffic, this road will be 
at-or above-capacity when completed. This 
is only a short-term solution, however, and a 
permanent answer to America's growing 
trade with Mexico is needed. 

We have worked closely with the city and 
county of San Diego, the State Department 
of Transportation [CALTRANS], and the 
local regional council of governments in 
identifying this as our county's top transpor
tation need. 

In addition, CALTRANS, the General Serv
ices Administration and the California High
way Patrol Department all concur on the 
vital need for completion of this highway to 
meet the pressing needs created by the sub
stantial increase in trade transportation. 

TRADE FACILITATION 

This is a necessary and vital road because 
the Otay Mesa crossing is the only commer
cial vehicle border crossing facility between 
the two largest cities on the United States-
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Mexico border. With the recent opening of a 
new border crossing facility at Otay Mesa, 
this point of entry handles the third highest 
value of commerce along the entire United 
States-Mexico border. 

The recent Federal Highway Administra
tion report to Congress estimated that, be
cause of the adoption of NAFTA, the value of 
commercial goods crossing the border would 
increase by 208 percent by the year 2000-but 
only if additional infrastructure improve
ments are made. If we achieve this 208 per
cent growth-the estimated value of goods 
crossing this border would be $18.8 billion an
nually. 

The Otay Mesa border crossing facility can 
handle this increase in business. We simply 
need an additional incremental investment 
on the part of the Federal Government to 
put us in a position to take full advantage of 
future increases in trade. 

The one road that leads from the inter
state highway, to this border crossing can
not accommodate the increase in traffic. 
This link is a four-lane city street-Otay 
Mesa Road-which is already over capacity 
and which has been the location of a number 
of fatal vehicular accidents due to its con
gestion. This road was never intended to 
handle heavily loaded cargo trucks travel
ling at high speeds to and from the inter
national border. We need a highway to take 
this commercial traffic inland. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Government 
made the decision to process all inter
national commercial traffic at the Otay 
Mesa border crossing. The Federal Govern
ment also made the decision to approve 
NAFT A-which will soon double the volume 
of our cross-border traffic. These two new 
federal trade policies have created the ur
gent need for this highway. Not funding this 
project would be the worst kind of unfunded 
mandate. The Federal Government must 
meet this responsbility-our local commu
nities simply cannot. 

TRAFFIC AND SAFETY 

As I have mentioned, an overcrowded four 
lane city street-Otay Mesa Road-provides 
the only connection between the Otay Mesa 
point of entry and the interstate highway 
system. This road, which has the appearance 
of a country road, was not intended to carry 
a high volume of automobile traffic and cer
tainly never a high volume of heavy com
mercial vehicles. 

With the closing of the nearby San Ysidro 
border crossing to commercial traffic, an ad
ditional 1,200 trucks per day carrying com
mercial goods to and from Mexico now travel 
on this city street. While the average mix of 
commercial trucks on any city street is 5 
percent, this road experiences a 20 to 25 per
cent truck mix during regular business 
hours. Wear and tear on this road is occur
ring at an alarming rate due to these heavy 
loads. 

When major traffic accidents occur on this 
road-as they do with increasing frequency 
now-all border traffic slows to a stop. It is 
typically 4 hours and occasionally more be
fore accidents are cleared away and traffic 
returns to normal. This constitutes a major 
impediment to the implementation of 
NAFTA. 

This road also does not meet requirements 
for the transportation of hazardous mate
rials through communities. With the closing 
of the San Ysidro crossing to commercial 
traffic, trucks carrying hazardous materials 
must travel to the Calexico-Mexicali point of 
entry to cross the border- a 90-mile detour! 
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COST 

We are asking that the Federal Govern
ment help San Diego accommodate this in
creasing international trade by approving a 
three-year project to build State Route 905, 
which would link the Otay Mesa border 
crossing with the interstate highway system, 
and to make the necessary street improve
ments to manage this commercial traffic 
that is so vital to our economic growth. 

While the total cost for the 3-year project 
is $96.7 million, our request for fiscal year 
1996 is $500,000. These funds would allow for 
the completion of necessary environmental 
and cultural reports on the proposed route of 
the new highway. These studies are impor
tant and invaluable as they will influence 
the highway's alignment and potentially re
duce expensive mitigation costs in the fu
ture. Funding for these studies is critical for 
this project to move forward. 

CONCLUSION 

It is a Federal responsibility to connect 
ports of entry with the interstate highway 
system. The Federal Government has not 
met its obligations. The State of California 
and the city of San Diego have invested more 
than $14 million in interim remedies. The 
private sector has invested far more than 
that to finance the necessary local street 
network. Existing State and Federal funds 
are being used to improve two existing high
ways, Interstates 5 and 15. These two high
ways would carry NAFTA-related traffic 
from the new highway to destinations 
throughout the county and beyond. 

San Diego County's transportation and in
frastructure needs are many. I hope that this 
committee will agree that the relatively 
small Federal investment required for this 
critical portion of border infrastructure, 
State Route 905, is in the national interest 
and that you will include funding for this 
road in our fiscal year 96 budget. 

AMERICAN HOLOCAUST SURVIVOR 
HUGO PRINCZ 

HON. CHARLFS E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
bring your attention and that of my colleagues 
to the case of Hugo Princz. Mr. Princz is the 
only known America survivor of the Nazi death 
camps. He has been denied Holocaust repara
tions by Germany for 40 years because of his 
U.S. citizenship while in the camps, despite 
numerous diplomatic entreaties on his behalf 
by successive administrations and Congress. 

During the 1 03d Congress, the House and 
Senate unanimous resolutions supporting Mr. 
Princz and took numerous other steps on his 
behalf, including unanimous passage last Oc
tober in the House, and near passage in the 
Senate, of legislation I authored which would 
have permitted the lawsuit he filed against 
Germany in 1992 to proceed; the courts had 
found Germany immune from the suit. My col
leagues and I are prepared to reintroduce that 
bill in this Congress should the latest diplo
matic efforts to resolve the case founder. 

Much has been written about the Princz 
case, but a superb column by Eric Breindel, 
editorial page editor of the New York Post, de
scribes the Princz story in especially eloquent 
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and dramatic detail. Entitled "Germans stick to 
'principle'-and the price is decency," it was 
published in the Post on January 19, 1995. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask its inclusion in the RECORD 
and urge my colleagues to read it. 

