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I think all of us in this body are for-
tunate enough to have a day-care cen-
ter that was developed in a bipartisan
way in the Congress. We have the kind
of day care available for employees of
the Senate that we are denying to so
many others who are attempting to
work for a great deal less than we are
receiving, in terms of salaries, trying
to make ends meet.

We hear a great deal, as we did in the
early part of the year, Washington does
not get it because the laws we pass we
do not apply to ourselves. Remember
that? We went through a whole discus-
sion and debate about that. And we
should apply the laws that we pass for
others to ourselves.

But the other shoe fits, too, and that
is what we do for ourselves we might
think about doing for others. What we
have done is afforded the child care
program, and now we are being asked
to try and move people off welfare and
basically avoid the fundamental com-
mitment of trying to provide some
child care to those individuals.

As Senator DobD and Senator MoY-
NIHAN understand very completely,
that program just will not work. That
just will not work. The idea that you
are going to be able to take these re-
sources, which is flat funding over a pe-
riod of time, when about 85 percent of
those resources are being used for bene-
fits, and think that you are going to be
able to scrape some funding out for
child care, | think, does not hold water.

We have seen very little indication,
given what has happened in the States,
as the Senators from Connecticut and
New York have pointed out, that is
happening today and why we ought to
expect it to happen in the future.

So, Mr. President, this is really
about the priority of children. Every
day so many speeches are made about
children and about the most vulner-
able. We have an opportunity to ad-
dress those needs with the Dodd
amendment. | think all of us should be
impressed by the seriousness of the re-
dressing of this issue.

It has been as a result of a long,
painstaking, tireless effort by the spon-
sor of this amendment to try and
broaden out and to work this process in
a way that would have bipartisan sup-
port and would make a very important
and significant improvement in the
legislation. I am hopeful that when it
is offered, that it will succeed. | think
this will certainly be one of the most
important votes that we will have in
this session.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
have heard some speeches on the floor
of the Senate and this ranks right up
there. 1 do not know how you say—
when the leader here is negotiating, in
good faith, to in fact add more money
into the child care fund—that somehow
or another we are denying the fact that
we need child care, and have Members
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on the other side who insist on having
their name sketched next to the child
care money, to throw out an agreement
to do just that. | think that is not co-
operation by any stretch of the imagi-
nation.

To also suggest that somehow we
provide day care for workers here in
the U.S. Congress and that we are not
willing to do so in the welfare bill—
maybe the Senator does not know it,
but the people who have children in
day care pay for that with the hard-
earned dollars that they work for.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. No, I will not yield.
They work for it with their hard-
earned dollars. What you are suggest-
ing is to give money to people to go to
work, to give them child care to go to
work.

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. No, I will not yield.
The fact of the matter is that what the
Senator from Connecticut is doing is
trying to block an agreement from
happening by insisting on an amend-
ment on day care, which we are willing
to sit—and have been for hours—and
try to put together.

I am hopeful that we can get through
the partisanship on this and move for-
ward in a bipartisan way. And | know
there are many Members on the other
side of the aisle that want to work in a
bipartisan fashion to get this bill
through, to get day care money funded,
because it is a sincere interest, | know,
of the leader and of other Members on
our side to get this legislation through
with additional day care funds.

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. We will and have
been working. | object to the fact that
the Senator from Massachusetts stands
up and says we are giving free day care
here in the Congress, and we are pro-
viding it for our folks when, in fact,
they pay for that day care, and that we
are unwilling to give it to people on
welfare, when, in fact, we are going to
be giving day care to people on welfare.

I just think you are mixing who is
paying for what. The fact of the matter
is, people working here paying for their
day care are paying taxes to subsidize
the people that we want to provide day
care for under the welfare bill. Let us
get it straight.

I am willing, as other Members on
this side are, to put some more money
in for day care so that people can get
off of welfare. But do not try to suggest
that somehow we are providing perks
to Members here that we are unwilling
to give on welfare. Exactly the oppo-
site is the truth.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | am going
to propound a unanimous-consent re-
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quest as soon as it has been cleared by
the Democratic leader. | intend to fin-
ish this bill today one way or the
other, even if there is not going to be
a welfare bill. We have been at this for
several hours in good faith. In the offer
we made, which was rejected by the
Senator from Connecticut, there is,
over 5 years, $3 billion. | think his
amendment was 5——

Mr. DODD. That was not the offer.

Mr. DOLE. We just changed it. He
had $5.7 billion over 5 years. We said,
OK, we will go more than halfway, to $3
billion over 5 years.

Mr. DODD. That is the first time this
Senator heard that offer.

Mr. DOLE. My view is that is what
the Senator wanted.

Mr. DODD. | will be glad to look at
that. We can put in a quorum call. |
say that with all due respect to the
Senator.

Mr. DOLE. We changed it about an
hour ago. As | understand it, it is more
than halfway to where the Senator was
with his amendment the other day. We
checked it with some others, and they
think this is a very generous, respon-
sible offer. That would be $8 billion
over 5 years set aside for child care

Mr. DODD. If the Senator will yield.
We know each other very well, and |
just say that offer was not presented to
me. | would not say that if it were not
the case.

Mr. DOLE. Then | will present it to
you now.

Mr. DODD. Let us put in a quorum
call and see if we can get the details.

Mr. DOLE. | do not think we have a
problem here.

Mr. DODD. We may not.

Mr. DOLE. We have taken care of
maintenance of effort and the job
training. We are going to make it free-
standing, under a time agreement. And
contingency grant funds, which we did
not have in our bill, was sponsored by
the Senator from Ohio, Senator
DEWINE. He thought about $530 million
was appropriate. We made it $1 billion.
So if some State has a calamity, they
do not have to pay it back. We kept the
loan funds of $1.7 billion, and we have
accepted some of the triggers sug-
gested. The work bonus program, that
has been done.

On the vouchers, we have not reached
an agreement, but we have increased
the hardship exemption in the bill from
15 to 20 percent. We have added $75 per
year for abstinence education, which
has broad support. And program eval-
uation, of interest to the Senator from
New York, and others, $20 million to
evaluate the program. If that is not
enough, we can raise it to $25 million.

| talked to Dick Nathan, who sug-
gested that amendment; he is a well-re-
spected academic. Food stamps, which
we have discussed with the Democratic
leader, has certain escape hatches. We
do not think it punishes anybody.

We think it is a good package, and we
think we can complete this whole bill
in a couple of hours.

Mr. DODD. If the majority leader will
yield—and | say this with great respect
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and friendship, because that is the
case—the offer presented to me was $3
billion over 7 years, along with a check
on the financing schemes. | say, in fair-
ness, that in my conversation with the
Senator from Utah we talked about
this, and | counteroffered with the pro-
posal of $3 billion over 5 years. | was
told it was rejected.

Under the circumstances, let us find
out about where we are. If that is the
case, | am prepared to sit down and
take a good hard look at it. | was told
something different, and that can hap-
pen around here as these offers go back
and forth. | urge that maybe those in-
volved look at the child care piece. |
am not as familiar with the other
pieces the majority leader described.

