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Lewis (CA) Norwood Skelton
Lewis (GA) Nussle Slaughter
Lewis (KY) Obey Smith (M)
Lightfoot Ortiz Smith (NJ)
Linder Orton Smith (TX)
Lipinski Oxley Smith (WA)
Livingston Parker Solomon
LoBiondo Paxon Souder
Longley Peterson (MN) Spence
Lowey Petri Spratt
Lucas Pickett Stearns
Luther Pomeroy Stenholm
Maloney Porter Stockman
Manton Portman Studds
Manzullo Poshard Stump
Markey Pryce Stupak
Martini Quillen Talent
Mascara Quinn Tanner
Matsui Radanovich Tate
McCarthy Rahall Tauzin
McCollum Ramstad Taylor (NC)
McCrery Reed Tejeda
McHale Regula Thomas
McHugh Richardson Thornberry
Mclnnis Riggs Thornton
Mclntosh Rivers Thurman
McKeon Roberts Tiahrt
McKinney Roemer Torkildsen
McNulty Rogers Torricelli
Meehan Rohrabacher Traficant
Metcalf Ros-Lehtinen Upton
Meyers Rose Vento
Mica Royce Volkmer
Millender- Sabo Vucanovich
McDonald Salmon Walker
Miller (FL) Sanford Walsh
Minge Sawyer Wamp
Moakley Saxton Ward
Molinari Scarborough Watts (OK)
Mollohan Schaefer Waxman
Montgomery Schumer Weldon (FL)
Moorhead Scott Weldon (PA)
Moran Seastrand Weller
Morella Sensenbrenner White
Murtha Shadegg Whitfield
Myers Shaw Wicker
Myrick Shays Wilson
Neal Shuster Wise
Nethercutt Sisisky Wolf
Neumann Skaggs Zeliff
Ney Skeen Zimmer
NAYS—54
Becerra Hinchey Roukema
Beilenson Jackson (IL) Roybal-Allard
Clay Jefferson Rush
Clyburn Johnson (SD) Sanders
Coleman Kennedy (RI) Schroeder
Collins (IL) Lofgren Stark
Conyers McDermott Stokes
Coyne Meek Thompson
DeFazio Menendez Torres
Dellums Mink Towns
Fattah Nadler Velazquez
Filner Olver Visclosky
Flake Owens Waters
Foglietta Pallone Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Pastor Williams
Gibbons Payne (NJ) Woolsey
Gutierrez Pelosi Wynn
Hilliard Rangel Yates
NOT VOTING—21
Collins (MI) Martinez Pombo
de la Garza McDade Roth
Engel Miller (CA) Schiff
Forbes Oberstar Serrano
Hall (OH) Packard Taylor (MS)
Hunter Payne (VA) Young (AK)
Lincoln Peterson (FL) Young (FL)
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Messrs. SOLOMON, CUMMINGS, and
BONIOR changed their vote from
“nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

WELFARE AND MEDICAID REFORM
ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
KoLBE]. Pursuant to House Resolution
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482 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the further consideration of the
bill, H.R. 3734.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
3734) to provide for reconciliation pur-
suant to section 201(a)(1) of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1997, with Ms. GREENE of Utah in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. ORTON. Madam Chairman, | rise
to make a point of order against con-
sideration of H.R. 3724.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. ORTON. Madam Chairman, sec-
tion 425 of the Congressional Budget
Act prohibits us from considering legis-
lation which would create an unfunded
mandate upon the States. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has ruled that
H.R. 3734 falls $12.9 billion short in
funding necessary to fund the work re-
quirements of the bill. Also the Na-
tional Governors Association has stat-
ed: We are concerned that the bill re-
stricts State flexibility and will create
additional unfunded costs.

This bill clearly creates an unfunded
mandate, violates section 425 of the
Congressional Budget Act, and | would
further point out that section 426 of the
Congressional Budget Act prohibits
this House from considering a rule
which would waive section 425. So that
in any event we would have a vote and
a determination as to whether or not a
bill does in fact create an unfunded
mandate.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
spond to the gentleman’s point of order
as follows. Points of order against con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 3734 were
waived by unanimous consent on July
17, 1996. Further, a point of order
against consideration of House Resolu-
tion 482 would not be timely after
adoption of that resolution.

The gentleman’s points are not in
order.

Mr. ORTON. | thank the Chairman. |
think it is clear to the House and the
country that in fact we are violating
the first bill we passed in this Congress
with the adoption of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
July 17, 1996, all time for general de-
bate pursuant to the previous order of
the House had expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 482,
there will be 2 additional hours of gen-
eral debate. The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KasicH] and the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SABO] will each control
1 hour.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] be allowed to
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control the time for the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] temporarily
and be allowed to yield time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARCHER].

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Madam Chairman, since 1965, roughly
30 years ago, government in this coun-
try has spent $5.5 trillion on welfare
programs, more than has been spent on
all of the wars fought in this century.
Yet people are poorer and more depend-
ent than ever. Despite our best efforts,
despite the expenditure of these mas-
sive amounts of money, we have lost
the war on poverty.

Madam Chairman, today, we stand on
the threshold of a new effort, an effort
that can win the war.

With the vote we take today, we rec-
ognize that the Great Society’s welfare
programs have not helped people. They
have destroyed people. They have not
kept families together. They have torn
them apart.

These policies haven’t turned urban
areas of America into shining cities on
a hill. They have made them into war
zones where law-abiding citizens are
afraid to go out at night.

They have led to the creation of two
Americas. One marked by hope and op-
portunity. The other by despair and
decay.

In short, the welfare state has cre-
ated a world in which children have no
dreams for tomorrow and parents have
abandoned their hopes for today.

The people trapped in welfare, the
mothers, the children, the fathers, are
our fellow citizens, one and all. We
have a moral obligation to them, as
Americans, to lend a helping hand.

For the people on welfare aren’t
abusing welfare, as much as welfare is
abusing them.

We are on the threshold of improving
America by fixing our failed welfare
state. We’re improving America for the
children on welfare, for the parents on
welfare, and for ourselves.

Our reforms are based on five pillars.
The pillars represent the values that
made America great.

One—we think people on welfare
should work for their benefits. A wel-
fare worker | spoke with told me the
biggest beneficiaries of work aren’t the
moms or the dads. Yes, they benefit.
But she said it’'s the children who
watch their parents get up each morn-
ing, go to a job, and return home at
night who are the big winners. These
children get better grades in school,
have fewer problems with crime, and
are less likely to end up on welfare be-
cause the values and virtues of work,
not idleness, are instilled in them at a
young age.

Two—Time limit benefits. Welfare
should be a temporary helping hand,
not a way of life.
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Three—Provide no welfare for felons
and noncitizens. America always has
been and always will be the land of op-
portunity for immigrants. But it’s not
right to ask hardworking, taxpaying
Americans to support noncitizens who
come here and then go on welfare.

Four—Return power and control of
welfare to the states and communities
where help can best be delivered. We
must remove Washington’s control
over welfare. This city built the failed
welfare state. It’s time to get Washing-
ton out of the welfare business.

Five—Reward personal responsibility
and fight illegitimacy. We shouldn’t
have a welfare system that promotes
illegitimacy and discourages marriage.
It’s time to change signals and return
to old-fashioned values.

Madam Chairman, today’s vote will
be historic.

It represents the biggest, most help-
ful change to social policy in America
since the 1930s.

This vote recognizes that America is
a caring country, that Americans are a
giving people, and that welfare recipi-
ents are capable of success if we would
only let them try.

Our colleague, J.C. WATTS, has a
wonderful way of expressing it. He says
America’s welfare recipients are eagles
waiting to soar.

Madam Chairman, | think it’s time
we removed the heavy hand of the Fed-
eral Government from their wings. We
must let our fellow citizens on welfare
reach new heights as they climb the
economic ladder of life.

That’s what this bill does. It helps
people to help themselves. It restores
hope and it provides opportunity. It’s
strong welfare reform and it’s what the
American people have wanted for
years.

Madam Chairman, there is no good
reason why this bill should not be
passed by the Congress and signed into
law. The American people expect noth-
ing less, and families on welfare de-
serve much, much more than the sad
status quo.

For the sake of all Americans, | hope
the President will let this bill become
law.

Madam Chairman, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MATSUI].

Mr. MATSUI. Madam Chairman, yes-
terday we heard the chairman of the
Budget Committee say that this debate
was really about Judeo-Christian eth-
ics. That is why | was somewhat dis-
appointed last night when | read Con-
gress Daily. In the Congress Daily we
talked about welfare reform and we
talked about what this debate was real-
ly all about. The chairman of the sub-
committee that has jurisdiction over
welfare was quoted as stating from a
political point of view, the President of
the United States is in a box.

Madam Chairman, that is what this
debate is all about—to jeopardize 9 mil-
lion children who will be affected by
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this bill just to put the President of
the United States in a box.

What kind of people would draft leg-
islation for political purposes to affect
so many children of America? This bill
is weak on work and tough on Ameri-
ca’s children.
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The Congressional Budget Office,
their own agency, hired by the Repub-
lican House and Senate, has said that
the 1.7 million jobs that the Repub-
licans say will be created by a woman
going off welfare is an illusion. It is de-
ceptive, it is not going to happen, be-
cause they do not provide the resources
for it. Their own agency has said they
will not obtain those 1.7 million jobs.
So this is not a jobs bill. This is not a
bill to get people off of welfare into
work.

But the worst part of this bill is what
it will do to children. Because of those
time limits and because of the fact
that the Republican bill prohibits the
States from using Federal funds for
vouchers or any kind of assistance
after a woman meets those time limits,
she will then become destitute, she will
become homeless, her children will
probably have to go into foster care,
even though she might be a good moth-
er.

This is what this is all about. It is
about politics to hurt America’s chil-
dren. | urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this legisla-
tion.

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2% minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Oversight of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, a person who is so greatly re-
spected on our committee and has
given such great service to this House,
the country, in all of those roles.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
Madam Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this bill, and | could not dis-
agree more with the preceding speaker.
We have to change the future. Welfare
cannot be a way of life for either
women or children. It is not a satisfac-
tory way of life. There is no hope, there
is no opportunity when you are on wel-
fare.

Now, remember, under this bill at the
end of 5 years you get Medicaid, nutri-
tion assistance, housing assistance, en-
ergy assistance, all those programs
that provide services, on a means-test-
ed basis. In addition, 20 percent of the
whole caseload can be carried forward.
So we are not talking about a draco-
nian system; we are talking about re-
form and creating hope and oppor-
tunity in our welfare system for both
the women and children on welfare.

This bill, let me show you, will allow
States, for instance, to be free of the
rigid law that now governs income dis-
regards.

The woman is on welfare and starts
earning money, and we right away
start reducing benefits. Under this re-
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form bill States will have complete
freedom to design a fairer system.
They may choose to keep her benefits
up, and, as her salary goes up, to then
decline her benefits. States have the
power to help her get a good start in
those 5 years. They have the power to
educate and train, but to combine that
with work experience. Under this pro-
gram, women on welfare could imme-
diately go to work for half a day in new
day care centers, use State day care
subsidies to give informed leadership
to those centers as skilled master
teachers. Let welfare mothers, who are
good care providers, be the soldiers in
those day care centers and then in the
afternoon go on education and training
centers while other welfare recipients
staff the day care centers. It will cut
the cost of day care and it will allow
the money to be used powerfully in the
transition period. This gives oppor-
tunity to States to create the kind of
humane and supportive system women
need to literally change their lives.

In addition, the terrible decline in
the cities is in part the result of non-
payment of rent. Part of the problem of
our cities is that if a welfare recipient
fails to pay their rent, it takes at least
6 months to solve the problem and
sometimes much more than that.
Under this new system, States can say
you miss a month’s rent? Fine, we will
pay it directly now until you get on
your feet. So we can prevent the deg-
radation of our housing stock in the
cities just by requiring personal re-
sponsibility on the part of welfare re-
cipients and providing States the flexi-
bility to create a more realistic sup-
port system, under the umbrella of
Federal concern, compassion and sup-
port.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chairman, if | might inquire
of the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, we are curious if
there is a final version of the bill and
if there is a final summary of the last
minute changes?

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SABO. | yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, the
Committee on Rules had the statutory
language of the bill. That was made a
part of the rule we voted on.

Mr. SABO. Is there a summary of the
last minute changes that were made?

Mr. ARCHER. Not to my knowledge,
although the gentleman is aware that
this bill did not come out of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means; it came out
of his committee, the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. SABO. Well, it has been substan-
tially changed since it came through
the Committee on the Budget. Many of
us are curious what the final form of
the bill is.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from California
[Ms. WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Chairman, we
all agree that welfare does not work,
the welfare system does not work for
the taxpayers, and it does not work for
the families who are on welfare, and we
all agree that the welfare system must
be overhauled. It must be overhauled
so that it helps recipients get jobs and
stay off welfare permanently. But that
is the easy part.

The challenge and responsibility we
face as legislators, however, is finding
the answers to, what if’s. What if a
mother on welfare cannot find a job?
What if she is not earning enough to
take care of her family? What if her
benefits are cut off and she is unable to
provide her children with food, with
clothes, and with health care?

Madam Chairman, this bill does not
even attempt to answer these, what
if’s. In fact, the majority has gone out
of its way to prevent States from meet-
ing the basic needs of children, chil-
dren whose parents are unable to get a
job.

This bill says to poor children, do not
get hungry, do not get sick, and, for
Pete’s sake, do not get cold, because
your time is up, and we do not think
you are important enough to provide
you with the basics that you need to
survive.

Madam Chairman, no other Member
of this body knows better than | do
that this is the wrong way to fix wel-
fare. As a single mother with three
small children, working, many years
ago, | could not have stayed in the
work force if | did not have the safety
net of health care, child care, and food
that the welfare system provided for
my family.

So | urge my colleagues, do not take
this vote lightly. Your vote today will
have consequences, consequences for
children long after election day, and it
will be too late to answer the, what if’s
tomorrow.

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HERGER], a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman,
over the last three decades the Amer-
ican taxpayer has spent $5 trillion on
our welfare system. Working Ameri-
cans may be asking themselves, what
have we gained from all that spending?
Do we have less poverty in the United
States? No; are welfare recipients
spending less time on welfare? No;
after spending $5 trillion on welfare,
have we solved the problems of poverty
and dependency on Federal dollars? Is
it extreme to think that maybe there
is a better way of running our welfare
system? Madam Chairwoman, the Re-
publican welfare reform proposal will
allow welfare to work better for all
Americans. Our welfare reform makes
welfare a way out—not a way of life. It
promotes work over a continual cycle
of welfare. It returns power and money
to the States and encourages personal
responsibility. Madam, Chairwoman,
this reform proposal also denies wel-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

fare for noncitizens and includes a pro-
vision | developed with a sheriff in my
district to deny imprisoned criminals
welfare and create an incentive for
local law enforcement officials to help
stop this abuse. Currently, an esti-
mated 5 to 10 percent of inmates in
local and State jails are illegally re-
ceiving welfare checks. Without this
welfare reform, the American taxpayer
will allegedly give prisoners $270 mil-
lion over the next 7 years in welfare
payments.

Madam Chairwoman, our current
welfare system is inefficient, unfair,
and damaging to those it is supposed to
help. The American people deserve a
better welfare program that s
unaccepting to those abusing the sys-
tem and compassionate to those in real
need.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
welfare reform.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Chairman, we
have gotten off the subject now of sub-
stantive legislation, and we are now
dealing with Presidential politics.

Well, let us do it. The welfare bill
now has become like a tennis ball in a
political volley, and the question s,
Does it make more sense to force the
President to keep his commitment to
change welfare as we know it, or really
do we want to get the President in the
position that he has to veto the bill?

Well, we have tried so many times on
the Republican side to find out just
what is it that the President hates. Ob-
viously, it was the tremendous cuts
that were recommended by the other
side as relates to Medicaid. So what
was the solution? Continue to make
certain it was one package, until it be-
comes politically expedient to change
that and to put another poison pill, and
several other poison pills, so you can
go home and say the President has ve-
toed the welfare bill once again.

Who really suffers? It is really the
voters, or it is our children? This ob-
session in saying that the Federal Gov-
ernment cannot take care of them has
no responsibility to our children, but
that the Governors should be trusted.
And then to have the Christian coali-
tion to come up and embrace this in a
Christian way.

Well, thank God we have the Na-
tional Council of Catholic Bishops that
say the program stinks. Thank God we
have the Jewish Council Against Pov-
erty that says it is no good. Thank God
we have the Protestant Council that
says it is no good. It may be good poli-
tics, but it is bad for the children of
our Nation.

The whole concept that we are saying
5 years, but the Governors can say 2:
We are relinquishing our responsibility
to the children of the United States of
America, and it is a bad day in the con-
gressional history.
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Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the very respected
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MCCRERY], a member of the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Mr. McCRERY. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Madam Chairman, | want to talk for
just a while about the basis for reform.
I think it is worthwhile to examine the
current welfare system and its results
over the last few years.

This chart shows very graphically,
this line right here is the poverty rate
in the United States. Beginning in 1950,
you can see it drops until about 1965 or
so.

Well, it just happens to be that 1965
was the beginning of the Great Society
programs, and the avalanche of welfare
spending in this country; as it has been
said, $5 trillion over the last 30 years.

What happens in 1965? It flattens out,
the poverty rate, and then even goes
up. So nothing has happened on the
poverty rate. It has even gone up a lit-
tle bit since 1965, since we have spent
$5 trillion.

This blue line right here is spending
on welfare. Look, it is going off the
chart in 1995. We are not getting the re-
sults, folks, that were advertised with
all the taxpayer spending that we have
done.

It is the current system that is trap-
ping children in poverty. It is the cur-
rent system that is cruel to children.
And if you do not recognize that, you
have not been paying attention.

Now is the time, not next year, not 5
or 10 years from now, now is the time
finally to do something about this ter-
rible welfare system that we have got.
The status quo stinks. Admit it. Let us
do something about it and quit talking
about it.

We sent the President two welfare
bills. We are going to send him another
one. We keep modifying it. This one is
patterned after the bipartisan Gov-
ernors’ proposal. | have met with the
President to talk about welfare reform,
and this is very, very close. This bill is
very, very close to what the President
says he wants.

Let us pass it, send it to him, and |
hope he signs it.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2Y> minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. FORD].

Mr. FORD. Madam Chairman, let me
thank my colleague for yielding me
time.

Madam Chairman, much of today’s
welfare news is good. There are fewer
welfare and food stamp recipients
today than when President Clinton
took office. The poverty rate is down
and teen pregnancy rates are lower in
most States. Teen birth rates have
dropped as well. Child support collec-
tions have grown and welfare reform is
alive and well in States, thanks to 38
waivers approved by the Clinton ad-
ministration.
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That is all good news for the Presi-
dent and even better news for Amer-
ican families.

Unfortunately, Madam Chairman, we
have not made much progress on na-
tional welfare reform. Partisan politics
seems to have gotten in the way, and
that is a shame. President Clinton has
twice sent Congress welfare reform pro-
posals. He has sent clear signals about
the kind of reform he will sign into
law. He wants a bill that requires
work, promotes responsibility, and pro-
tects children. He would impose tough
time limits and work requirements,
provide more funding for child care, re-
quire teen parents to live at home and
stay in school, and crack down on child
support enforcement. And that is real
welfare reform.

He vetoed the Republican plan, H.R.
4, because it was not real welfare re-
form. He rejected H.R. 4 because it was
weak on work, it did little to move
people from welfare to work, it did not
guarantee child care, it gutted the
earned income tax credit, it was tough
on children, it made unacceptable deep
cuts that undermined child welfare,
school lunch, and aid to disabled chil-
dren. It was a step backward in an ef-
fort to get health care coverage to all
Americans and it eliminated the guar-
anteed medical coverage that single
parents need to move from welfare to
entry-level jobs.

Thanks to the National Governors’
Association, today we will try again to
send another welfare package to the
President. | remain skeptical about
what my Republican colleagues want
as a bipartisan effort in a Republican
bill. Admittedly, this new Republican
plan corrects some of the worst mis-
takes of the vetoed bill, confirming
that the President was right to say
“no’ to the last Republican plan, but
it looks to me like the Republicans
want to make certain that this bill is
also unacceptable to the President.

I want one point to clear, Madam
Chairman. | support welfare reform. So
does our President. But we also want to
make sure that needy children are not
the victims of excessive election-year
posturing. Real welfare reform should
give children a safety net on which to
rely, and it makes certain children are
not punished for the mistakes of their
parents.

Mr. ARCHER. Madam Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from

Texas [Mr. DELAY], the whip of the
House.
Mr. DELAY. Madam Chairman, |

thank the chairman for yielding me
this time, and | rise in support of this
legislation. 1 really commend the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means and the Committee on the
Budget for their efforts in producing
this legislation.

Madam Chairman, as my colleagues
ponder their vote on this important
issue, | would just urge them to con-
sider this question: Does the current
welfare system help people realize the
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American dream? If the answer is no,
we should vote for this reform legisla-
tion.

I believe that the current welfare
system has destroyed the American
dream for too many people, and this
bill represents an important part of our
agenda to restore the American dream.
It also represents a core philosophical
principle; that a hand-up is better than
a hand-out.

The American people have rightfully
demanded that we fix this welfare sys-
tem. They instinctively understand
that the current welfare system under-
mines incentives to work, encourages
the expansion of the underclass, breaks
up families, and promotes welfare as a
way of life. And they understand that
the current system is a perversion of
basic American values that value work,
that promote personal responsibility,
and that foster freedom.

This reform legislation values work.
It requires that every able-bodied wel-
fare recipient work for their benefits
within 2 years. It promotes personal re-
sponsibility. It cracks down on dead-
beat dads, giving States the tools to
track down men who leave or abandon
their families and leave their children
to fend for themselves. And it fosters
freedom.

Scripture says if you give a man a
fish, he can eat for a day; but if you
teach a man to fish, he can eat for the
rest of his life.

Our reform plan gives welfare recipi-
ents the incentives to gain their free-
dom, to gain control of their lives and
to become productive members of soci-
ety.

Madam Chairman, some on the left
call our efforts mean and extreme.
Well, | say that defending the status
quo is extreme. Continuing the current
system that has destroyed families and
promoted dependency is mean. The leg-
islation, this legislation, is a common-
sense effort to restore the basic Amer-
ican values of work, personal respon-
sibility and freedom to our Federal
welfare system. It is a necessary step
to restore the American dream for
those who are currently in the welfare
system.

I urge my colleagues to have the
courage to change this system. Stand
with the American people and vote for
this commonsense reform plan.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Madam
Chairman, | thank my colleague for
yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, Republicans and
Democrats agree that the current wel-
fare system does not work. Instead of
requiring work, it punishes those who
go to work; instead of instilling per-
sonal responsibility, it encourages de-
pendence on the Government; and in-
stead of encouraging marriage and
family stability, it penalizes two-par-
ent families and rewards teenage preg-
nancies.

We all agree that welfare must be
dramtically reformed, and that welfare
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should only offer transitional assist-
ance leading to work, not a way of life.
Where we disagree, however, is whether
the Republican bill will make transi-
tion to work a reality or whether it is
just empty rhetoric.

Real welfare reform must be about
replacing a welfare check with a pay-
check. Real welfare reform gets people
into the work force as quickly as pos-
sible. In order to do that, real welfare
reform provides enough money for the
work requirements to be effective.

The Congressional Budget Office has
concluded that the Republican bill will
not work because most States will fail
to meet the work requirements. It will
be less expensive for the States to ac-
cept the penalties for failing to meet
the participation rates than it will be
to meet the costs of the work pro-
grams.

Creating a system that is prone to
failure from the outset is not real wel-
fare reform.

The Castle-Tanner bipartisan bill
provides $3 billion in supplemental
funds for States to meet the costs of
work programs for welfare recipients.
This is money in the bank, not just an
authorization backed by a hope that
someday we might actually find this
money.

The Castle-Tanner bipartisan bill
provides real welfare reform and | urge
my colleagues to support this plan.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER], a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ZIMMER. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time, and | commend
him for his tenacious and principled
support for true welfare reform.

Madam Chairman, welfare as we
know it has unmercifully condemned
generation after generation of Ameri-
cans to a life without hope and without
access to the American dream. This
bill will foster independence by break-
ing the chains that bind families to the
welfare state.

The current system, which fosters
poverty, despair, hopelessness, and ille-
gitimacy will be replaced with a pro-
gram that generates hope, optimism,
and self-esteem. People will be ac-
countable for their own lives. Mothers
and fathers will be responsible for the
children they bring into this world.

