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this economy that is locked up in cap-
ital assets that people will not sell be-
cause they do not want to pay 28 to 39
percent in a capital gains tax. Once we
unleash that—if we could just unleash
10 percent of that money, can you
imagine what a stimulation and stimu-
lus that would be to our economy?

Taxpayers are very sensitive to cap-
ital gains reductions. This is especially
true for the most affluent Americans.
As a result, Americans will realize
many gains as soon as the rate
changes. This will raise tax revenue,
probably by an amount far above joint
tax estimates.

Joint tax estimates are among the
most conservative estimates you can
have. | will not go into the details on
this, but we can say in the last 30
years, every time capital gains rates
have gone up, revenues to the Federal
Government have gone down from sell-
ing capital assets. Every time capital
gains rates have been dropped, or low-
ered, revenues to the Government have
gone up. It just makes sense, especially
when you realize there is $8 trillion
locked up in capital assets that they
will not sell, they will not trade, they
will not move because of the high rate
of taxation that we have today.

Let us lower that capital gains rate
and benefit all Americans, but espe-
cially—especially—the middle class
and those earning under $50,000 a year
who will benefit greatly from it, and
get some sense into this system so we
push the better aspects of our system.
Let us get rid of some of this demean-
ing rhetoric that literally cuts into
the—really cuts against what are the
real facts with regard to capital gains
and capital gains rate reductions.

I am very strongly for a capital gains
rate reduction because | think it will
benefit virtually everybody in our soci-
ety, the poor as well, because there will
be more jobs and more economic oppor-
tunity than before the rates are cut.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY
ACT

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator be good enough to yield 5
minutes?

Mr. HATCH. | will be happy to yield
5 minutes.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank the Senator.

Mr. President, | just want to put in
the RECORD some of the comments
from some of the leading church and
legislative and active groups that have
been focusing on the welfare debate. |
will include all of the statements in
the RECORD. But | would like to refer
at this time to individual sentences
and comments that summarize their
position.

One was from the National Council of
the Churches of Christ in the USA. It
said:
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The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are cared for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
are not able to accommodate the demand be-
cause the resources to expand the supply are
so scarce. We know this problem first hand,
because the desperate parents are in our con-
gregations, as are the overworked providers
of child care services. Their facilities are in
our buildings, and our congregations are en-
riched by the lively presence of their chil-
dren.

We believe that it is not responsible public
policy to require parents to work without
providing adequately for their children’s
safety and nurture while the parents are at
their jobs. If the government is going to in-
sist that mothers of young children leave
them to go into the workplace, then the gov-
ernment must make it possible for the par-
ents to do so in the confidence that their
children are in a safe, wholesome environ-
ment. To do otherwise puts our children at
risk and almost guarantees that parents,
preoccupied with concern for the well-being
of their youngsters, will not perform to the
best of their ability.

That is an excellent statement of the
National Council of the Churches of
Christ.

The National
Legislatures:

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of
coordination of existing child care funding
streams. We are interested in working with
you to consolidate these funds. Child care is
an essential component to support welfare
recipients moving from welfare to work and
is critical for low-income working families.
Our experience suggests that a renewed com-
mitment to work by welfare recipients will
require additional child care funds above
current levels.

That is the National Conference of
State Legislatures; that is, Repub-
licans and Democrats.

The American Public Welfare Asso-
ciation:

Current proposals in the Senate do not cre-
ate a separate state block grant for all child
care programs. APWA supports a separate
child care block grant, in the form of an en-
titlement to states, not as a discretionary
spending program subject to annual funding
reductions. States will not be able to move
clients from welfare to work without ade-
quate and flexible funding to provide essen-
tial child care services.

Catholic Charities:

We are very concerned that the new work
requirements and time limits for AFDC par-
ticipation will leave children without ade-
quate adult supervision while their parents
are working or looking for work. The key to
successful work programs is safe, affordable,
quality day care for the children. The bill be-
fore the Senate does not guarantee or in-
crease funding for day care to meet the in-
creased need associated with the work re-
quirements and time limits. Please, support
amendments by Senators Hatch and Kennedy
to guarantee adequate funding to keep chil-
dren safe while their mothers try to earn
enough to support them.

The Governor of Ohio:

I would like to see the child care and fam-
ily nutrition block grants converted into
capped state entitlements. In the House bill,
funding for these block grants is discre-
tionary. Key child care programs currently
are individual entitlements. The need for
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child care only will grow as welfare recipi-
ents move into the workforce.