Mr. DOLE. | will say that the Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, gave
me a list of six or seven items yester-
day, and we have been able to accom-
modate part of each of those, with the
exception of one where there was a
time limit. Even there, we increased
the percentage on exemption, hardship
exemption, from 15 to 20 percent, which
would cover that concern.

If the Democratic leader wishes to
speak, | am happy to go over this with
the Senator from Connecticut. We be-
lieve it is a responsible, reasonable ef-
fort. I might point out that we only
save $5 billion in AFDC over 5 years
and only $9 billion over 7 years. Total
savings in the Senate bill, which are
going to be reduced because of some of
the things we have agreed to do, over 5
years, is $44 billion; the House bill is
$75 billion. Over 7 years, ours is $71 bil-
lion; the House is $122 billion. So there
is a vast difference between this and
the House bill, as far as savings are
concerned. We would like to complete
action on this bill and go to con-
ference.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | won-
der if we might suggest a quorum call
for a brief period of time for us to be
able to see if we can finalize some of
the understandings as it relates to this
agreement.

I think there are some misunder-
standings here that may be clarified
that could accommodate this agree-
ment, even now.

I thought we had exhausted all possi-
bilities, but maybe not. If that is the
case, | think it is worth one more
quorum call to see if we can resolve it.

Mr. HATCH. If leaders would with-
hold for a second, | think that the set-
tlement on child care is utterly reason-
able, something that can bring us to-
gether.

I commend both leaders for trying to
bring this about. It is my understand-
ing that the Hatch language on child
care will also be part of that.

Mr. DASCHLE. That is what we will
find out.

Mr. DOLE. The fencing will be but I
am not sure about anything else.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | have been
in discussion with the distinguished
Democratic leader and other colleagues
on both sides. | think we have the
framework of an agreement. We do not
have it drafted. Nobody has signed off
on it finally. But | think in the inter-
est of time it has occurred to me and
the Democratic leader, Senator
DASCHLE, that maybe those who have
outstanding amendments could come
to the floor now and offer those amend-
ments, hopefully in a very short period
of time because we hope to go and will
go to third reading hopefully by mid-
night tonight. But we are going to go
to third reading on welfare reform be-
tween now and sometime, and we
would rather do it by midnight if we
could. I know there are a number of
amendments we have looked at people
can accept. We will try to be as accom-
modating as we can with our col-
leagues.

But | think that is the view of the
distinguished Democratic leader; is
that correct?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | con-
cur entirely. | think we have gotten to
the point now where it may just be a
matter of a period of time before we
can submit the agreement and have a
vote. But this is valuable time we are
losing, and | know a lot of Members
have come to me throughout the day
expressing an interest in offering their
amendments. | do not want to preclude
them from doing so. | think they ought
to come to the floor.

I have agreed that we can go at some
point tonight to third reading. So we
will finish this bill tonight at some
point.

So to accommodate Senators who
still have amendments, to ensure that
we maximize what time we have left,
whatever time it is going to take be-
fore we go to third reading, | encourage
all of our colleagues to come over if
they have amendments.

As the distinguished majority leader
said, working with our ranking mem-
ber, who has done a remarkable job—he
deserves an award for sitting in the
Chamber as long as he has—we are
ready to go to work. We would like to
finish with those amendments that are
not part of this agreement, and there
are many of them. So come to the floor
as quickly as you can and see if we can
resolve these outstanding issues.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the majority lead-
er yield?

Mr. DOLE. Could I just say one word
because the Democratic leader reminds
me we are talking about amendments
that would not impact on what we hope
to have as an agreement here, child
care—any amendment in the area we
are looking at we hope would not be of-
fered. We do not have an agreement
yet. We hope there is. It may not be
possible. So we hope Members would
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not offer amendments that would af-
fect the agreement we hope to achieve.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the majority lead-
er yield?

Mr. DOLE. Yes.

Mr. BREAUX. | thank the Senator
for yielding. And | ask maybe our lead-
er, both leaders actually. A great deal
of work has been done, a lot of back
and forth, and | think a good com-
promise has potentially been reached
here. 1 am concerned, as our leader is,
that there are a lot of other amend-
ments—I do not know whether we have
30, 40 amendments that are still posted
out there, and I am just concerned, is
it the intent to finish the bill tonight,
I ask both leaders?

Mr. DOLE. We hope to go to third
reading this evening. We hope it is this
evening. It may be tomorrow morning.

Mr. DASCHLE. 1 believe, if the ma-
jority leader will yield, in answer to
the question, having had the chance to
look at the amendments, most Sen-
ators would agree to relatively short
time limits, and | do not think there is
any reason why we cannot complete
work on the remaining amendments to-
night.

So | would again encourage Senators
because it is 10 minutes to 6. There is
some good time left tonight for us to
accommodate Senators who come to
the floor. And we will see what the list
looks like. | expect it is going to be a
lot less than 40. A number of these
amendments will fall if they get this
agreement. And we will just work
through whatever remaining amend-
ments Senators wish to offer, but we
cannot do that if they do not come to
the floor.

Mr. DOLE. It is still possible, | might
add—I will certainly consult the Demo-
cratic leader. One way to eliminate
some of the amendments would be with
a cloture vote. Of course, you still have
91 amendments, but | think those
would all be—there would not be any
amendments to expand this program.
They would be amendments to limit
the program, so they might be good
amendments. But we hope if we get
some cooperation in the next hour or
so that would not be necessary.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
might | ask the majority leader a ques-
tion? | certainly, first of all, know
there has been a lot of difficult nego-
tiation. And | respect that process very
much.

But as | have listened to the major-
ity leader, was he saying that built
into this unanimous-consent agree-
ment would be an understanding that
there could be no amendments in the
same areas in which you have reached
agreement with amendments? And if
that is the case, then would Senators
have an opportunity to at least, as op-
posed to that being hammered out back
in our offices, have an opportunity to
look at what that means?

Mr. DOLE. Right.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | know without
looking at the areas, it is difficult to
say whether you would agree or not.
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Mr. DOLE. Child care is one thing we
are working on. Maintenance of effort
has already been taken care of.

Job training. We have an agreement,
if we have an overall agreement, to
take the job training provisions out of
this bill and have a freestanding bill.
That agreement has already been
reached between Senator KASSEBAUM
and Senator KENNEDY. We will take
that up sometime after the appropria-
tions bills are done.

Contingency grant fund. That is in
response to a request by Senator
DAscHLE and the Governors and Sen-
ator DEWINE, and certain things that
must happen about matching and when
it is triggered.

Work bonus. That has been done.
Some question about vouchers. We
have not reached an agreement on
that, but we have agreed to expand the
current hardship exemption from 15 to
20 percent.

Abstinence education; $75 million per
year earmarked for abstinence edu-
cation.

Program evaluation was, | guess, a
concern of the Senator from New York
and others. We authorized $20 million. |
think that is adequate. If not, it can
be, I assume, adjusted.