What this bill proposes is very
straightforward: No more money for
nothing. It tells the poor that we will
help you get on your feet but we owe it
to you as well as to ourselves, to re-
quire that you work for your benefits,
and that after a specified period of
time you get a real job.

You see, work is not punishment.
Work is the foundation of the Amer-
ican dream. It gives us self-respect and
gives our children respect for us and
for themselves.

| urge those who have rejected re-
form in the past to reconsider for the
sake of our future. | urge this House to
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pass this legislation. | urge the Presi-
dent to sign this legislation.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, in a ideal world we
would not be forced to save money
while sacrificing even some of our chil-
dren. In an ideal world we would pro-
vide something to wear, something to
eat, and a place to sleep for all of our
children, even those who happen to be
born in circumstances not of their own
creation or their own will. In an ideal
world we would not set time limits and
spending caps and impose budget sav-
ings requirements on the most vulner-
able people of our society, our children.

| realize, however, we do not live in
an ideal world. | too believe we must
reform our welfare system because the
current welfare system surely is not
working. However, the proposed wel-
fare system by the Republicans is
doomed not to work either. In fact, |
offer to say that it will not work for
millions of children and for millions of
mothers that we want to be self-suffi-
cient and who desire to work.

| intend to vote for Castle-Tanner be-
cause it treats our children better than
the bill before us treats them. It hon-
ors people’s will. The bill before us is
short on reform, weak on work, and
tough on our children. Millions of chil-
dren will be abandoned.

I admonish my colleagues, as they
consider the decision they will make in
the context of the decisions we make
all the time, and the ones we have
made. Last week this House refused to
fund teenage pregnancy prevention
programs by $30 million, yet now we
are talking about teenage pregnancy as
if we wanted to prevent it. We are now
willing to punish them, however, if in-
deed they happen to have a child.

We should have stepping stones for
our children and not have them as
stumbling blocks. Recently the edu-
cation funding was slashed. Where is
the development in our children? This
House has voted numerous times to cut
nutrition programs.

We should not abandon our children.
The proposal before us does not honor
the principle of work, responsibility
and caring for children.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
advise the last speaker who said that
our bill is tough on children that the
bill she referred to, which will be the
Gephardt substitute, mimics exactly
what is in the bill that she is criticiz-
ing as far as the children’s program are
concerned.

I would also tell the gentlewoman
that in the bill there is some $6 billion
of cuts in EITC, which is what the
President criticized the Republicans
for as calling that a tax increase. It is
not in our bill, it is in her bill.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Washington

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

[Ms. DuUNN], a distinguished member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Madam
Chairman, | am involved in this debate
on welfare because | believe that the
current welfare system and what it
does to children, and families is a
crime. The system is cruel, it is bro-
ken, and it needs to be fixed.

For the third time today, Madam
Chairman, we are going to vote to send
to the President a welfare bill so he
can keep his promise that he made in
his campaign to reform welfare. It is a
clean bill and it protects children.

It is based on three principles: One,
that welfare should not be a way of
life; that these poor children, some of
whom never have a working role model
in their lives, will not be put in that
position ever, ever again. It is also
based on the second principle of return-
ing flexibility to the States; and, third,
it is based on the principle that if Gov-
ernment is going to provide incentives
in our lives, that the incentive in wel-
fare should be to encourage personal
responsibility in our citizens.

Today | want to focus on one thing
that is probably the most important
thing in this whole debate, and that is
the children. Back home in Washington
State women tell me, ‘“Jennifer, my
child support is the sole difference be-
tween making ends meet and going on
welfare.”” On behalf of these women, we
have a responsibility to make sure that
deadbeat parents pay their child sup-
port to their own flesh and blood chil-
dren.

O 1130

Today in this Nation, Madam Chair-
man, $34 billion is owed by parents who
have left their children’s home to cus-
todial parents. Thirty percent of these
people leave the State in order to avoid
that responsibility. | think it is out-
rageous. The tools this bill provides
give us the way to track those dead-
beat parents down.

I know what it is like to raise chil-
dren as a single parent. | have done
that. | worried about money, and | wor-
ried about child care. I worried about
how you fit a full-time job around the
responsibilities of my own children’s
needs. It is hard enough in my case,
Madam Chairman, where | did receive
support. | cannot imagine what it
would be like when a parent did not re-
ceive that support.

It is the mothers and the children
that we have included in these provi-
sions. As far as | am concerned, Madam
Chairman, the President needs to sign
this bill for the sake of our children.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, |
want to respond to the distinguished
chair of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The bill that he said that | am
supporting, I am delighted to be sup-
porting, Castle-Tanner, really indeed
allows States to provide for vouchers,
wherein his bill does not.
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Castle-Tanner also provides Medicaid
coverage for children, where his bill in-
deed does not. Castle-Tanner also has a
no caps on assistance in the event of an
economic turndown. The bill he has
makes no provisions for that, or very
limited, in their contingency fund.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Madam Chairman, |
along with many of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle have been work-
ing for almost 4 years to dramatically
reform our Nation’s welfare system.
The current system has failed. A new
system is needed. The Federal Govern-
ment in partnership with our States
needs to provide temporary compas-
sionate assistance to those who have
genuine need, making it clear that peo-
ple who receive welfare must become
employed as soon as possible in a pri-
vate sector job. We must move people
off of welfare to work.

My concern is that the Republican
bill will move people off of welfare, but
in far too many cases our children will
end up on the streets.

The Republican bill is woefully inad-
equate in providing resources to our
States. It is inadequate in financing
safe, affordable day care for welfare
parents. It does not adequately deal
with one of the principal problems in
our welfare system; that is, preventing
out-of-wedlock births, particularly
among our teenagers.

Quite frankly, the failure of the Re-
publican bill is because it was devel-
oped in a partisan political manner,
rather than in an open legislative for-
mat. We have not even really had a
chance to review this bill because it
was developed by the Republicans in a
closed meeting, rather than using an
open forum so that we could debate
some of these issues and could work
out some of these issues.

The Castle-Tanner bill substitute is
the only bill that has been worked out
in a bipartisan manner in an open
forum. | urge my colleagues to support
the Castle-Tanner substitute. It is far
better than the Republican bill and al-
though | believe it can be improved, |
urge my colleagues to vote for the sub-
stitute and against the underlying bill.

Then let us work together, Demo-
crats and Republicans, to dramatically
change our welfare system. It can be
done this year. If our objective is to get
a welfare bill enacted, | urge my col-
leagues to follow that action. If our ob-
jective is to get the President to veto
another bill, then | understand what
the Republicans are doing.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Georgia [Mr.
CoLLINS, a valued member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Madam
Chairman, | thank the chairman for
yielding the time to me.

Madam Chairman, we have pre-
viously debated and passed legislative
proposals that will change the welfare
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system. And although President Clin-
ton vetoed those measures, he has pro-
posed welfare legislation of his own.

So today, we have two different ap-
proaches to welfare reform. We must
clearly understand that the real debate
is about whether we are going to just
piecemeal reform the broken welfare
system, or if we are going to entirely
change welfare as we know it.

We all agree the welfare system is a
failure. It is an open-ended Federal en-
titlement that encourages people to be-
lieve that receiving a welfare check,
free health care, and other free services
without working is their right. By the
end of the decade, American workers
will have spent over $6 trillion on wel-
fare programs. After 30 years under the
current system, our poverty rate re-
mains unchanged and we have millions
of people trapped, dependent upon bro-
ken welfare programs.

Americans are tired of paying for a
welfare system that just doesn’t work.
And although Presidential candidate
Clinton once stated that he intended to
change welfare as we know it, his pro-
posal will only make limited reforms
to a system that fails those who re-
ceive welfare and those working people
who pay the bill.

In sharp contrast to the President’s
patchwork plan, the Republican major-
ity’s proposal changes the welfare sys-
tem as we know it. The Republican
plan will remove the one-size-fits-all
entitlement system. This measure will
transfer the management authority
from the bureaucratic Federal level to
the States. Local authorities will fi-
nally have the ability to design a wel-
fare program that best meets the needs
of the poor in their region. Welfare pro-
grams will be administered on a local
level through a State/Federal financial
partnership. The responsibility for ad-
ministering welfare programs will be
where it needs to be: closer to those
who know what works, closer to those
who need the assistance, and closer to
the workers who pay the bill.

Working Americans support the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Act because it will comprehen-
sively change the welfare system as we
know it.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes and 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN].

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Chairman, 1
rise in opposition to the Republican
welfare bill. This legislation masquer-
ades as reform, but it is not that. It is
instead a giant step back into poverty
for millions of American children.

But it is more. This bill will have a
devastating impact on the health care
system in many urban areas and in
many States in this Nation because of
its mean-spirited and shortsighted pro-
visions to deny Medicaid funds for nec-
essary medical care for legal immi-
grants.

Whatever the view Members may
have as to whether we should provide
cash support to legal immigrants who
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end up in need of assistance, there can
be no justification to deny health care
services to persons who are legally in
this country. Cutting Medicaid funds is
not going to keep people from getting
sick. It is not going to keep them from
needing health care services. All this
bill will accomplish is to keep them
from going for care when they need it
and causing them to be sicker and
more costly cases when the situation
becomes so bad they end up in an emer-
gency room.

Local hospitals and local govern-
ments are going to be left holding the
bag for these costs. The sad fact is,
they cannot afford it. There should not
be a Member from California in this
House that supports this policy. It will
have devastating consequences for Los
Angeles, and it will have devastating
consequences for the State of Califor-
nia.

The $12 billion reduction in Medicaid
expenditures resulting from these pro-
visions is fully one-fifth of the expendi-
tures my Republican colleagues were
trying to cut from Medicaid with their
block grant proposal. Trying to achieve
a big chunk of those so-called savings
through the back door of the welfare
bill by taking away any access to Med-
icaid for legal immigrants is wrong. It
will hurt urban hospitals. It will hurt
innocent people. It is the wrong thing
to do.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, is what
the gentleman is saying that this bill
will mean a significant transfer from
Federal resources to obligations on the
local property tax?

Mr. WAXMAN. Absolutely.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for his answer.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ENG-
LISH], a valued member of the Sub-
committee on Human Resources of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, today we will vote
on fundamental welfare reform legisla-
tion, a mainstream proposal that work-
ing families across the Nation have
been demanding for years. Three dec-
ades and $5 trillion ago, this Nation de-
clared war on poverty. What was the
outcome? All we have to show are cas-
ualties. Children killing children, boys
and girls growing up without fathers,
and welfare recipients spending an av-
erage of 13 years out of work because
work does not pay as well as Uncle
Sam.

Madam Chairman, generations have
been trapped in this soul-destroying
system, prisoners of the lost war on
poverty. | have to ask this House: How
many more of our children must we
lose to poverty and violence before we
say, enough is enough? We have the op-
portunity today to change America by
fixing the failed welfare state and re-
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storing the American dream for an
abandoned underclass.

Under this bill, welfare will be con-
verted into a work program. Every per-
son receiving welfare must work within
2 years or cash benefits will end. Under
our bill, lifetime welfare benefits will
be limited to 5 years but up to 20 per-
cent of families can be exempted for
hardship. States are required to have 50
percent of welfare families working by
2002.

Our bill will end welfare payments
for noncitizens; those we welcome to
our country as guests should not abuse
the hospitality of hard-working Ameri-
cans. American families are spending
$8 billion every year on welfare for
noncitizens. That is not fair.

Our bill will stop the destructive
practice of giving Social Security cash
benefits to drug addicts and alcoholics,
blighting their lives at great public ex-
pense.

Madam Chairman, we in Washington
need to learn from past mistakes. We
must create a welfare system that ties
welfare rights to responsible behavior.

I urge all of my colleagues to put
aside petty partisan politics. Support
this bill and allow this Congress to
leave an enduring legacy of social re-
form.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Madam Chair-
man, | thank my ranking member for
yielding the time to me.

| say over and over again, this is a
flawed bill. It is not hard to see it.
They are wrapping it in politics to try
and save the fact that there is no sub-
stance in this bill that is going to save
the children of this country.

Everything | have heard from the
majority side makes me know they
have never, ever experienced welfare.
Now they are beginning to try to re-
form it. | want to reform it. | know it
needs to be reformed. But it does not
have to be reformed on the backs of the
children of this country. It does not
have to be reformed on food stamps.
And they are having a similar idea that
people who get food stamps, AFDC, do
not know how to choose their food.
That is not correct. The same Members
who feel that way are the ones who
drafted this bill.

This bill is going to deny 300,000 chil-
dren of legal immigrants from getting
food stamps. Do they want to cut chil-
dren off from food? They have said they
have a family-friendly atmosphere in
the Republican Party. This does not
meet the test of family-friendly.

Until yesterday they have changed
back and forth so much, it is hard. |
have not seen this new language. But
yesterday their bill prohibited benefits
and vouchers. Now they have switched
over and now they are making that,
they are putting that in, but they are
not requiring it. They are not fooling
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me, because they are making it permis-
sive. They cannot do it or they may do
it. Why not say, as our bills do, that
they will be required to provide vouch-
ers to these children who will go off
Medicaid?

My colleagues have exceeded the lim-
its of care and sympathy and compas-
sion which this Congress is supposed to
give to the American people. They are
not fooling the American people by
saying this is a good welfare bill. We
all want to reform welfare. Why can we
not get together, both Republicans and
Democrats, put our heads together and
reform this without having a one-sided
view toward Medicare and toward wel-
fare?

| say to my colleagues, turn this bill
back. 1 do not blame the President of
the United States. Every time we send
him a bad bill, he should veto it, no
matter how many times.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. DUNN].

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding the time to me.

I am very alarmed at the misin-
formation | have heard last evening
and today coming out on the issue of
child care. I want to set something
straight. In the Republican bill, the
bill that we are debating and voting on
today, in fact, we have been told by the
people who make these estimates that
we need, in child care, $16 billion to
perform the duties that are outlined in
the bill. We have, in fact, in the Repub-
lican bill provided $23 billion.

Madam Chairman, | just want to say
in my book of mathematics, that
leaves $7 billion aside that can be
helped to ease working mothers off
AFDC into the working world.
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In addition, Madam Chairman, that
is $4.5 billion more than is in the cur-
rent child care portion of the welfare
bill. It is also very important, as it is
also $2 billion more than the President
has in his own legislation.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN], a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam Chairman, |
think we have to ask ourselves a cou-
ple of fundamental questions. First of
all, has the current welfare system
worked? Has it helped children? Is it
compassionate, especially to those
children? Should we continue to give
cash payments to prisoners and drug
addicts?

The answers to these questions are
obvious. Out-of-wedlock births have
skyrocketed since our welfare system
began. Crime rates have skyrocketed.
This is federally funded child abuse.

Madam Chairman, we tell the teen-
age mom, “‘If you have a child out of
wedlock, move away from your par-
ents, we’ll get you an apartment. By
the way, don’t work, don’t save, and if
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you want a little extra money, have
another child out of wedlock.”” This is
truly federally funded child abuse.

Our bill does something remarkable.
It reforms welfare in a compassionate
way. It has $2 billion more, as the pre-
vious speaker talked about, for child
care than the President does so that in
the transition from welfare to work we
can help families do that.

We also provide transitional health
care, which is one of the biggest incen-
tives to staying on welfare, the lack of
health care coverage.

We also stopped cash payments to
noncitizens and prisoners. There is a
fundamental disagreement between
that side of the aisle and this side of
the aisle on whether we should con-
tinue cash payments to noncitizens. We
believe, | believe strongly, that it
should be reserved for U.S. citizens.

We also fundamentally believe that
we to have a limit, a time limit on the
amount of time that somebody can re-
ceive welfare benefits. There is no
greater incentive than to know that at
the end of a certain period of time they
are going to have to get a job, they bet-
ter get their life together, they better
get out there, take advantage of the
job training we provide, get their life
together so that they can get off of
welfare so that they can take care of
their own family and have that per-
sonal responsibility.

Lastly, from somebody who grew up
with a deadbeat dad, I am applauding
this bill for the strong child support
enforcement provisions that it has so
we can go after those deadbeat parents
who are abandoning their children and
not taking full responsibility.

I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for writing a great bill.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute to say | find it very
unfortunate when we compare legal im-
migrants in this country with pris-
oners and put them in the same cat-
egory.

In fact | find it sort of personal. My
parents were both immigrants to this
country. | remember when my mother
became a citizen. | also hear this dis-
cussion of nothing has ever been given
or done in conjunction with legal im-
migrants. My father was a home-
steader. That was how he and many
other immigrants got started in this
country, and they worked hard and did
well.

But regardless of how one feels on
this question, to rhetorically combine
legal immigrants with prisoners |
think is totally unfortunate.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoOYER].

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

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chairman, there
is a consensus on this floor that our
welfare system undermines the core
values Americans believe in: respon-
sibility, work, opportunity, and family.
Too many people who do not want to
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be on welfare cannot escape it. Too
many people who want to be on welfare
are allowed to coast at the taxpayers’
expenses.

We agree that we must create a dif-
ferent kind of social safety net which
will uphold the values our current sys-
tem undermines. It must require work,
it must demand responsibility, and it
must protect children.

Today the House will consider two al-
ternative welfare reform proposals.
One, offered by the House Republican
leadership, | suggest, is not reform at
all, although it has much in it with
which we agree and Castle-Tanner
agree. It lacks the funds for serious
work requirements. CBO says so, not
us. And under this bill children can be
denied all support, even in an emer-
gency, when their families are cut off
welfare due to time limits.

When the American people demanded
an end to welfare, this is not what they
had in mind.

The so-called welfare reform bill of-
fered today by the Republican leader-
ship makes a mockery, in my opinion,
of the American values of work and
family. It does have progress in it. But
it is not bipartisan, and that is what
the American public wanted. They
wanted us to come together in-biparti-
san manner and reform welfare. Gov-
ernor CASTLE, now a Congressman, and
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
TANNER] have done exactly that. Their
bill brings together and reinforces fam-
ily values, while meeting our respon-
sibilities to our people and reinforcing
our expectations on their personal re-
sponsibility.

I urge my colleagues to come to-
gether in a bipartisan fashion, as most
of the Members on this side of the aisle
will do. Democrats will support a bi-
partisan effort to accomplish this ob-
jective. All of us should do the same.

America’s welfare system is at odds with the
core values Americans believe in: Responsibil-
ity, work, opportunity, and family. Too many
people who don’t want to be on welfare can't
escape it. Too many people who want to be
on welfare are allowed to coast at the tax-
payers’ expense. In both cases, this broken
system weakens families, undermines per-
sonal responsibility, destroys self-respect and
initiative, and fails to move able-bodied people
from welfare to work.

A complete overhaul of the welfare system
is long overdue. We must create a different
kind of social safety net which will uphold the
values our current system destroys. It must re-
quire work. It must demand responsibility. And
it must protect children, to break the
generational cycle of poverty.

Today, the House will consider two alter-
native welfare reform proposals. First, offered
by the House Republican leadership, is not re-
form at all. It lacks the funds for serious work
requirements. It shreds the safety net for
chidlren. The Nation’'s Governors adopted a
resolution expressing their concern about re-
strictions on States’ flexibility and unfunded
costs in the Job Program, a shortfall of $13
billion which will knock the teeth out of the
much-touted work requirements in the Repub-
lican bill.
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The second alternative, the bipartisan Tan-
ner-Castle welfare reform proposal, will truly
reform our broken system. It, and it alone, re-
quires all recipients to start work—real work,
in real jobs—within 2 years. It provides fund-
ing to make those requirements real. It estab-
lishes a 5-year lifetime limit for welfare bene-
fits, with a State option to create a shorter
limit. It requires teen parents to live at home
or in a supervised setting, and teaches re-
sponsibility by requiring school or training at-
tendance as a condition of receiving assist-
ance. It includes tough child support enforce-
ment provisions to make sure deadbeat par-
ents live up to their responsibility to support
their children.

Unlike the Republican leadership proposal,
the Tanner-Castle bill is tough on work without
being tough on kids. It includes additional
funding above the leadership bill for child care,
to make sure children aren't left on the streets
when their parents go to work. Under the Re-
publican leadership bill children could be de-
nied all support, even in an emergency, when
their families are cut off welfare because of a
time limit. The bipartisan bill provides vouch-
ers to meet the needs of children if their par-
ents exceed the welfare time limit. While the
Republican leadership bill would deny Medic-
aid coverage for children in families who ex-
ceed a time limit, the bipartisan bill ensures
that no child loses medical care because of
welfare reform.

The so-called welfare reform bill offered
today by the Republican leadership makes a
mockery of the American values of work and
family. It contains a hollow promise of work re-
quirements which the Nation’s Governors and
the Congressional Budget Office both concede
States can never achieve. It strips poor chil-
dren of food assistance and medical care. | do
not believe that when the American people de-
manded an end to welfare as we know it, this
is what they had in mind.

The bipartisan Tanner-Castle bill supports
those American values we all share. It de-
mands work and personal responsibility with-
out shredding the social safety net and aban-
doning children. | urge my colleagues to reject
the Republican leadership bill, and support the
bipartisan Tanner-Castle proposal.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chairman, | would like to re-
spond very quickly to what the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
said. Nobody in this House is criticiz-
ing or putting anything saying that
people coming into this country to ex-
perience the American dream are in
the class of felons. That is ridiculous.
That argument falls on deaf ears. It
has no relevancy.

But | would like to share this with
him. When his parents or grandparents
came into this country, they made a
pledge not to become a public charge,
and | would bet next week’s paycheck
that they did not become a public
charge. They came for a better way of
life, and they went to work. They made
something of themselves, and they had
a child or a grandchild that came to
the U.S. Congress.

I would also like to say, when we are
talking about aliens, aliens over 65 are
five times more likely to go on SSI
than citizens over 65. Alien SSI appli-
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cations have increased 370 percent from
1982 to 1992. We have got to stop mak-
ing welfare available for citizens of
other countries. It is that simple.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CHRISTENSEN], a valuable member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Madam Chair-
man, welfare reform is an issue, like
the previous speaker said, that we can
agree on, that we can come together on
in a bipartisan fashion and that we can
work together on. | think all agree
that the welfare system has caused
people to rely on the Government in-
stead of themselves. | think Senator
JOHN ASHCROFT said it best last week
when he talked about the system, that
it has deprived hope, it has diminished
opportunity, and it has destroyed lives.

But there are questions that we have
to ask. After spending billions of dol-
lars, has the Government solved the
problems of poverty and of depend-
ency? How many more families are we
going to allow to be trapped in the cur-
rent system before we get a bill out of
this House? How many more children
must we sacrifice to poverty before we
say enough is enough?

As my colleagues know, we have
heard many people say, and | think the
statement is accurate, the fact is we
cannot have a moral environment to
raise children in America when we
have 12-year-olds having babies, 15-
year-olds Kkilling each other, 17-year-
olds dying of AIDS, and 18-year-olds
who are graduating with diplomas that
they cannot read. If we are to restore
our moral health in this country, we
must change the system that fosters
that environment.

As Franklin Delano Roosevelt said in
the late 1930’s, giving permanent aid to
anyone destroys them. Our bill gives
people a chance. It puts a hand out so
they can help themselves.

It is time that we worked together in
a bipartisan fashion to end welfare as
we know it.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT].
(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Chairman,
the gentlewoman from Florida put her
finger on the fundamental problem
here, and that is that the Republican
bill will not guarantee support to chil-
dren if all else fails.

Now, my brother runs the public as-
sistance program in the State of Wash-
ington. | know the facts. In the State
of Washington there are 100,000 adults
on welfare, 125,000 people, unduplicated
count, on unemployment. That is
225,000 people on average every month
in the year 1995. If they all showed up
for a job on tomorrow, there would be
jobs.

Last year they created 44,000 new
jobs in the State of Washington. That
means 181,000 adults in the State of
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Washington, that DRI, McGraw-Hill,
the economic forecaster says is the
fifth most rapidly growing State in
this country, could not get jobs, 181,000
people.

Now the Labor Department has re-
cently said that the unemployment
rate is as low as it ever is. Tomorrow
Mr. Greenspan is going to meet with
the Federal Reserve to talk about rais-
ing the interest rates so that we can
slow the economy so we do not have in-
flation. Now, we cannot slow the econ-
omy and stop job creation when we
have 181,000 people in 1995 in the State
of Washington who could not get a job
and say to their children, ““‘Hey, folks,
Kids, I’'m sorry. Your Ma went down for
a job, but there was none, and you
can’t eat.” That is what the Repub-
lican bill says. They will not give a
voucher if they have done everything,
and there is no way.