The National Parent Teacher Asso-
ciation:

The potential for success of welfare reform
depends on former recipients becoming em-
ployed an being able to meet basic needs for
shelter, food, health care and child care.
Subsidized child care for low income working
parents is crucial.

Every single organization that has
responsibility and which has studied
this is and which are out on the front
lines on the issue of welfare reform has
understood the importance of providing
child care, and the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment provides it.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that these documents be printed
in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE USA—STATEMENT ON THE IM-
PORTANCE OF CHILD CARE IN WELFARE RE-
FORM

(By Mary Anderson Cooper, Associate
Director, Washington Office, August 9, 1995)

As the Senate works to overhaul the na-
tion’s welfare system, we urge Senators to
make the well-being of those who are im-
pacted by that system their primary con-
cern. As people of faith and religious com-
mitment, we are called to stand with and
seek justice for people who are poor. This is
central to our religious traditions, sacred
texts, and teachings. We are convinced,
therefore, that welfare reform must not
focus on eliminating programs but on elimi-
nating poverty and the damage it inflicts on
children (who are %s of all welfare recipi-
ents), on their parents, and on the rest of so-
ciety.

Further, we support the goal of helping
families to leave welfare through employ-
ment, because we believe that those who are
able to work have a right and a responsibil-
ity to do so. However, we also recognize that
just finding a job will not necessarily mean
either that a family should leave welfare or
that its poverty will end. Since full-time
jobs at minimum wage yield a family income
that is below the poverty line, and since such
jobs often do not provide health care bene-
fits, employed people trying to leave welfare
may still need some government subsidy in
order to become self-supporting.

Key among the kinds of help such people
need is child care. The Children’s Defense
Fund tells us that one in four mothers in
their twenties who were out of the labor
force in 1986 said they were not working be-
cause of child care problems (high cost, lack
of availability, poor quality or location, lack
of transportation, etc.). Among poor women,
34% said they were not working because of
child care problems.

The Government Accounting Office tells us
that increasing the supply of child care
would raise the work participation rates of
poor women from 29 to 44 percent. For near-
poor women, the rates would rise from 43 to
57 percent. Thus, increasing the supply of
safe, quality, affordable child care would
help some women escape poverty while help-
ing others avoid falling into it in the first
place.

The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are care for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
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are not able to accommodate the demand be-
cause the resources to expand the supply are
so scarce. We know this problem first hand,
because the desperate parents are in our con-
gregations, as are the overworked providers
of child care services. Their facilities are in
our buildings, and our congregations are en-
riched by the lively presence of their chil-
dren.

We believe that it is not responsible public
policy to require parents to work without
providing adequately for their children’s
safety and nurture while the parents are at
their jobs. If the government is going to in-
sist that mothers of young children leave
them to go into the workplace, then the gov-
ernment must make it possible for the par-
ents to do so in the confidence that their
children are in a safe, wholesome environ-
ment. To do otherwise puts our children at
risk and almost guarantees that parents,
preoccupied with concern for the well-being
of their youngsters, will not perform to the
best of their ability.

The issue of child care has been nearly ab-
sent from the congressional debate on wel-
fare reform. Consequently, we are particu-
larly grateful to Senator Daschle for making
child care a key feature of his legislation.
We commend him for raising the visibility of
this issue and look forward to working with
him to assure that adequate provisions for
child care are included in any welfare bill
that is approved by the Congress.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES,
Washington, DC, May 16, 1995.
Hon. BoB PACKWOOD,
U.S. Senate, Russell Office Building, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR SENATOR PACKwoOOD: We are writing
to thank you for your public commitment to
state flexibility as a principle in your wel-
fare reform legislation. The National Con-
ference of State Legislatures (NCSL) is espe-
cially pleased by your recognition of the
critical role of state legislators in welfare re-
form and other programs that serve children
and families. We appreciate your confidence
in our ability to design programs that best
serve the needs in our states and urge you to
consider our views as you finalize your wel-
fare reform legislation.

We are encouraged by your endorsement of
providing more discretion to state
decisionmakers and rejecting provisions that
micromanage and limit state authority to
determine eligibility. However, state legisla-
tors are concerned about several provisions
under consideration that have the potential
to limit state authority, shift major costs to
the states and violate NCSL’s policy on
block grants. The balance of this letter
specifies our concerns in six major areas. In
summary, we urge you to reconsider the con-
solidation of open-ended entitlements for
child protection services, work requirements
in the cash assistance block grant, denial of
benefits to legal immigrants, the absence of
real protection for states to respond to eco-
nomic change, the consolidation of child
care funding, and timing to successfully im-
plement revised programs.