Then we have been working on a sav-
ings provision with reference to food
stamps. That has not been agreed to
yet.

So those are the general areas. There
are others that | do not—I know Sen-
ator COHEN and Senator BINGAMAN
have an interest in SSI. The thing is,
we need to find offsets for these. That
is what we are trying to do this after-
noon.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if |
could just say to the majority leader
and the minority leader, if you would
be willing to give Senators some ad-
vance notice as to when you come out
with the agreement. | would just like
to have those areas and just sort of un-
derstand what is in the agreement be-
fore agreeing that there would be no
amendments in this area. | am sure
that | would agree to that, but | would
just like to know what it is we are
talking about since | was not part of
the actual negotiation.

Mr. DASCHLE. | am sure we can ac-
commodate the Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
pending the arrival of Senators wishing
to offer amendments, | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, |1 ask
unanimous consent that the proceed-
ings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
might | ask the majority leader a ques-

The
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tion? | certainly, first of all, know
there has been a lot of difficult nego-
tiation. And | respect that process.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, | thank
the Chair for recognizing me.

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator BIDEN of Delaware, | ask
unanimous consent that Peter Jaffe, a
detailee on the staff of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee, be granted floor
privileges for the remainder of the
104th Congress.

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

Mr. PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

AMENDMENT NO. 2495, AS MODIFIED

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, at this
time | call up amendment No. 2495 and
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be sent to the desk and
that it be modified to reflect the lan-
guage in this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 52, lines 4 through 6, strike ‘‘so
used, plus 5 percent of such grant (deter-
mined without regard to this section).” and
insert ‘‘so used. If the strike does not prove
to the satisfaction of the Secretary that
such unlawful expenditure was not made by
the State in intentional violation of the re-
quirements of this part, then the Secretary
shall impose an additional penalty of 5 per-
cent of such grant (determined without re-
gard to this section).”.

On page 56, strike lines 11 through 14, and
insert the following:

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The penalties described
in paragraphs (2) through (6) of subsection
(a) shall apply—

“(A) with respect to periods beginning 6
months after the Secretary issues final rules
with respect to such penalties; or

““(B) with respect to fiscal years beginning
on or after October 1, 1996;
whichever is later.

On page 122, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

SEC. 110A. CORRECTIVE COMPLIANCE PLAN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) NOTIFICATION OF VIOLATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Fed-
eral Government shall, prior to assessing a
penalty against a State under any program
established or modified under this Act, no-
tify the State of the violation of law for
which such penalty would be assessed and
allow the State the opportunity to enter into
a corrective compliance plan in accordance
with this section which outlines how the
State will correct any violations for which
such penalty would be assessed and how the
State will insure continuing compliance
with the requirements of such program.

(2) 60-DAY PERIOD TO PROPOSE A CORRECTIVE
COMPLIANCE PLAN.—ANy State notified under
paragraph (1) shall have 60 days in which to
submit to the Federal Government a correc-
tive compliance plan to correct any viola-
tions described in such paragraph.

(3) ACCEPTANCE OF PLAN.—The Federal
Government shall have 60 days to accept or
reject the State’s corrective compliance plan
and may consult with the State during this
period to modify the plan. If the Federal
Government does not accept or reject the
corrective compliance plan during the pe-
riod, the corrective compliance plan shall be
deemed to be accepted.

Is there
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(b) FAILURE TO CORRECT.—If a corrective
compliance plan is accepted by the Federal
Government, no penalty shall be imposed
with respect to a violation described in sub-
section (a) if the State corrects the violation
pursuant to the plan. If a State has not cor-
rected the violation in a timely manner
under the plan, some or all of the penalty
shall be assessed.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the
amendment does not have to be read,
as | understand it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. PRYOR. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, | rise today to offer
this amendment on behalf of myself
and Senator GRAHAM of Florida. This is
an amendment that | think speaks to
some real need for a common sense ap-
proach to the issues of penalties that
this legislation could burden our
States with.

This amendment will give some flexi-
bility to the penalty section that the
States will be subjected to if they fail
to quickly comply with the numerous
requirements of this legislation.

Mr. President, this amendment has
the support of the National Governors’
Association, the National Conference
of State Legislatures, and the Amer-
ican Public Welfare Association. |
would like to take this opportunity to
publicly thank these fine groups for en-
dorsing and supporting this amend-
ment.

Under the bill before us, Mr. Presi-
dent, as the States move to a more
flexible block grant welfare system—
and it appears that that is what is
going to happen—the States of our
Union are going to be subjected to
harsh, inflexible penalties.

These penalties should be designed to
encourage States to play by the rules,
not to injure them for unintentional
mistakes made while they are trying to
recreate their entire welfare systems
with very, very limited resources and
very little time to do it.

This bill states that our States in our
Union can be penalized by up to 5 per-
cent of their block grant for each of
the following violations. Let me reit-
erate, for each of the following viola-
tions: If a State, one, fails to submit a
required report—any required report; if
a State fails to use the income and eli-
gibility verification system; if the
State fails to comply with the in-
creased paternity establishment and
child support enforcement require-
ments; and if a State fails to meet
work participation rates.

The Congressional Budget Office says
that most States will not be able to
meet these work participation rates in
the short time allowed by the proposed
legislation.

These penalties are very, very harsh.
They are inflexible, and alone they
could add up to 20 percent of a State’s
block grant.

But a State can be penalized an addi-
tional 5 percent under this proposal for
the improper use of funds, even if that
misuse is not intentional.

If I might cite a hypothetical exam-
ple. If the State of Texas, for example,
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unknowingly and by mistake erro-
neously paid $184 in welfare payments
to a person who has violated his prison
parole, the penalties would be as fol-
lows, Mr. President: The $184 that was
improperly used, that would be a part
of the penalty, plus 5 percent of the
State’s total block grant value which
works out to be $25 million in penalties
for the State of Texas.

In addition, the State of Texas would
have to use State funds, not Federal
funds but State funds, to make up this
entire penalty. | am certain that this is
a classic case of unintended con-
sequences, and | feel very certain, Mr.
President, that the authors of the
original bill had no intention of penal-
izing our States in this manner.

In short, a State would be penalized
in this situation, in this hypothetical
condition, over $25 million for an unin-
tentional $184 violation, and that is
only for one violation, unintentional as
it might be.

This amendment further solves a
problem by applying a penalty of 5 per-
cent only—only—if the improper use is
judged to be intentional. If it is the re-
sult of an honest mistake, the State
would still have to repay the amount
misused, plus an additional amount of
State funds to maintain the block
grant.

An additional part of this amend-
ment gives the State the necessary
transition time that the States are
going to need to put their welfare sys-
tems in place, while not delaying re-
forms in areas where the State is ready
to move ahead. It will postpone the
penalties of all but improper use of
funds until 6 months after Health and
Human Services issues the final rules.
In the absence of final regulations, the
States that try to interpret and meet
the requirements of a statute in good
faith may still be subject to penalties
when the details of the law are fleshed
out by Federal regulations.