I think the President, who cares
about the Kkids in this country, is going
to take a long careful look at what
comes out of this body because, if we
are not careful of how we deal with the
weakest and the most vulnerable in our
society, we are not a civil society.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON,
from the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | have to disagree with the
gentleman that just spoke. It is a
shame, but | tell my colleagues that.
The Government has been spending bil-
lions of dollars, and | would just like to
know, has the Government solved our
problems of poverty and dependency? |
think not. How many more families are
going to be trapped in the current sys-
tem while we spin our wheels here in
Washington, DC. talking about it? Do
my colleagues not think that State and
local governments, churches and com-
munities can do a better job of caring
and providing for our Nation’s welfare
recipients? Of course they can.

As my colleagues know, how many
more of our Nation’s cities are we
going to surrender to poverty and vio-
lence before we here in Washington de-
cide to act? Why does Washington con-
tinue to promote a welfare system that
encourages illegitimacy and discour-
ages parents? Should not Washington
encourage work? | think so.

I tell my colleagues what this bill is
about: compassion, hope and oppor-
tunity. It is about people coming to-
gether and taking charge of a system
that has failed them and every mother
and child on welfare.

Do we trust Washington, or do we
trust the local charities, the churches,
community centers, and local govern-
ment officials? | trust and believe the
American people at home will have the
answer. Can we not do better than the
welfare system that we have in place
right now?
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This strong welfare reform bill ends
welfare as we know it. It gives power
back to the States, power back to the
communities, power back to the people
at local communities to solve their
own problem. It is a must that we act
today to pass this legislation.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. WATERS].
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Ms. WATERS. Madam Chairman,
both of these welfare reform bills be-
fore us are little more than poll-driven
political responses to a real problem.
This is not true welfare reform. Instead
we are placing a foot on the necks of
poor children and families and calling
it reform. Every Member of Congress
understands the difference between an
AFDC entitlement and not having one.
We all understand the difference be-
tween block grants and Federal in-
volvement in this problem.

In desperation, | appeal to each Mem-
ber’s spiritual sense. | challenge those
who claim moral values. To the Chris-
tian Coalition supporters, | challenge
you today, the Bible is replete with ex-
amples of how we are obligated to treat
the poor. Witness Proverbs 14:31: He
who oppresses a poor man insults his
maker, but he who is kind to the needy
honors him.

Proverbs 29:7: A righteous man knows
the rights of the poor; a wicked man
does not understand such knowledge.

Ecclesiastes 4:1: Defraud not the poor
of his living, and make not the needy
eyes to wait long.

Ecclesiastes 4:4: Reject not the sup-
plication of the afflicted; neither turn
away thy face from a poor man.

Proverbs 21:13: Who so stoppeth his
ears at the cry of the poor, he also
shall cry himself, but shall not be
heard.

And Deuteronomy 15:7-8: Thou shalt
not harden thine heart, nor shut thine
hand from thy poor brother; but thou
shalt open thine hand wide unto him,
and shalt surely lend him sufficient for
his need.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP].

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

Mr. WAMP. Madam Chairman, one of
the most wonderful lessons for the
young people of this country is that
great things can be done in our society
when it does not matter who gets the
credit. The Republicans should be com-
mended for taking Medicaid off of their
welfare bill because the President, our
President, came here in January and
asked us for a clean welfare bill and
said he would sign it into law. We
should not worry if he gets the credit
for doing that.

This is the clean bill that he asked
for; it is. We disconnected Medicaid so
he would sign it, not so he would veto
it. We should pass it today and give
him this clean bill. It does not matter
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if he gets the credit. The Democrats
should not care if the Republicans get
the credit, because it is these children
that are trapped in dependency and
poverty that are going to get the bene-
fit and the reward.

We are doing the people’s business.
We should support the conference re-
port when it comes back, and we
should support the President so he can
sign this bill into law and do the peo-
ple’s business.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Madam
Chairman, | rise in strong support of
the bipartisan welfare reform bill of-
fered by MIKE CASTLE and JOHN TAN-
NER.

The Castle-Tanner bipartisan bill is a
much better bill than the alternative
presented by the other party. It re-
quires work, and provides the support
needed to make the commitment to
work a reality and not just rhetoric.

The bipartisan bill contains many
provisions which represent a moderate,
more balanced approach to welfare re-
form while still achieving over $50 bil-
lion in savings.

It includes stronger protections for
children and families under the block
grant and assures the maintenance of a
national nutrition safety net so that
families will not go hungry and chil-
dren will have the nutrition they need
to grow and learn.

The bipartisan welfare reform bill
improves past efforts made by this
House in significant ways while con-
tinuing to promote personal respon-
sibility as its central theme.

Indeed, this approach requires all
welfare recipients to sign an individual
responsibility contract which outlines
a plan for the recipient to become self-
sufficient as quickly as possible.

And the bipartisan bill holds dead-
beat parents responsible for their chil-
dren through strong child support en-
forcement measures.

Castle-Tanner also ensures greater
State flexibility by giving the States
the option of providing vouchers for
the needs of the child, or emergency as-
sistance to families that have reached
the time limits but have been unable to
find a job.

This bill also provides a more sub-
stantial contingency fund to assist
States with high unemployment or in-
creases in child poverty. If the fund is
exhausted during hard times, the bill
creates an uncapped contingency fund
for real emergencies.

My colleagues, this bill provides
greater resources to ensure that wel-
fare reform will succeed, it improves
State flexibility, and it guarantees fis-
cal and personal responsibility. Above
all, it protects innocent children.

We have an historic opportunity to
pass a meaningful, bipartisan, welfare
reform bill that the President will sign.
Let’s not squander this chance. | urge
you to vote ‘“‘yes’” on the bipartisan
substitute.
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Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chairman, | would ask the
gentleman from California if he is
aware that the bill that he has en-
dorsed imposes a tax increase which
the President characterized as a tax in-
crease on the working poor by slashing
EITC?

Mr. FAZIO of California. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Madam
Chairman, 1 would say to the gen-
tleman from Florida, certainly this
side of the aisle has been totally op-
posed to the Republican plans to slash
the EITC and the budget.

Mr. SHAW. Reclaiming my time,
Madam Chairman. | would advise the
gentleman from California that his bill
does precisely that. Our bill does not.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Chairman,
I support the bill. While Congress has
tried with good intentions, the Con-
gress of the United States has failed.
What began as a hand up is now a hand-
out. Generation after generation are
literally trapped at the bottom of the
ladder without a good view of what
America has to offer. The welfare sys-
tem is not only broken, it is token. It
has become a social placebo with a fail-
ing track record.

I ask all who are in here today to
deny the following. | say the welfare
system currently promotes dependency
and illegitimacy, discourages thrift,
discourages work, separates, separates
and destroys families, isolates chil-
dren, and from an early age, stifles
their ambition, no less.

There is one other element here,
folks, in this formula. Our current wel-
fare system penalizes hardworking
Americans who pay for this failing
train that keeps rolling down the track
at us, hurting us.

This is not about Republican and
Democrat. There should be more con-
sensus today. This is about a welfare
system that is bad for America. Let me
submit that the Founders are rolling
over in their graves looking at the
great Constitution and saying, my God,
how could this great instrument some-
how be so misused, misapplied, that
there are now Americans without hope,
Americans without goals, and Ameri-
cans without ambition? Shame, Con-
gress. Come together on this issue.
Pass this bill.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Madam Chairman, | would indicate
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAaw] that all the EITC changes in
Castle-Tanner rely on compliance.
None of them change the phase-out
rates as proposed originally by the
House Republican plan. Those are not
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included in Castle-Tanner. Fortu-
nately, you have pulled those provi-
sions out of your bill but they are
scheduled to reappear in your budget
resolution in reconciliation bill No. 3,
and then some further additional cuts
in EITC even beyond what you did in
this bill originally.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. OLVER].

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

Mr. OLVER. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Madam Chairman, along with every
Member of this Chamber, | believe that
the current welfare system needs to be
reformed. Over the course of this de-
bate, which has continued now for
more than a year, each and every one
of us has voted to end welfare as we
know it. Some of us want to move peo-
ple to work while protecting the well-
being of our children. Others want to
squeeze as much money as possible
from the system even if the action is
punitive, unworkable, and threatens
children. That is the crucial difference
between the Republican bill and the bi-
partisan bill that we have before us

today.
Madam Chairman, H.R. 3734, the Re-
publican bill, offers little protection

for poor children. H.R. 3734, the Repub-
lican bill, prohibits vouchers for chil-
dren of parents who have reached the
time limit on welfare but cannot find
jobs. H.R. 3734 slashes food stamps, the
ultimate social safety net, assuring
that more of our own children, our own
poor children, will go hungry in a coun-
try whose farmers are so magnificently
productive that they can feed half of
the world.

H.R. 3734 ends the guarantee of child
protection and child abuse services,
and worst of all, it ends the guarantee
of health coverage for millions of poor
women and children. We all want to see
welfare reformed, Madam Chairman,
but we should not jeopardize the health
and well-being of children who are real-
ly totally without responsibility for
the conditions that they are forced to
grow up in.

| urge a ‘““‘no’” vote on the Republican
bill, Madam Chairman.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chairman, | would invite the
gentleman from Minnesota to read on
page 7, subtitle B, the earned income
tax credit of the gentleman’s bill. It
provides and it has been scored that
that is a $6 billion statement. The gen-
tleman stands there and tells us that
we are going to somehow put this into
our bill. It is not in our bill, it is in the
gentleman’s bill.

It is a tax increase. It is the gentle-
man'’s problem, and he is going to have
to deal with it. We took it out of our
bill because we did not want a tax in-
crease on the working poor. He left it
in his bill because obviously he wanted
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to take $6 billion out of the pockets of
working Americans.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentlewoman from Washington
[Ms. DUNN].

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Madam Chairman, Democrats have
been arguing today that noncitizens
are less likely to receive welfare than
citizens, but the leading scholar in this
area, whose name is George Borjas of
the Kennedy School, says just the op-
posite.

We have a chart here that | would
like Members to look at. These num-
bers are percentages of households re-
ceiving welfare programs. The first line
says ‘““‘Aid to Families with Dependent
Children,” our AFDC program. 4.4 per-
cent of immigrant households receive
this kind of aid, as opposed to 2.9 per-
cent of folks who are citizens of the
United States, and the chart continues.

In short, Madam Chairman, | just
want to say that there is simply no
question that some Members are today
on this floor spreading misinformation.
Welfare for noncitizens has gotten out
of hand. We have an opportunity
through this legislation to change
that.

Madam Chairman, | would say, too,
that America is a generous country.
We welcome legal immigrants into this
Nation, as long as they are here be-
cause they want to take advantage of a
nation of opportunity. But we can no
longer ask our citizens who work for a
living to support people who are not
citizens of the United States.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
1%> minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, the
Republican bill is weak on work. It
does not provide the resources, accord-
ing to CBO. | want to say something,
though, to my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW], on the tax
subject. Look, we forced you to drop
your tax increases on the working
poor. They were in your bill and you
know it. We forced them out. Every bit
of the EIT change in Castle-Tanner re-
lates to compliance.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. | yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SHAW. You forced it out, and
where did it go? It went to your bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, | take
my time back. The gentleman is 100
percent wrong. You had a phasing down
of the amount of money people could
earn and still be eligible for the EITC.
You had changes in terms of calcula-
tion of Social Security and its impact
on EITC. We do not change the sub-
stance of the EITC law as it affects the
working poor.

We forced you not to do that, so do
not use that sham argument. We say
there should be compliance. We say the
law should be followed. That is where
all of our money is, and it is disgrace-
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ful that you do not have it in, and that
you for months and months wanted to
hit the working poor. Shame on you for
using that argument.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume. |
want to respond to my good friend, a
valued Member and a good friend of
mine, and someone who has really
worked hard, trying to work on welfare
reform.

Madam Chairman, | can tell the gen-
tleman from Michigan, he is wrong. He
has the increase in his bill. We do not
have the increase in our bill. The gen-
tleman gets up there and says shame
on us for having it in there and then
taking it out. That is absolutely ridic-
ulous.
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Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. | yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, com-
pliance is not an increase.

Mr. SHAW. Moaodification is. | would
tell the gentleman, read section 1023 of
your bill.

Mr. LEVIN. I have read it.

Mr. SHAW. Modification of Adjusted
Gross Income Definition for the Earned
Income Tax Credit. You take working
poor out by a modification of the defi-
nition.

Mr. LEVIN. That is simply not true.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Madam Chairman,
the plan of the majority to reform the
welfare system is weak on work and
tough on Kkids. In my comments, | will
talk about the work requirement.

We must reform the welfare system.
This reform is in fact overdue. The
heart of the reform has to be time-lim-
iting benefits and instilling a tough
work requirement. There is broad
agreement in the Chamber on that
point. But the key distinction between
the proposals before us this afternoon
is that the bipartisan plan has a work
requirement which will succeed and the
majority’s plan cannot.

This is a very complex issue. There is
nothing all that tough about under-
standing what it takes to make a work
requirement succeed. Individuals pres-
ently receiving welfare benefits and
not in a workplace must have the
training required to achieve vocational
skills before they will be employable
and can stand on their own as con-
structive members in the workplace.
Folks without jobs just will not be able
to get jobs if they do not have job
skills and employers. We cannot expect
employers to hire folks that offer noth-
ing in terms of what they need in the
workplace.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office has assessed the two plans on
this critical point. They say the work
requirement in the bipartisan plan can
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succeed but the work requirement in
the majority’s proposal falls $9 to $12
billion short of what it takes to make
a work requirement succeed.

That is the choice. The bipartisan
plan, which time-limits benefits and
gets today’s recipients off welfare into
the workplace as constructive members
of our society, versus the majority’s
proposal which, while it claims to have
a work requirement, by the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s own evaluation
it falls short of what it takes to create
a work requirement which has any
chance of getting people off of the wel-
fare rolls and into the workplace.

Vote ‘‘yes’ on Castle-Tanner and no
on the majority proposal.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Chairman,
there are differing opinions on to how
to reform welfare. But one area that we
all agree on is the need to improve our
child support laws. In fact, this might
be the single area where we have had
consistent bipartisan cooperation.

However, a last-minute change was
inserted into the bill’s child support
title that weakens assurances of fair
child support awards.

The majority’s welfare bill now guts
a provision in current law that requires
States to review child support orders
every 3 years for AFDC families.

I should first point out that this
change will cost the Federal Govern-
ment $63 million over the next 6 years.
Child support paid on behalf of families
on AFDC helps offset the cost of wel-
fare. Therefore, regular updates in
child support orders mean fewer dollars
being spent on AFDC. The change in
the bill ignores this fact and lets non-
custodial parents off the hook, while
sticking Federal taxpayers with the
bill.

I am also concerned this change in
modifying child support orders might
hurt families leaving AFDC. If we want
families to leave welfare and become
self-sufficient then we should ensure
that they have the child support they
are owed.

I urge my colleagues to think twice
before watering down child support en-
forcement, while preaching getting
tough on young mothers. Let’s all
agree that we need tough child support
enforcement that says both parents
should be involved in providing for
their children.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES], a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

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

Mr. HAYES. Madam Chairman, it
was the mid-1960’s, and | remember the
day very well when as a student in a
Louisiana public high school and part
of a debate squad, we were talking
about Lyndon Johnson’s effort at a
Great Society with an alleged war on
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poverty. Three decades later, that
same high school is in the midst of a
war with drugs, teen pregnancy, and
guns. Poverty has not changed. Over
the course of that 30 years, America
has spent $5 trillion, an amount iron-
ically close to the total national debt,
on a fake war on poverty.

So what happens to real veterans of
real wars? Oh, | represent many of
them. I represent a young man who was
in a real war in Vietnam, who has got
to find a way through his impaired
health to get someone to drive him al-
most 100 miles to go to a real military
installation to have a real druggist
give him an honest, legitimate pre-
scription.

Unfortunately, within my congres-
sional district there are crack addicts
that cannot be evicted from Federal
public housing because their neighbors
cannot find a legal way to throw them
out to prevent their own Kkids from
being sold crack, and that person has a
Federal welfare check delivered to
their doorstep.

I represent a group of Americans who
in that three decades now knows that
today they must work and work and
work until May 7 of each year just to
pay Government taxes. Then they get
to earn money for their own family.
Within the course of that work they
recognize that there is almost $200 bil-
lion a year, most of which is thrown
away on the dole to families who put
work behind the rewards of a Federal
handout. In 17 States, the equivalent of
welfare for starting welfare recipients
is above $10 an hour. In 40 States, in-
cluding my Louisiana, a starting wel-
fare recipient is above $8 an hour,
which is better than in many counties
a starting teacher or a starting police
officer.

There are the kind of things where
America looks and says: We don’t want
to change welfare as you folks in Wash-
ington know it, we want to change wel-
fare as we know it in our neighbor-
hoods, where senior citizens are terri-
fied to leave at night because the mon-
ies that are diverted in a failed system
for three decades prevent our own safe-
ty, our own sanctity, and the edu-
cational future of our own children.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY]

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Madam Chairman, do you not love all
this talk about how we are going to get
money from these poor people to give
money to other constituents who are
more deserving? Yet this same Repub-
lican majority who is talking about
cutting $53 billion from welfare has no
problem giving a tax cut of $245 billion
over 7 years, better than half of which
goes to individuals and families with
incomes of $100,000 or more.

It seems to me that our Republican
friends are against welfare for the poor
but they have no problem with welfare
for the rich. | do not want to hear my
Republican colleagues talk about local
control, because | worked in a State

July 18, 1996

legislature and | know what block
granting is all about. This mantra of
States rights, let the States decides,
let the States manage it, in my State
of Rhode Island, that is a prescription
for disaster. | will tell Members why.
Because without the assistance that
comes through entitlement programs,
the money goes to the States. So the
money goes to the State bureaucrats;
it does not go to the women and chil-
dren and the poor people who need the
assistance.

Once again under States rights, just
as it stood 30 years ago, States rights
means justice will depend on geog-
raphy. If you are a poor person in
Rhode Island, you will not be treated
the same as if you are a poor person in
a State like Tennessee, which has got a
much better economy than we have in
Rhode Island.

Finally, my last point is that what
this bill does to legal residents is
shameful. To cut assistance to people
who already pay taxes and in fact tax-
paying, legal residents who do not
enjoy many of the exemptions that reg-
ular citizens enjoy because they have
not attained citizenship. They will be
denied the same benefits as citizens.
This to me represents no more than the
same immigrant bashing that this ma-
jority has continued all 2 years it has
been in the majority.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. GILCHREST].

Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, | think to a large
extent the debate has covered most of
the material on why it is important to
change the welfare system as we know
it today. | do not think there is one
person in this Congress that would say
the welfare system is working. It has
perpetuated the paralysis of poverty
far too long.

There are some minor disagreements
about how we ought to move forward.
But at least we as a Congress want to
move forward to make a fair assess-
ment, to provide a program so that
people have a sense of opportunity for
the wonders that this Nation has to
offer.

This program that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. SHAW] is offering be-
fore this Congress does some amazing
things. He discovers, in my judgment,
the mystery of human initiative, and
that is a sense of responsibility and a
sense of dignity for all Americans.

This is a fair bill, it is fundamentally
sound. It will offer opportunity for in-
dividuals, whether they are on welfare
now or may be on welfare in the future.

Madam Chairman, | urge my col-
leagues to vote for Mr. SHAW’s bill.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Madam Chairman, the ex-
isting welfare system is broken, it
needs radical overhaul. There is no
doubt about that. But in doing it, | ask
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every Member of this House to please
put the politics aside. Taxpayers are
tired of people who will not work tak-
ing a bite out of their tax dollars. They
want us to be tough, but they do not
want us to be mean.

They do not want us to say to a
worker who is laid off because his com-
pany moved out of town or out of the
country, “Tough luck, Charlie, you're
on your own, baby.” They do not want
us to say to a sick or hungry Kkid,
“Sorry, kid, God gave you the wrong
set of parents. You’re on your own.”
They do not want us to pass a political
document that will never become law,
that is just designed to define the dif-
ferences between Bill Clinton and Bob
Dole one more time. They want us to
work it out. They want us to get it
done.

That is what Castle-Tanner does. It
is a bipartisan package. It does work it
out. It is tough, but it is not mean. A
friend of mine in the legislature used
to say, ‘““You know, the problem with
politics is that all too often it gives the
poor and the rich the same amount of
ice, but the poor get theirs in the win-
tertime.”

That is the difference between the
Castle-Tanner bill and the committee
bill. Vote for Castle-Tanner. It is a
tough, good welfare reform bill that
gets the job done without being mean.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman  from Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD].

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given
permission to revise and expend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RAMSTAD. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Madam Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Act.

Madam Chairman, in 1992, Presidential
candidate Bill Clinton pledged to “end welfare
as we know it.” Today 4 years later, welfare
recipients and taxpayers are still waiting for
President Clinton to make good on his prom-
ise.

The President could keep his word by sign-
ing the welfare reform waiver proposals on his
desk from Wisconsin and Minnesota, as well
as the comprehensive Federal welfare reform
bill before us today which would empower
States to proceed with innovative changes.

To hasten approval of badly needed welfare
reform, we in this Congress took a bold step
toward meeting the President halfway when
we separated welfare reform from the Medic-
aid reform bill that had threatened to doom
both reforms.

The time for action is long overdue. Our Na-
tion’s welfare system is in dire need of reform.
America has spent $5.4 trillion on social wel-
fare programs since the beginning of the “War
on Poverty” in the 1960's. Yet, the poverty
rate has not decreased and the number of
families on welfare has skyrocketed from 1.9
million in 1970 to 5 million today. The sad his-
tory of welfare is one of three generations of
people who have become trapped in a cycle
of dependency. Since 1993 alone, the number
of single women who are heads of households
in poverty has increased by 175,000 women.
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Frustrated by inaction at the Federal level,
individual States have moved forward with
their own reform proposals. Minnesota and
Wisconsin, for example, have put together
comprehensive welfare reform plans to move
welfare recipients from welfare to work. A Min-
nesota Department of Human Services pilot
project—the Minnesota Family Investment
Plan [MFIP]—has resulted in reduced case-
loads for the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children [AFDC] program in the seven coun-
ties in which it operates. Minnesota would like
to expand MFIP throughout the State as well
as implement a number of additional pioneer-
ing measures recently passed by the State
legislature.

Wisconsin would like to implement “Wiscon-
sin Works,” the welfare plan praised by Presi-
dent Clinton during his May 18 Saturday radio
address as a “sweeping welfare reform plan,
one of [the] boldest yet attempted in America
* * * We should get it done.”

Unfortunately, since the President has twice
vetoed welfare reform passed by Congress
that would allow States to change the welfare
system in ways which meet the needs of their
residents, States must still go through an ar-
duous special waiver process to enact their re-
form plans.

But the President has yet to approve the
waiver requests of Minnesota and Wisconsin.
Minnesota submitted its waiver requests last
March 28. According to the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Human Services, it is critical these
waivers be approved before the end of this
month. And while the President said he would
make the final decision on the Wisconsin
waiver request by mid-July, he has yet to do
so. | remain hopeful the President has truly
had a change of heart and will approve both
States’ requests.

It should be pointed out that the Clinton ad-
ministration has granted several waivers to
allow other States to implement similar pro-
posals. But why should we approach this in a
piecemeal, one-waiver-at-a-time fashion and
waste valuable time and taxpayer dollars—
time and money which could be better spent
helping families and children escape the web
of welfare dependency?

How much longer can we continue to wait
for the President to “end welfare as we know
it?” How much longer will the President de-
fend the welfare status quo and deny people
in need and American taxpayers the oppor-
tunity for true reform?

| believe the time is right to move beyond
the piecemeal waiver process, put partisan
politics aside and pass the comprehensive
welfare reform legislation before us today.

Madam Chairman, it's time to change the
failed welfare system’s vicious cycle of de-
pendency.

When this legislation is placed before the
President again soon, we will find out if he
has, indeed, really changed his position or if
he will continue to fight to preserve the status
quo. | hope the President will take the oppor-
tunity to support the Minnesota and Wisconsin
plans—as well as proposals for the 48 other
States—and sign the bill. Without national wel-
fare reform for all 50 States, the cycle of pov-
erty is destined to continue indefinitely.

O 1230

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself 5 minutes.