I understand that your are still consider-
ing a block grant for child protection funds.
State legislators believe that foster care
maintenance and adoption assistance pay-
ments and administrative funding under
Title IV-E must be maintained as an open-
ended entitlement. Children in danger can-
not be told that the government ran out of
money to protect them. We must respond to
those who turn to us as a last resort. The de-
mand for these services has not been pre-
dicted well at the federal level. No one pre-
dicted the damage that HIV infection, crack
cocaine and homelessness would do to chil-
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dren’s security within their families. No one
anticipated the resulting increase in state
and federal costs. Courts will decide to re-
move children from unsafe homes and states
must respond to these decisions. We urge you
to reject the child protection block grant.

We are disappointed with the prescriptive
work and participation requirements in H.R.
4. State legislators are interested in creating
our own programs, not running a uniform
program with federally-determined program
details and fewer funds. We oppose federal
micromanagement in the definition or type
or work, the role of training, minimum num-
ber of hours a recipient must work, and par-
ticipation rates. These are precisely the de-
cisions each state should make based on
local needs. We do support measurement of
outcomes and performance data to ensure
that program goals are being met.

NCSL strongly opposes the denial of bene-
fits to legal immigrants. The federal govern-
ment has sole jurisdiction over immigration
policy and must bear the responsibility to
serve the immigrants it allows to enter
states and localities. The denial of benefits
will shift the costs to state budgets. Elimi-
nating benefits to noncitizens or deeming for
unreasonably long periods will not eliminate
the need, and state and local budgets and
taxpayers will bear the burden. Denial of
services to legal immigrants by states ap-
pears to violate both state and federal con-
stitutional provisions. We continue to sup-
port making affidavits of support legally
binding.

NCSL supports the development of a con-
tingency funds to assist states to respond to
changes in population and the economy rath-
er than a loan fund. The absence of adequate
protections for states with population
growth, economic changes and disasters is a
barrier to state support of a cash assistance
block grant. We believe that a loan fund is
not sufficient assurance of federal assist-
ance. The federal government must partici-
pate as a partner in a fund that has a mecha-
nism for budget adjustment so that states
are not overly burdened by increased demand
for services.

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of
coordination of existing child care funding
streams. We are interested in working with
you to consolidate these funds. Child care is
an essential component to support welfare
recipients moving from welfare to work and
is critical for low-income working families.
Our experience suggests that a renewed com-
mitment to work by welfare recipients will
require additional child care funds above
current levels. A consolidated child care
fund should stand alone.

Finally, state legislators will need ade-
quate transition time to successfully imple-
ment revised income security and related
programs. States will have to modify their
laws to comport with new federal legislation,
restructure their administrative bureauc-
racies and revise their FY9% and FY97 budg-
ets that have been enacted on the basis of
current law and federal spending guarantees.
We urge inclusion of a provision giving
states no less than one year of transition
time and consideration for additional time
for states that meet biennially.

We look forward to working with you
throughout this process. Please contact
Sheri Steisel or Michael Bird in NCSL’s
Washington Office to further discuss our
views.

Sincerely,
JANE L. CAMPBELL,
President, NCSL, As-
sistant House Minor-
ity Leader, Ohio.
JAMES J. LACK,
President-elect, NCSL,
Senator, New York.
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AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

(By Gerald H. Miller, President, and A.
Sidney Johnson 111, Executive Director)

SERIOUS SHORTFALL IN CHILD CARE FUNDING

By increasing the number of participants
required to work and maintaining child care
funds at the FY 94 level, current welfare re-
form proposals in the Senate would signifi-
cantly hinder states’ efforts to move welfare
recipients into the workforce. There is clear
congressional intent to require states to
meet higher participation rates, which can-
not be met if child care is unavailable. CBO
estimates, presented in testimony before the
Senate Finance Committee, indicate that
the child care needed to meet proposed par-
ticipation rates, will cost approximately 5
times the current proposed allocation. Based
on those estimates, states will face a serious
child care funding crisis.