I want to underscore one point made by Mr. 
Breindel. He rightly praises the key role in the 
Princz matter played by William R. Marks, a 
D.C. attorney, and his firm, Atlanta-based 
Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy. Mr. 
Marks and Powell, Goldstein-led in this effort 
by partner Simon Lazarus-have been tireless 
champions of Mr. Princz since they took the 
case on 20 months ago. They have so suc
cessfully raised its profile on the political, dip
lomatic and media fronts that a breakthrough 
may finally be possible. And that they accept
ed the case pro bono is a true testament to 
their commitment to resolving this unique hu
manitarian issue. I commend Mr. Marks, Mr. 
Lazarus, and Powell, Goldstein, and look for
ward to continued work with them and with 
Steven Perles, Mr. Princz' top-notch litigation 
attorney, as we try and bring this case to a 
successful conclusion. 

[From the New York Post, Jan. 19, 1995] 
GERMANS STICK TO " PRINCIPLE"-AND THE 

PRICE Is DECENCY 

(By Eric Breindel) 
Tuesday's refusal by the U.S. Supreme 

Court to hear the case of Hugo Princz-a 72-
year-old Holocaust survivor who wants to 
sue the German government in an American 
court-will be hailed by well-meaning law
yers as a victory for the ancient principle of 
"sovereign immunity." 

In fact, Hugo Princz's story represents a 
case study in the abandonment of ordi:1ary 
decency for abstract principle. 

The Princz affair is almost a Manichean 
morality play. Princz himself, who endured 
the ultimate in barbarism as a Jewish in
mate at Maidanek, Auschwitz and Dachau, is 
driven by a quest to realize some semblance 
of justice-to make his tormentors pay, if 
only in a meager, monetary way, for abusing 
him and murdering his family. 

The Germans are animated in part by par
simony and in great measure by a deter
mination to close the book on a past they 've 
never fully been willing to face. Meanwhile, 
handicapped by an addiction to absolute 
order and an aversion to creative problem
solving, Berlin refuses to recognize that 
dealing with Hugo Princz as a special case 
would have spared Germany a good deal of 
unhappy publicity. 

Notwithstanding the Supreme Court's rul
ing, the Princz story isn't over-largely be
cause the aging survivor has managed to find 
vocal champions. Two of them stand out 
Rep. Charles Schumer (D-N.Y.) and William 
R. Marks, a young, Washington-based lawyer 
who's taken on Princz as a pro bono client. 

Marks, a graduate of Harvard and George
town, persuaded his law firm colleagues that 
Princz's struggle against the German gov
ernment deserved attention for humani
tarian reasons. Schumer, a powerful House 
Democrat and skillful parliamentarian, 
means to introduce legislation that would 
strip Germany of its sovereign immunity for 
"acts of genocide" committed against Amer
ican citizens. The bill, in short, would apply 
only to Princz. There is no other living 
American who survived the Nazi Holocaust 
as a U.S. citizen. 

Princz and his family were Amerfcan na
tionals living in Slovakia in 1942 when .the 
German SS-assisted by Slovak Collabo-

March 23, 1995 
rators-sent them to the Maidanek death 
camp in Poland because they were Jewish. 
Twenty years old at the time, Princz had 
been born an American citizen. The Princz 
family-blessed with valid U.S. citizenship 
papers-should have been able to join a Red 
Cross prisoner-exchange transport. But in 
the night and go of war, Princz, his parents 
and five siblings were hustled onto 
Maidanek-bound cattle cars. 

It's well to note that Princz and his father 
tried many times to secure appropriate pa
pers for passage to America during the 
course of 1938 and 1939; despite their des
perate circumstances-as Jews under im
pending Nazi rule-they were rebuffed by the 
U.S. embassy in Prague. 

Apart from the curious fact of their na
tionality, the Princz family's fate was akin 
to that experienced by most East European 
Jews. Both his parents and his three sisters 
were shipped to Treblinka from Maidanek 
and gassed on arrival. Hugo and his brothers 
spent most of the war as slaves at Auschwitz. 
Both brothers perished. Princz himself was 
tasked with stacking the bodies of his fellow 
Jews after they were murdered. Near the 
war's end, he was marched into the German 
interior and wound up as a slave laborer at 
Dachau-where he was liberated in 1945 by 
U.S. troops. 

As an American, Princz was spared inter
ment in a Displaced Persons camp: After 
recuperating in a U.S. military hospital, he 
came to the U.S.-finally-in 1946. 

This circumstance caused the German gov
ernment to reject his original 1955 applica
tion for reparations: Insofar as he hadn't 
been either a German national or a DP, 
Princz was declared ineligible, notwithstand
ing Germany's professed willingness to 
recognize its moral obligation to make res
titution to Holocaust survivors. 

After 37 years of humiliating application 
and reapplication, Princz filed suit in federal 
court in 1992. The German government had 
broadened its eligibility criteria in 1965, but 
failed to notify Princz. When he finally sub
mitted new forms, the long-suffering survi
vor was told that the statute had lapsed. 
Princz's lawsuit required him to advance a 
serious damages claim-thus, he's seeking 
$17 million for "false imprisonment, assault 
and battery and infliction of emotional dis
tress." (It's wrenching to see the Holocaust 
reduced to the language of tort law.) He also 
seeks payment from private German firms 
for the slave labor he performed. 

The real debt may not be $17 million, if it's 
calculated in accordance with what other 
survivors were awarded. (Princz insists that 
his goal is retroactive parity.) Still, the debt 
is a good deal larger that the $3,400 lump
sum payment, plus a $340-per-month stipend, 
that Germany's lawyers offered Princz Tues
day after the high court ruled against him. 

The Germans claim they can't strike an 
entirely separate deal with Princz, lest doing 
so invite additional litigation. ("The concern 
is groundless. Princz's circumstances are en
tirely unique.") On a less than compelling 
note, the Germans contend that the settle
ment they're now offering is " all the German 
government can afford. " 

This sordid business has gone far enough. 
If Berlin can find funds to pay military pen
sions to ex-members of the murderous Lat
vian SS, it should be possible to locate 
money to "compensate" Hugo Princz. 

Schumer's bill-which has lots of cospon
sors and supporters on both sides of the aisle 
and in both houses of Congress-may help 
concentrate Berlin's mind and promote a 
focus on settling the case. After all, it's hard 
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to imagine that Germany wants to see a gen
uine Holocaust trial take place in an Amer
ican courtroom. 

COMMENDING NATIONAL SERVICE 

HON. GEORGE MillER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, in 
light of the continuing debate about increasing 
Federal fiscal responsibility, it is extremely im
portant that we recognize those programs that 
offer a substantial national return on the Fed
eral investment. One such initiative, the Na
tional and Community Service Program, is a 
successful Federal program which provides 
volunteer placements for young people who 
choose to perform thousands of hours of work 
serving their country in return for educational 
assistance. Unfortunately, this program is also 
one of the many victims of misplaced Repub
lican budgetary cuts. 