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, today
I think is a defining day in the history
of this Congress. We are going straight
at probably one of the biggest problems
that we have in this country and some-
thing that | can only describe as a na-
tional disgrace.

I respect every Member of this body,
and | respect the great diversity all
across this country. | respect the Gov-
ernors of this country, and | respect
the 50 States.

But | would say to all of my col-
leagues, let us recognize that we have a
failed welfare system in this country.
Let us realize that at one time or an-
other, every sitting Member of this
Congress who has been here through
the 104th Congress has at one time
voted against the existing welfare sys-
tem.

What brings us together is that we
all agree that the existing welfare sys-
tem is not worth defending. We must
change. We have got stagnation of pop-
ulation. We have tremendous problems
out there that have been caused by a
welfare system that the Congress pro-
crastinated with, did nothing about,
did not change. Now we are bringing
forth change.

Last year there was a Democrat sub-
stitute which took the vote of every
Member on the minority side, and then
there was a Republican bill that pre-
vailed and went on to the President,
and he vetoed it. It went to the Presi-
dent again and he vetoed it.

What we are giving to the President
today is another chance, another
chance to deliver upon his promise to
change welfare as we know it today.

That is tremendously important.
Those of you who vote for the Castle-
Tanner substitute which will be put
forth by Mr. GEPHARDT at a later time
today, you are saying you will have
faith in the States and you are willing
to send the programs back to the
States and let them run it, and you are
going to give them great latitude in de-
signing it.

I have great respect for the authors
of that bill and what is in that bill. But
can we do better? Yes, we can do bet-
ter. We can do better by passing the
bill that the Republicans have put
forth, that has come to us from the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Why is that a better bill? One, it does
not slash the earned income tax credit.
I would like to read a provision from
the Executive Office of the President in
talking about the Republican bill when
the Republicans were cutting EITC.

He says the bill would still raise
taxes on millions of working families
by cutting the earned income tax cred-
it. This is a letter written on July 16 to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON]. At a later time | may put it
into the RECORD.

Now, when is a tax increase not a tax
increase? To hear some of the Members
come to the floor, they say it is not a
tax increase when it is in the Democrat
bill, but it is when it is in the Repub-
lican bill.
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Mr. Chairman, we took it out. We
were criticized for it. We went back
and looked at it and said, ‘“You are
right,”” and we took it out and we are
not going to put it back in. But it is in
the substitute, in the one we are going
to be asked to vote on later this
evening.

That is an important distinction for
many of the Members on the Democrat
side of the aisle. | respect that. | re-
spect it so much that we took it out of
our bill.

What else have we done? The Presi-
dent said that Medicaid was a poison
pill. We took it out of our bill.

This is not an exercise in politics.
This is a rescue mission by the Mem-
bers of Congress to smash a corrupt
system that has led to poverty across
this country, has perpetuated it, and
led to stagnation of people, an unfor-
givable sin, a stagnation of people
within our inner cities all across this
country who are paid to do nothing
with there lives, paid not to get mar-
ried, paid not to work, paid to have
children, who then themselves turn
around and go into the welfare system.

This is a rescue mission. | respect
every Member for wanting to change
that system, but | would say that the
best way to go is with the Republican
bill. Vote against the substitute that
will be offered by Mr. GEPHARDT.

If you truly believe that noncitizens
who are growing on our welfare rolls at
a tremendous speed, if you believe they
should still receive welfare, fine, vote
for the Gephardt substitute. If you be-
lieve that welfare should truly not be
time-limited, fine, vote for the sub-
stitute. But vote for something. That
is what is very important.

This | think is an historic moment. |
think that the President will end up
signing the bill that we will send him.
It makes a lot of sense. It is a good bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself 10 seconds.

To the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SHAaw], what we force Republicans to
take out in the EITC change relating
to rates, Democrats do not put back in
period. That is a fib.

Madam Chairman, | yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
BECERRA].

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

Mr. BECERRA. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Let me begin by trying to dispel
some myths and correct something
that the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Human Resources of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means has just
said. Legal immigrants are not over
utilizing welfare, AFDC, for example.
In fact, they use it as a lower rate than
does the citizen population.

What we find is a skew in the num-
bers because of the refugee population,
which by definition comes without
anything because they are escaping
persecution. We have in the law a re-
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quirement that we try to aid them as
they try to transition from a place
they had to escape without bringing
anything with them.

We hear people say that we have to
deny immigrants, legal immigrants,
not undocumented, access to services
for which they pay with their taxes, be-
cause in every respect they do what a
citizen does. They must contribute in
their taxes.

We are saying here in this bill, ““Let’s
deny them services because they are
coming in this country to get welfare.”
Absolutely not true. A respected, well-
known research center, conservative
research center which the Republican
majority often uses, the Cato Institute,
told us immigrants contribute about
$285 billion to the economy, pay $70 bil-
lion in taxes, and net, in other words,
in excess, they contribute $25 billion
more than they use in services from
the government.

Now, why do we hear all this talk?
Because they cannot vote, they cannot
hurt people who attack them, and they
are an easy target, especially when we
call them non-citizens. On behalf of my
parents who were immigrants, on be-
half of the over 1 million active and
now veteran legal immigrants who
served this country in time of war, and
on behalf of the two Congressional
Medal of Honor winners who served
this country, both legal immigrants,
that | can talk of, | say they do not
come here to take, they come to give.

The proof is in the pudding, and we
should not attack a group just because
it happens to be politically tenable to
go after them, because they cannot go
after us. It is unfortunate it is done.
Let us have some decent debate on this
and get meaningful welfare reform, but
let us not attack folks trying to make
this country better than what it is.

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Chairman, | would say to the
gentleman in the well, we exempt vet-
erans who are non-citizens.

Madam Chairman, | yield the balance
of my time back to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] and ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
the remainder of the time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
STEARNS].

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

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me time.

Madam Chairman, Margaret Thatch-
er once said, ‘““Pennies do not come
from heaven, they have to be earned
here on earth.”

For years we have asked the ques-
tion, does increased social spending
equate with a better childhood? Since
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1960, the $5 trillion spent on social pro-
grams has increased at a rate above in-
flation. The simple answer, however, is
that children are still suffering because
the system is flawed.

I would like to give, Madam Chair-
man, another quote. ‘““Work banishes
those three great evils: Boredom, vice,
and poverty.” That came from the
great philosopher, Voltaire. There is
nothing wrong with work.

Our plan increases funding for wel-
fare. Now, we are going to hear on that
side of the aisle that there are huge
cuts that affect children, huge cuts
that affect the underprivileged. But as
Margaret Thatcher said and the philos-
opher Voltaire said, work does not hurt
anyone.

Yet, even notwithstanding that fact,
if we look at this graph, we will see
welfare spending will increase 31 per-
cent. Spending will increase $137 bil-
lion under the House welfare reform
plan. Clearly when we hear the Presi-
dent say there is not enough money,
there is going to be plenty, ample
amounts of money for their program.

I would say to my colleagues on this
side of the aisle, it is time we force the
President to end this double talk on
welfare and keep his promise to end
welfare as we know it, correcting the
inequalities that are in the system.
This bill does it. The Republican bill
does it, and it enforces the things that
President Clinton talked about in his
1992 campaign.

So, by signing our bill, he has noth-
ing to lose. Continuing to pour more
money into the welfare system is not
the answer.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman  from New  York [Mrs.
MALONEY].

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chairman,
the American people do not want to
hurt children. The Republican bill is so
removed from reality, it punishes chil-
dren and penalizes working families.
The bill would hurt millions of inno-
cent children by making deep cuts in
benefits, especially during economic
downturns, by limiting the contin-
gency fund to only $2 billion. The Tan-
ner-Castle substitute has an uncapped
contingency fund for use during these
troubling times.

When we completely eliminate the
Federal guarantee, those of us who
have worked in city and State legisla-
tures know that given the financial
pressures, the poor will often fall
through the cracks.

This Republican bill just tells de-
fenseless children, tough luck. This bill
will not put people to work. CBO says
that it needs $10 billion more for the
program, for their work program. It
will put families with children out on
the street. That is not welfare reform,
it is a blueprint for disaster.

Say yes to welfare reform, and no to
this cruel and senseless bill.
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Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina [Mrs. MYRICK].

Mrs. MYRICK. Madam Chairman,
back home in Charlotte, we have many
successes in moving people off of wel-
fare—because we have created pro-
grams that work best for the folks in
our community.

As mayor of Charlotte, I worked
closely with many people who found
themselves needing the helping hand of
welfare assistance.

Many people on welfare are young,
single mothers. In working with them,
I learned what kind of help they need
to become self-sufficient.

Our bill will offer them exactly that
form of help.

It will restore power and flexibility
to the States, confirming our commit-
ment to send power, money, and influ-
ence back home—and finally get Wash-
ington bureaucrats out of the picture
so we can design our own programs at
home.

It will help young mothers obtain
jobs so they can feel good about them-
selves, and their kids can be proud of
them.

Child care is one of their major con-
cerns. Our bill has specific provisions
for child care assistance. | was a work-
ing mom and | know that it is difficult
to go out in search of a better life when
you have your Kkids to care for.

It will also ensure that children re-
ceive nutritious meals at school
through the school breakfast and lunch
programs, as well as the special milk
program.

Our bill will offer protections, as well
as assistance, by assuring that certain
vulnerable people—such a pregnant
women and people certified as phys-
ically or mentally unable to work—are
exempt from the work requirement.

In short, our bill makes sure that the
needy are helped—and that those that
can—help themselves.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chairman, |
rise today in opposition to the Repub-
lican welfare bill and in support of the
bipartisan alternative, the Castle-Tan-
ner bill. We all agree that reform of our
failed welfare system is long overdue.
The system is failing both the tax-
payers who fund it and the individuals
that it is supposed to help.

Welfare must be reformed to better
reflect and reinforce our shared Amer-
ican values of work and responsibility,
but, unfortunately, the Republican
welfare bill does not reflect our values.
It is just too tough on children and too
weak on work.

The American people want welfare
reform to move Americans into the
work force, not to punish children.
This bill fails this fundamental test.
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In reforming the welfare system, our
focus must be on moving people into
real jobs. Unfortunately, this bill will
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not move welfare recipients into the
work force. It does not create a real in-
centive for the States to move people
off welfare and on to jobs, and it does
not improve access to education and
training so that people have the skills
they need to get a job.

Quite simply, this bill imposes time
limits without giving recipients the
skills and education they need to find
jobs before the time limits Kkick in.
That is cruel and unfair. Real welfare
reform should move recipients off the
dole and on to jobs, not off the dole and
on to the streets.

The other major flaws in the Repub-
lican bill: The legislation prohibits
Federal assistance from going to chil-
dren if their parents reach the bill’s
time limit. That is wrong. We must not
punish children for the failures of their
parents.

By contrast, the bipartisan Castle-
Tanner bill requires States to provide
help to children if their parents reach
the time limit. Castle-Tanner also pre-
serves the nutritional safety net for
our children instead of giving States
the option to block grant food stamps.

The Republican bill is also bad for
New York. The Republican bill shifts
Medicaid costs from the Federal Gov-
ernment to State and local govern-
ments, and we are going to lose $1.8 bil-
lion in Medicaid costs.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York, the young
Mr. LAZIO.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Madam
Chairman, | want to take a moment to
express my deepest sorrow over the
tragedy of TWA flight 800, which went
down just last night off the shore of my
own home on Long Island. Our
thoughts and our prayers are with the
families of the victims as they deal
with their loss, and our gratitude goes
to the rescuers throughout the country
who are helping to recover important
evidence.

Today almost 1.5 million people in
my home State of New York are receiv-
ing some sort of public assistance.
That is a big number. And far too often
that is exactly how these people are
treated, as numbers to be fed into a
broken welfare system, processed and
pushed out again.

The current system is inefficient, un-
fair and damaging to those it is sup-
posed to help. Is this how we are sup-
posed to show compassion? | think we
can do better. This reform will replace
our failed welfare system with one
based on individual responsibility, ac-
countability and hope for future gen-
erations.

By destroying the work ethic and en-
couraging fathers to leave home, our
current system results in broken fami-
lies, a disintegration of moral stand-
ards and devastated communities.

In contrast, these reforms would
strengthen families, require able-bod-
ied recipients to work, attack fraud
and abuse, and crack down on deadbeat
parents. Most importantly, it provides
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hope for children by giving them the
tools to break the cruel cycle of de-
pendency. We will give them the incen-
tive and tools to break out of the wel-
fare trap that holds them down and
limits their potential. By honoring
work we allow people to assume re-
sponsibilities for themselves.

By providing more funding, more
funding for child care, we will provide
them with the opportunity to provide a
better life for their children and end
the cycle of dependency that has re-
sulted in families raising a fourth gen-
eration on public assistance.

As a result of a welfare system that
discourages two-parent families, to-
day’s illegitimacy rate among welfare
families has continued to rise. This
plan seeks to reverse this trend by in-
creasing efforts to establish paternity
and by demanding deadbeat fathers pay
child support. Under the plan all moth-
ers will be encouraged to identify the
father of their children or face the risk
of reduced benefits.

Most importantly, this reform gives
hope to our children, the most defense-
less victims of our current system. The
system fosters dependency, crime, vio-
lence and despair, yet somehow we ex-
pect children born and raised under
these circumstances to be able to break
the cycle of dependency. That is simply
not fair.

Madam Chairman, I am proud to sup-
port this bill. It moves us in the right
direction.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Madam Chairman, wel-
fare reform is very much in order. The
business of policymakers is reform. As
legislators, the constant improvement
of Government functions and programs
is our job. Reform is a permanent, on-
going process. There is not a single
Government program in existence that
cannot use some reform. But reform
should not be driven by manufactured
hysteria and scapegoating. Welfare re-
form should not become the oppression
and persecution of the poor.

At the heart of the welfare program
is the aid to families with dependent
children. Children are the primary re-
cipients. The survival and development
of children is what aid to families with
dependent children is all about. Chil-
dren are our Nation’s greatest re-
source, and the AFDC program is about
the salvation of those children.

Welfare reform can be accomplished
without the kind of extremism and the
persecution of the poor which is in-
volved in the Republican reform bill.

Put the problem in perspective. We
are talking about 1 percent, approxi-
mately 1 percent, of the total Federal
budget. There are many other subsidy
programs we should be looking at
which would cost us far more. The farm
subsidy program, farmers home loan
mortgages, and the subsidies to farm-
ers not to grow grain or plant or plow
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fields; those are very expensive sub-
sidies.

We give aid to people who are in
earthquake zones, we give aid to people
who are victims of hurricanes and
floods. We have numerous places where
we subsidize people.

There are also other areas where
there is definite waste in Government
that we should take a hard look at.

The CIA found they had $3 billion
they did not know they had in a slush
fund. The Federal Reserve Board has $3
billion for rainy days, and they have
not had a rainy day in 79 years. So we
have a lot of places to look for waste
and improving Government and re-
forming Government. We do not have
to persecute the poor in order to get
rid of waste.

AFDC is a program for children. It
has been badly administered. It is not
administered by poor people. we can
improve the administration of it. We
can find ways to improve it in many
ways, but we should not persecute the
poor. We should not persecute children
in the process. This is about developing
children, and we should be about the
business of developing children.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman. |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from the State of Arizona
[Mr. KOLBE].

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, we are able to
come to the floor today and offer the
American people a meaningful welfare
reform proposal because of the work
done by my colleagues Representatives
CASTLE and TANNER. | have remained
committed to changing the welfare sys-
tem as we know it and worked with
Representatives CASTLE and TANNER to
continue the welfare debate. Their ef-
forts continued the discussions be-
tween the majority and minority in the
House, the administration, and the
Governors to find a workable welfare
compromise. | am pleased that the Re-
publican majority have incorporated
many of the suggestions included in
the Castle-Tanner proposal. Therefore,
I will join my fellow colleagues in sup-
port of H.R. 3734 as offered by the Re-
publican majority.

Madam Chairman, this bill answers
the American people’s demands to re-
form the current welfare program and
addresses many of the concerns of the
bipartisan Castle-Tanner group, the
Governors and the administration.
Over the past 18 months, this Congress
has set out to truly reform the welfare
program, and twice our efforts have
been stopped by two Presidential ve-
toes.

Madam Chairman, the American peo-
ple recognize that the current welfare
system is a failure. It traps welfare re-
cipients in a cycle of dependency, and
undermines the values of work and
family that form the foundation of
communities. The welfare state has
created a world where children have no
hope for tomorrow. Welfare cannot be a
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way of life for women and children.
This bill provides women with the sup-
port to become working members of
our society through the job training
and child support programs.

This bill restores power and flexibil-
ity to the States through the cash wel-
fare and child care block grants. States
will be given maximum flexibility to
reform welfare, to develop income-sup-
port programs, and move families into
the work force.

We all agree the program must be
changed, however some of my col-
leagues are saying the changes we are
making is going to cut welfare pro-
grams, and that is simply untrue.

Madam Chairman, over the last 6
years the Federal Government has
spent over $441 billion on welfare pro-
grams. Through the next 6 years,
through 2002 our welfare bill proposes
to spend $578 billion. It is not cutting
spending in the welfare bill that will be
sent to the President, it increases it by
$137 billion. This is not a cut to wel-
fare. We should support this bill.

This bill ends the long-term dependency of
the welfare program and encourages self-suffi-
ciency through imposing tougher work require-
ments. This bill guarantees that welfare be-
comes a helping hand and not a lifetime hand-
out by imposing a 5-year lifetime limit for col-
lecting AFDC. This bill is a common-sense ef-
fort to restore the basic values of work and re-
store the American dream for those currently
in the welfare system.

This bill restores power and flexibility to the
States, confirming our commitment to give the
decisionmaking, money, and influence back to
the States and get Washington bureaucrats
out of your pockets. Through the cash welfare
and child care block grants States will be
given the maximum flexibility to reform wel-
fare, develop income-support programs, and
move families into the work force.

Washington’s answers have not ended the
war on poverty. We have found that the best
welfare solutions come from those closet to
the problems—not from bureaucrats in Wash-
ington. It is time to get the Washington bu-
reaucrats out of the welfare system.

We all agree the program must be changed,
however, some of my colleagues are saying
these changes will cut funding to welfare pro-
grams—this is completely untrue.

Madame Chairman, over the last 6 years
the Federal Government has spent $441.3 bil-
lion on welfare programs, including aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children [AFDC], child
care, child support enforcement, food stamps,
and child support.

Over the next 6 years, through 2002, our
welfare bill will spend $578.3 billion. Our bill is
not cutting spending in the welfare bill that will
be sent to the President. In actuality, over the
next 6 years, even after reform, welfare
spending will increase by $137 billion. Let me
say this again, the Federal Government will
spend an additional $137 billion on welfare
over the next 6 years. This is not a funding cut
to the welfare program.

Madame Chairman, we are presenting to
the President a meaningful welfare plan that
incorporates changes requested by the gov-
ernors and the bipartisan Castle-Tanner
group. It is bipartisan effort and | urge my col-
league to join me in supporting this welfare
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proposal and | encourage President Clinton to
move beyond his words of support and sign
our bill.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, how
much time is remaining on both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SaABo] has 11%:
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KasicH] has 7 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Chairman,
today is a sad day for those of us who
support real welfare reform. The Re-
publican bill fails to meet the goal of
moving people from the welfare dole to
the working rolls. It fails to protect
children from the ravages of stark pov-
erty. This bill is tough on kids and
weak on work.

The American people want welfare
reform that replaces dependency with
the dignity that is earned from work-
ing for a living. At the same time the
American people want us to protect in-
nocent children who have no means to
take care of themselves, and this bill
moves in the opposite direction on both
counts.

The Republicans’ Congressional
Budget Office says that the Gingrich
welfare plan underfunds the work pro-
gram by $10 billion, by $10 billion, mak-
ing it impossible to take people from
welfare to work. It builds in the failure
of getting people to work.

Under this bill’s food stamp block
grant plan more than 1 million chil-
dren in this country could be forced
into poverty. One million. It is out-
rageous. This bill is an unforgivable as-
sault on our Nation’s values and what
we are about.

Fortunately, today, we have a viable
and a fair substitute, a bipartisan plan,
Tanner-Castle, | repeat bipartisan, that
puts people to work without throwing
more Kids into poverty. It has strong
work requirements and the needed
funds to make them work. It reforms
AFDC and ends the cycle of dependency
for welfare recipients and their fami-
lies. It emphasizes the dignity of work
over the punishment of children.

We have precedent here. Last year
the Republican leadership tried to drop
2 million children from the school
lunch program. Now they are targeting
kids again. It is wrong, and | call on
my colleagues to reject it.

We must not miss the opportunity
today, it is an historic moment, to de-
liver real welfare reform that this
country needs. Let us stand together
for a bipartisan commonsense ap-
proach. Reject this failed agenda and
support Tanner-Castle.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from the State of Connecti-
cut [Mr. SHAYS], a member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Chairman, |
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time.

Madam Chairman, this new Repub-
lican majority has three primary ob-
jectives: One is to balance our Federal
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budget and to get our financial house
in order; the second is to save our trust
funds for future generations; and the
third, and that is the one most in-
volved with this effort today, we are
trying to transform our caretaking so-
cial and corporate and welfare state
into a caring opportunity society.

There is nothing caring about our
present welfare system. When | see my
own communities, | see young children
having babies, | see young children
selling drugs, | see young children kill-
ing each other. In my communities
there is nothing humane or caring
about the system that we have. | see
24-year-olds who have never had a job,
not because a job does not exist, be-
cause maybe it is a dead-end job, in
their view. If | had ever said that to my
dad, my dad would have doubled the
amount of time | took that job.

And 30-year-old grandparents. We ba-
sically have three generations of peo-
ple on welfare. We have helped sub-
sidize and create the very system we
are trying to eliminate.

Madam Chairman, | believe that
child care and job training should be
designed by the States, not the Federal
Government. | believe child care and
job training should be designed by local
governments, not the Federal Govern-
ment. | want to move power and money
and influence out of this place and
back to local communities, who know
how to spend the money.

Madam Chairman, | want to add to
what the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KoLBE] said: $441 billion for welfare up
to $578 billion, an increase of $137 bil-
lion. Hardly a cut. We need to change
the system, and this bill does it.

I would conclude by saying that in
the final analysis, it is not what we do
for our children but what we have
taught them to do for themselves that
will help make them be successful
human beings. We need to teach them
how to grow the seeds, how to grow the
seeds, not just hand them the food.

This is a caring bill, and the sooner
we pass it, the better.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

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

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, we
must reform welfare. But as we work
to reform welfare it is important to re-
member that we do not need to provide
welfare assistance solely for altruistic
reasons.

We provide welfare assistance and fi-
nancial assistance to those in need be-
cause it is in the best interest of our
society to do so as we fit them for re-
turn to work and to membership in
this society and in the productive units
of this society.

[0 1300
Madam Chairman, work works. One
of the highest priorities must be giving
States and their residents the tools to
find and keep good-paying jobs. No
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Federal, State, or local government
funds should be given to individuals
without expecting something from

those individuals in return. The pur-
pose of welfare is to give financial lift
to help people out of difficult times.
Yet it must also provide them with the
tools, training, education to support
their families and to become produc-
tive parts of our work force.

The Castle-Tanner bipartisan reform
welfare program, of which I am proud
cosponsor, provides the States with
tools to reduce welfare rolls through
education and training of recipients. |
support this proposal for this reason,
because it is the only version of welfare
reform being considered today which
will help Michiganians off welfare by
providing the skills to achieve good
jobs.

Madam Chairman, we must care for
the kids. Twenty-one percent of our
children through no fault of their own
are living in poverty. The Castle-Tan-
ner bipartisan welfare reform will im-
prove our welfare system so that
abused children are protected. Ne-
glected children get care, and hungry
children will be fed. It will provide
families with the support they need to
care for their children while they move
to become useful working components
of our society. Without a guarantee for
our children for food, shelter, and med-
ical care, we will have a failure in this
bill.

The Republican bill fails by compari-
son. It does not take care of children.
It does not take care of the hungry. It
does not provide means for getting peo-
ple back to work.

I urge support of Castle-Tanner.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding the time.

I think that I really know America. |
know an America that rose to help the
victims in Oklahoma City. | know an
America that rushed to the Midwest
when floods overtook that community.
I know an America that extended
themselves to help those in hurricane-
ridden Florida. And | know an America
who stood on June 1, 100,000 strong and
stood for our children.