Current proposals in the Senate do not cre-
ate a separate state block grant for all child
care programs. APWA supports a separate
child care block grant, in the form of an en-
titlement to states, not as a discretionary
spending program subject to annual funding
reductions. States will not be able to move
clients from welfare to work without ade-
quate and flexible funding to provide essen-
tial child care services.

ANALYSIS

The amount of money allocated for child
care is not adequate given the work partici-
pation requirements in the bill. Welfare re-
form legislation, in outlining work provi-
sions and requirements, should recognize and
address both programatically and financially
the distinct role of child care in clients’ abil-
ity to obtain and retain employment. Child
care is an essential component for success-
fully moving people to self-sufficiency. More-
over, no work program can succeed without
a commitment to making quality child care
available for recipients.

CATHOLIC CHARITIES, USA,
August 4, 1995.

DEAR SENATOR: As the Senate takes up
welfare reform, we urge you to adopt provi-
sions to strengthen families, protect chil-
dren, and preserve the nation’s commitment
to fighting child poverty.

Across this country, 1,400 local agencies
and institutions in the Catholic Charities
network serve more than 10 million people
annually. Last year alone, Catholic Charities
USA helped more than 138,000 women, teen-
agers, and their families with crisis preg-
nancies. Because Catholic agencies run the
full spectrum of services, from soup kitchens
and shelters to transitional and permanent
housing, they see families in all stages of
problems as well as those who have escaped
poverty and dependency.

This broad experience, along with our reli-
gious tradition which defends human life and
human dignity, compels us to share our
strong convictions about welfare reform.

The first principle in welfare reform must
be, ““Do no harm.” Along with the U.S.
Catholic Conference, the National Right-to-
Life Committee, and other pro-life organiza-
tions, we have vigorously opposed child-ex-
clusion provisions such as the ‘““family cap”’
and denial of cash assistance for children
born to teenage mothers or for whom pater-
nity has not yet been legally established.

We are also convinced that the idea of re-
warding states for reducing out-of-wedlock
pregnancies is well-intentioned but dan-
gerously light of the fact that the only state
experiment in this regard, the New Jersey
family cap, already has increased abortions
without any significant reduction in births.
The ““illegitimacy ratio’”” may well encourage
states to engage in similar experiments that



September 11, 1995

would result in more abortions and more suf-
fering.

We also support Senator Kent Conrad’s
amendment, which not only would require
teen mothers to live under adult supervision
and continue their education, but also would
provide resources for ‘‘second-chance homes™
to make that requirement a reality.

The second principle should be to protect
children. We are very concerned that the new
work requirements and time limits for AFDC
participation will leave children without
adequate adult supervision while their par-
ents are working or looking for work. The
key to successful work programs is safe, af-
fordable, quality day care for the children.
The bill before the Senate does not guaran-
tee or increase funding for day care to meet
the increased need associated with the work
requirements and time limits. Please, sup-
port amendments by Senators Hatch and
Kennedy to guarantee adequate funding to
keep children safe while their mothers try to
earn enough to support them.

The third principle should be to maintain
the national safety net for children. We op-
pose block granting Food Stamps, even as a
state option, because the Food Stamp pro-
gram is the only national program available
to feed poor children of all ages with work-
ing parents as well as those on welfare. On
the whole, the Food Stamp program works
well, ensuring that children in even the poor-
est families do not suffer from malnutrition.

We are encouraged by the fact that Sen-
ator Dole’s bill does not seek to cut or erode
federal support for child protection in the
child welfare system. Proposals to block
grant these essential protections are ill-ad-
vised and dangerous to children who are al-
ready abused, neglected, abandoned, and to-
tally at the mercy of state child welfare sys-
tems. Federal rules and guarantees are es-
sential to the safety of children.

The fourth principle should be fairness to
all citizens. Certain proposals before the
Senate would create a new category of ‘‘sec-
ond-class citizenship,” making immigrants
ineligible for most federal programs, even
after they become naturalized Americans.
We urge you to reject this and other propos-
als that would leave legal immigrants with-
out the possibility of assistance when they
are in genuine need.

The fifth principle should be to maintain
the national commitment to fighting child
poverty. In exchange for federal dollars and
broad flexibility, states should be expected
to maintain at least their current level of
support for poor children and their families.
We understand that Senator Breaux will
offer such an amendment on the Senate
floor. Please give it your support.

In our Catholic teaching, all children, but
especially poor and unborn children, have a
special claim to the protection of society
and government. Please vote for proposals
that keep the federal government on their
side.