As my colleagues are aware, the National 
and Community Service Program took a large 
hit in the recent House-passed rescissions bill. 
In response to this action, I would like to draw 
your attention to Mary McGrory's article in to
day's Washington Post which complements 
the program as a "model enterprise." The arti
cle describes "rampaging Republicans" in the 
House who would like to eliminate National 
Service even though the program is over
whelmingly supported by both Democratic and 
Republican Governors across the Nation and 
by the communities that are recipients of the 
valuable work performed. 

In 1994, approximately 20,000 AmeriCorps 
volunteers worked to confront unmet human, 
educational, environmental and public health 
needs. Roughly 350 of these volunteers 
worked in eight units of the National Forest 
System to combat the severe backlog of main
tenance, improvement, and rehabilitation 
needs-work which is important but far from 
glamorous. The task undertaken on our public 
lands are those which are too undesirable or 
too costly for Forest Service personnel or con
tract employees to perform. Yet, this work di
rectly benefits all Americans. Some of the 
AmeriCorps' accomplishments in the national 
forests include: 

In San Bernardino National Forest, in Cali
fornia, AmeriCorps volunteers have taken im
portant steps to prevent erosion by rehabilitat
ing 12,000 acres of land burned by fires; 

In Six Rivers National Forest, also in Califor
nia, National Service volunteers have rehabili
tated 3.5 miles of hiking and horse trails and 
reforested and restored wildlife habitat on 1 0 
acres of land which was once a gold mine 
waste area; 

Volunteers planted 2,390 trees in several 
campgrounds, enhanced fish habitat, built a 
nature trail, and improved timber stands in the 
Rouge River National Forest in Oregon. 
AmeriCorps volunteers have also improved 
overall forest health on 55 acres by pruning 
second growth trees; 

In Washington's Olympic National Forest, 
AmeriCorps volunteers have maintained 4 
miles of trails, rehabilitated campground sites, 
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completed handicapped access in six recre
ation sites, completed restoration of two his
toric sites, surveyed species habitat, and 
pruned 120 acres of timber stands; 

In the Arizona National Forests, volunteers 
maintained 15 miles of trails, rehabilitated 1 0 
campground sites, improved wildlife habitat on 
300 acres, and obliterated 2 miles of road, re
turning the land to its natural state; and 

AmeriCorps volunteers improved paths and 
maintained roads in Bienville National Forest 
in Mississippi. 

These accomplishments represent only 
some of the projects AmeriCorps participants 
have completed. Elsewhere across the Nation, 
AmeriCorps volunteers have performed emer
gency response work to mitigate the effects of 
floods, fires and earthquakes, cleaned-up our 
urban areas, increased disaster prevention ef
forts and worked with citizens to improve their 
quality of life. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that my colleagues 
remember that the entire Nation reaps the 
benefits of the National Service Program. 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 23, 1995] 
CRIB DEATH FOR NATIONAL SERVICE 

(By Mary McGrory) 
The House Republicans' strangling of na

tional service in its crib has to be seen not 
as a criticism of the agency's performance 
but simply as another expression of the 
party leadership's notion that no govern
ment program is worth a damn. 

If they were going by performance, the Re
publicans might have to applaud AmeriCorps 
as a model enterprise. It is modestly funded, 
locally directed and dramatic evidence that 
American youth is not cynical or self-serv
ing. AmeriCorps has had rave reviews from 
coast to coast for its 20,000 volunteers, who 
are doing things nobody else tackles, every
thing from helping to build housing for the 
poor and tutoring inner-city school pupils to 
cleaning polluted streams in Baltimore's wa
tershed. 

A case in point is Howard Hogin, a 1994 
graduate of Georgetown University. He is 
living in a cramped barracks at the Aberdeen 
Proving Grounds. He spent September fight
ing forest fires in Idaho and much of the fall 
in helping build a riding ring for disabled 
children. Now he's trying to clean up Mary
land's polluted steams. He hopes to pay off 
his college loans, AmeriCorps pays its work
ers a minimum wage and an annual $4,725 to
ward college expenses. 

Service is in Hagin's genes, and by his fam
ily's standards, he is a big success. His par
ents are both social workers and his ances
tors experienced big trouble, like the Irish 
famine and the Holocaust. He says lots of his 
Georgetown classmates have the same im
pulse to leave the country a better place but 
"just can't afford to do it." 

Hogin is tactful about the mugging 
AmeriCorps suffered when the House cut $416 
million, or 72 percent, from its $575 million 
budget. He was voted outstanding teenage 
Republican in his high school class. "I under
stand that we have tremendous deficits and 
the taxpayers are heavily burdened, but if we 
give up what is best about America, what 
kind of a legacy do we leave?" 

No such considerations figured in the 
thinking of House Republicans. The rap on 
AmeriCorps was not just that it was a gov
ernment program, it is Bill Clinton's favor
ite program. Said Rules Committee Chair
man Gerald B.H. Solomon, "It's get-even 
time." 
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It is also get-nervous time for the rampag

ing Republicans. They are winning victory 
after victory on the floor, but they are losing 
in public opinion. They have long since 
maintained that they know exactly what 
Nov. 8 was about, that the country wanted 
government to be shqmk and ordinary peo
ple, especially the poor, to pull up their 
socks. But a recent Washington Post-ABC 
poll shows that the public thinks Repub
licans have gone too far. And in his effort to 
save programs for the poor, Clinton has 
picked up some unexpected allies; the 
Roman Catholic bishops. They were reserved 
about him during the campaign because of 
his abortion rights stand. But they think 
now that pitiless Republicans pose a worse 
threat of increased abortions. 

The Republicans' greatest tactical mistake 
was to meddle with the school lunch pro
gram, a popular and scandal-free operation 
that has helped many a hungry child get 
through the school day. In vain, the Repub
licans protested that they had not cut the 
funds but merely slowed the increase in the 
growth rate. Nonetheless, the ranks have 
begun to wince in the iron corset of the con
tract, and this week, 102 members rebelled 
against tax breaks for the rich. 

The Democrats, who have been having 
their best week since the calamity of Nov. 8, 
were sporting "Save the Children" neckties 
on the House floor. 

Eli Segal, the chief executive officer of the 
National Service Corps, has been summoned 
before the House Appropriations Subcommit
tee on Housing and Urban Development and 
Veterans Affairs for a discussion of the 1996 
budget, which since the House action stands 
at $159 million, a sum that prohibits serious 
action. 