The Castle-Tanner bill is what we
call real welfare reform. It fares well
for Americans. We do not need a bill
that cuts Americans who need some $60
billion, as the Republican bill does. We
need a bill that has Americans who
work hard and pay taxes joining us in
saying that is fair. If you have a cutoff,
then require the States to provide a
bridge for those who may not yet be
able to be independent after a 5- or 2-
year cutoff. Provide vouchers. If you
cut Medicaid, allow families with chil-
dren to still carry Medicaid. Excess
shelter provision is needed, and the
Castle-Tanner has that.
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Although we are in a climate of bash-
ing hard-working immigrants, of which
many of us came to this Nation in so
many shapes and sizes, they pay taxes.
They work. This provision in the Cas-
tle-Tanner bill allows for legal immi-
grants who have fallen on hard times,
who cannot find work, to be able to be
provided for.

Yes, the Castle-Tanner bill does not
increase the taxes of working poor,
people who have made the decision
that 1 would rather stand up and be
counted in the work force but yet still
need food stamps in order to carry the
day for their children.

I do not know about my colleagues,
but the bill to pass today for real wel-
fare reform that fares America well is
the bill that supports our children.
Why can we not do this in a bipartisan
manner and stop the accusations? | am
going to stand for the children of
America and not cast aside those who
are least able to serve.

Please support the Castle-Tanner leg-
islation.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Chairman,
| thank the chairman of the Committee
on the Budget, my colleague from
Ohio, for this time.

Madam Chairman, she is called by an
unlikely nickname, Pee Wee. Pee Wee
Mestas of Holbrook, AZ, operates the
Wayside Drive-in and offers a true spir-
it of compassion that goes beyond bro-
mides to putting her philosophy and,
yes, her faith in action. For, you see,
Madam Chairman, Pee Wee Mestas, the
operator of the Wayside Drive-in in
Holbrook tries to do a gigantic job, not
only providing for her family but try-
ing to introduce the concept of work to
young ladies in her hometown who
have had children out of wedlock.

Recently Pee Wee shared with me her
frustration, for inevitably, Pee Wee
says, when she offers jobs to these
young ladies, they come and they work
for a couple of weeks. But then invari-
ably, and this is the sad fact, then in-
variably they say: Pee Wee, listen, |
appreciate the opportunity to have this
job, but, you see, the government will
pay me more to stay home and do
nothing.

Madam Chairman, | respectfully sub-
mit that the issue is not about the care
of children, for all of us in this Cham-
ber truly care for children. The issue is
teaching those mothers, those parents
who have failed to take responsibility,
they need responsibility, they need
work. That is genuine compassion.
Vote for the majority plan.

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. NEAL] who has worked very hard
on the issue of welfare reform.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL] is rec-
ognized for 5%2 minutes.

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)



H7812

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Madam
Chairman, there is a great verse from
the old folksong that goes like this:
When will we ever learn?

Two years ago, one side in this insti-
tution learned that they would be un-
successful in imposing their will on the
other side when it came to the health
care debate. And for the better part of
18 months, the majority in this House
has failed to successfully pass welfare
reform.

The truth is, today, and Members
will never hear them give any credit to
this gentleman, but Bill Clinton for-
ever changed the culture of the welfare
debate in this country when he said we
would end welfare as we currently
know it.

There is but one piece of legislation
in front of this House today that com-
mands the respect of Democrats and
Republicans alike. That is the Castle-
Tanner legislation. That is legislation
based upon the hard-won experience of
the former Governor of Delaware and
the distinguished gentleman from Ten-
nessee, because they worked diligently
to come up with a piece of legislation
that Republicans and Democrats alike
could support.

No Member of this institution sup-
ports or defends the status quo when it
comes to the current welfare system in
America. We reject the notion that one
out of three children being born out of
wedlock in the long run ensures the so-
cial viability of this Nation. But as Al
Smith used to say, let us take a look at
the facts.

Members will never hear it from the
majority in this House, but today there
are 1.3 million fewer welfare recipients
across this Nation. Bill Clinton has
granted 67 experiments in 40 States.
Seventy-five percent of the welfare re-
cipients in this country today are in
work programs across this Nation.

But let us not lose sight of this fact.
I reject the suggestion of the previous
speaker on the Republican side, when
he said that this debate was not about
children. There are 12.8 million AFDC
recipients in America today; 8.8 mil-
lion of those AFDC recipients are chil-
dren.

Despite the mistakes of parents who
may well have been involved in anti-
social behavior or, through no fault of
their own, receiving welfare benefits,
we ask ourselves today, what do we do
about those 8.8 million children? Is
there anybody of the Jewish faith or
the Protestant faith or the Catholic
faith today or other faiths in this insti-
tution that would reject the instruc-
tion of those religious creeds and say
that we have an obligation to those
children to move them through this
difficult time in their lives? Their only
mistake was to be born into cir-
cumstances over which they had no
control.

But what is ironic about much of this
debate today is that we have an oppor-
tunity in this Chamber to reject the
status quo, to do it as Democrats and
Republicans alike and, indeed, every-
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body would acknowledge how far the
Democratic Party has moved during
the last 18 months on this issue.

Do my colleagues know what else is
extraordinary? As the Democratic
Party has moved to the center in this
debate, the Republican Party has
moved more to the right. The goal of
welfare reform has been elusive be-
cause there is an element on the other
side that does not want to change in
policy. They want a campaign issue for
November. And the nominee of the Re-
publican Party really had very little
interest in coming to terms with a wel-
fare bill that he knew that the Presi-
dent of the United States would sign.

We have a chance in the next hours
of this day to create a welfare bill that
Republicans and Democrats can go
home and point to as a tangible
achievement and to remind the Amer-
ican people that the system really does
work when there is an element of good-
will that governs our lives.

The choice is relatively simple today.
Will we vote for a piece of legislation
that protects 8.8 million American
children, or will we be caught up in a
political issue for the fall?

I would remind all that, again, it was
Bill Clinton who changed the culture of
the welfare debate in this country and
has said repeatedly, if a good, sound
welfare bill is put on his desk, he will
sign that legislation. Do Members
know what else is interesting? He has
already stated he will sign the Castle-
Tanner bill if put on his desk.

We can accomplish that in the next
few hours. Vote for Castle-Tanner and
to welfare say farewell.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsSICH] is recognized
for 3%z minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Madam Chairman, |
want to compliment the previous
speaker. | think he did a pretty good
job down here putting out his point of
view, some of which | would agree with
and some of which | would not. But I
think he did a nice job with his re-
marks. | do want to say that when we
look at what is happening in the House
of Representatives, | said it this morn-
ing and have been saying it now for
many months, the kind of change that
we have seen in this House of Rep-
resentatives is absolutely breath-
taking.

We have had a welfare system that
did not have time limits, did not have
good work requirements, did not have
good incentives for people to go to
work, did not have good training re-
quirements.

The American people are very smart.
They knew we did not have a system
that worked. | think the American peo-
ple, because | am one of them, kind of
grew up with the philosophy of Judeo-
Christianity. We help people who need
help and to teach people how to help
themselves. That is the bottom line.

Somebody may have something, may
fall on hard times, we are there at the
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doorstep. But it gets old after awhile
when those very same people who need-
ed the help decide for whatever reason
not to help themselves.

What does this bill do? It says, look,
you have got to go to work; you have
got to get trained. You cannot be on
welfare forever. If you are down and
out, if you are down on your luck, if
you need some help, if your Kids are
sick, if you are sick, we are going to
help you.

But at some point, in fairness to all
those people, frankly, who are in this
building today, who get up and go to
work and pay their taxes, this is what
they want. They want the time limits.
They want the training requirements.
They want the work requirements, and
they want people to go to work.
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And for those who can never go to
work because they are just not capable,
we are going to take care of them, but
for the vast majority of Americans who
want to work, we are going to fun-
damentally change the system.

For those that wonder about this
Congress, as my colleagues know, the
President did make a campaign speech
a couple years ago saying he was going
to change welfare as we know it. He
has vetoed two bills, third time is the
charm, but he vetoed the two bills that
we sent to him since this Republican
Congress took control.

Now, this is not braggadocio or par-
tisanship. Frankly, it is the facts. The
facts are the reason why we are debat-
ing fundamental welfare reform is be-
cause this Congress kept its word. The
reason why people who go to work are
going to feel better about the newly
created welfare program is because we
kept our word, and it is significant.
The substitute that is being offered is a
pretty positive substitute. Does not go
far enough; it is too much, too much
give, too much compromise, too much
of the old system. But the compromise
legislation ends the entitlement. It has
work requirements. It has some form of
time limits.

Can my colleagues imagine, the Re-
publicans and Democrats today in the
House of Representatives are debating
the most fundamental change in wel-
fare since the program was created,
and we are doing it because we want to
help those people who are poor, we
want to help those people who are dis-
advantaged get to work, and at the
same time we are sticking up for the
taxpayers in this country who go to
work, who are willing to share their in-
come with those who are less fortunate
but who only ask that at some point in
time those who are less fortunate get
out and help themselves.

I think this is a win-win today. |
would defeat the substitute, I would
pass the bill. Let us have real welfare
reform, and | think at the end of the
day the President signs it and this Con-
gress will go down in history as the
Congress that stood up for working
people in America.
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Mr. NADLER. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 3734, the Repub-
lican Welfare Reform Act being considered
today on the House floor.

This welfare reform bill is a direct assault on
America’s children, and on America’s future.
Most of the provisions of this bill would have
their primary impact on low-income children.
This bill would cut $61.1 billion from vital fam-
ily survival programs, denying benefits to mil-
lions of children who are in desperate need.

This bill eliminates AFDC as an entitlement
program, and creates a block grant to the
States, denying the assurance of basic neces-
sities to poor families and children when they
are in need.

The child care assistance provided in this
bill is insufficient. How do the authors of this
legislation expect low-income families to get
off welfare if they can't even afford a safe, de-
cent, place for their children to be cared for
while they work? According to the CBO, this
bill falls $800 million short of the costs of pro-
viding child care assistance to individuals re-
quired to work.

Furthermore, the CBO has estimated that
this bill would fall $12.9 billion short of the
funding necessary to meet the work program
requirements in the bill. If we are to move
families effectively toward financial independ-
ence, we must—before we remove a vital
safety net—provide the training necessary to
perform jobs that will provide financial inde-
pendence.

Madam Chairman, the magnitude of cuts to
and elimination of programs that provide chil-
dren and families important protections is un-
precedented. Not only does this bill take away
the assurance of emergency assistance for
the very poor, but it also reduces drastically
funding for child nutrition programs and food
stamps. More than half of all food stamp re-
cipients are children, and this bill slashes food
stamp spending by $28.4 billion over 6 years,
putting many children in jeopardy of not re-
ceiving the nutrition they need.

Madam Chairman, this bill is counter to the
so-called family values about which there has
been much discussion during the 104th Con-
gress. If this really were a bill to promote and
foster independence, it would focus on creat-
ing jobs and providing training, educational op-
portunities, and child care assistance. But in-
stead, this legislation’s focus is on removing
basic assistance from children in dire need.

Madam Chairman, | urge my colleagues to
vote against this very damaging bill.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam Chair-
man, | would first like to commend Mr. SHAW
and Mr. ARCHER, along with the other mem-
bers of their respective committees, for once
again forging legislation which will truly end
welfare as we know it.

Although we had previously passed welfare
reform legislation on two separate occasions,
Mr. Clinton, in failing to keep his promise to
the American people twice vetoed our welfare
bills. Madam Chairman, | am hopeful that
once this monumental legislation is again
passed and presented to the President, he will
sign the bill this time, if for no other reason
than it will be politically expedient for him to
do so.

As you are aware Madam Chairman, this
welfare proposal includes a general rule which
prohibits States from providing cash assist-
ance under the family assistance block grant
to a child born to a recipient of cash welfare
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benefits or who received cash benefits any-
time during the pregnancy. This has been re-
ferred to as the “family cap” provision. How-
ever, the bill does permit States to opt out of
this prohibition if a State passes legislation
specifically exempting the State program fund-
ed under the family assistance block grant
from application of the prohibition. |1 worked
hard for this relief option and | am hopeful that
most States will utilize it.

For those States, however, that do not opt
out, Madam Chairman, and in particular for
the children of these States, | am pleased that
the bill includes my amendment that permits
States to provide vouchers for children born to
families receiving assistance. | worked dili-
gently to have this amendment included in our
original welfare reform bill (H.R. 1214 and
H.R. 4), where it was passed overwhelmingly
during consideration of that bill—352 to 80.

| admit the original family cap-child exclu-
sion had surface appeal to many Americans
who are fed up with people being on the dole.
Americans want the abuse of the system to
end.

However, the voucher-exception provision to
the family cap will help the weakest and most
vulnerable people in our society—children. |
am sure everyone agrees that we must not
punish children for the sins of their parents.

My voucher-exception amendment now in-
cluded in this legislation enables us to accom-
plish the goal of the family cap provision—i.e.,
discouraging out-of-wedlock pregnancies—
without driving children further into poverty or
forcing their mothers to have an abortion. My
provision maintains the restriction on cash
benefits, but allows vouchers to be used to
pay for particular goods and services specified
by the State as suitable for the care of the
child involved.

This means that State’s will be able to pro-
vide for the most essential needs of the chil-
dren: clothing, shoes, diapers, powders, bed-
ding, laundry detergents, and travel to the
doctor.

Over the years numerous studies have
shown that money—or more precisely the lack
of it—heavily influences a woman'’s decision to
abort her child. Without my amendment, we
would be saying to mothers, “the State will not
help you feed your child, but we will—as they
do in many States—pay for you to destroy
your child.”

A major study by the Alan Guttmacher Insti-
tute, a research organization associated with
Planned Parenthood, which performs or refers
for 230,000 abortions a year found that 68
percent of women having abortions said they
did so because “they could not afford to have
a child now.” Among 21 percent of the total
sample, this was the most important reason
for the abortion; no other factor was cited
more frequently as most important.

The voucher-exception provision permits
states to provide compassionate care for chil-
dren—care which offers help to women who
do not want to have abortions, or who may
otherwise feel trapped by a State program that
limits their ability to care for another child.

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam Chairman, | rise in
support of real welfare reform—something that
is long, long overdue.

The current welfare system is broken. It
needs a major overhaul. No one can doubt the
fact the war on poverty has failed—no one.
We have spent over $5.4 trillion on welfare in
the last generation, but, in the long term, the
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current system has more often harmed the
very people it was designed to help.

Madam Chairman, the welfare reform issue
has been thoroughly and, | believe, thought-
fully studies and debated by this Congress.
Remember, this marks the third time this ses-
sion that this Congress will pass a welfare re-
form bill and sent it to the President.

This new proposal is a fundamental change
in the direction of our welfare system. It is the
product of many, many hours of hearings and
many sensible compromises. We are not, as
some might have you believe, turning our
backs on welfare recipients, nor should we.
This bill continues to protect the children that
are the most vulnerable people affected by our
broken welfare system. It will continue to pro-
tect and to strengthen the role of families. But,
it also protects our taxpayers. We're telling our
taxpayers that, for now on, welfare will be a
helping hand, not a handout.

The new plan contains the major provisions
| have worked for—work requirements, flexibil-
ity to allow States to address their own unique
needs, and a 5-year time limit for those on
welfare. My home State of Ohio has devel-
oped creative and innovative solutions closer
to the real needs of people on welfare.

| applaud Subcommittee Chairman SHAw,
Chairman ARCHER, and Chairman KAsICH for
their leadership and urge my colleagues to
support this bill. | think this bill is long overdue
and urge the President to sign it.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Chairman, | rise today to speak out against a
great injustice—an injustice that is being com-
mitted against our Nation’s children—defense-
less, nonvoting, children. | am referring of
course to H.R. 3734, the Welfare Budget Rec-
onciliation Act for fiscal year 1997.

We speak so often in this House about fam-
ily values and protecting children. At the same
time however, my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle, have presented a welfare reform
bill that will effectively eliminate the Federal
guarantee of assistance for poor children in
this country for the first time in 60 years and
will push millions more children into poverty.

This partisan bill is anti-family and anti-child.
The Republican bill continues to be weak on
work and hard on families. Without adequate
funding for education, training, child care and
employment, most of our Nation’s poor will be
unable to avoid or escape the welfare trap.
Even before the adoption of amendments in-
creasing work in committee, the Congressional
Budget Office [CBO] estimated that the Re-
publican proposal is some $9 billion short of
what would be needed in fiscal years 1999
through 2002 to provide adequate money for
the States to carry out the work program. Fur-
thermore, the increase in the minimum work
hours requirement, without a commensurate
increase in child care funding, will make it al-
most impossible for States to provide child
care for families making the transition from
welfare to work. True welfare reform can
never be achieved and welfare dependency
will never be broken, unless we provide ade-
quate education, training, child care, and jobs
that pay a living wage.

| am also concerned about block grants in
the bill which would eliminate any assurance
of Federal funding for the prevention of child
abuse. Child protection systems across the
Nation are overwhelmed by the crisis facing
families and their children. Federal, State and
local efforts to prevent abuse have done little
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to alleviate the problem. In its April, 1995 re-
port on child abuse and neglect fatalities, the
U.S. Advisory Board on Child Abuse and Ne-
glect reported that almost 2,000 infants and
young children die from abuse and neglect at
the hands of parents and caretakers each
year. The vast majority of these children were
under age 5 when they died and 45 percent
were under the age of 1. It is critically impor-
tant that child protection agencies increase
their efforts to help children earlier in their
lives. This bill does not go far enough to pro-
tect the Nation’s children.

Similarly, the proposed cuts in the Summer
Food Program will seriously jeopardize the
program’s continued viability—threatening the
health and well-being of the 2 million low-in-
come children who rely on the program.

More children will be hurt by the bill's denial
of benefits to legal immigrants. The Repub-
lican bill would cut benefits for immigrants by
about $19 billion and only 6 percent of these
savings would come from denying benefits to
illegal immigrants. Low-income legal immi-
grants would be denied aid provided under
major programs such as SSI, Medicaid and
food stamps. They would also be denied as-
sistance under smaller programs such as
meals-on-wheels to the homebound elderly
and prenatal care for pregnant women. Under
this bill, nearly half a million current elderly
and disabled beneficiaries who are legal immi-
grants would be terminated from the SSI pro-
gram. Similarly, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimates that by 2002, approximately
140,000 low-income legal immigrant children
who would be eligible for Medicaid under cur-
rent law would be denied it under this legisla-
tion. Most of these children are likely to have
no other health insurance. | cannot believe we
would pass legislation that would result in
even one more child being denied health care
that could prevent disease and illness.

This bill also changes the guidelines under
which nonimmigrant children qualify for bene-
fits under the SSI program. As a result, the
CBO estimates that by 2002, some 315,000
low-income disabled children who would qual-
ify for benefits under current law would be de-
nied SSI. This represents 22 percent of the
children that would qualify under current law.
The bill would reduce the total benefits the
program provides to disabled children by more
than $7 billion over 6 years.

Madam Chairman, mandatory welfare-to-
work programs can get parents off welfare and
into jobs, but only if the program is well de-
signed and is given the resources to be suc-
cessful. The GOP bill is punitive and wrong-
headed. It will not put people to work, it will
put them on the street. Any restructuring of
the welfare system must move people away
from dependency toward self-sufficiency. Fa-
cilitating the transition off welfare requires job
training, guaranteed child care and health in-
surance at an affordable price.

We cannot expect to reduce our welfare
rolls if we do not provide the women of this
Nation the opportunity to better themselves
and their families through job training and edu-
cation, if we do not provide them with good
quality child care and most importantly if we
do not provide them with a job.

Together, welfare programs make up the
safety net that poor children and their families
rely on in times of need. We must not allow
the safety net to be shredded. We must keep
our promises to the children of this Nation. We
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must ensure that in times of need they receive
the health care, food, and general services
they need to survive. | urge my colleagues to
oppose this dangerous legislation and to live
up to our moral responsibility to help the poor
help themselves. Therefore, | support the Cas-
tle-Tanner welfare reform legislation which
remedies many of these problems and fairly
moves people from welfare to work.

Mr. BUYER. Madam Chairman, in passing
real welfare reform, thus ending welfare as
millions know it, Congress is giving more
hope, more opportunity, and more responsibil-
ity to families across America.

Our current welfare system destroys lives by
providing permanent aid to anyone. It creates
poverty, dependence, hopelessness—re-
peated generation after generation in the
same families. Some people are saddened
that President Clinton vetoed real welfare re-
form not once but twice. | am more than sad-
dened—I am angry. By keeping in place the
same failed welfare policies of the past, the
President has retained the status quo and de-
nied the American Dream to millions of fami-
lies. This is wrong. Government at the very
least should not continue programs that hurt
families and especially children. Welfare
should be a helping hand in times of trouble,
not a hand-out that becomes a way of life. |
urge the President to not offer his veto a third
time, but to provide his signature for the first
time.

The current welfare system subsidizes ille-
gitimacy, destroys families, and promotes
waste, fraud, and abuse. It is not a morally
healthy environment when you have 12-year-
olds having babies, 15-year-olds killing each
other, 17-year-olds dying of AIDS and 18-
year-olds graduating with diplomas they can-
not read. Welfare as we now know it is a sys-
tem that keeps over a third of poor Americans
locked in a seemingly endless cycle of destitu-
tion that has not stemmed a steady and grow-
ing epidemic of people living in poverty—14.5
percent of Americans in 1994.

The debate surrounding welfare should not
be centered around cost—although the costs
have been enormous over the years—but
rather about principles such as purpose, dig-
nity, and hope. Currently welfare consists of
80 Federal programs which provide cash pay-
ments, food, housing, and medical benefits.
When created, it was thought that providing
these handouts would allow individuals time in
which to make the necessary changes in their
lives to become a productive and self-suffi-
cient member of society.

It is important to note that among industri-
alized nations at the start of this decade, the
United States had the most murders, the worst
schools, the most abortions, the highest infant
mortality, the most illegitimacy, the most one-
parent families, the most children in jail, and
the most children on government aid.

Many of our successes in fighting welfare
have begun in communities and neighbor-
hoods. There are a number of alternatives to
Washington bureaucracy. Habitat for Humanity
is one such example. While the Department of
Housing and Urban Development [HUD] re-
quires absolutely nothing from tenants, Habitat
requires recipients to learn the responsibility of
home ownership and requires them to build a
home for someone else before they help build
their own home. One works to foster respon-
sibility while the other fosters only more de-
pendence. HUD requires only taxpayer dollars
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while Habitat for Humanity requires hard work
and commitment from the individual, the family
and community volunteers and donations. One
works, the other does not work.

The 104th Congress has passed two dra-
matic welfare reform plans, only to see them
end at the desk of President Clinton and his
veto pen. The overriding messages of this bill
are compassion, work, and responsibility. Our
welfare reform plan includes:

Deadbeat dads: This bill assures that chil-
dren receive the support necessary by estab-
lishing State tracking procedures, promoting
automation of child support procedures in
every State, takes measures to establish pa-
ternity, and toughens child support collections.

Work requirement: In 1979, 14 percent of
welfare beneficiaries were working at paid
jobs. By 1990, the number had dropped by
one-half to 7 percent. Today, fewer than 7
percent of AFDC recipients work. Approxi-
mately 4.7 million families currently are on
AFDC and over 90 percent will spend more
than 2 years on welfare, and 77 percent will
spend more than 5 years on welfare. This bill
provides tough work requirements and en-
forces those work requirements. Able-bodied
food stamp recipients between the age of 18
and 50 years with no dependents are required
to either work 20 hours per week in a job or
participate in a State work or training program
within 120 days for receipt of benefits. It also
gives incentives to reward States who are suc-
cessful in moving families off welfare and into
work. Work offers the best opportunity for
long-term prosperity.

Congress also worked with the Nation's
Governors to assure single parents will be
able to balance work with caring for their
young children. At the Governors' requests,
exceptions can be made at the State level to
the lifetime 5-year benefits limit if a hardship
exists. States must have 50 percent of welfare
families working by 2002 or face losing Fed-
eral funds.

Child care: This bill provides for child care
to allow parents to receive proper training and
education in pursuit of employment.

Child nutrition: Child nutrition programs are
streamlined to reduce costs without making
cuts in school lunch, school breakfast or WIC
programs.

Food stamp program: Food stamps remain
a Federal program but it requires able-bodied
single adults to spend at least 20 hours a
week in work-related activity or lose food-
stamp benefits. In addition, it allows States to
use one set of eligibility rules for families
seeking cash welfare and food stamps.