Sincerely,
FRED KAMMER, SJ,
President.
STATE OF OHIO,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
March 27, 1995.
Hon. BoB DOLE,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR DoOLE: As you know, the
House of Representatives has completed its
consideration of welfare reform legislation.
While | strongly support the decision made
by the House to convert welfare programs
into block grants, | am concerned that the
House bill fails to provide states with the
flexibility needed to set our own priorities
and conduct innovative experiments to pro-
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mote responsibility and self-sufficiency.
Many of my fellow Republican Governors
share a number of my concerns.

I was disappointed with the allocation for-
mula established through the Temporary
Family Assistance Block Grant. It is the po-
sition of the National Governors’ Associa-
tion that any formula should allow states to
use either a three-year average or 1994 spend-
ing levels in determining base year alloca-
tions. While the House formula includes this
choice, it then applies a 2.4-percent reduc-
tion factor to each state’s allocation. The re-
duction factor leaves Ohio with a base year
allocation of $700 million annually, which is
lower than what we would have received
using either formula without a reduction
factor. Speaker Gingrich assured states he
would support eliminating the reduction fac-
tor. We would like to work with you in the
Senate to make this correction.

Although allowing each state to receive its
most favorable allocation without a reduc-
tion factor requires funding for the block
grant to be increased by approximately $200
million nationally, it is important to re-
member that states are making a significant
financial sacrifice in supporting capped
block grants. If states are disadvantaged in
determining base year allocations, it be-
comes even more difficult to make the in-
creased investments in work programs nec-
essary to move individuals off welfare.

The House bill also does not include suffi-
cient protections for states in the event of
an economic downturn. If Congress replaces
open-ended individual entitlements with
capped state entitlements, states are placed
in an extremely vulnerable position should
the welfare-eligible population increase sig-
nificantly. The state and federal govern-
ments should be partners in meeting the
needs of expanded caseloads in recessions.
The House bill contains a $1 billion rainy day
fund designed to provide the states with
short-term loans, repayable with interest in
three years. A loan fund does not represent a
partnership; instead it is a cost shift.

Ohio would be particularly disadvantaged
in a recession due to aggressive steps already
taken to reduce welfare caseloads. Today,
85,000 fewer Ohioans receive welfare than in
1992. States that have not been aggressive in
reducing their welfare rolls will be better
able to accommodate increased caseloads.
Ohio’s streamlined base makes it very dif-
ficult for us to absorb increased recessionary
demands.

As part of our efforts to reduce welfare
caseloads, Ohio has developed the strongest
JOBS program in the nation. Ohio leads the
nation with 33,911 recipients participating in
JOBS. Only California comes close to match-
ing Ohio’s performance with 32,755 recipients
enrolled in JOBS, and California has three
times as many ADC recipients as Ohio. Our
success with the JOBS program reflects a
strong investment in training and education
programs. Regardless of the extent of our in-
vestment, however, no work program can
succeed without a commitment to making
quality child care available for recipients. In
Ohio, the state provides non-guaranteed day
care to families with incomes up to 133 per-
cent of the federal poverty level. The pro-
gram currently has an average daily enroll-
ment of 17,800. The State of Ohio is doing its
part to provide child care to those in need.
The federal government also must meet its
responsibility.

I would like to see the child care and fam-
ily nutrition block grants converted into
capped state entitlements. In the House bill,
funding for these block grants is discre-
tionary. Key child care programs currently
are individual entitlements. The need for
child care only will grow as welfare recipi-
ents move into the workforce. My comfort
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level with the House package would increase
significantly if states were guaranteed to re-
ceive a specified level of funding for child
care and for child nutrition services for the
next five years. That guarantee can only
come through a capped state entitlement.

Excessive prescriptiveness is a problem
throughout the House legislation. The bill’s
work requirements are a perfect example.
The federal government mandates how many
hours per week a federally defined percent-
age of cash assistance recipients must par-
ticipate in federally prescribed work activi-
ties. In a true block grant, states would be
free to choose how best to allocate resources
to meet goals developed jointly by the fed-
eral and state governments. The record-
keeping requirements in the House bill also
are extraordinarily prescriptive. States re-
main concerned that our computer systems
lack the capability to provide the informa-
tion required by the House.