He has been traveling the country inspect
ing the workers, deriving solace from mod
erate Republican governors who are keen 
about the corps' activities in conflict resolu
tion, environmental cleanup, tutoring and 
other contributions to urban peace. They 
agree with him that pulling the plug after 
less than a year is bad practice. Segal's hope 
is that they will transmit their enthusiasm 
to their brother moderates in the Senate, 
which has become the haven for storm-tossed 
programs. 

Republican Christopher Shays of Connecti
cut was the only member of his party to vote 
against the amendment that mortally 
wounded national service. He is a Peace 
Corps alumnus and believes passionately in 
the importance of youthful involvement. 

"A colossal mistake," he calls his party's 
action. "I hope the president has the for
titude to veto the bill. I would support his 
veto." 

REAL FOUNDER OF SPECIAL 
OLYMPICS HAPPY WITH SELEC
TION OF SHRIVER 

HON. ANDREW JACOBS, JR. 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 
Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, if one were to 

say that President John F. Kennedy launched 
the Peace Corps, one would be right. But if 
one were to say that President John F. Ken
nedy thought up the Peace Corps, one would 
be mistaken. The author was Hubert Hum
phrey. 

If one were to say that the nobly civil mind
ed Eunice Kennedy Shriver brought her con
siderable talents to bear in order to launch the 
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Special Olympics nationally, one would be 
right. But if one were to say that Ms. Shriver 
thought up the idea of a Special Olympics, 
one would be mistaken. Judge Ann McGlone 
Burke is the author of the idea. 

As Judge Burke has generously said, she is 
happy that Ms. Shriver is being honored by 
the 1995 Special Olympics Silver Dollar Com
memorative. But it is worthwhile too for all 
Americans to know that Judge Burke should 
also be honored as the author. 
REAL FOUNDER OF SPECIAL OLYMPICS HAPPY 

WITH SELECTION OF SHRIVER 
(By Michel E. Orzano) 

The woman who founded the Special Olym
pics in 1968 is pleased that the games for 
mentally and physically handicapped chil
dren and adults will be recognized with a 
commemorative coin. 

But her portrait won't be the one on the 
1995 Special Olympics silver dollar com
memorative. That's because Anne Burke of 
Chicago-former Chicago physical education 
teacher, retired lawyer and judge-not Eu
nice Shriver Kennedy, is the real founder of 
the games. 

The law authorizing the coin permits the 
striking of 800,000 silver dollars and each will 
bear a $10 per coin surcharge going to the 
Special Olympics. The Citizens Commemora
tive Coin Advisory Committee rejected the 
idea of a portrait of a living American but 
Secretary of the Treasury Robert Rubin ap
proved the design choice. Shriver will be
come the first living American woman to 
have her portrait on a coin and only the fifth 
living American to bear that distinction. 

Chicagoan Burke, who now serves as spe
cial counsel on -child welfare to Illinois Gov. 
Jim Edgar, told Coin World that she's pleased 
the program she started will benefit from the 
coin. But as far as the claim of founder goes, 
that resides with Burke. 

In 1965, Burke, then Anne McGlone, was a 
young physical education teacher who 
taught mentally retarded youngsters in a 
special summer program sponsored by the 
Chicago Park District. By 1967. she said, 
there were 10 locations throughout the 
Chicagoland area with 150 children partici
pating in the free program. 

Burke said she knew at the time there 
were probably more people out there who 
could benefit from involvement in sports and 
other activities because there wasn't manda
tory education for mentally retarded people. 
But, she said, she also knew families of men
tally retarded children and adults were often 
very protective of them and shunned involve
ment in public programs. 

But by the end of the summer of 1967, after 
Burke and participants put on the play "The 
Sound of Music," Chicago Park officials were 
so pleased with the response they sanctioned 
her idea of sponsoring a citywide track meet 
for mentally retarded youngsters the follow
ing summer. 

Once she was given the official green light, 
Burke turned her attention to planning the 
event that fall and winter. Burke said while 
refining the idea, a professor she was work
ing with at Southern Illinois University sug
gested she contact the Joseph P. Kennedy Jr. 
Foundation to request funding for the pro
posed program. 

Shortly thereafter, Burke wrote to Shriv
er, she said, who was living in Paris with her 
husband, Sargent Shriver, then ambassador 
to France. Burke said Shriver was intrigued 
with the idea and suggested a meeting in 
Washington, D.C. 

After meeting with Shriver, Burke said she 
re-wrote the proposal including Shriver's 
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suggestion to involve children from other 
states and re-submitted her funding request. 
The foundation responded with $25,000 for the 
program. Burke invited Shriver to attend 
the 1st National Chicago Special Olympics, 
which were held July 20, 1968. Children from 
23 different states participated that year 
and, as Burke notes, "The rest is history." 

She said she is still actively involved with 
the Special Olympics program in the Chicago 
area. Her concern for children has always 
seemed to touch her professional life as 
ateacher, mother and a lawyer. But she also 
acknowledges the contributions Shriver has 
made to Burke's original idea. 

"Without the Kennedy Foundation the 
Games wouldn't be the Games. There is no 
other family with the charisma or the where
withal to do this," Burke said. "[Shriver] de
serves th_e recognition. What has happened 
has been incredible and it [who's portrait ap
pears] really makes no difference now." 

But Burke admits she is disappointed that 
Chicago, its park employees and the late 
Mayor Richard J. Daly, never have been rec
ognized by the Kennedy Foundation nor 
Shriver for the innovation shown in planning 
and hosting those first Games. 

"We took the chances," Burke said, de
scribing the view of many at the time that 
such games might exploit the mentally re
tarded. "I think the other side [of the Spe
cial Olympics coin] should recognize Chi
cago, not anyone's name, just Chicago." 

When asked if she planned to buy any of 
'the commemoratives, Burke said she 
thought Shriver should give coins to each of 
the first participants and employees of the 
Chicago Park District who planned and 
hosted the first event. 

THE BURKE CONNECTION 
Dateline: The Chicago line ... but it was 

Chicagoan Anne (McGlone) Burke, during 
her tenure at the Chicago Park District, who 
gave Shriver the idea for the Special Olym
pics in a written proposal, and who organized 
the first Special Olympics event, which was 
held in Chicago and attended by Mrs. Shriv
er. Shriver bit, and the rest is history. 

Conclusion: Shriver should be honored for 
giving the Olympics a happy life, but it was 
Burke who gave it birth. 