Finally, Mr. President, the amend-
ment | offer today, once again, in be-
half of myself and Senator GRAHAM of
Florida, the amendment that we offer
will allow the States to enter into an
agreement with HHS called a correc-
tive compliance plan which spells out
how the State will improve its systems
and comply with the requirements of
the act.

This section of my amendment incor-
porates many of the ideas that were
embodied in an earlier amendment by
the Senator from Arizona, Senator
MCCAIN. It is similar to a provision in
the current law that we now operate
under. The penalties are suspended as
long as the State continues to follow
the plan.

If the Secretary of HHS finds that a
State is not working to improve its
system, then the Secretary may im-
pose all or some of the original pen-
alties, depending on how much progress
that particular State has made.

This amendment does not weaken the
Federal oversight on States. In fact,
even with these changes, the penalties
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on States in this legislation will be far
more strict than those penalties in the
House bill. It is narrowly drawn to be
fair. It is drawn to be flexible, and it is
drawn to meet the test of common
sense.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that there are no costs—no
costs—associated with this amend-
ment. | am very proud to say that this
amendment has, we believe, bipartisan
support in the U.S. Senate. And once
again, | wish to thank the American
Public Welfare Association, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legisla-
tures, and the National Governors’ As-
sociation for the splendid assistance
they have given us in preparing this
amendment.

I also appreciate the understanding
shown and hopefully the ultimate ac-
ceptance of this amendment by not
only the majority but also the ranking
manager of this legislation.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOLE. We are prepared to accept
the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
2495, as modified.

The amendment (No. 2495), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. 1
sider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as | under-
stand, the Senator from Alabama is
prepared with an amendment, 40 min-
utes equally divided; the Senator from
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, is pre-
pared to offer her amendment, 20 min-
utes equally divided; the Senator from
California would follow the Senator
from Maryland.

AMENDMENT NO. 2614

Mr. DOLE. | think amendment 2614,
as drafted, is acceptable.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It is acceptable.

Mr. DOLE. | send amendment 2614 to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment 2614 is the pending question. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
numbered 2614.

The amendment (No. 2614) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOLE. | move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The

move to recon-
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Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
believe | need a very short time for my
amendment. | believe Senator SIMPSON
would like to speak on the deeming
amendment for 10 minutes, and it
would be agreeable to have 10 minutes
on my side on that amendment.

On the other amendment, 10 minutes
is enough. Senator KENNEDY would like
to speak on the deeming amendment as
well.

Mr. DOLE. As | understand, there are
two amendments.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. There are two
amendments.

Mr. DOLE. Naturalization and deem-
ing?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct.

Mr. DOLE. Twenty minutes on each
amendment?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is fine.

Mr. DOLE. We have Senator SHELBY,
Senator MIKULSKI, two amendments by
Senator FEINSTEIN, and then in our ro-
tation plan it would come back to this
side unless we have an agreement we
can accept.

Once the Senator from North Dakota
has his worked out——

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. Leader, we think
we have achieved agreement, so if we
could get in the queue, we think we
have that all taken care of.

Mr. DOLE. Following Senator FEIN-
STEIN.

Mr. CONRAD. That certainly would
be good. We could take 10 minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Ten minutes.

That will be four amendments by my
colleagues on the other side. | assume
we can have an equal number on this
side.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the major-
ity leader?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2526

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment 2526, offered by the Senator from
Alabama, is now the pending business.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President | ask
unanimous consent to add the follow-
ing Senators as original cosponsors of
the amendment: Senators SANTORUM,
GRAMS, HEeELMS, GRAMM of Texas,
COATS, and LOTT.

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

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, along
with the Senators that | have just
mentioned as cosponsors, that is,
namely, Senators CRAIG, LOTT, HAT-
FIELD, COATS, SANTORUM, GRAMS,
HELMS, and GRAMM of Texas, | am in-
troducing an amendment that we be-
lieve will help strengthen the role of
the family in America.

The out-of-wedlock Dbirthrate in
America is projected to reach 50 per-
cent by early next century, and | am
concerned that this trend will result in
a dramatic increase in the number of
children abused and neglected. There
are now close to 500,000 children in the
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foster care system, but only 50,000 are
placed for adoption each year. Our
amendment would effectively find
homes for many children who need par-
ents and find children for parents who
need families. The objective of this
amendment is to provide an appro-
priate incentive to encourage a policy
which should be embraced by all Amer-
icans.

Adoption is a positive event that ben-
efits everyone involved. Obviously a
loving, caring family for a parentless
child is the primary benefit of adop-
tion. Studies show the adopted child
receives a strong self identity, positive
psychological health and a tendency
for financial well-being.

Parents who adopt children also ben-
efit. They receive the joy and respon-
sibility of raising a child as well as the
love and respect only a child can give.
The emotional fulfillment of raising
children clearly contributes to the full-
ness of life.

Lastly, we should not forget the ad-
vantages to communities as a whole in
America. Society is unambiguously
better off as a result of adoption. Sta-
tistics show time and again that chil-
dren with families intact are more
likely to become productive members
of the community than children with-
out both parents.

Unfortunately more times than not,
a financial barrier stands in the way of
otherwise qualified parents. The
monthly cost of supporting the child is
not the hurdle, but instead the initial
outlay to pay for the adoption. There
are many fees and costs involved with
adopting a child, which include mater-
nity home care, normal prenatal and
hospital care for the mother and child,
preadoption foster care for infant,
home study fees, and legal fees. These
costs can range anywhere from about
$13,000 to $36,000, according to the Na-
tional Council for Adoption.

Like the person who wants to buy a
home, but cannot because the financial
hurdle of a down payment stops them,
potential parents often cannot adopt a
child because of the substantial initial
fees, fees that could actually exceed
the cost of a down payment for a home.
As a result, children are denied homes,
and parents denied children.

Our amendment seeks to address this
problem. It would allow a $5,000 refund-
able tax credit for adoption expenses.
This credit would be fully available to
any individual with an income up to
$60,000 and phased out up to an income
of $100,000. Other adoption tax credits
have been put forth, but the key ele-
ment of our adoption tax credit is its
full refundability. This provision will
allow many couples who may not have
a tax liability in a given year to be
able to afford to open up their home to
a parentless child.

A fully-refundable adoption tax cred-
it is an essential part of any welfare re-
form measure like the one we have be-
fore us.

Our amendment would also provide
that employer-provided adoption as-
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sistance would be excluded from gross
income for taxable purposes. Those re-
ceiving assistance from their employer
to cover costs over and above the first
$5,000—which would be taken care of by
the credit—would not have to count
that assistance as income. Finally, the
amendment provides that withdrawals
from an IRA can be made penalty-free
and excluded from income if used for
qualified adoption expenses. Represent-
ative JosepH KENNEDY and others are
advocating a proposal similar to this in
the House.