A true block grant should also give states
the ability to determine their own program
eligibility standards. The House legislation
includes a number of specific eligibility re-
strictions. For example, cash benefits will be
denied to unwed minor mothers and their
children. Additional children born to moth-
ers on welfare will be denied benefits. Deci-
sions like these should be left to the states.
By federally mandating these restrictions,
the House is interfering with successful state
reforms. For example, in Ohio we have devel-
oped a program designed to encourage minor
mothers to remain in school. The LEAP
(Learning, Earning, and Parenting) program
supplements or reduces a teen mother’s ADC
cash grant based on her school attendance to
teach her that there is a real value to com-
pleting her education. LEAP has led to a sig-
nificant decrease in the drop-out rate for
this vulnerable population. If the House pro-
hibition on cash benefits remains in place,
the LEAP program will have to be discon-
tinued.

As the Senate begins to consider welfare
legislation, 1 would be grateful for your as-
sistance in addressing my concerns. Like
many other Governors, | strongly support
the broad outline of the House proposal, but
it is important that these issues be resolved
successfully. As a Governor, it will be up to
me to implement welfare reforms in my
State. | would like to work with you to en-
sure that block grants give the states the
flexibility we need to implement innovative
reforms designed to meet the specific needs
of our communities. Without this flexibility,
I cannot support this welfare reform pack-
age.

gWhile Ohio watches federal welfare reform
developments with tremendous interest, we
have been actively pursuing a statewide re-
form agenda. | have enclosed a summary of
Ohio’s history of welfare reform innovation
for your information.

Thank you for your personal consideration
of my concerns.

Sincerely,
GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,
Governor.
NATIONAL PARENT TEACHER ASSO-
CIATION, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF ELEMENTARY ScHooL PRIN-
CIPALS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION, NA-
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE Di-
RECTORS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION,
NATIONAL EDUCATION  ASSOCIA-
TION, AND THE COUNCIL OF CHIEF
STATE ScHoOL OFFICERS,
March 20, 1995.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned
organizations, representing parents, edu-
cators, principals, and state policymakers,
support improvements to the welfare system.
We believe such reforms must address the
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fundamental quality child care needs of
working as well as unemployed parents.

We have several concerns about the impact
of H.R. 999 on the issues of access to and the
quality of child care in this country:

The plan reduces funding even though pro-
grams already have long waiting lists of eli-
gible families.

Welfare reform will increase the need for
child care by requiring participation in
training, education, or employment by
mothers who currently take care of their
children.

The potential for success of welfare reform
depends on former recipients becoming em-
ployed and being able to meet basic needs for
shelter, food, health care and child care.
Subsidized child care for low income working
parents is crucial.

Recent data show that quality in centers
and daycare homes is low, especially for in-
fants. Cutting funding for quality and elimi-
nating standards would threaten to erode the
quality of care even further.

We know that the quality of child care for
all children has a significant impact on the
ability of children to learn in the first few
years of school. When children experience
success in responsive, high quality programs,
they learn essential skills and knowledge,
and their parents learn to be confident part-
ners with teachers and schools.

* * * * *

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, | would just mention what we are
really talking about in terms of child
care. We have talked about figures. We
talked about statistics. We talked
about flow lines. We talked about enti-
tlements. What we are talking about is
really the issue of children being home
alone. This is not a joke or a big screen
comedy. It is a real life tragedy for
American families pressed to the wall.
Just listen to the horror stories from
families that have been put in this
awful position—and paying an unbe-
lievable price.

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

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

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

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

Mr. President, | will include in the
RECORD, if my friend and colleague,
Senator DobD, has not, the waiting
lines that exist in the States at the
present time.

The States face large unmet needs
for child assistance, waiting lists,
clothes, and the list goes on all the
way—Alabama, 19,000 children; Alaska,
752 children; Arizona, 2,600 children;
California, 250,000 children; Delaware,
over 1,000 children; Florida, 19,000;
Georgia, 21,000; Hawaii, 900 children are
on the waiting list; Idaho, 1,000 chil-
dren waiting; Illinois, 20,000 children
waiting; Indiana, 7,900 on the waiting
lists; Kansas, 1,270 on the waiting list,
Kentucky, 10,000 on the waiting list;
Louisiana, 4,600; Maine 3,000; Maryland,
4,000; Massachusetts 4,000 statewide
waiting for child care for working poor
families; Michigan, 12,000 last year;
Minnesota, 7,000; Missouri, 6,500; Mon-
tana, 200 children; Nevada, 7,000; and
the list goes on; New Jersey, 24,000;
New Mexico, 6,300; New York, 23,000;
North Carolina, 13,000; Pennsylvania,
7,700; Rhode Island, 972. The list goes
on and on with Wisconsin, 6,800; West
Virginia, 13,000.