THE JOSEPH P . KENNEDY, JR., 
FOUNDATION, 

Washington, DC, July 23, 1968. 
Mrs. ANN BURKE, 
Chicago Park District, 425 East 14th Boulevard, 

Chicago, IL. , 
DEAR ANN: When the history of the Chicago 

Special Olympics is written, there will have 
to be a special chapter to recount the con
tributions of Ann Burke. You should feel 
very proud that your dedicated work with re
tarded children in Chicago has culmin'ated in 
an event of such far reaching importance. 

We all owe you a debt of gratitude, but I 
know that what means most to you is that 
the Olympics will continue and that children 
all over the country will benefit from your 
idea. 

My warmest personal thanks. 
Sincerely, 

EUNICE KENNEDY SHRIVER. 

THE JOSEPH P. KENNEDY, JR., 
FOUNDATION, 

Washington, DC, January 29, 1968. 
Miss ANNE MCGLONE BRUKE, 
Chicago Park District, 425 East 14th Boulevard, 

Chicago, /L. 
DEAR MISS MCGLONE: Thank you so much 

for your letter of January 23d informing me 
about your plans to initiate a National 
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Olympics for retarded children through the 
Chicago Park District. Both Mr. Shriver and 
Dr. Hayden have spoken to me about your 
project and I think it is a most exciting one. 
I sincerely hope that you are successful in 
launching it. -

This is certainly a large undertaking and 
we know that you will need a great deal of 
assistance of many kinds. When you have 
been able to formalize your plans and put 
them in to a written proposal the Kennedy 
Foundation will be very happy to send it out 
to the members of our physical education 
and recreation advisory boards for their re
view and comment. All requests to the Foun
dation for funds in these areas are handled in 
this manner and I am sure that the sugges
tions from these people would be very helpful 
to you. 

Once again, let me say how delighted I am 
to know of your plans. I will look forward to 
hearing from you again as they progress. 

Yours sincerely, 
EUNICE KENNEDY SHRIVER. 

DIRECT LOANS WORK 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, the March 13, 
1995, issue of U.S. News & World Report in
cludes an excellent article entitled, "The Col
lege Aid Face-Off." The article reports on the 
current debate in Congress on the future of 
the direct loan program as well as on major 
cuts in the student financial aid programs. 
With respect to direct loans the conclusions of 
the article are striking-direct loans work. Di
rect loans are simpler, faster and more effi
cient for student borrowers, student financial 
aid administrators and schools. In addition, di
rect loans save the taxpayers money. Opposi
tion to direct loans comes from banks and 
other student loan middlemen who fear the 
loss of billions of dollars of profits and whose 
lobbying efforts are fueled by at least $11.3 
million in campaign contributions. The full text 
of the article follows, and I commend it to my 
colleagues. 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, Mar. 
13, 1995] 

THE COLLEGE AID FACE-OFF 
(Clinton fights the GOP and bankers over 
what students get and who runs the loan 
business) 

(By James Popkin and Viva Hardigg with 
Susan Headden) 

Believe it or not, there is a group of Ameri
cans who truly delight in one of the things 
Bill Clinton has accomplished as president, 
who think that a government-run program 
that handles gobs of money is preferable to 
one run by the private sector and think that 
the paperwork created by public bureaucrats 
is easier to navigate than the forms devised 
by well-run corporations. They are the thou
sands of college students who got their loans 
last fall directly from the government in
stead of from banks. The verdict from An
thony Gallegos, a 22-year-old journalism 
major at Colorado State University: "It's the 
best thing since microwavable brownies." 

But all is not entirely happy in loan land. 
Even though many students at 104 schools 
say they got their money with fewer hassles 
in a fraction of the time it usually takes and 
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taxpayers might benefit because banks and 
middlemen didn't collect subsidies to make 
the loans, the direct-lending program is now 
the object of a bitter new battle in Washing
ton. In fact, every major federal college aid 
program is considered a target in one form 
or another by the new Republican majority 
in Congress. The disputes have all the hall
marks of postmodern politics: None really 
centers on principle; almost everyone in 
Washington believes the government has a 
useful and morally defensible role to play in 
helping more kids get into college and pay 
for it. The fight so far centers on the spoils 
system-whether the public or private sector 
administers the program-and arcane federal 
budget accounting questions. 

MILLIONS AFFECTED 
Those are not inconsequential issues, be

cause billions of dollars of profits (for banks) 
or potential savings (for taxpayers) are at 
issue. But the bigger fight will come as Con
gress deals with the budget. It will feature 
the first serious talk of major cuts in college 
loans and grants since the early days of the 
Reagan administration. "What is at stake is 
nothing less than access to higher education 
for millions of middle- and lower-income stu
dents at a time when public-college tuition 
is rising sharply," says Terry Hartle, a vice 
president of the American Council on Edu
cation. The biggest dispute could center on a 
plan circulating among Republicans to cut 
loan subsidies to needy students during their 
time in school-a move that might save $9 
billion over five years and could hit 6 million 
students with higher debt and payments. 

This sets up a political showdown that 
Clinton is unusually pleased to face. He has 
called for increa..sing federal funds for college 
aid by 10 percent to $35.8 billion as part of his 
middle-class "Bill of Rights," including ex
pansion of many of the programs Repub
licans are eyening for cutbacks. Clinton won 
major reforms in federal college aid ini tia
tives in 1993 as part of his national service 
program, which he heralds as a cornerstone 
of his "New Covenant" to provide govern
ment help to those who help themselves. 
Asked if Clinton is willing to renegotiate 
any feature of the national service or college 
aid programs, one senior White House aide 
responded: "My guess is his answer is be
tween 'No' and 'Hell, no.'" "A probable Clin
ton veto of any cuts in college aid means 
chat these programs will survive intact for 
now, but there is still a good chance that his 
plans to expand them could be held up. 

In coming weeks, the direct-lending pro
gram will grab the most attention. One of 
the reforms enacted in national service was 
the gradual phase-in of a system that would 
have the federal Government lend money to 
students directly rather than provide finan
cial incentives and guarantees to coax banks 
into making the loans. Even though new 
workers will have to be hired by the Depart
ment of Education to run the program, it 
::>till saves considerable sums. That's why 
Clinton wants to accelerate its availability 
to all the nation's 7,000 eligible schools. But 
bankers and other firms that trade student 
loans for investors have aggressively battled 
the loss of this lucrative line of business and 
heatedly dispute Clinton's claim that the 
program saves money. 