I believe these changes will go a long
way in making adoption a reality for
many children and helping them find
the loving homes they so desperately
need in America. This amendment has
the strong support of 14 adoption orga-
nizations, which represent more than
1,000 adoption agencies and practition-
ers. Mr. President, | hope my col-
leagues will join us in reaching out to
families in order to provide a better,
brighter future for our children and a
heightened degree of appreciation for
the potential that adoption holds for
our society. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

further debate? The Senator from
Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am

pleased to join my colleague from Ala-
bama [Senator SHELBY] in offering this
amendment to provide for a refundable
tax credit for adoption expenses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will suspend, we are under
time control. Who yields time to the
Senator?

Mr. CRAIG. Excuse me, Mr.
dent.

Mr. CHAFEE. What is the time situa-
tion here?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents of the amendment have 13 min-
utes and 33 seconds; opponents, 20 min-
utes.

Mr. CHAFEE. How much time does
the Senator want?

Mr. CRAIG. Five minutes.

Mr. CHAFEE. Fine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from ldaho is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, as | said—
and | thank the chairman for yield-
ing—I am pleased to join my colleague
from Alabama [Senator SHELBY] in of-
fering this amendment to provide for a
refundable tax credit for adoption ex-
penses.

In short, Mr. President, this amend-
ment will amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide a refundable tax
credit for adoption expenses. This pro-
vision will exclude from gross income
employee and military adoption assist-
ance benefits and withdrawals from
IRA’s for use toward adoption ex-
penses.

Some people may ask, ‘“What does
this have to do with welfare?”’ It has
very little to do with our current wel-
fare system, but a great deal to do with
a dramatically reformed system simi-
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lar to that envisioned in the leader’s
bill.

Through the use of block grants and
other reforms, we are moving away
from a welfare system that has created
dependency, and into a system that en-
courages independence.

As part of that, we also hope to see
greater strength in the American fam-
ily, reduce out-of-wedlock births, con-
trol welfare spending, and reduce wel-
fare dependence. It is my concern that
as we move in this direction, that the
Congress needs to make adoption a
more viable option for families.

We all read the stories, both happy
and tragic, of efforts couples have
made to adopt a child. It is my hope
that our work here will lead to more
happy stories and fewer heartbreaking
reports, of the tens of thousands of dol-
lars spent traveling around the world
by couples in search of children to
adopt to make them a part of their
family.

I know this firsthand. Not that | suf-
fered those hardships, but 1 am an
adoptive parent and | adopted the chil-
dren of my wife and we brought to-
gether a family unit. Even then, when
there were no obstacles in front of us,
the process was challenging in all of
the hoops and hurdles that we had to
go through to make sure it was done
right.

This amendment will give adoptive
families a fairer shake. | have intro-
duced similar legislation with other
colleagues here in the Senate and hope
that they will support this amendment.

Adoption is a viable option that re-
sults the best of all worlds: Uniting a
wanted child and a loving family. |
think we need to keep focused on that
fact, and continue our efforts to im-
prove the adoption and foster care ap-
proaches that this Senate is so sup-
portive of.

Mr. President, before closing, 1 want
to take a moment to discuss something
that was not included in the Repub-
lican leadership welfare reform bill.

There is good reason to highlight this
item that was excluded, because it will
have a big impact on our ability, as a
nation, to ensure that there is a safety
net to take care of children.

The item that was excluded is the
creation of a block grant of the title
IV-E foster care and adoption assist-
ance programs.

In fact, both the GOP leadership bill,
the Work Opportunity Act of 1995, and
the conservative consensus package
maintain the title IV-E foster care and
adoption assistance programs as enti-
tlements.

Mr. President, we need dramatic re-
form of our welfare system. And of all
of us who have been engaged in that de-
bate here for the last good number of
days, the current one-size-fits-all ap-
proach of a federally designed and im-
plemented program simply has not
served this Nation well nor served
those who find themselves in poverty
and in need of welfare.

It has also been unsuccessful in re-
lieving poverty. Instead, it finds that
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we put families in it and somehow they
stay there. Here is an opportunity, as
we move out to independence to assure
greater chances for children without
families, to find those families and
families without children—to find
those children.

Instead of a program that reaches
out to people and families to give them
a hand up, we have a program with a
hand out that constantly pushes people
down and keeps them in the welfare
cycle.

The bill we have before us today will
provide some of that needed dramatic
reform. Changes in programs like aid
to families with dependent children
[AFDC] may have an impact on foster
care services. This will be especially
prevalent during the implementation
and transition into the reformed wel-
fare system.

The impact of any changes to our
welfare system is somewhat unpredict-
able. Therefore, Republicans here in
the Senate have acknowledged that
fact, and the need to maintain a safety
net for children by maintaining title
IV-E as an entitlement.

Mr. President, this issue has been a
concern of mine for some time. In
Idaho, we have a number of excellent
facilities that work with children in
group home settings, with an emphasis
on reuniting the family when possible.
I have been to these facilities, my staff
have seen them. The work they do
there is nothing short of remarkable.

My concern, Mr. President, is that we
have a safety net available to ensure
that the children who may be affected
will be adequately taken care of
through our foster care and adoption
assistance programs. If these programs
under title IV-E were converted into a
block grant with a limited inflation ad-
juster, there would be little flexibility
for States to meet the kind of
unforseen demands that can shift chil-
dren into these programs.

There are also issues outside of wel-
fare reform that affect these programs,
such as changes in the economy, demo-
graphics and natural disasters. For ex-
ample, Idaho had a 16-percent increase
in the number of child abuses cases last
year; many of those children ended up
in the foster care system. Again, these
are things that cannot be planned for,
but add to the burden of the system.

It is important to note that since the
foster care and adoption assistance
programs were established in 1980,
there have been more than 90,000 chil-
dren with special needs adopted in the
United States.

Mr. President, there have been a
number of references to those who are
affected by what we do here.

I would like to take a moment to
share a story about we’ve been able to
accomplish in ldaho with these title
IV-E moneys. The Idaho youth ranch
runs a family preservation program.

Gina was a 7-year-old girl who was
removed from her home by child pro-
tective services because her parent ne-
glected to care for her. The goal of the
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referral was to see if the youth ranch
could help the mother respond to the
point that Gina and her two younger
sibling could return home.

The youth ranch staff began an as-
sessment of the family situation and
developed a plan in conjunction with
the Child Protective Services staff,
mom, and the children.

Through the parent training, sup-
portive services, and help the youth
ranch provided, this family is now get-
ting back on track. Mother is now
working in a job close to home, has a
healthy home environment set up,
ready for the children’s return, has the
kids enrolled in school, and a respon-
sible day care for her youngest child.

The staff at the youth ranch will con-
tinue their work after the reunification
of the children. It is a happy ending for
the family, for the State, and most im-
portant, for Gina.

Mr. President, that was quite a
lengthy comment, but I felt it was im-
portant to note in this debate. In clos-
ing, | would just add that | hope my
colleagues will support improving ac-
cess to adoption, and will vote for the
Shelby amendment.

So | am proud to support and to be a
cosponsor of the amendment of my col-
league, Senator SHELBY, and his con-
certed effort.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, 1 would
like to ask the proponent of the
amendment a question.