Mr. President, the fact of the matter
is that under this particular bill, the
Dole bill, without the Dodd amend-
ment, we will be requiring the States
to have over 1 million new slots. They
are not doing it today. They do not
have the resources today. They do not
have the money under the Dole pro-
gram today to do it. The Dodd amend-
ment will provide them with the re-
sources to be able to meet that obliga-
tion, that obligation that is there in
the States today and that will be cre-
ated by this bill. That is what this
amendment is all about and why it
should be supported.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
pick up on the last point that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts raised. He
may have made it before | walked onto
the floor. He pointed out the waiting
lists that exist in the States for child
care slots today, before we pass a wel-
fare reform bill. There is just tremen-
dous demand today. What we are talk-
ing about—this bill, of course—is tak-
ing anywhere from 1 to 2 million people
and moving them over the next 5 years
from welfare to work.

If we do not provide additional re-
sources, then there will be increased
pressure on existing dollars that go to
those who are getting the child care
today. It is worthwhile to point out
that the people who get child care
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today under the child care development
block grant, that Senator HATCH and |
passed in 1990, are working poor. Those
are people at work right now. That
child care assistance makes it possible
for them to stay in the work force and
not slip into a public assistance cat-
egory.

The fear that many of us have here,
is that without some additional re-
sources, as we move people who are on
welfare today to work, the people out
working today and staying at work,
getting some of that assistance, those
resources are going to have to be shift-
ed in the State in order to accommo-
date the demands of this bill or face
the penalties the bill imposes on the
States if the States do not move the 25
to 50 percent of the welfare recipients
on their rolls to work.

So you are going to have the almost
bizarre effect of taking people who are
doing what we are encouraging people
to do, and that is stay at work, who are
marginally making enough to stay off
the welfare rolls and pushing those
people back on the rolls as we accom-
modate the demands of the legislation
to take people on the welfare rolls to
work.

So it seems we ought not to be jeop-
ardizing the small amount of funds we
have today out there assisting those
families presently at work.

Let me emphasize a couple of points
here if I can. What we are talking
about with this proposal is not an enti-
tlement. This is a pool of resources. It
does not entitle anyone to it. It merely
makes the funds available to the
States.

So there are those who have said
they do not believe in an entitlement
for child care. We might otherwise dis-
agree about that, but this amendment
does not create an entitlement. It
merely says to Ohio, Connecticut, Mas-
sachusetts, divide it up based on the
block grant and what it takes to make
it work. Here are some additional re-
sources to make it possible for you to
meet the demand, the mandate, of the
Federal law.

The mandate of the bill we are about
to pass says to Ohio and Connecticut,
you must move the following percent-
ages of your welfare rolls to work. And
what we are saying is rather than ask
Ohio and Connecticut to pay a penalty
because they did not meet that criteria
because they could not come up with
the resources to pay for the child care,
here as a result of our mandate are
some resources on the most critical
issue facing any State with its welfare
recipients: How do you take a parent
that has infant children and no place
to put them and get them to go to
work?

Sixty percent of all welfare recipi-
ents have children age 5 and under, Mr.
President. So it is unrealistic to as-
sume those children are going to find
some setting in the neighborhood or
with a grandparent. Ideally that would
be the best case, but realistically that
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is not going to happen in enough in-
stances. So it is finding and affording
child care that’s the issue. The child
care settings may vary—church-based
programs, community-based programs.
There is a wide variety of things the
States have done creatively in the
child-care setting area. | do not have
any difficulty with that kind of flexi-
bility at all. But here are resources.

In the absence of that, we are told
that we are looking at an additional
cost, above the amount set aside from
the block grant, which is the $5 billion
over 5 years. In fiscal year 2000, in the
State of Ohio, the additional amount is
$190 million, in the State of Pennsylva-
nia—I see my colleague and friend from
Pennsylvania here—$171 million; for
Connecticut, $48 million; Massachu-
setts, $89 million. These are the num-
bers the States, it is estimated, will
have to come up with. They can cut
spending. It does not mean necessarily
a mandate to raise taxes. But that is
the pool they will have to come up
with to provide for the child-care needs
of the population that moves to work.