Their lobbying fueled by at least $11 .3 mil
lion in campaign contributions, has helped 
encourage Republican congressional leaders 
Rep. William Goodling of Pennsylvania and 
Sen. Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas to push 
legislation that would limit the expansion of 
the program to 10 percent of all student 
loans. Some moderate Democrats like Rep. 
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Bart Gordon of Tennessee also support the 
move on the theory that the new lending 
program should be tested before it becomes 
the norm for all colleges. House Speaker 
Newt Gingrich wants to kill the program. He 
argues that Clinton's reforms vest too much 
power in the Government, especially because 
the lending program is run by the Depart
ment of Education, which has allowed fraud 
to flourish in aid programs for decades. 

However, the first reports about direct 
lending are very positive. Students and col
lege-based loan officers say funds are avail
able to students in weeks rather than 
months. The paperwork is simpler, and col
lege officials have to deal with only one fed
eral office rather than many banks. "Being 
in direct loans has been almost a spiritual 
experience," says Kay Jacks, director of fi
nancial aid at Colorado State University. 
"Ithelps us provide better service to stu
dents, period," Karen Fooks, the financial 
aid director at the University of Florida, 
says her whole office threatened to quit if it 
was ordered to return to the bank system 
from direct lending. 

PAY AS YOU CAN 
But bankers argue that doling out money 

is the easy part. Collecting it is something 
the government hasn't done very well. Many 
new loans will be on a "pay as you can" basis 
letting borrowers pay back a portion of their 
earnings over many years, rather than a 
fixed monthly payment. Administrating that 
will tax even the most efficient agency. 

That is why one thoughtful critic, author 
Steven Waldman, has argued that this up
coming struggle misses the main point. 
Waldman, who wrote the recently released 
book, The Bill, about the legislative battle 
over national service, believes Clinton has 
achieved an enormously beneficial reform in 
the "pay as you can" scheme. It relieves 
some of the financial pressure on borrowers 
and potentially encourages them to choose 
socially useful-but less-high-paying-ca
reers like teaching because their loans are 
pegged to their ability to pay. But Waldman 
argues that Clinton's achievement is jeop
ardized because neither banks nor the federal 
education bureaucracy can prevent the pro
gram from becoming another boondoggle. 
His solution: Call in the IRS, the only agen
cy that "could accurately and efficiently as
sess a person's income and be sure to col
lect." 

An idea like that puts tough-minded Re
publicans in a bind. If they want to fix a po
tentially flawed Clinton idea and do right by 
taxpayers, their best bet is to vest more 
power in a much-feared federal agency. Who 
knows, maybe the students who have new
found appreciation for the easier-to-fathom 
lending system run by the government might 
not balk too much at paying when the bills 
come due. 

AMERICAN SAMOA ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1995 

HON. ENI F.H. F ALEOMA V AEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to introduce the American Samoa Eco
nomic Development Act of 1995. 

For too many years American Samoa has 
been receiving assistance from the Federal 
Government on an annual basis. When 20 
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percent of a government's funding is depend
ent on annual appropriations of discretionary 
funds, it is difficult to make long-term plans. 

The bill I have worked on with Congress
man ELTON GALLEGLY, chairman of the Sub
committee on Native American and Insular Af
fairs, provides a secure source of funding for 
the territory of American Samoa. Coupled with 
other efforts, I believe we can develop Amer
ican Samoa's infrastructure and reduce our 
Nation's annual deficit at the same time. 

I want to thank Chairman GALLEGLY for his 
support and assistance in preparing this legis
lation. Our bipartisan effort on this bill contin
ues a long history of bipartisan legislation in 
the subcommittees which have had jurisdiction 
over the insular areas. As the new ranking 
Democratic member of the subcommittee, I in
tend to make every effort to continue this tra
dition. 

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting a copy of the 
bill for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

H.R.-
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "American 
Samoa Economic Development Act of 1995". 
SEC. 2 FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that.-
(1) funding for the United States territory 

of American Samoa has been based on the 
joint resolution entitled "Joint Resolution 
to provide for accepting, ratifying, and con
firming cessions of certain islands of the Sa
moan group in the United States, and for 
other purposes". as amended (48 U.S.C. 1661), 
with commitments being made on a yearly 
basis; 

(2) American Samoa is locally self-govern
ing with a constitution of its own adoption 
and the direct election of the Governor since 
1977; 

(3) the territory of American Samoa has 
had difficulty in planning and implementing 
comprehensive and sustainable infrastruc
ture based solely on annual ad hoc grants; 
and 

(4) the territory of American Samoa and 
the United States would benefit from a 
multiyear funding commitment which pro
motes economic development and self-suffi
ciency and requires compliance with finan
cial management accounting standards, the 
establishment of semiautonomous public 
utility authorities utilizing cost-recovery 
principles, and the phase-out of Federal sub
sidies for government operations. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-There are authorized to 
be appropriated to the Secretary of the Inte
rior for the Government of American Samoa 
$34,500,000, backed by the full faith and credit 
of the United States, for each of fiscal years 
1996 through 2005. Such amounts shall, sub
ject to the limits specified in the table in 
subsection (b), be used for-

(1) construction of capital assets of Amer
ican Samoa; 

(2) maintenance and repair of such capital 
assets; 

(3) the operations of the Government of 
American Samoa; and 

(4) reduction of unbudgeted debt incurred 
by the Government of American Samoa in 
fiscal years prior to 1996. 

(b) TABLE OF MULTIYEAR FUNDING.-The 
table referred to in this subsection is as fol
lows: 
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1996 . . ............ .......... . 
1997 ................................ . 
1998 ··· ···· 
1999 .... 
2000 .. 
2001 •························ ······ ····· ··· 
2002 ··········· ·············· 
2003 
2004 
2005 

(C) MULTIYEAR AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIA
TIONS.-Amounts not expended in the year 
appropriated shall remain available until ex
pended. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF TRUST. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Government of 
American Samoa shall establish a trust into 
which the amounts appropriated pursuant to 
section 3 are placed. 

(b) TRUSTEE.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-A trustee to administer 

the trust established by this section shall be 
nominated by the Governor of American 
Samoa and passed by both Houses of the Leg
islature of American Samoa pursuant to 
local law and shall be a nongovernmental en
tity, bonded in an amount no less than 110 
percent of the maximum amount of funds 
which will be held in trust during any given 
fiscal year (hereafter in this Act referred to 
as the " trustee"). The trustee shall not be 
the independent auditor required by section 
7. 

(2) REPLACEMENT.-The trustee may be ter
minated only by mutual agreement, or at 
the end of its contract for services as trust
ee, or for good cause. Termination of a trust
ee for go·od cause must be recommended by 
the Governor of American Samoa and ap
proved by· both Houses of Legislature of 
American Samoa. 