As | understand, this is going to cost
$1.4 billion over 5 years. Has the Sen-
ator a method of paying for this?

Mr. SHELBY. Would the Senator
from Rhode Island state the question
again?

Mr. CHAFEE. It is my understanding
that this amendment will cost, over 5
years, $1.4 billion.

Mr. SHELBY. The Senator is correct.
The revenue loss is projected to be $1.4
billion over 5 years but the underlying
bill will result in savings of over $40
billion over 5 years.

Mr. CHAFEE. | know we are going to
have further discussion because | think
there is a point of order that lies that
is going to be raised. But | would point
out that everything that comes in the-
ory out of savings is something that
the Finance Committee has to come up
and pay for. We have just concluded a
long meeting in connection with Medi-
care, and the difficulty of coming up
with savings was made clear to us at
that gathering.

So, Mr. President, if there is no fur-
ther discussion, | suggest the absence
of a quorum, and this will be charged
equally against both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
yield 3 minutes of time to the Senator
from Texas, [Mr. GRAMM].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | rise in
strong support of the Shelby amend-
ment.

What the Shelby amendment does is
it tries to provide tax equity to people
who adopt children and in the process,
provide a home and environment that
represents our only sure-fire, guaran-
teed way to break the poverty cycle—
allowing people the opportunity to es-
cape from poverty and use their God-
given talents.

One of the reasons | feel so strongly
about not giving people more and more
money to have more and more children
on welfare is that | am convinced if we
stopped giving people cash bonuses to
have more children on welfare and
adopt the Shelby amendment giving
tax equity to people who adopt chil-
dren on a par with people who are hav-
ing them, then we have an opportunity
to find a home for every child born in
America. That can solve not only the
welfare problem but many other prob-
lems in the country.

I do not know how our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle are going to
vote on this amendment, but | would
simply like to note this paradox. In the
compromises that have taken place in
the last 2 hours in an effort to pass this
bill, an initial agreement has been
made which will spend $4 billion on
programs that in all probability will do
virtually nothing to help break the
poverty cycle and will do virtually
nothing to guarantee that people see
an improvement in their lives.

However, by giving tax equity to peo-
ple who adopt children—up to $5,000 in
tax credits to cover the costs they
incur in adoption—we can guarantee
that people will be able to adopt more
children, bringing them into their
homes, giving them love, and improv-
ing the lives of those children. | think
this is an important amendment, and |
think if we can follow it up someday
with an amendment to streamline the
adoption process, making it easier for
people to adopt children, we can make
a dramatic difference.

One of our colleague’s wives was in
Bangladesh—I ask for an additional
minute.

Mr. SHELBY. | yield an additional
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional
minute.

Mr. GRAMM. As | look at the Shelby
amendment, it reminds me of a state-
ment made by Cindy McCain, Senator
McCAIN’s wife. When she was in Ban-
gladesh, there was this baby girl who
had been set aside to die because she
had a cleft palate. Cindy McCain de-
cided that she was going to bring that
little girl back to the United States of
America and adopt her. Her point was,
I cannot solve the problems of every
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child in the world, but I can solve this
child’s problem.

What the Shelby amendment does is
let other people who want to solve this
problem one child at a time, do it. So,
I think, this is an important amend-
ment. | hope it will be adopted, and |
urge my colleagues to vote for it.

I congratulate the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alabama. This provision was
in our original welfare bill that Sen-
ator SHELBY and other conservative
Republicans and | put together. | think
it is an important addition to this bill,
and, quite frankly, of all the things we
have talked about here, this is clearly
welfare reform.

I thank the Chair for its indulgence.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. 1 would simply
make the point as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee that we have not
considered this measure. It is a new
credit that would be created without
the means to pay for it. The proposal
would cost $3 billion in revenues over
the next 10 years, and there is no provi-
sion to pay for it.

There is strong sentiment in favor of
it; | can sense it. | understand that and
share it, but it is a doubtful measure to
be adopted at this point, and yet we
have a long conference committee pro-
cedure before us and that may be the
time to address it. | will leave it at
that.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, over the
past 25 years there has been a dramatic
increase in the number of children born
out of wedlock, children being raised
by single parents, and children enter-
ing the foster care system because of
abuse, neglect, or abandonment. Fam-
ily disintegration is widespread.

At the same time we have experi-
enced an increase in family disintegra-
tion, we have seen a sharp decrease in
the number of children being adopted,
with formal adoptions dropping by al-
most 50 percent: from 89,000 in 1970 to a
fairly constant 50,000 annually
throughout the 1980°’s into the 1990’s.
On any given day, 37,000 children in fos-
ter care are legally free and waiting—
to be adopted.

Why are children waiting? Why
aren’t families adopting? The reason, |
propose, is not a lack of compassion on
the part of families. Many thousands of
families would be eager to adopt were
it not for the costs can be prohibitive
for working class families. The average
cost of an adoption is $14,000 and it is
not uncommon for this figure to reach
upwards of $25,000.

Adoption is the compassionate re-
sponse to children in need of a home.
Yet, there is currently inequity in the
tax system. While certain medical ex-
penses related to the conception, deliv-
ery, and birth of a child may be de-
ducted as medical expenses, no similar
relief is available for adoptive families.

Mr. President, 1, like many of my
colleagues know the sacrifice required
of parents. Children require 100 percent
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of us, 100 percent of the time. The fi-
nancial burden can be significant. The
time element, balancing the needs of
work and family—these are all very
significant. Yet there are thousands
who make that sacrifice every day for
children they have lovingly adopted
into their family, and many thousands
more who would—but for the costs. The
Shelby amendment will put adoption
within the reach of many families, and
make an important public policy state-
ment about the value and respect we
have for the institution of adoption.

I’'ve heard some say adoption tax
credits should be limited to children
with special needs. Well, | believe that
every child in need of adoption is a
child with a special need for a loving,
and permanent home.

Money should never be a barrier to
adoption. Adoption should be encour-
aged as a compassionate response to
children of parents who find them-
selves unable or unwilling to care for
them. These families deserve our sup-
port, and deserve to be treated the
same as families formed biologically.
The Shelby amendment sends a strong
message that adoption is a valued way
of building a family.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAFEE. | yield—

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not need much
time. One minute.

Mr. CHAFEE. Three minutes to the
Senator from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | com-
mend Senator SHELBY for the amend-
ment.

Frankly, | believe in this sea of prob-
lems with reference to unwed preg-
nancies and welfare children of this
country, which are growing like a vol-
cano erupting on America, this obvi-
ously attempts to address a very seri-
ous problem; that we are in need of
more adoptions by good people who
will raise children well in a good house-
hold. This amendment attempts to do
that.