Supplemental security income: Denies SSI
to prisoners, people who fraudulently receive
SSI while in prison, people who receive SSI
from two or more States, fugitive felons, and
probation and parole violators.

Provisions for noncitizens: Present law re-
quires that when aliens come to the United
States to live they must sign an affidavit that
states they will not become dependent on the
State, in other words they will get a job and
become productive members of society. Unfor-
tunately, many come to the United States,
never become U.S. citizens, and receive as-
sistance from taxpayers. This bill ends, 1 year
after enactment, Medicaid and food stamps for
most noncitizens now on the welfare rolls until
they become citizens.

This welfare reform plan is the first step to
allow millions an opportunity at the American
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Dream. Washington has finally come to the re-
alization what our States and local commu-
nities have long known that dollars alone won't
solve this problem.

In changing welfare we must also change
people’s habits. If beneficiaries believe, as
many currently do, that all they need to do is
sign-up for benefits and wait for the check,
then they have no incentive to find work. In
contrast, if able bodies individuals know they
only have 2 years to find a job, they will have
to change their behavior and seek training that
will lead to a job. By passing this bill we are
extending our hand and offering real assist-
ance, not just a handout but an opportunity for
a new and better life. We are offering a way
out of a system which has trapped adults and
children for the past three decades.

This welfare reform bill moves toward indi-
vidual responsibility, work ethic, learning, and
commitment. It allows individuals in their own
communities to reach out and help their neigh-
bors. It helps children, encourages families to
stay together, puts people back to work and
strengthens America’s moral fiber. It returns
the program to its original intent—a temporary
helping hand for those most in need. In the
end, it provides opportunities that do not cur-
rently exist for welfare beneficiaries to seek
the American Dream with a sense of purpose,
dignity, and hope.

Mr. COYNE. Madam Chairman, in 1935 the
Social Security Act became law. It established
a commitment by the Federal Government to
provide a guaranteed safety net for people
who need assistance in making ends meet.
The Republican welfare reform legislation cur-
rently being considered by the House of Rep-
resentatives ends this 60-year commitment to
poor families and leaves their economic fate to
the vagaries of State politics. Further, this bill
makes substantial cuts in the earned income
tax credit [EITC], puts millions of children in
jeopardy of losing their access to health care,
and gives the States millions of Federal tax-
payer dollars and provides inadequate Federal
oversight to ensure that they will spend these
funds wisely. For these reasons, | cannot sup-
port this legislation.

The bill before us today will end the Federal
guarantee of economic assistance for families
in need. This means that individual States will
determine who will be eligible for assistance
and how to provide for these families with lim-
ited Federal dollars. Under this system, if you
are poor and happen to live in New York, you
may be eligible to receive welfare assistance,
while if you are poor and happen to live in
Mississippi, you may not be eligible to receive
any assistance at all. This is hardly an equi-
table means of distributing Federal dollars.
Eliminating the Federal commitment to the Na-
tion’s poor is something that | simply cannot
support. Families in need of assistance should
have somewhere to turn, regardless of the
State in which they live.

Under this legislation, many children who
currently have access to health care services
through the Medicaid Program may lose this
critically important access. It is estimated that
as many as 1 million children may lose their
health care coverage under this legislation.
This legislation will allow States to deny health
care coverage to children who are currently
receiving cash assistance but who will become
ineligible for assistance under this bill. Not
only will this legislation make many children
ineligible for economic assistance, it will hit
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them twice by making them ineligible for
health care services as well. At a time when
the number of uninsured children is rising, it is
unconscionable that we are considering legis-
lation that will increase the number of unin-
sured children.

It is ironic that the Republican majority has
chosen to make the working poor pay for the
costs of this bill through cuts to the EITC. This
bill actually raises taxes on approximately 4.3
million working families earning between
$17,000 and $29,000 per year by phrasing out
the EITC more quickly. Instead of placing the
burden of funding their welfare proposal on
those who can best afford it, the Republican
majority has chosen to place this burden
squarely on the shoulders of those who can
least afford it.

During the Ways and Means Committee’s
consideration of this bill, the Democratic mi-
nority was assured that the cuts in the earned
income tax credit would be balanced by a
nonrefundable $500 per child tax credit. How-
ever, because this child tax credit is non-
refundable, millions of working poor families
will not be eligible to receive the child credit
because they do not earn enough income.
Many families who are hurt by the cuts in the
EITC will be ineligible to receive the child tax
credit. Not surprisingly, the bill before us does
not contain the $500 per child tax credit but
retains the devastating cuts to the EITC.

This legislation sends a mixed message to
welfare recipients. Under current law, States
are prohibited from counting families’ EITC
payments in the calculation of their welfare eli-
gibility and benefits. The legislation under con-
sideration today will permit States to use EITC
payments in these calculations. Individuals
who are trying to make ends meet through
paid work but who just don't make enough
money to get by, face punishment by the
State for their efforts. | offered an amendment
during the Ways and Means Committee’s
markup of this legislation that would have re-
quired States to continue the current policy of
disregarding EITC payments in welfare deter-
minations, but it was defeated by the Repub-
lican majority. The EITC was established and
has enjoyed bipartisan support because it re-
wards work—exactly what this bill is trying to
accomplish—and so | do not understand why
my Republican colleagues insist on allowing
States to punish families who are genuinely
trying to make work pay.

| believe that individuals who can work and
who can find a job should do so. | also believe
that families who play by the rules should not
be penalized for their inability to find work.
This legislation does exactly that. By refusing
to acknowledge that not everyone who cur-
rently receives welfare will be able to find a
job that will provide a living wage, the Repub-
lican majority is setting up its welfare reform
proposal to fail. It will fail because it will harm
innocent children as well as their parents. The
welfare reform bill before the House of Rep-
resentatives contains provisions that will push
more children into poverty—some estimate as
many as 1.5 million—with little hope of ever
getting out. The bill explicitly leaves open the
possibility that children will suffer for the deeds
of their parents and allows States to use chil-
dren as pawns in influencing the behavior of
their parents.

The Republican majority, during markup of
this legislation in the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, repeatedly refused to soften provisions
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in the bill that will undoubtedly hurt the chil-
dren of individuals who cannot find work within
the bill's arbitrary time limit. Under this legisla-
tion, States are prohibited from using Federal
block grant funds to provide vouchers for the
children whose parents who are cut off from
cash assistance because of the time limit. This
means that children will be punished because
their parents cannot find work. | cannot sup-
port legislation with these effects on millions of
our Nation’s most vulnerable citizens.

This bill grants States millions of Federal
dollars and gives the Federal Government
sorely inadequate oversight in return. Under
this legislation, States must outline for the De-
partment of Health and Human Services how
they plan to meet the bill's requirements. How-
ever, the bill provides no organization, depart-
ment or entity with the authority to ensure that
States do what they say they are going to do.
It will be exceedingly easy for States to submit
fair and equitable plans to move individuals
from welfare to work, yet fail to do so in prac-
tice. The Federal Government, although it will
supply funding for the States’ assistance pro-
grams, will have no recourse to protect bene-
ficiaries from the failure of the States to act
fairly.

The Republican majority is again placing be-
fore the House of Representatives legislation
that is part of a partisan political agenda. They
know as well as | do that President Clinton’s
welfare reform efforts have already yielded
substantial results. They know that the Presi-
dent has granted 67 welfare waivers to 40
States to allow them to experiment with dif-
ferent types of welfare-to-work strategies.
They know that welfare rolls are down by
nearly 10 percent since President Bush left of-
fice—that represents nearly 1.3 million fewer
individuals receiving welfare checks each
month. They know that teen pregnancy rates
are down in 30 of the 41 States that report
such rates. In the face of these statistics, | do
not understand the Republican majority’s
uncalled-for attempt to bring radical and puni-
tive change to the Nation’s 60-year-old safety
net for the poor.

The bill before us today ends the Federal
guarantee of assistance to poor families. It
punishes children for the deeds of their par-
ents and will almost surely force millions more
children into poverty and deprive them of
health care.

Welfare reform does not need to be puni-
tive. It does not need to end the responsibility
of the Federal Government for the economic
well-being of its citizens. The Republican ma-
jority’s brand of welfare reform does little to
address existing barriers to economic self suf-
ficiency: inadequate education and training op-
portunities, unaffordable health care, inad-
equate child care and a dearth of viable job
opportunities. Instead, the Republican majority
has chosen again to continue its agenda of
pursuing policies that injure our Nation's most
defenseless citizens while doing little to re-
duce the pernicious effects of poverty.

Mr. REED. Madam Chairman, | believe it is
vital that we pass a meaningful welfare reform
bill. Meaningful welfare reform should move in-
dividuals to work and instill individual respon-
sibility, while ensuring that children are pro-
tected.

The Republican bill debated today, just like
the one vetoed by the President last year,
does not pass these essential tests. In fact,
the Republican bill fails to provide sufficient
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funding to move welfare recipients to work;
does not provide adequate resources for
States and individuals in the event of a severe
recession; and unduly and unnecessarily
harms children. The Republican bill can be
summed up as weak on work and tough on
children.

| support the Castle-Tanner alternative
which is a tough, balanced, and bipartisan
welfare reform bill that can be signed into law
if the Republicans would let it reach the Presi-
dent’s desk. Castle-Tanner contains the fund-
ing States need to put people to work accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office. In ad-
dition, Castle-Tanner contains time limits for
welfare benefits, guarantees protections for
children, requires State accountability in oper-
ating welfare programs, and improves the re-
sponse to economic downturns.

In my State of Rhode Island, a coalition of
State officials, business leaders, and anti-pov-
erty groups are currently working out the final
details of a compromise welfare reform pack-
age. Unlike the Republican bill which would
jeopardize this Rhode Island welfare reform
effort, Castle-Tanner compliments it by provid-
ing the necessary resources and flexibility to
move Rhode Island welfare recipients into
work.

| urge my colleagues to support the Castle-
Tanner substitute. Castle-Tanner is the only
bill offered today that will provide the funding,
flexibility, and protections necessary to create
a reformed welfare system that promotes
work. Castle-Tanner is responsible and mean-
ingful welfare reform and it is a better bill for
both Rhode Island and America.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam Chairman, | rise in
support of welfare reform.

The current welfare system is in desperate
need of reform. For public aid recipients
trapped in the system, for those who exploit
the welfare system, and for the taxpayers who
foot the bills, an overhaul of welfare in Amer-
ica is a high priority.

The fundamental problem with our current
system is that for many people welfare be-
comes more than a helping hand; it becomes
a way of life. For some who enroll in the pri-
mary welfare program, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children [AFDC], welfare becomes
a trap they cannot escape. Some are afraid to
lose the health benefits they receive through
Medicaid. Others are unable to secure child
care to enable them to go to work. We must
eliminate these barriers and chart a clear path
for welfare recipients to go after a paycheck
instead of a welfare check. Welfare should be
viewed as temporary assistance, not a life-
style.

| believe welfare benefits should be cut off
for recipients who are unwilling to pursue
work, education or training. | also believe we
must strengthen child support enforcement.
Billions of dollars in child support payments go
uncollected each year. By establishing pater-
nity at birth and pursuing deadbeat parents,
we can reduce the number of families that are
impoverished by the failure of non-custodial
parents to fulfill their financial obligations.

Today the House of Representatives is con-
sidering two proposals—the Gingrich bill and a
bipartisan proposal offered by Representatives
CASTLE and TANNER. The bipartisan Castle-
Tanner welfare reform bill is dramatically bet-
ter than the Gingrich bill.

The bipartisan bill will move people form
welfare to work. It provides sufficient funding
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for work programs, and provides needed child
care assistance for mothers who will be re-
quired to work and for working poor families.

The bipartisan bill protects children. It re-
quires States to provide vouchers for the chil-
dren of families who are removed from welfare
before they reach the 5-year time limit, and it
gives States the option of providing vouchers
for children of families who exceed the 5-year
limit. It allows families to continue their Medic-
aid coverage if they lose welfare benefits be-
cause of a time limit. And it continues the eli-
gibility of the children of legal immigrants for
SSI and food stamps.

In contrast, the Gingrich welfare bill is weak
on work and tough on children. It cuts re-
sources for programs that move people from
welfare to work, potentially leaving States with
a $9 billion deficit over 6 years. It discourages
work by reducing the Earned Income Tax
Credit, which has the effect of raising taxes on
more than 4 million poor working families. It
makes deep cuts in food stamps, endangering
the nutrition of millions of children and elderly
Americans. It denies food assistance to more
than 300,000 children simply because they or
their parents are immigrants. It does not en-
sure Medicaid eligibility when States change
their welfare rules, endangering the health of
millions of poor families. And it fails to ensure
that child support orders are updated regularly
to reflect the growing income of the non-custo-
dial parent.

| still have significant problems with parts of
the Castle-Tanner bhill, particularly provisions
relating to legal immigrants. Legal immigrants
play by the rules and contribute to the
progress of our country, just as all of our an-
cestors have done. | support effective require-
ments on the sponsors of legal immigrants
who apply for benefits, but | do not believe
that people who live legally in our country
should be treated unfairly.

| am supporting Castle-Tanner in the hope
that bipartisan welfare reform will become a
reality this year. But before | support sending
a measure to the President, | hope that the
House-Senate conference committee address-
es the serious flaws in the House effort.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chairman, | op-
pose this closed rule which prohibits this
House from taking a vote on issues critical to
Native American tribes.

Yesterday, | testified before the committee
on two amendments important for the safety
and futures of American Indian children. My
amendments would have restored the current
set-aside level for tribes under the Child Care
Block Grant and made tribes eligible for Title
IV-E adoption and foster care assistance
funds.

| am disappointed that the Congress will not
have an opportunity to vote on these important
issues.

Because of my particular concern about the
Title IV-E adoption assistance and foster care
program, | will be introducing legislation to
make Indian children eligible for this assist-
ance. | strongly believe this is an issue that
this Congress on obligation to vote on whether
it is a part of welfare reform or a free standing
bill.

Mr. HORN. Madam Chairman, after the bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars spent to end poverty,
why do the welfare rolls continue to grow?

Why can't we do better than the welfare
system we have in place right now?

How many more families will be trapped in
the current welfare system before Congress
and the President finally act?
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Isn’'t it time that the President lived up to his
campaign promise to “end welfare as we
know it?”

And, isn't it time for Congress to act?

These are the questions that America wants
answered. | urge my colleagues to provide
those answers by voting for welfare reform
today.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the welfare reform plan pre-
sented to this House today. This plan is an-
other mean-spirited attack on the most vulner-
able citizens in our society, who have been
asked to endure huge cuts in programs to pay
for tax cuts for the very wealthy. In the interest
of scoring political points, the leadership of
this House has offered to send the President
a bill that begs to be vetoed. This bill should
not go forward.

| fully believe our welfare reform system is
in dire need of reform. For too long, it has fos-
tered dependence and not provided the re-
sources or incentive for work. However, | can-
not in good conscience support a bill that as
a policy turns its back on poor and needy chil-
dren. This bill eliminates the Federal safety
net of Medicaid and food stamps for many
kids, and cuts millions of dollars by denying
Supplemental Security Income [SSI] assist-
ance to the poor and disabled. And, by man-
dating that individuals work without providing
adequate employment resources and child as-
sistance, this bill threatens the health and
safety of thousands of children who now rely
on their parents care. This legislation is now
responsible reform, and the real losers under
this bill are the 1 million children who will be
pushed into poverty under this so-called re-
form.

| urge my colleagues to support the Castle-
Tanner substitute, which represents a modest
compromise that will protect children while re-
forming our welfare system. The Castle-Tan-
ner proposal guarantees protections for chil-
dren and provides the support necessary for
individuals to move into work. Castle-Tanner is
serious about moving individuals from welfare
to work. It imposes work requirements within 2
years of receiving assistance and ends sub-
sidies after 5 years. It does not however, end
food or medical assistance to children whose
parents no longer qualify. Further, the Castle-
Tanner substitute holds fathers responsible for
their children through strong child support en-
forcement.

Castle-Tanner provides States with broad
flexibility to develop successful welfare pro-
grams based on the needs of local commu-
nities. However, unlike the Republican bill, the
Castle-Tanner compromise does not allow
States to shirk their responsibilities to provide
for their citizens. Under Castle-Tanner, States
must continue to spend a reasonable and re-
sponsible amount of State dollars on assist-
ance programs. Successful welfare reform
must be a thoughtful joint partnership between
the States and the Federal Government.

Madam Chairman, we have a responsibility
to pass meaningful reform in this House. We
cannot abuse this responsibility by passing
legislation that will hurt thousands of children.
| urge my colleagues to defeat the Republican
bill and pass the bipartisan Castle-Tanner sub-
stitute, so that we can achieve meaningful,
lasting welfare reform that President Clinton
can sign into law.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. Madam Chairman,
welfare as we know it today, had its roots in
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American society almost 75 years ago. It is
challenging to observe what the public and pri-
vate sectors are doing to support children and
families in the transition from welfare to work
to self-sufficiency. Congress has the important
role of providing a national view and in assur-
ing that national priorities are addressed at the
State and local levels of service administration
and delivery. Many families need help to tran-
sition from public assistance, known as wel-
fare, to self-sufficiency. We, as the national
representatives of our society, must help build
bridges and extend ladders to support parents
and families as they move from welfare to
work to self-sufficiency.

Work, responsibility, empowerment, and
self-sufficiency should be the hallmarks of this
welfare reform debate. The Republican philos-
ophy is simply to get people off the public pay-
rolls, with no attention to or concern about
what these families will do when they face the
challenges that may be inevitable for many of
them. The best plan is one which must not
come about at the expense of the children,
and which will help people make the difficult
transition from welfare to work. That's the real
test of welfare reform.

There are five basic principles that must be
considered in any welfare reform effort: Wel-
fare reform must protect children. Their well-
being must be our top priority; parents must
take responsibility for their families, personally,
emotionally, and financially; it is critically im-
portant to empower young people to reduce
teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbirth;
quality child care is an issue that must be ad-
dressed and provided; and there must be ac-
cess to quality health care.

We, as Federal legislators, must assure that
the children are protected. They must not be
required to pay for either the mistakes of their
parents nor for the failures of our educational
or private, corporate system that has left too
many parents without adequate life and work
skills to be self-sufficient. Reform ought not be
just a race to save money by kicking needy
families off welfare. Instead, our emphasis
must be on enabling and empowering, not
punishing parents and families—a true
profamily agenda. Workable welfare reform
legislation has to have not only real require-
ments for work, but also for job training, coun-
seling, and personal as well as financial sup-
port.

One positive approach is based on a simple
compact: Job training, job contracts, child care
and child support enforcement to transition
people to work; plus time limits on cash assist-
ance to ensure parents’ self-sufficiency so that
welfare is not a way of life. Most people will
find jobs in the private sector, but for those
who do not, we should take the money which
would have been spent on welfare checks and
use it to find a subsidized job, preferably with-
in the private sector. Merely passing the prob-
lem back to the States with reduced resources
is not the answer. Job skill for real work is the
answer.

CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS

It is my belief that both parents should be
required to support their children. Child sup-
port enforcement is an integral part of real
welfare reform. For example, we have to de-
velop and implement a multipronged approach
to increasing child support collections. There-
fore, paternity should be required to be estab-
lished in the hospital, at the birth of the child,
if at all possible, and without penalizing the
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mothers. I'd like to see a Federal law requiring
uniform State laws which will prevent parents
from evading their responsibilities by crossing
State lines. This would require centralized reg-
istries and new hire reporting procedures or a
national employment registry, which could be
the IRS.

There are over 19 States that are using pro-
fessional license suspension or revocation as
a method to enforce child support payments.
The threat of taking away driving, professional,
and other work-related licenses works. The
Congressional Budget Office has estimated
that the Federal Government could save over
$146 million in welfare payments in the first 5
years as a result of a nationwide license rev-
ocation or suspension program. Therefore, it is
reasonable to predict that just one major child
support enforcement proposal would help
boost child support collections to $20 billion by
the year 2000.

TEEN PREGNANCY AND POVERTY

The link between teen births and poverty is
clear: 80 percent of the children born to teen-
age parents who dropped out of high school
and did not marry are poor. That contrasts to
only 8 percent of children born to married high
school graduates over 20. Simply denying
AFDC benefits to a teenage mother, as the
original Republican plan proposed, won't do
anything to move her family toward self-suffi-
ciency. It's mean-spirited and makes the chil-
dren pay the price. This approach will lead to
more dependency, not less. One solution is
possible when there is a stable functional
home environment: Require teen mothers to
live at home with their parents, identify their
child’s father, finish high school, learn
parenting skills and work. Welfare reform ef-
forts must be flexible.

CHILD CARE

There are welfare reform experiments in
place that have been testing various ways we
can use requirements to move from welfare to
self-sufficiency. All of them stress work and re-
sponsibility. When we talk about empowering
families to move from welfare to self-suffi-
ciency we must also talk about child care.
Child care support is particularly critical for
low-income parents because it is such a sig-
nificant part of a low-income family’s budget.
On average, poor working families pay more
than a quarter of their income on child care.

The child care development block grant
signed into law by President Bush with biparti-
san support has made a significant contribu-
tion to low-income working families. In 1993,
65 percent of the children served were in fami-
lies with incomes at or below the poverty line.
Real welfare reform requires more child care,
not less. The original Republican plan would
reduce Federal funding for child care by $1.6
billion, or 15 percent over 5 years, and yet it
kicks mothers off welfare after 2 years. This is
hypocritical. That would mean 320,000 fewer
children would be served by the year 2000.
That means working families would be pitted
against welfare recipients for scarce child care
assistance. That's not the way to reform wel-
fare and move families to self-sufficiency.

Recent studies have shown that children
from low-income families are more likely to be
in low-quality centers. The child care develop-
ment and block grants have been instrumental
in raising the standards for child care pro-
grams. We need to focus not only on safe,
nurturing environments for children while their
parents work and go to school, but also on the
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quality of the developmental and educational
environment for the children’s benefit; and, we
must continue to expand child care opportuni-
ties to help working parents stay out of the
welfare system, and for parents on welfare to
transition off.

In summary: Work, responsibility, and
empowerment are the keys to helping people
make the transition from welfare to self-suffi-
ciency. Budget cutting is not welfare reform.
Supporting parents to develop self-sufficiency
is. Putting people to work is. With continue ad-
vocacy, we can make the changes that are
necessary. We can establish and maintain the
bridges from welfare to self-sufficiency for
families. | have recently learned a startling sta-
tistic prepared by The Brookings Institution. A
chart showing change in adjusted real per-
sonal income demonstrated that the top levels
of income increased from 30 to 40 percent
over the last two decades. The middle in-
comes saw a modest increase in adjusted real
personal income; however, the lowest levels of
income saw a dramatic decline of down to a
30-percent decrease. From a plus 40-percent
increase for the very wealthy to a 30-percent
decrease for the very poor, and the Dole-
Gingrich Republicans want to decrease wel-
fare.

| cannot help but wonder whether the Dole-
Gingrich Republicans even know who the wel-
fare recipients are. Well, let me put a face on
them. They are the single mom who dropped
out of high school as a pregnant teenager,
who was abused by adults as a child and
abused by her spouse or partner as an adult.
She receives a pittance in Aid to Families with
Dependent Children [AFDC] and an allotment
for food stamps. She can't get a midlevel pay-
ing job because she has no skills. Even if she
could get a low paying job—where the com-
petition is tough—there aren’t any health care
benefits; and after she pays for babysitting
and transportation she is hard pressed to pay
the rent. And heaven forbid if the kids get
sick—she can't afford medical care.

Will the Dole-Gingrich Republicans give her
a job? Will they help support jobs training pro-
grams so she can develop some employable
skill? Not in this original bill. That mom and
her kids make up the largest population of
welfare recipients. The next large population
group that the Federal Government subsidizes
with welfare are the disabled—and the eligi-
bility is that they cannot hold a job. Will the
Dole-Gingrich Republicans employ that person
with disabilities? Or will they support training
programs or funding to assist an employer
with providing any adaptive or assistive equip-
ment that would make most persons with dis-
abilities employable. Their record of little com-
passion and understanding for the least fortu-
nate doesn't indicate that they will.

Madam Chairman, | stand for responsible
government, for responsible parents, and for a
responsible and responsive private sector. We
all must join together to achieve reform of a
system that can benefit all sectors by enabling
all families to be proud and self-sufficient.