If we are mandating that—and we
are; we are mandating work—why not
provide the States with some help to
do it? That is all we are saying here, a
pool of money over 5 years, $6 billion.

Now, it is a lot of money. | know
that. But if we all appreciate keeping
our mind on the goal of getting people
to work, then we ought to be trying to
do this in a bipartisan way.

Mr. President, | am not exaggerating.
If we get this amendment adopted or
something like it—and | think on the
issue of the formulas, which is, | think,
a minor point—and a few other areas,
you could pass this bill 95 to 5. We
could have overwhelming, strong sup-
port coming out of here for a welfare
reform bill, because | think all of us
share the common goal of getting peo-
ple from welfare to work.

Whether that is cost savings or an in-
vestment, the value of it, | think all of
us appreciate, to the family, the neigh-
borhood, the community, is tremen-
dously enhanced. And if child care is
one of the major obstacles to moving
an individual to work, because they do
not know where to put that child, then
trying to find the way for them to do
it, assist the States in that process
ought not to be an ideological battle
here. We have enough battles on that
stuff. This ought not be one.

So | am urging in these next 40 min-
utes or so that are remaining that peo-
ple take a good look at what this is.
Understand, it is no entitlement, not a
guarantee to anybody, merely assist-
ance to these States to be able to
achieve the goal as laid out in the ma-
jority leader’s bill, and that is to get
people to work.

People will tell you even with ade-
quate child care, it is going to be hard.
You talk about some pretty heavy
numbers to move from welfare to work,
and given the economy and downsizing
and a lot of other things happening,
good jobs, and so forth, are not expand-
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ing in our economy. We ought to be
talking about that, |1 hope, one of these
days, but nonetheless under the best of
circumstances, it is going to be hard.

It seems to me we ought to be trying
at least to make it possible to move
those people to work and not have the
kind of burden on the States that is
laid out here with the particular costs
associated with child care. And as |
said in response to the point that was
being made by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, we have already got people
really trying hard to stay off the wel-
fare rolls and stay at work. It would be
a tragedy, in a way, to then have some
of these people taking some of the re-
sources they get, plowing them into
this area and moving some of these
people at work and trying to stay off
welfare back on those rolls.

Mr. President, | thank my colleague
from Utah, who was here, who allo-
cated me about 5 or 10 minutes of his
time to make this point. I am grateful
to him for that.

At this point, | will yield the floor.
We may have some additional Members
who show up on this issue. But | urge
my colleagues in these next remaining
minutes here, this is a chance for us,
Mr. President, to really put together a
bipartisan bill on welfare reform. |
honestly believe that if we could adopt
this amendment, and a few other
things, we would be looking at an over-
whelming vote in favor of this welfare
reform package.

That is how this body and this Con-
gress ought to be functioning. People
want us to come together. They do not
want to see bickering and partisan bat-
tling. They would like us to find com-
mon ground. Here is a way for us to do
it on an issue that most people really
want to see us focus our attention on.
Here is a chance to achieve that goal in
the next 45 or 50 minutes. It means
doing the right thing. It is truly doing
the right thing in terms of welfare re-
form and eliminating a major obstacle
that people face here of moving from
the rolls of public assistance to the
independence and self-reliance of work
and helping them out with their Kids.
And those children’s needs, as | said a
moment ago, Mr. President, ought not
to be the subject of a partisan debate
here. We ought to be able to find the
means by which we can assist the fami-
lies to eliminate at least that question
in their mind, assist the States as they
move into this process in a way in
which we can do it. Resource allocation
is simple enough to accommodate.

| again urge my colleagues to take a
good look at this and come to this
floor, hopefully in the next 50 minutes,
and cast a vote in favor of what | think
would build a strong, strong vote of
support in favor of the majority lead-
er’s welfare reform bill.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, may
I inquire of the Chair of the time re-
maining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 50 minutes
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remaining. The Senator from Connecti-
cut has 1 minute 42 seconds.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

| wanted to congratulate the Senator
from Connecticut for his very persua-
sive case on behalf of the need for child
care and making workfare or welfare to
work.

| do not think anyone on this side of
the aisle disagrees with the basic
premise of his amendment, which is if
we are going to have people go to work,
then we are going to be in some need of
child care for working women, single
mothers. The question is, How much
money are you willing to put up? What
will be the impact?

Again, we go back to the start of a
lot of these programs, the welfare pro-
grams back in 