Frankly, it has a problem, a tech-
nical problem. | think that is well
known. Senator MOYNIHAN expressed it.
This is not a measure in which you can
have tax credits and not pay for them.
In a very real sense, it could be subject
to a point of order. I, for one, believe
we ought not raise it. We ought to vote
on it, if that is what the distinguished
Senator wants. And then it will take
care of itself in terms of the tax provi-
sions whether they will remain in the
welfare bill or whether they will be
taken care of in reconciliation as part
of the tax bill. We can find out. We can
wait and see. But essentially | think it
is such a good idea that we ought to
make sure it is done.

Now, if somebody raises the point of
order, | would say tonight | would join
in trying to waive it with my good
friend from Alabama.
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Mr. SHELBY. | thank the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. So | do not think we
ought to do that. I hope we will not.

I compliment the Senator on the
amendment and hope it passes here to-
night one way or the other.

I yield the floor.

| thank Senator CHAFEE.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, | think
the distinguished ranking member of
the Finance Committee made some
good points, as has everybody else here
today. This is a very commendable
amendment. Although it is an amend-
ment we have not had a chance to con-
sider in the Finance Committee, it is a
matter that will come before us when
we are dealing with the tax provisions
that we are surely going to get to later
this year. And so, therefore, I am pre-
pared to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

All those in favor——

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum until
there is a sufficient second.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that further
proceedings under the quorum call be
dispensed with.

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
ask for the yeas and nays on the Shel-
by amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, |
would ask unanimous consent that the
vote on the Shelby amendment be put
off until 8 p.m.

Mr. PRYOR addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. A point of clarification,
please, from the Chair.

Would the Mikulski amendment be
the next amendment in order? Is there
a Mikulski amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. PRYOR. And are we going to, on
subsequent amendments—if | might
ask the Chair, is it correct that we are
going to basically stack the votes at
approximately 8 p.m.?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been no order.

There is a unanimous consent re-
quest pending that the Shelby amend-
ment be voted on at 8 p.m.

Mr. PRYOR. For the benefit of our
colleagues, | have been informed that

The
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is merely the intention. But it is the
intention to basically stack votes that
are considered between now and 8 p.m.,
stack those votes at 8 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request that the vote
on the Shelby amendment occur at 8?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, we
have a list here. And Senator MIKULSKI
is not here. | notice Senator FEINSTEIN
is here.

Mr. President, is there any defined
order that has previously been ar-
ranged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. There is a defined
order. The Mikulski amendment is the
next pending business. It would require
a unanimous consent agreement to set
it aside to deal with the Feinstein
amendment.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2669

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, | wish
to send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MiIKuUL-
SKI] proposes amendment numbered 2669.

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

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

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

Ms. MIKULSKI.
President.

Mr. President, my amendment deals
with the role of men and how we can
bring men back into the family, how
we can eliminate marriage penalties
and begin to really work toward two-
parent households once again among
the poor.

One of the missing discussions in this
year’s welfare debate is how we involve
fathers with their families. We can do
that through tougher child support
laws and, yes, it is true we need to
crack down on deadbeat dads. But you
know, Democrats and Republicans all
agree that we need to have major child
support reform to do that. But, quite
frankly, men, fathers are more than a
child support check.

Our focus needs to be on the issues
related to child rearing as much as
child support. We need to get the men
involved in the rearing of their own
children and we do that by promoting
two-parent families.

Earlier this year, the nonpartisan
Casey Foundation, which | am proud to
say is headquartered in Baltimore, re-
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leased their 1995 report called “‘Kids
Count.” It focused exclusively on the
need to promote fathers as part of our
Nation’s strategy to reform welfare.

One of the most compelling things
that they outlined was the devastating
effect on children when fathers are ab-
sent from the home. The Casey Foun-
dation said this:

Children in father-absent families are five
times more likely to be poor and 10 times
more likely to be extremely poor.

Children of single mothers are twice as
likely to become high-school dropouts. These
kids are more likely to end up in foster or
group care or, even worse, in juvenile justice
facilities.

The Casey Foundation went on to
tell us that:

Girls from single-parent families have
three times greater risk of bearing children
as unwed teenagers.

Often in the debate, and | know the
Senator from New York, Senator Moy-
NIHAN, has often commented on the
problems related to single-parent fami-
lies, we often overlook the role of what
happens to girls.

And boys whose fathers are absent face a
much higher probability of growing up un-
employed, incarcerated, and uninvolved with
their own children.

During this welfare debate, we have
heard about the staggering rise in ille-
gitimacy and the households headed by
single parents. Much of this rhetoric
has focused on solving the problems
through punishing the mother. They
aim for the mother but, in turn, hit the
child.

The proposed solutions do not get at
the heart of why we have fewer two-
parent families, which is simply the de-
cline in jobs that pay a family wage
and the penalties in our public policy
that work against the two-parent fam-
ily.

The chart next to me contains data
from the ‘1995 Kids Count’ report and
it makes it graphically. Between 1969
and 1993, the percentage of children
under 18 living in households headed by
women jumped from 11 percent to 24
percent. During that same 23-year pe-
riod, the number of men between the
ages of 25 and 34 who did not earn
enough to support a family of four
jumped from 14 percent to 32 percent.

The link is clear. If employment op-
portunities do not exist for men who
are poor, it is unlikely they will get
married. In fact, the “‘Kids Count” re-
port points out most women consider a
stable income an important element in
choosing someone to marry.

The Republican welfare bill is either
silent on solutions or it focuses on the
mother as the only solution, or actu-
ally it attacks the mother. In fact, it is
what | have called ‘“‘the parent trap.”
They say they want women on welfare
to get married and require tougher
work requirements for people who end
up getting married. The Republican
bill allows States to impose family
caps, but it never asks States to de-
velop programs that will bring families
together.
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Their bill also allows State welfare
programs to cut families off if a father
actually works too many hours. So we
are going to penalize the father for
being in the home, and we are going to
penalize him for working too many
hours. Hey, that is not the way to re-
form welfare or to move the poor out of
poverty.

It also allows a father’s child support
check to go to a State bureaucracy in-
stead of directly to the family.

We Democrats are serious about wel-
fare reform, and we are serious about
strengthening the family in this proc-
ess. We aim for real reform by protect-
ing the child, helping the mother and
involving the father.

The amendment that the Senator
from New Jersey and | have proposed
seeks to end this ‘“‘parent trap’’ and in-
stead include real solutions that pro-
mote two-parent families. We will do
this in our amendment by, first, job
placement for noncustodial fathers.
This amendment sets aside a very
small amount of money in the welfare
block grant for States to enroll unem-
ployed fathers in job training and
placement so they can meet their child
support and family obligations. Em-
ploying these fathers is the most sig-
nificant step we can take to promote
two-parent families. In addition, the
cost of this effort will be partially off-
set by increased child support pay-
ments as a result of the jobs which
these fathers would have.

Second, our amendment prevents
States from creating welfare rules that
penalize marriage. The amendment
prevents States from reenacting the
current AFDC man in the house rule at
the State level that pushes the man
out of the family.

Third, it promotes marriage and not
punishment.

And fourth, we pay child support to
mothers, not State bureaucrats. What
do I mean? It means that, first of all,
we have a rule called the man in the
house rule. If you are a father living at
home and you work over 100 hours a
month, regardless of what you earn,
your family is cut off from assistance.