While | do not agree with several of the pro-
visions of the Castle-Tanner substitute it is
better than the Republican bill.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam Chairman,
| rise in opposition to the Republican welfare
reform proposal. Instead of solving the welfare
problems in this country, this bill creates new
ones. By relying on block grants to distribute
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money to States, the neediest and most vul-
nerable people of this country could be left out
in the cold.

Sending money in the form of block grants
is a virtual guarantee that rapid growth States
like Florida will either have to make up for the
loss of money on their own—or deny assist-
ance to the neediest families in their jurisdic-
tion. We need to balance this country’s budget
in a way that holds everyone responsible—not
just the poor and the needy.

By cutting the earned-income tax credit, the
Republicans are simply punishing low-income
working families. And by getting rid of job
training programs, the Republicans are elimi-
nating the chance that welfare recipients will
have the necessary skills to get a job.

The Republican proposal is a mean-spirited
attempt to punish those who are already suf-
fering.

Ms. ESHOO. Madam Chairman, | rise in op-
position to this bill and in strong support of the
Tanner-Castle substitute for welfare reform.

The Tanner-Castle proposal is sounder pol-
icy for our country and reforms a broken sys-
tem by focusing on two critical elements: It
protects children and it promotes and assures
work.

The Tanner-Castle proposal differs from
H.R. 3734 in several other important areas: It
provides $3 billion in mandatory resources for
work programs; it requires vouchers for the
needs of children during the 5-year time limit
for benefits; enough mandatory funding is pro-
vided for child care for all welfare recipients;
local governments are allowed greater partici-
pation in the process of setting up programs in
their areas that meet the needs of their citi-
zens; it includes an open ended contingency
fund for States to access in the event of an
economic recession; it requires a greater an-
nual commitment by the States for welfare
programs; it provides food stamp benefits for
the children of legal immigrants.

These are not differences that negate the
reforms of the welfare system that my Repub-
lican colleagues are seeking. The provisions |
have listed ensure that when we make these
reforms we are improving the current system
while maintaining a safety net for those who
need it. Change for the sake of change is not
good enough unless there is a regard for the
impact it will have.

Madam Chairman, the Tanner-Castle legis-
lation meets the test that those who are in the
system are given the assistance they need to
move from welfare to work. H.R. 3734 does
not.

Our country must have a sound, workable,
and fair welfare reform policy. H.R. 3734 is
tough on kids and weak on work. More than
1 million children could be pushed into poverty
and in 70 percent of these families, one of the
parents is working. The bill makes it less likely
that child support orders will be updated regu-
larly—actually weakening current law on dead-
beat parents—while increasing Federal costs.
| urge my colleagues to support the Tanner-
Castle substitute and oppose the underlying
bill.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Chairman, in
the board game called life, there is no welfare
square that keeps your game piece there in-
definitely. Instead, there is hope, opportunity
to go to college, to go to work, to get married
and have a family, to be a success and win
the game. We teach these values to our chil-
dren through the games that they play, yet our
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Government over the years has changed the
values for our children to live by.

Today on the House floor we are not play-
ing a game. Today we are taking a step,
hopefully with the President’s support, to re-
store our American values and reform the wel-
fare system so that welfare is no longer a way
of life. We can offer our citizens and children
a chance—a chance to work, a chance to go
to school, and a chance to be a success and
win the real game of life.

H.R. 3734 promotes work and helps moth-
ers on welfare by providing the job training
and child care they need to achieve this goal.
This bill says no more handouts to prisoners
and noncitizens who have imposed on our
system, and reduced opportunities for those
who truly deserve assistance.

In addition, this bill restores power and flexi-
bility of the welfare program to the States. You
and | both know that Washington bureaucrats
do not know what is best for Nevadans—most
of them have not even been to the Silver
State to learn what Nevadans need and what
challenges must be faced. The best solutions
can come from those who know us best, our
own State government. To help our States,
the bill provides appropriate funding and addi-
tional funding opportunities for those States,
like Nevada, with growing populations.

Lastly, and | find most importantly, the bill
encourages responsibility of families to reduce
illegitimacy rates and to have parents take fi-
nancial responsibility for their children. Today’s
illegitimacy rate among welfare families is al-
most 50 percent and is expected to rise. This
bill takes bold steps to establish paternity and
to make fathers pay child support. These are
tough provisions, and it is about time that the
Federal Government helps States track down
parents who are unwilling to take care of their
own family members. You see, Madam Chair-
man, this is not a game—the 104th Congress
means business.

H.R. 3734 helps our future by helping our
children. Our children will be our leaders
someday and we must instill in them the val-
ues we grew up with. Responsibility for family,
hope to go to college or have a good job,
dreams to be a success—they are not not just
squares on a board game, but are attainable
goals in the real game of life. H.R. 3437 is a
first step in making these goals become a re-
ality, and | encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation, and urge the President’s
to sign this essential bill for our children.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Chairman, | am
committed to reforming our failing welfare sys-
tem. Our Nation needs a welfare reform that
gives people back the dignity and control that
comes from work and independence.

Our current system pays cash assistance
when people lack adequate means to provide
for their families rather than providing them
with the means to support themselves.

My voting record reflects what | want to see
in a welfare reform bill.

| believe that welfare should be a temporary
program that provides a safety net for people
who fall on hard times. | have voted for a pro-
gram that limits persons to a 5-year lifetime
limit for welfare assistance.

| believe that able-bodied adults with no
children should not be eligible for food stamp
benefits if they are not working at least part
time.

| also believe that welfare recipients must
be aggressively looking for a job. | have voted
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for legislation which terminates a persons ben-
efits if they refused to work, to accept a job,
or refused to look for work. If a job is not
available, welfare recipients should be put in
community service jobs.

Central to the welfare debate are our chil-
dren. | believe that people should not have
children until they are able to support them. |
support provisions which reduce benefits for
teen parents who fail to maintain minimum
performance in school and denies teen par-
ents assistance unless they are living with a
parent or responsible adult.

Additionally, | believe that parents—both
parents—have responsibilities to support their
children. | have voted for legislation which
withholds paychecks for parents who do not
pay child support.

At the same time we are holding parents re-
sponsible for their children, we should not
punish a child whose parents fail. We have a
moral obligation to provide that no child goes
hungry, is denied needed medical care, or is
left with inadequate supervision.

Welfare reform must include child care mon-
eys for people entering the work force with
small children.

| also believe a welfare reform plan should
give people access to the training they need,
but expect them to work in return. | am dis-
appointed that H.R. 3734 has no provisions to
move people into the work force.

Madam Chairman, | am ready to make wel-
fare reform a reality. Welfare reform must be
tough on work, but fair to children.

Mr. CLAY. Madam Chairman, | rise to op-
pose this partisan and politically motivated
welfare bill that would push 1 million more
children into poverty.

Were it not for the fact that many have ex-
ploited this issue for raw political purposes,
perhaps we could reform a welfare system
badly in need of revision.

Were it not for the fact that those promoting
an agenda of slashing domestic assistance
programs to finance unfair economic priorities,
perhaps real welfare reform could be
achieved. Were it not for the fact that the Re-
publican majority in this House is willing to ex-
ploit the condition of our Nation’s poor in a
desperate attempt to resuscitate their extreme
and failed agenda, perhaps a proposal could
be framed that fostered realistic work require-
ments and compassionate safety nets.

Rather than exhausting my time objecting to
the most reprehensible provisions of this Re-
publican plan, let me focus on some of the
things that must be contained in any welfare
reform bill | can support in good conscience:

First, welfare reform must contain realistic
work requirements, not harsh punitive meas-
ures devised to appeal to a crazed, cynical,
public scapegoating of the poor. Most welfare
recipients want what is best for themselves
and their families. They want fulfilling jobs that
pay a livable wage. But when those clamoring
for workfare oppose adequate resources for
job training, and education, their sincerity is
called into question. When those championing
workfare in place of welfare show no concern
that jobs are available which pay decent
wages, welfare reform is an empty vessel.

Second, welfare reform must ensure that
parents seeking to stay off welfare are able to
leave their children in safe and healthy child
care settings. Without adequate child care
funding, welfare reform is a bizarre notion.

Third, welfare reform must ensure that the
poor are protected against hunger and illness.
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There must be an adequate contingency fund-
ing to shelter the poor against recessions.
Adequate food stamps must be available for
poor families so they don't starve, and, Medic-
aid must be preserved to protect welfare re-
cipients from the range of health risks that
threaten the medical well-being of the poor
and the elderly.

Welfare reform must preserve critical Fed-
eral efforts to protect children from abuse and
neglect. It must not be used as a vehicle for
reckless experimentation with those protec-
tions.

Madam Chairman, we have a solemn re-
sponsibility to address the Nation’s problems
with logical, compassionate legislation. The
Republican welfare bill before us has little to
do with logic, compassion or the reform of
welfare.

| urge my colleagues to reject this mis-
named, misdirected bill that espouses unreal-
istic, inhumane expectations. The architects of
this flawed plan are willing to inflict suffering
and misery on children. Their bill speaks vol-
umes about the warped morality of those who
would let children and the elderly starve.

Madam Chairman, the mere consideration
of this trashy legislation evidence that this
Congress and the American people who insist
on this perversion of decency have lost all
sense of purpose. This assault on the poor is
driven by dishonesty and deception. It con-
stitutes a reckless abandonment of humane
values.

| urge its defeat.

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Chairman, this
Member is pleased to support welfare reform
legislation currently before the House for con-
sideration.

This Member has been a long-time sup-
porter of efforts to reform our current welfare
system to ensure that only those who are un-
able to provide their own basic needs receive
assistance.

Enactment of a strong welfare reform meas-
ure that places an emphasis on work as its
centerpiece is long overdue. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has estimated that 1.3
million families now on welfare will be working
in fiscal year 2002 as a result of the enact-
ment of this legislation which converts welfare
into a work program.

President Clinton promised to end welfare
as we know it during his 1992 Presidential
campaign. The President should be true to his
initial instincts and campaign promise and sign
this much needed welfare reform measure.
The President’s prior two vetoes of welfare re-
form legislation represented another broken
promise to the American people for they were
consistent with what the President requested.
This Member is hopeful that speedy action will
be taken to enact this welfare reform bill. It
provides a compassionate solution for a failed
welfare system.

However, this Member is concerned that
once again, the President by his rhetoric in the
past week, is laying the groundwork to reverse
his course, violate his own statements, and
again veto strong welfare reform legislation. It
seems that Marian Wright Edelman will op-
pose any welfare reform bill that is worthy of
reform. It would seem that as long as Marian
Wright Edelman is opposed to this welfare re-
form bill, Mrs. Clinton will oppose it, and the
President will veto this legislation and every
welfare reform bill that is worthy of being
called a reform bill.
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For millions of poor Americans trapped in a
system of despair, this measure offers them
hope to escape the welfare cycle. It does that
by replacing our current welfare bureaucracy
with reforms based on the dignity and neces-
sity of work for the able-bodied, and on the
strength of families. States are also granted
maximum flexibility to help needy individuals
achieve self-reliance.

In addition, this important legislation ensures
that absent parents are not allowed to walk
away from their moral and financial respon-
sibility to care for their children. Deadbeat par-
ents currently compound the Nation’s welfare
problems, causing millions of children to live in
poverty.

Madam Chairman, this Member urges his
colleagues to support this strong welfare re-
form measure which ensures that the system
of something for nothing is ended, and to re-
quire that welfare recipients meet reasonable
and responsible standards.

Mr. KLECZKA. Madam Chairman, | rise in
support of the welfare proposal put forth by
the majority today.

| commend my colleagues on their decision
to remove the poison pill of Medicaid from this
bill.

And | commend my colleagues for the sub-
stantial steps they have taken to address the
President’s concerns, and the concerns of my
Democratic colleagues.

This new bill ensures the continuation of
health care coverage for those no longer eligi-
ble for AFDC. It deletes the unwarranted re-
ductions to the earned income tax credit that
were included in the original bill. And, it adds
in $3 billion in work program funding.

No piece of legislation is perfect; this one is
no exception. We know full well that we will
revisit this issue repeatedly as problems arise.

| would have preferred to see more Federal
funding for job placement and training, for
child care, and for protection during reces-
sions.

| would have preferred to increase State
flexibility by giving States the option to use
Federal funds to provide vouchers for children
whose parents hit the time limits, rather than
removing the protection of those vouchers by
including a mandate against them.

| have fought, unsuccessfully, for stronger
nondisplacement language so that America’'s
workers can be assured that their jobs won't
be put in jeopardy. This omission still con-
cerns me.

However, this legislation is a solid start.

It gives our States the tools and the flexibil-
ity they need to enact meaningful, constructive
reform.

A reform based upon personal responsibil-
ity, and personal achievement. A reform that
moves people into the work force—perma-
nently.

Congress must put aside partisan dif-
ferences and pass this plan—to reform and re-
vitalize our welfare system.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, we can all
agree that the welfare status quo is unaccept-
able. But the Republican welfare reform pro-
posal will make the problems of poverty and
dependence much worse because it refuses to
make work the cornerstone of welfare reform.

Real welfare reform is about work. Opportu-
nities for work, jobs that pay a living wage, job
training opportunities to provide skills nec-
essary to earn a living wage are long-term so-
lutions for a permanent and productive reform
in our welfare system.
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Real welfare reform must emphasize the im-
portance of work. Real welfare reform must
also aid rather than punish children. Fourteen
million children live in poverty in the United
States. Passage of this legislation would add
millions more to that statistic. This welfare bill
is punitive and unrealistic.

Abolishing the safety net for children, impos-
ing family caps, denying legal immigrants ben-
efits, imposing arbitrary time limits, and failing
to provide adequate child care, health care,
education, job training, and work opportunities
for people in need will thrust millions more into
poverty.

This bill cuts almost $60 billion from the
poor in this country. These cuts will affect chil-
dren whose parents are on welfare. These
cuts will trap countless women in abusive rela-
tionships, with nowhere to turn—without a re-
alistic way to gain independence, gain work,
and provide for their children.

Welfare reform must be about education,
job training, and work. We must keep families
together, rather than ripping them apart. We
cannot simply reduce the deficit at the cost of
our poorest Americans. This proposal has little
wisdom, conscience, or heart.

Some of my colleagues will vote for this bill
and then wash their hands of welfare reform,
saying they have done their job. But the job of
welfare reform is more complex and dire. Peo-
ple living in poverty are not cardboard cut-
outs—they do not have the same stories, they
do not need the same services. This bill treats
everyone alike—with unrealistic time limits and
no real, lasting, and effective plan to move
welfare recipients to work at a living wage.

The denial of benefits to legal immigrants in
this legislation will do great harm to children
and have a devastative impact on the health
care system in our country. Only 3.9 percent
of immigrants, who come to the United States
to join their families or to work, rely on public
assistance, compared to 4.2 percent of native-
born citizens. According to the Urban Institute,
immigrants pay $25 billion more annually than
they receive in benefits. Yet the myth persists
that welfare benefits are the primary purpose
for immigration to the United States. Instead of
appreciating legal immigrants for their signifi-
cant contributions to this, their adopted coun-
try, this bill blatantly punishes them, especially
young children and the elderly. It bans SSI
and food stamps for virtually all legal immi-
grants. It tosses aside people who pay taxes,
serve our country, and play by the rules. This
lacks compassion and common sense.

If we want to achieve real welfare reform,
we need to offer some long-term solutions to
help people move up and out from the cycle
of poverty.

The current welfare system is not adequate,
but this bill makes it far worse. | urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Republican bill and
work together for meaningful reform that puts
people to work and pulls them out of poverty
for good.

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, | rise in
emphatic opposition to the Republicans’ wel-
fare reform bill. | am tempted to simply repeat
the remarks | made last year, on the so-called
Personal Responsibility Act, since the flaws in
this bill are remarkably similar. But | do have
a few new things to say.

It is clear to all thinking people that our cur-
rent welfare system fails the people it is meant
to help, and every Member of this House,
Democrat as well as Republican, has voted for



H7820

some form of welfare reform in the last 2
years. But the Republicans’ approach will
make the situation of the poor—and of the
charities that help them and the cities that
contain them—much worse.

The clearest sign that this bill is totally mis-
guided is that it saves so much money. Every-
one knows it takes more spending, not less, to
give poor mothers the tools they need to get
and keep jobs and to escape poverty. They
need education, training, job-search assist-
ance, day care and health care for their chil-
dren, and jobs—and that means jobs that
don't displace others.

Cost is the main reason Congress has been
slow to face welfare reform in the past. But
this bill cuts the programs that sustain our
neediest families. It slashes the safety net for
the poorest children and families.

And, Madam Chairman, it is incomprehen-
sible to me that we have now reached a point
where not one of the proposals before the
House today preserves the entitlement—the
guarantee that some modest assistance will
be there for those families whose desperate
circumstances make them eligible. What re-
course will these wretched families have?

A very, very big problem with this bill is how
it treats our children. No child chooses to be
born into a poor family, but an eighth of the
country’s children now receive some support
from the welfare system, and the Republican
bill will push more than 1 million additional
children into poverty.

But, Madam Chairman, | want to con-
centrate on provisions related to immigrants
and public assistance. The immigrant provi-
sions in this bill—and, sadly, in the otherwise
superior Castle-Tanner substitute—are a dis-
grace, and an absolute bar to my supporting
either bill.

The United States is a nation of immigrants.
That is a cliche precisely because it is true.
We all have roots beyond the borders of the
United States; we all have ancestors, as near
as our parents or as remote as our many-
times-great grandparents, who, willingly or not,
came to America.

We know that immigrants don’t come for
public assistance; they come to join family
members and to provide a better life for their
children. They work, they pay taxes, they par-
ticipate in their schools and churches and
communities, and they play by the rules. Why
should they be targeted by this bill? Why
should fully half the savings in this bill be
achieved on the backs of legal immigrants
who are in trouble or who wish to better them-
selves?

| can think of only one reason. For the past
several years, this country has seen a rising
tide of antiimmigrant feeling, whipped up by
public officials who find naming scapegoats
easier than dealing with the real problems fac-
ing their constituents. If the economy turns
down, why, it must be immigrants. If schools
are crowded, immigrants must be the reason.

Crime? Immigrants. Deficits? Immigrants.
Strange languages on the subway? Immi-
grants.

The assault is broad and comprehensive. it
may begin with legitimate concerns over con-
trol of our Nation’s borders, but it quickly
moves to encompass those immigrants who
have done everything we have asked of
them—and more—to qualify for the rights to
live here, work and pay taxes, and become
Americans.
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The antiterrorism bill has already made
long-term immigrants with deep roots in Amer-
ica suddenly subject to detention and deporta-
tion for long-ago, mostly minor brushes with
the law.

The immigration bill—supposed to deal with
control of our borders and enforcement of our
employment eligibility laws—included provi-
sions to deny citizens and legal residents the
right to reunite their families in America.

Both the immigration bill and this bill would
go way beyond enforcing sponsors’ obligations
to support the immigrants they bring to this
country. Instead, they would make it impos-
sible for our society to meet its moral obliga-
tions to help people in trouble. It would also
deny immigrants the ability to better them-
selves through education and training.

Funds for bilingual education are slashed,
even as some Members of this House would
impose English-only policies on government.
Bilingual ballots and voting assistance are
under attack, when even life-long English
speakers think they need law degrees to un-
derstand some of the propositions that appear
on our ballots.

Madam Chairman, one thing that disturbs
me very much is that this assault seems to be
related to changes in the ethnicity of many re-
cent immigrants. This suggests that ethnic dis-
crimination is likely to rise. If immigrants are
singled out as the class of people who are not
worthy of, or entitled to, assistance available
to citizens, those who look or sound foreign
are at risk of extra scrutiny. You may recall re-
ports that, after proposition 187 passed in
California, Hispanics’ rights to buy a pizza
were questioned. People who look like you,
Madam Chairman, are unlikely to be asked,
but increasingly, people who look like me are
being questioned about our immigration sta-
tus. This is illegal, undemocratic, unfair, but in-
creasingly real.

Madam Chairman, | could go on, but | will
close by urging all of my colleagues to reject
the Republicans’ ugly, mean-spirited welfare
reform bill. It is simply too far off course. We
need to return to basic principles and start all
over again if welfare reform is to result in a
welfare system that is compassionate, work-
able, and, above all, fair.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Madam
Chairman, | rise today in reluctant support of
H.R. 3734 so that we may move forward with
needed welfare reform in this country. While |
preferred the bipartisan approach taken in the
amendment by Mr. CASTLE and Mr. TANNER,
which gives States more flexibility to develop
and implement workfare programs, it is para-
mount that we no longer accept the status
quo. The provisions in H.R. 3734 are much
improved compared to H.R. 4 of last year,
which | could not support and was also vetoed
by the President. It is too late in the congres-
sional session to start over, and my vote for
H.R. 3734 is a vote to keep the debate and
the possibility of a bipartisan agreement on
welfare reform alive.

The welfare reform bill which passed the
House today was an improvement over H.R. 4
because it does the following: First, deletes
the elimination of Medicaid changes that
threatened access to medical care for the
most vulnerable in our country; second, de-
letes the block granting of the child nutrition
program; third, adds resources for child care
above the level in previous bills; fourth, in-
cludes a work performance bonus that gives
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States an incentive to move people from wel-
fare to work; and fifth, preserves funding for
foster care and adoption assistance programs.

There are several things that | believe must
and will be improved via Senate and con-
ference committee action on this legislation.
Among these, | believe we simply must further
ensure that children who happen to have been
born into difficult circumstances do not go
hungry. Punishing innocent children is not a
solution nor should it even be an option. We
must require States to protect children if their
parents are removed from the welfare rolls.

As this bill moves to conference, it is my
judgment that we must address the concerns
raised recently by the National Governors As-
sociation regarding the restrictions on State
flexibility and unfunded costs in the work re-
quirements of H.R. 3734. The Congressional
Budget Office has concluded that most States
would fail to meet the work requirements and
that most would simply accept the penalties
rather than implement the requirements for
work. The most important reform we can enact
in the welfare system is to move people to
self-sufficiency. We must not fail in that regard
and therefore | am hopeful that this bill is im-
proved in conference to ensure adequate re-
sources to States to implement solid work re-
quirements.

We must ensure that no families lose health
care coverage when States change AFDC
rules. Even though the Medicaid reconciliation
provisions have been removed, we need to
guarantee that families do not lose health care
coverage even if they are removed from wel-
fare rolls.

Madam Chairman, our Nation demands that
we reform our welfare system. This legislation
moves a long way toward needed reform, but
it can still be better. | offer my reluctant sup-
port and hope that the Senate and the con-
ference committee address my concerns and
make this bill the best that it can possibly be.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate
pursuant to House Resolution 482 has
expired.

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment
in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of H.R. 3829, modified by the
amendment printed in part 1 of House
Report 104-686 is adopted. The bill, as
amended, shall be considered as an
original bill for the purpose for further
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as modified, is as
follows:

H.R. 3829

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Welfare Re-
form Reconciliation Act of 1996°".
SEC. 2. TABLE OF TITLES.

The table of titles of this Act is as follows:
Title I—Committee on Agriculture
Title II—Committee on Commerce
Title I1I—Committee on Economic and Edu-

cational Opportunities
Title IV—Committee on Ways and Means
TITLE I—COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“Food
Stamp Reform and Commodity Distribution
Act of 1996”".

SEC. 1002. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this title is as fol-

lows:
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Energy assistance.

Deductions from income.

Vehicle allowance.

Vendor payments for transitional
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Doubled penalties for violating
food stamp program require-
ments.

Disqualification of convicted indi-
viduals.

Disqualification.

Caretaker exemption.
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Comparable treatment for
qualification.

Disqualification for receipt of
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Disqualification of fleeing felons.
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Disqualification relating to child
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status verification sys-

. Disqualification of retailers who
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program.

Collection of overissuances.

Authority to suspend stores Vio-
lating program requirements
pending administrative and ju-
dicial review.

. Expanded criminal forfeiture for
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Food bank demonstration project.

Hunger prevention programs.
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processing.

Subtitle C—Electronic Benefit Transfer
Systems
Sec. 1091. Provisions to encourage electronic
benefit transfer systems.
Subtitle A—Food Stamp Program

SEC. 1011. DEFINITION OF CERTIFICATION PE-
RIOD.

Section 3(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2012(c)) is amended by striking ‘““Ex-
cept as provided” and all that follows and in-
serting the following: ‘“The certification pe-
riod shall not exceed 12 months, except that
the certification period may be up to 24
months if all adult household members are
elderly or disabled. A State agency shall
have at least 1 contact with each certified
household every 12 months.”.