(3) OTHER TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-The 
trustee shall be subject to such other condi
tions as the Government of American Samoa 
may provide under local law. 

(c) TRUST FUNDS.-
(1) DEPOSIT; INVESTMENT.-The trust funds 

shall be deposited in an account or accounts 
of a financial institution insured by the Fed
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, and may 
be invested by the Government of American 
Samoa, or the trustee if so designated, in 
only federally insured accounts or issues of 
bonds, notes or other redeemable instru
ments of the Government of the United 
States. 

(2) USE OF INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS.-Inter
est or dividends earned from investment of 
trust funds under paragraph (1) may be used 
for projects contained on the approved mas
ter plan of capital needs developed under sec
tion 5, or for the costs of managing the trust. 

(3) AVAILABILITY AND USE OF FEDERAL 
FUNDS.-Federal funds made available for the 
purposes described in section 3(a)(l) may be 
used only on projects from the approved 
master plan of capital needs. 

(d) REPORTS.-Within 90 days after the end 
of each fiscal year, the trustee shall submit 
an annual report to the chairmen and rank
ing minority members of the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources and the Com
mittee on Appropriations of the 
UnitedStates Senate, the Committee on Re
sources and the Committee on Appropria
tions of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, and the Government of Amer
ican Samoa. The report shall include at a 
minimum the financial statements of the ac-
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[In millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year 

count or accounts in which it holds trust 
funds pursuant to this Act. 
SEC. 5. USES OF TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) CAPITAL NEEDS.-
(1) MASTER PLAN OF CAPITAL NEEDS.-For 

fiscal year 1997 and all following years, no 
funds appropriated pursuant to this Act shall 
be released by the trustee for construction of 
capital assets without the submission by the 
Government of American Samoa to the 
trustee of a master plan of capital needs that 
ranks projects in order of priority for at 
least five years. The master plan shall be ap
proved by the Governor and passed by both 
Houses of the Legislature of American 
Samoa pursuant to such laws as the Govern
ment of American Samoa may enact. The 
master plan of capital needs may be amend
ed at any time, but all amendments must be 
approved by the Governor and passed by both 
Houses of the Legislature of American 
Samoa. The plan shall include the capital 
needs of all the islands of American Samoa. 

(2) FUNDS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF CAPITAL AS
SETS.-Funds for the construction of capital 
assets shall be paid to the Government of 
American Samoa only after approval by the 
trustee. The trustee shall approve the re
lease of funds only for construction projects 
for a public purpose in the areas of commu
nications, electrical power, water, waste 
water, roads, schools, school transportation 
system, air, water and surface transpor
tation, ports, harbors, storage and transpor
tation facilities of fuels or other forms of en
ergy, health, and construction of govern
ment-owned buildings. Funding made avail
able pursuant to section 3(a)(1) for construc
tion of capital assets may only be used for 
projects listed on the master plan of capital 
needs as set forth in this section. To the ex
tent an appropriation is available, the 
projects contained on the master list with 
the highest priority are to be funded. 

(3) REQUIREMENT OF SEMIAUTONOMOUS AGEN
CIES.-Beginning with fiscal year 1997, no 
funds for the construction of capital assets 
shall be released by the trustee in the areas 
of communications, electrical power, public 
health, transportation, water, and waste 
water until there is established by local law 
semiautonomous government agencies of the 
Government of American Samoa. 

(4) MAINTENANCE PLAN AND FUNDING.-For 
fiscal year 1997 and all following years, no 
funds appropriated pursuant to this Act shall 
be released by the trustee for the construc
tion of capital assets until the Government 
of American Samoa, or the appropriate semi
autonomous government agency if required, 
submits to the trustee a maintenance plan 
covering the anticipated life of the project 
and the project is initially funded. The 
maintanence plan shall include the esti
mated cost of maintaining and repairing the 
project and identify a source to fund the es
timated maintenance and repairs for the an
ticipated life of the project. The initial fund
ing for this maintenance plan shall be in the 
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Deficit Mainte-

Year reduction nance and 

No. Operations Construction (100% repair Total 

match) (100% 
match) 

1 23.0 5.5 3.0 3.0 34.5 
2 23.0 5.5 3.0 3.0 34.5 
3 23.0 5.5 3.0 3.0 34.5 
4 21.0 7.5 3.0 3.0 34.5 
5 18.0 10.5 3.0 3.0 34.5 
6 15.0 16.5 3.0 34.5 
7 12.0 19.5 3.0 34.5 
8 9.0 22.5 3.0 34.5 
9 6.0 25.5 3.0 34.5 

10 3.0 28.5 3.0 34.5 

amount of 10 percent of the cost of the 
project. Federal funds made available for the 
purposes described in section 3(a)(2) may be 
used for one-half of the initial funding. Other 
Federal funds made available pursuant to 
this Act may not be used for this purpose. 
Funds set aside pursuant to this paragraph 
may be used for the maintenance and repair 
of any capital asset within the purview of 
the government or the appropriate semi
autonomous agency. 

(b) DEBT REDUCTION.-Any funding made 
available pursuant to section 3(a)(4) used to 
reduce the unbudgeted debt of the Govern
ment of American Samoa must be matched, 
on a dollar for dollar basis, by funds provided 
by the Government of American Samoa from 
revenue raised from non-Federal sources. 

(c) MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR.-Any fund
ing made available pursuant to section 
3(a)(2) used for the maintenance or repair of 
the capital assets of the Government of 
American Samoa must be matched, on a dol
lar for dollar basis, for funds provided by the 
Government of American Samoa from reve
nue raised from non-Federal sources. 

(d) PROHIBITED USES OF FUNDS.-Neither 
the funds appropriated pursuant to this Act, 
nor any interest or dividends earned on those 
funds may be transferred to other accounts, 
or loaned to other accounts or agencies, nor 
may these funds, interest or dividends be 
used as collateral for loans made by the local 
governments. 
SEC. 6. DISBURSEMENT OF TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) OPERATIONS.-Trust funds to be used for 
the operations of the Government of Amer
ican Samoa shall be disbursed in equal 
amounts on a monthly basis, on the first 
business day of each month of the fiscal 
year. An extra drawdown may be made once 
each fiscal year in· an amount not to exceed 
ten percent of the amounts appropriated for 
the fiscal year for the purposes of section 
3(a)(3), and only for purposes caused by ex
treme or national emergencies deemed 
unforseeable by the trustee. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.-Trust funds to be used 
for the construction of capital assets shall be 
released by the trustee-

(!) to the Government of American Samoa, 
only upon completion of identifiable por
tions of the construction work if the work is 
performed by employees of the Government 
of American Samoa, or 

(2) a bona fide contractor of the Govern
ment of American Samoa pursuant to the 
terms of a construction contract, on an in
voice presented to the Government of Amer
ican Samoa and approved by an appropriate 
official of the Government of American 
Samoa. 