This is unacceptable. We need to pro-
mote and require work, and eligibility
for assistance should be based on what
you earn, not the number of hours it
takes to earn it.

Third, promote marriage. For those
States that impose a family cap, the
amendment would require them to
come up with some incentives that pro-
mote marriage. If we are serious about
strengthening families, let us not just
cut people off and make no effort to en-
courage marriage.

And fourth, pay child support to
mothers not State bureaucrats. In my
own State of Maryland, | had a round-
table with dads who are meeting their
family obligations, but they told me
how frustrating it was when they wrote
their child support check it went into
some big bureaucracy and when they
went to visit their child, there had
been no linkage between dad being the
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provider and their family actually ex-
periencing that and the check still
coming from the welfare department.

As a result, our amendment requires
States to pass through the first $50 in
a monthly child support payment to
the family.

Mr. President, my amendment has
many other components to it. | could
speak on many elements in this pro-
gram. We deal particularly with help-
ing interstate child custody orders and
others. But | want to say this. Our
amendment is good for fathers and
their children. It recognizes that men
are not only child support checks, but
they must be involved as fathers. |
want them not only paying child sup-
port, I want them to be a link within
the family itself. The dad is not in the
home, but still there is a relationship.

Second, where possible, to be able to
promote the family and get the dad
back in the home.

Mr. President, 1 know that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey wishes to speak
on this amendment. How much time do
we have left on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
minute and twelve seconds.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, let me
say this. We are not going to consume
our full 10 minutes. Does the Senator
from New Jersey want a couple min-
utes from us? Three minutes for the
Senator from our allotment of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
4 minutes.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, | rise
in support of this amendment. | thank
the Senator from Maryland for offering
it. 1 think it makes one very clear
point, and that is children that grow up
in two-parent families have a better
chance than children who grow up in
single-parent families. That does not
mean that there are not a lot of single
mothers who do a heroic job out there
raising children against the odds, who
teach them how to work hard and how
to advance. It simply means that two
incomes are better than one and that
two supervisors are better than one.

It is very interesting, because in the
course of this debate, we discussed the
family cap which says if you have an
additional child, if you are on welfare,
that child does not receive a payment.

In my State of New Jersey, that
would mean about $64 a month. We
have the only family cap experiment in
the country in New Jersey, and we
deny a benefit to an additional child to
a mother who is on welfare. But we
also have a provision in the law that
rewards marriage. It says that if a
woman on welfare is married, her hus-
band’s income will not push her off of
eligibility for welfare, up to about
$21,000 in combined income.

So what the distinguished Senator
from Maryland is stating with this
amendment is that we should have in-
centives in the welfare system for sin-
gle parents to get married. We have
that in the experiment in New Jersey
at the moment. It is only a year old, so
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we do not have any conclusive results.
I think it is an important amendment.
That, then, underlines the deeper point
the Senator from Maryland is making,
which is that it is important in every
child’s life to have a father as well as
a mother, a father involved with time
and resources. It is very important.

So | salute the Senator, and | cospon-
sor the amendment and hope that it
will be adopted.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from New Jersey. |
also thank the Senator from Rhode Is-
land for yielding him some time. I will
ask for the yeas and nays, but | pre-
sume the Senator from Rhode Island
wants to speak.

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes, obviously, on my
time. | have a couple of questions. This
is an interesting amendment and rath-
er a broad one, as | understand it. |
think the Senator from Pennsylvania
has some comments that will delve
into matters that otherwise | might
have covered.

I have two questions. One, does the
Senator from Maryland know what this
would cost?

The second question is, Does she have
some way of paying for it?

Ms. MIKULSKI. 1 believe this will
cost $920 million over a 7-year period.
We hope that part of the money will
come from, first of all, child support it-
self. No. 2, by bringing men back into
the family, which will decrease the
need for public assistance. 1 am look-
ing at the memo here on exactly where
that comes from. | do not have an off-
set for this. | believe we were going to
accept an adoption amendment which
will cost $3 billion—and, by the way, |
was a foster care worker and also in-
volved in adoption work many years
ago. So | support that amendment.
But, there is not a cost that you can
put on bringing a dad back into the
home. If it is going to cost us a couple
of bucks to do that, I think the long-
term savings—you might think it is
amusing, but | do not think it is.

Mr. CHAFEE. | remind the Senator
that she is on my time.

Ms. MIKULSKI. You know what? |
am.

Mr. CHAFEE. | know the Senator is
being facetious. | do not want to take
her up on it too much. But a billion
dollars is really what it is. She was
being facetious when she used the
words ‘‘a couple of bucks,” but | am
not going to dwell on that.

But we have a real problem here, Mr.
President. Everybody is coming for-
ward with amendments—wonderful
amendments and good things, undoubt-
edly. But there is no method of paying
for them. All that means is that those
of us on the Finance Committee have
to somehow come and make up that
money. We are having terrible times
coming up with amounts that we are
designated to provide anyway. We have
to come up with $530 billion, and to
load on $1 billion more in this bill—and
other moneys have been expended in
other measures that come before us.
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So | am, reluctantly, going to have
to oppose the Senator’s measure. |
know the Senator from Pennsylvania
has comments.

Mr. SANTORUM.
ator.

| just say that in addition to the bil-
lion dollars this spends, | question the
rationale behind this. What this
amendment says is, if you are a
noncustodial parent you are eligible to
participate in the job training and em-
ployment programs of the State. And
you are eligible, if your child is receiv-
ing welfare, or if you are a
noncustodial parent that owes past
child support, even if you are a dead-
beat dad. So if you are a father who
does not support his kids and they are
on welfare, or you do not pay child sup-
port, we will put you in a job training
program or give you a job. I question
that we are going to spend $650 million
of new money on providing job training
for deadbeat dads.

You can say we are going to bring
families together. This is a nice benefit
for someone who is doing something
you do not want them to do. | do not
think we should be rewarding people
who are turning their backs on their
children. | think that is questionable.

The other portion of the bill—and 1
know this is a lengthy amendment and
has many different sections. | know
there is one here that has the $50 pass-
through, which is the first $50 of child
support paid by a father, who is in ar-
rears on his child support, goes di-
rectly—excuse me, the mother is on
welfare, goes directly to the mother,
not the State, to offset the benefits the
State is paying the mother. This is
something that is in current practice.
Every State child support agency tells
us that this is not a good provision. It
does not help fathers or encourage fa-
thers to pay any of this child support.
It is simply $50 that the State does not
get that they are now paying as an off-
set for AFDC. This is not proven to be
incentive. It does not work. It is some-
thing that we, at their suggestion,
have dropped in the Dole amendment,
and now they are trying to put it back
in, and it costs money and does not
provide incentive to pay back child
support or child support to somebody
on welfare.

The cost is a billion dollars. We are
going to be providing jobs and job
training to deadbeat dads, fathers who
allow their children to go on welfare.
And there is the $50 pass-through. I
think this, a