(C) DEBT REDUCTION; MAINTENANCE RE
PAIR.-Trust funds to be used for unbudgeted 
debt reduction or maintenance and repair 
made available under sections 3(a)(2) and 
3(a)(4) shall be released by the trustee on 
submission by the Government of American 
Samoa of proof of payment from non-Federal 
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sources for either debt reduction, mainte
nance, or repair, and proof acceptable to the 
trustee of an obligation due and owing for 
the appropriate category. 
SEC. 7. AUDITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Beginning with fiscal 
year 1996, the Government of American 
Samoa must obtain, at its own expense, a 
comprehensive financial audit meeting the 
requirements of chapter 75 of title 31, United 
States Code, and subtitle A of title 43, Code 
of Federal Regulations, and upon which an 
independent auditor expresses an opinion 
that the financial statements of the Govern
ment of American Samoa present fairly, in 
all material respects, the financial position 
of the Government of American Samoa, and 
were prepared in conformity with generally 
accepted accounting principles. The audit 
shall include the funds held in trust pursu
ant to the Act. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF AUDIT REPORT TO UNITED 
STATES.-Reports of audits required in this 
section shall be transmitted by the Governor 
of American Samoa to the chairmen and 
ranking members of the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources and the Commit
tee on .Appropriations of the United States 
Senate, and the Committee on Resources and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
United States House of Representatives 
within 180 days of the end of each fiscal year 
for which the United States provides funding 
under this Act. 

(c) FAILURE TO OBTAIN AUDIT.-In the event 
the Government of American Samoa does 
not obtain the audit within the time re
quired by this section, the trustee shall not 
disburse additional funds pursuant to a sec
tion 3(a)(3) for the operations of the Govern
ment of American Samoa until such time as 
a qualifying audit is received and the report 
of that audit is forwarded as required by this 
section. Notwithstanding the preceding sen
tence, one emergency disbursement may be 
made per year under the provisions of sec
tion 6 of this Act, even if a qualifying audit 
report is not obtained. 
SEC. 8. AUTHORITY OF UNITED STATES TO 

AUDIT. 
The Comptroller General of the United 

States and the Inspector General of the De
partment of the Interior shall have the au
thority to conduct audits of all funds of all 
branches and semiautonomous authorities of 
the Government of American Samoa. Noth
ing in this Act shall be construed to restrict 
the authority of these or other Federal agen
cies to audit government funds as authorized 
by Federal law. 
SEC. 9. SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES. 

The High Court of American Samoa is au
thorized to resolve disputes which arise 
under this Act pursuant to its rules of proce
dure . 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

TRIBUTE TO ANTHONY P. 
MANGINELLI 

HON. WIWAM J. MARTINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity as a member of Moose 
International to congratulate a man of great 
accomplishment and the fine charitable organi
zation that he represents. 

Anthony P. Manginelli, supreme governor of 
Moose International will be coming to my 
hometown of Clifton tomorrow night to wel
come a new class of members into the frater
nity. A resident of Syracuse, NY, Mr. 
Manginelli has been a member of the fraternity 
since 1946, and just last year attained our or
ganization's highest rank, that of supreme 
governor. In this role, he has led our 1.2 mil
lion-member organization with pride and dig
nity, advancing the high goals of the Moose 
on an international level. 

As a relative newcomer to the Moose my
self, I can say that I am nothing but proud to 
be associated with my fellow members both in 
my local chapter, and in the much larger inter
national organization. But Moose International 
is so much more than a medium through 
which outstanding men and women can so
cialize. It is a perfect way to get involved in 
challenges faced by our local towns and cities, 
and through its Mooseheart and Moosehaven 
communities, to make an impact on a much 
larger scale. Every day, Mooseheart and 
Moosehaven provide support for the neediest 
associated with our organization in a loving 
and nurturing way. 

Congratulations to my newly inducted broth
ers in the Moose, and to Supreme Governor 
Anthony Manginelli. Please continue your fine 
work in spreading the compassionate mes
sage of Moose International around the coun
try, and around the world. 

IN MEMORY OF BILL BAILEY 

HON. NANCY PELOSI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 23, 1995 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a legendary figure of San Fran
cisco's waterfront, William "Bill" Bailey, who 
passed away on Monday, February 27, 1995. 

9161 
Bill Bailey was born in Jersey City, NJ, and 

brought up in Hoboken and the tough Hell's 
Kitchen section of Manhattan. Shipping out to 
sea at the age of 14, he joined the Industrial 
Workers of the World-the Wobblies-and 
began his career as a labor activist from the 
day forward. 

Active in the maritime unions, Bill was a 
member of the generation of young radicals 
who transformed the labor movement of our 
country. He participated in the walkout on the 
waterfront which became San Francisco's 
famed general strike of 1934. In 1935, Bill and 
a group of seamen boarded a German liner 
tied up in New York Harbor, the Bremen, and 
tore its Nazi flag from the bow mast. Accounts 
from that incident recollect that a security 
force of nearly 300 were unable to stop Bill 
and his group. 

In 1937, Bill went to Spain as a member of 
the Abraham Lincoln and George Washington 
battalions. Wounded several times, he partici
pated in almost all the major engagements of 
the war. 

In 1939, after returning to the United States, 
he resumed his leadership role in the maritime 
industry, and was elected vice president of the 
West Coast Maritime Firemen's Union. In the 
early 1950's, during the height of the McCar
thy era, Bill was kicked out of the union under 
a screening program imposed by the U.S. 
Coast Guard. He then joined the International 
Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union, 
rising to the vice presidency of San Francisco 
Local 10. 

After retiring from the waterfront in 1975, Bill 
began a second career as an writer and actor, 
working in a major TV series on the Spanish 
civil war and appearing in several feature films 
and documentaries. He published his memoir, 
"The Kid from Hoboken," in 1993. But he 
never retired from his lifelong commitment to 
social and economic justice, continuing his ac
tivism until his dying day. 

Mr. Speaker, Bill Bailey was part of the 
proud waterfront history and tradition of San 
Francisco. On Sunday, March 20, Bill was re
membered at a memorial service convened by 
the waterfront unions which he loved. On be
half of the Congress, allow me to express our 
condolences to his son, Michael, and pay trib
ute to his work as a labor and civic leader for 
San Francisco. 
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