SEC. 1012. DEFINITION OF COUPON.

Section 3(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2012(d)) is amended by striking ‘“‘or
type of certificate’” and inserting ‘“‘type of
certificate, authorization card, cash or check
issued in lieu of a coupon, or an access de-
vice, including an electronic benefit transfer
card or personal identification number,”’.
SEC. 1013. TREATMENT OF CHILDREN LIVING AT

HOME.

The second sentence of section 3(i) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(i)) is
amended by striking ‘““(who are not them-
selves parents living with their children or
married and living with their spouses)”’.

SEC. 1014. OPTIONAL ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR
SEPARATE HOUSEHOLD DETER-
MINATIONS.

Section 3(i) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2012(i)) is amended by inserting
after the third sentence the following: ‘‘Not-
withstanding the preceding sentences, a
State may establish criteria that prescribe
when individuals who live together, and who
would be allowed to participate as separate
households under the preceding sentences,
shall be considered a single household, with-
out regard to the common purchase of food
and preparation of meals.”.

SEC. 1015. ADJUSTMENT OF THRIFTY FOOD PLAN.

The second sentence of section 3(0) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(0)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “‘shall (1) make” and insert-
ing the following: “‘shall—

“(1) make™’;

(2) by striking ‘“‘scale, (2) make” and in-
serting ‘‘scale;

“(2) make™’;

(3) by striking ‘““Alaska, (3) make” and in-
serting the following: ‘““Alaska;

““(3) make’’; and

(4) by striking ‘“Columbia, (4) through’ and
all that follows through the end of the sub-
section and inserting the following: ‘““Colum-
bia; and

‘“(4) on October 1, 1996, and each October 1
thereafter, adjust the cost of the diet to re-
flect the cost of the diet, in the preceding
June, and round the result to the nearest
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lower dollar increment for each household

size, except that on October 1, 1996, the Sec-

retary may not reduce the cost of the diet in

effect on September 30, 1996.”".

SEC. 1016. DEFINITION OF HOMELESS INDIVID-
UAL.

Section 3(s)(2)(C) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(s)(2)(C)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘for not more than 90 days’ after
‘““temporary accommodation’’.

SEC. 1017. STATE OPTION FOR ELIGIBILITY
STANDARDS.

Section 5(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amended by striking “‘(b)
The Secretary’ and inserting the following:

“(b) ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS.—Except as
otherwise provided in this Act, the Sec-
retary’’.

SEC. 1018. EARNINGS OF STUDENTS.

Section 5(d)(7) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)(7)) is amended by strik-
ing 21" and inserting “*19”.

SEC. 1019. ENERGY ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(d) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend-
ed by striking paragraph (11) and inserting
the following: ““(11) a 1-time payment or al-
lowance made under a Federal or State law
for the costs of weatherization or emergency
repair or replacement of an unsafe or inoper-
ative furnace or other heating or cooling de-
vice,”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 5(k) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2014(k))
is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking “plan
for aid to families with dependent children
approved” and inserting ‘“‘program funded’’;
and

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘, not
including energy or utility-cost assistance,”’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following:

“(C) a payment or allowance described in
subsection (d)(11);”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(4) THIRD PARTY ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAY-
MENTS.—

““(A) ENERGY ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS.—For
purposes of subsection (d)(1), a payment
made under a Federal or State law to provide
energy assistance to a household shall be
considered money payable directly to the
household.

“(B) ENERGY ASSISTANCE EXPENSES.—For
purposes of subsection (e)(7), an expense paid
on behalf of a household under a Federal or
State law to provide energy assistance shall
be considered an out-of-pocket expense in-
curred and paid by the household.”.

(2) Section 2605(f) of the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C.
8624(f)) is amended—

(A) by striking “(f)(1) Notwithstanding”
and inserting “‘(f) Notwithstanding”’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking
stamps,’’; and

(C) by striking paragraph (2).

SEC. 1020. DEDUCTIONS FROM INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014) is amended
by striking subsection (e) and inserting the
following:

“‘(e) DEDUCTIONS FROM INCOME.—

‘(1) STANDARD DEDUCTION.—The Secretary
shall allow a standard deduction for each
household in the 48 contiguous States and
the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands of the United
States of $134, $229, $189, $269, and $118, re-
spectively.

““(2) EARNED INCOME DEDUCTION.—

““(A) DEFINITION OF EARNED INCOME.—In
this paragraph, the term ‘earned income’
does not include income excluded by sub-
section (d) or any portion of income earned

“food
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under a work supplementation or support
program, as defined under section 16(b), that
is attributable to public assistance.

‘“(B) DEDUCTION.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (C), a household with earned
income shall be allowed a deduction of 20
percent of all earned income to compensate
for taxes, other mandatory deductions from
salary, and work expenses.

““(C) ExcepTION.—The deduction described
in subparagraph (B) shall not be allowed
with respect to determining an overissuance
due to the failure of a household to report
earned income in a timely manner.

*“(3) DEPENDENT CARE DEDUCTION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A household shall be en-
titled, with respect to expenses (other than
excluded expenses described in subparagraph
(B)) for dependent care, to a dependent care
deduction, the maximum allowable level of
which shall be $200 per month for each de-
pendent child under 2 years of age and $175
per month for each other dependent, for the
actual cost of payments necessary for the
care of a dependent if the care enables a
household member to accept or continue em-
ployment, or training or education that is
preparatory for employment.

““(B) EXCLUDED EXPENSES.—The excluded
expenses referred to in subparagraph (A)
are—

‘(i) expenses paid on behalf of the house-
hold by a third party;

“(ii) amounts made available and excluded
for the expenses referred to in subparagraph
(A) under subsection (d)(3); and

“(iif) expenses that are paid under section
6(d)(4).

‘“(4) DEDUCTION FOR CHILD SUPPORT PAY-
MENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A household shall be en-
titled to a deduction for child support pay-
ments made by a household member to or for
an individual who is not a member of the
household if the household member is legally
obligated to make the payments.

““(B) METHODS FOR DETERMINING AMOUNT.—
The Secretary may prescribe by regulation
the methods, including calculation on a ret-
rospective basis, that a State agency shall
use to determine the amount of the deduc-
tion for child support payments.

““(5) HOMELESS SHELTER ALLOWANCE.—A
State agency may develop a standard home-
less shelter allowance, which shall not ex-
ceed $143 per month, for such expenses as
may reasonably be expected to be incurred
by households in which all members are
homeless individuals but are not receiving
free shelter throughout the month. A State
agency that develops the allowance may use
the allowance in determining eligibility and
allotments for the households, except that
the State agency may prohibit the use of the
allowance for households with extremely low
shelter costs.

“(6) EXCESS MEDICAL EXPENSE DEDUCTION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A household containing
an elderly or disabled member shall be enti-
tled, with respect to expenses other than ex-
penses paid on behalf of the household by a
third party, to an excess medical expense de-
duction for the portion of the actual costs of
allowable medical expenses, incurred by the
elderly or disabled member, exclusive of spe-
cial diets, that exceeds $35 per month.

““(B) METHOD OF CLAIMING DEDUCTION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—A State agency shall
offer an eligible household under subpara-
graph (A) a method of claiming a deduction
for recurring medical expenses that are ini-
tially verified under the excess medical ex-
pense deduction in lieu of submitting infor-
mation or verification on actual expenses on
a monthly basis.

‘(i) METHOD.—The method described in
clause (i) shall—
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“(1) be designed to minimize the burden for
the eligible elderly or disabled household
member choosing to deduct the recurrent
medical expenses of the member pursuant to
the method;

“(I) rely on reasonable estimates of the
expected medical expenses of the member for
the certification period (including changes
that can be reasonably anticipated based on
available information about the medical con-
dition of the member, public or private medi-
cal insurance coverage, and the current veri-
fied medical expenses incurred by the mem-
ber); and

“(111) not require further reporting or ver-
ification of a change in medical expenses if
such a change has been anticipated for the
certification period.

““(7) EXCESS SHELTER EXPENSE DEDUCTION.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A household shall be en-
titled, with respect to expenses other than
expenses paid on behalf of the household by
a third party, to an excess shelter expense
deduction to the extent that the monthly
amount expended by a household for shelter
exceeds an amount equal to 50 percent of
monthly household income after all other
applicable deductions have been allowed.

‘“(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION.—In
the case of a household that does not contain
an elderly or disabled individual, the excess
shelter expense deduction shall not exceed—

“(i) in the 48 contiguous States and the
District of Columbia, $247 per month; and

‘(i) in Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, and the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States, $429, $353,
$300, and $182 per month, respectively.

*“(C) STANDARD UTILITY ALLOWANCE.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—INn computing the excess
shelter expense deduction, a State agency
may use a standard utility allowance in ac-
cordance with regulations promulgated by
the Secretary, except that a State agency
may use an allowance that does not fluc-
tuate within a year to reflect seasonal vari-
ations.

““(ii) RESTRICTIONS ON HEATING AND COOLING
EXPENSES.—AN allowance for a heating or
cooling expense may not be used in the case
of a household that—

‘(1) does not incur a heating or cooling ex-
pense, as the case may be;

“(Il) does incur a heating or cooling ex-
pense but is located in a public housing unit
that has central utility meters and charges
households, with regard to the expense, only
for excess utility costs; or

“(111) shares the expense with, and lives
with, another individual not participating in
the food stamp program, another household
participating in the food stamp program, or
both, unless the allowance is prorated be-
tween the household and the other individ-
ual, household, or both.

““(iii) MANDATORY ALLOWANCE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State agency may
make the use of a standard utility allowance
mandatory for all households with qualifying
utility costs if—

‘“(aa) the State agency has developed 1 or
more standards that include the cost of heat-
ing and cooling and 1 or more standards that
do not include the cost of heating and cool-
ing; and

‘“(bb) the Secretary finds that the stand-
ards will not result in an increased cost to
the Secretary.

“(I1) HoOUSEHOLD ELECTION.—A State agen-
cy that has not made the use of a standard
utility allowance mandatory under subclause
(1) shall allow a household to switch, at the
end of a certification period, between the
standard utility allowance and a deduction
based on the actual utility costs of the
household.

“(iv) AVAILABILITY OF ALLOWANCE TO RE-
CIPIENTS OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE.—
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (11),
if a State agency elects to use a standard
utility allowance that reflects heating or
cooling costs, the standard utility allowance
shall be made available to households receiv-
ing a payment, or on behalf of which a pay-
ment is made, under the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621
et seq.) or other similar energy assistance
program, if the household still incurs out-of-
pocket heating or cooling expenses in excess
of any assistance paid on behalf of the house-
hold to an energy provider.

“(11) SEPARATE ALLOWANCE.—A State agen-
cy may use a separate standard utility al-
lowance for households on behalf of which a
payment described in subclause (1) is made,
but may not be required to do so.

“(11l) STATES NOT ELECTING TO USE SEPA-
RATE ALLOWANCE.—A State agency that does
not elect to use a separate allowance but
makes a single standard utility allowance
available to households incurring heating or
cooling expenses (other than a household de-
scribed in subclause (I) or (1) of subpara-
graph (C)(ii)) may not be required to reduce
the allowance due to the provision (directly
or indirectly) of assistance under the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981
(42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.).

“(IV) PRORATION OF ASSISTANCE.—For the
purpose of the food stamp program, assist-
ance provided under the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621
et seq.) shall be considered to be prorated
over the entire heating or cooling season for
which the assistance was provided.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
11(e)(3) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘“Under rules pre-
scribed” and all that follows through “‘veri-
fies higher expenses;”.

SEC. 1021. VEHICLE ALLOWANCE.

Section 5(g) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2014(g)) is amended by striking
paragraph (2) and inserting the following:

““(2) INCLUDED ASSETS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the other
provisions of this paragraph, the Secretary
shall, in prescribing inclusions in, and exclu-
sions from, financial resources, follow the
regulations in force as of June 1, 1982 (other
than those relating to licensed vehicles and
inaccessible resources).

““(B) ADDITIONAL INCLUDED ASSETS.—The
Secretary shall include in financial re-
sources—

‘(i) any boat, snowmobile, or airplane used
for recreational purposes;

““(ii) any vacation home;

“(iii) any mobile home used primarily for
vacation purposes;

“(iv) subject to subparagraph (C), any li-
censed vehicle that is used for household
transportation or to obtain or continue em-
ployment to the extent that the fair market
value of the vehicle exceeds $4,600; and

““(v) any savings or retirement account (in-
cluding an individual account), regardless of
whether there is a penalty for early with-
drawal.

““(C) EXCLUDED VEHICLES.—A vehicle (and
any other property, real or personal, to the
extent the property is directly related to the
maintenance or use of the vehicle) shall not
be included in financial resources under this
paragraph if the vehicle is—

‘(i) used to produce earned income;

““(ii) necessary for the transportation of a
physically disabled household member; or

““(iii) depended on by a household to carry
fuel for heating or water for home use and
provides the primary source of fuel or water,
respectively, for the household.”.
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SEC. 1022. VENDOR PAYMENTS FOR TRANSI-
TIONAL HOUSING COUNTED AS IN-
COME.

Section 5(k)(2) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(k)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (F); and

(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (G) and
(H) as subparagraphs (F) and (G), respec-
tively.

SEC. 1023. DOUBLED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Section 6(b)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘“‘six months”
and inserting ‘1 year’’; and

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘1 year” and
inserting ‘2 years’’.

SEC. 1024. DISQUALIFICATION OF CONVICTED IN-
DIVIDUALS.

Section 6(b)(1)(iii) of the Food Stamp Act
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(b)(1)(iii)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (11), by striking “or’’ at the
end;

(2) in subclause (111), by striking the period
at the end and inserting *‘; or’’; and

(3) by inserting after subclause (111) the fol-
lowing:

“(IV) a conviction of an offense under sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 15 involving an
item covered by subsection (b) or (c) of sec-
tion 15 having a value of $500 or more.”.

SEC. 1025. DISQUALIFICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(d) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘(d)(1) Unless otherwise ex-
empted by the provisions’ and all that fol-
lows through the end of paragraph (1) and in-
serting the following:

“‘(d) CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION.—

‘(1) WORK REQUIREMENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—NOoO physically and men-
tally fit individual over the age of 15 and
under the age of 60 shall be eligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program if the in-
dividual—

‘(i) refuses, at the time of application and
every 12 months thereafter, to register for
employment in a manner prescribed by the
Secretary;

““(ii) refuses without good cause to partici-
pate in an employment and training program
under paragraph (4), to the extent required
by the State agency;

“(iii) refuses without good cause to accept
an offer of employment, at a site or plant
not subject to a strike or lockout at the time
of the refusal, at a wage not less than the
higher of—

“(1) the applicable Federal or State mini-
mum wage; or

“(I1) 80 percent of the wage that would
have governed had the minimum hourly rate
under section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a)(1)) been ap-
plicable to the offer of employment;

““(iv) refuses without good cause to provide
a State agency with sufficient information
to allow the State agency to determine the
employment status or the job availability of
the individual;

““(v) voluntarily and without good cause—

“(1) quits a job; or

“(11) reduces work effort and, after the re-
duction, the individual is working less than
30 hours per week; or

““(vi) fails to comply with section 20.

““(B) HOUSEHOLD INELIGIBILITY.—If an indi-
vidual who is the head of a household be-
comes ineligible to participate in the food
stamp program under subparagraph (A), the
household shall, at the option of the State
agency, become ineligible to participate in
the food stamp program for a period, deter-
mined by the State agency, that does not ex-
ceed the lesser of—

‘(i) the duration of the ineligibility of the
individual determined under subparagraph
(©); or
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““(ii) 180 days.

*“(C) DURATION OF INELIGIBILITY.—

“(i) FIRST VIOLATION.—The first time that
an individual becomes ineligible to partici-
pate in the food stamp program under sub-
paragraph (A), the individual shall remain
ineligible until the later of—

“(1) the date the individual becomes eligi-
ble under subparagraph (A);

“(I1) the date that is 1 month after the
date the individual became ineligible; or

“(111) a date determined by the State agen-
cy that is not later than 3 months after the
date the individual became ineligible.

““(if) SECOND VIOLATION.—The second time
that an individual becomes ineligible to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program under
subparagraph (A), the individual shall re-
main ineligible until the later of—

“(1) the date the individual becomes eligi-
ble under subparagraph (A);

“(I1) the date that is 3 months after the
date the individual became ineligible; or

“(111) a date determined by the State agen-
cy that is not later than 6 months after the
date the individual became ineligible.

“(iii) THIRD OR SUBSEQUENT VIOLATION.—
The third or subsequent time that an indi-
vidual becomes ineligible to participate in
the food stamp program under subparagraph
(A), the individual shall remain ineligible
until the later of—

“(1) the date the individual becomes eligi-
ble under subparagraph (A);

“(I1) the date that is 6 months after the
date the individual became ineligible;

“(111) a date determined by the State agen-
cy; or

“(IV) at the option of the State agency,
permanently.

‘(D) ADMINISTRATION.—

‘(i) Goob CAUSE.—The Secretary shall de-
termine the meaning of good cause for the
purpose of this paragraph.

““(if) VOLUNTARY QUIT.—The Secretary shall
determine the meaning of voluntarily quit-
ting and reducing work effort for the purpose
of this paragraph.

““(iii) DETERMINATION BY STATE AGENCY.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (I1)
and clauses (i) and (ii), a State agency shall
determine—

‘‘(aa) the meaning of any term in subpara-
graph (A);

“(bb) the procedures for determining
whether an individual is in compliance with
a requirement under subparagraph (A); and

‘“(cc) whether an individual is in compli-
ance with a requirement under subparagraph
(A).
“(I1) NOT LESS RESTRICTIVE.—A State agen-
cy may not determine a meaning, procedure,
or determination under subclause (1) to be
less restrictive than a comparable meaning,
procedure, or determination under a State
program funded under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et
seq.).

“(iv) STRIKE AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT.—
For the purpose of subparagraph (A)(v), an
employee of the Federal Government, a
State, or a political subdivision of a State,
who is dismissed for participating in a strike
against the Federal Government, the State,
or the political subdivision of the State shall
be considered to have voluntarily quit with-
out good cause.

*“(V) SELECTING A HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD.—

“(I) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of this
paragraph, the State agency shall allow the
household to select any adult parent of a
child in the household as the head of the
household if all adult household members
making application under the food stamp
program agree to the selection.

“(I1) TIME FOR MAKING DESIGNATION.—A
household may designate the head of the
household under subclause (1) each time the
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household is certified for participation in the
food stamp program, but may not change the
designation during a certification period un-
less there is a change in the composition of
the household.

““(vi) CHANGE IN HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD.—If
the head of a household leaves the household
during a period in which the household is in-
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram under subparagraph (B)—

“(1) the household shall, if otherwise eligi-
ble, become eligible to participate in the
food stamp program; and

“(I1) if the head of the household becomes
the head of another household, the household
that becomes headed by the individual shall
become ineligible to participate in the food
stamp program for the remaining period of
ineligibility.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—

(1) The second sentence of section 17(b)(2)
of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2026(b)(2)) is amended by
striking “6(d)(2)()” and inserting
“6(d)((A)().

(2) Section 20 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2029) is
amended by striking subsection (f) and in-
serting the following:

““(f) DISQUALIFICATION.—AnN individual or a
household may become ineligible under sec-
tion 6(d)(1) to participate in the food stamp
program for failing to comply with this sec-
tion.”.

SEC. 1026. CARETAKER EXEMPTION.

Section 6(d)(2) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(2)) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraph (B) and inserting the fol-
lowing: “‘(B) a parent or other member of a
household with responsibility for the care of
(i) a dependent child under the age of 6 or
any lower age desighated by the State agen-
cy that is not under the age of 1, or (ii) an in-
capacitated person;’.

SEC. 1027. EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(d)(4) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(4)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘“Not later than April 1,
1987, each” and inserting ‘“Each’’;

(B) by inserting ‘“‘work,” after
training,”’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘““Each component of an employment and
training program carried out under this
paragraph shall be delivered through a state-
wide workforce development system, unless
the component is not available locally
through the statewide workforce develop-
ment system.”’;

(2) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking the colon at the end and inserting
the following: *‘, except that the State agen-
cy shall retain the option to apply employ-
ment requirements prescribed under this
subparagraph to a program applicant at the
time of application:”’;

(B) in clause (i), by striking “with terms
and conditions’ and all that follows through
“time of application’’; and

(C) in clause (iv)—

(i) by striking subclauses (1) and (11); and

(if) by redesignating subclauses (111) and
(1V) as subclauses (1) and (1), respectively;

(3) in subparagraph (D)—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘to which the
application’ and all that follows through *“30
days or less’’;

(B) in clause (ii), by striking “‘but with re-
spect” and all that follows through ‘‘child
care’’; and

(C) in clause (iii), by striking “‘, on the
basis of” and all that follows through
“clause (ii)”” and inserting ‘‘the exemption
continues to be valid”’;

(4) in subparagraph (E), by striking the
third sentence;

“skills,
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(5) in subparagraph (G)—

(A) by striking ““(G)(i) The State’” and in-
serting ““(G) The State”’; and

(B) by striking clause (ii);

(6) in subparagraph (H), by striking ““(H)(i)
The Secretary’ and all that follows through
“(ii) Federal funds” and inserting ‘““(H) Fed-
eral funds’;

(7) in subparagraph (1I)(i)(11), by striking **,
or was in operation,” and all that follows
through ““Social Security Act’” and inserting
the following: *‘), except that no such pay-
ment or reimbursement shall exceed the ap-
plicable local market rate’’;

(8)(A) by striking subparagraphs (K) and
(L) and inserting the following:

“(K) LIMITATION ON FUNDING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this para-
graph, the amount of funds a State agency
uses to carry out this paragraph (including
under subparagraph (1)) for participants who
are receiving benefits under a State program
funded under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) shall not
exceed the amount of funds the State agency
used in fiscal year 1995 to carry out this
paragraph for participants who were receiv-
ing benefits in fiscal year 1995 under a State
program funded under part A of title IV of
the Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.).”’; and

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (M)
and (N) as subparagraphs (L) and (M), respec-
tively; and

(9) in subparagraph (L), as redesignated by
paragraph (8)(B)—

(A) by striking ““(L)(i) The Secretary’ and
inserting ‘(L) The Secretary’’; and

(B) by striking clause (ii).

(b) FuNDING.—Section 16(h) of the Act (7
U.S.C. 2025(h)) is amended by striking
“(h)(1)(A) The Secretary’” and all that fol-
lows through the end of paragraph (1) and in-
serting the following:

“(h) FUNDING OF EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIN-
ING PROGRAMS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—

“(A) AMOUNTS.—To carry out employment
and training programs, the Secretary shall
reserve for allocation to State agencies from
funds made available for each fiscal year
under section 18(a)(1) the amount of—

““(i) for fiscal year 1996, $75,000,000;

“(ii) for fiscal year 1997, $79,000,000;

““(iii) for fiscal year 1998, $81,000,000;

““(iv) for fiscal year 1999, $84,000,000;

“‘(v) for fiscal year 2000, $86,000,000;

““(vi) for fiscal year 2001, $88,000,000; and

““(vii) for fiscal year 2002, $90,000,000.

“(B) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall al-
locate the amounts reserved under subpara-
graph (A) among the State agencies using a
reasonable formula (as determined by the
Secretary) that gives consideration to the
population in each State affected by section
6(0).

““(C) REALLOCATION.—

“(i) NOTIFICATION.—A State agency shall
promptly notify the Secretary if the State
agency determines that the State agency
will not expend all of the funds allocated to
the State agency under subparagraph (B).

““(i1) REALLOCATION.—On notification under
clause (i), the Secretary shall reallocate the
funds that the State agency will not expend
as the Secretary considers appropriate and
equitable.

“(D) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Notwithstand-
ing subparagraphs (A) through (C), the Sec-
retary shall ensure that each State agency
operating an employment and training pro-
gram shall receive not less than $50,000 in
each fiscal year.”.

(c) ADDITIONAL MATCHING FUNDS.—Section
16(h)(2) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)(2)) is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end the following: *‘, including the costs
for case management and casework to facili-
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tate the transition from economic depend-
ency to self-sufficiency through work’.

(d) RePORTSs.—Section 16(h) of the Act (7
U.S.C. 2025(h)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5)—

(A) by striking ““(5)(A) The Secretary’ and
inserting “‘(5) The Secretary’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(2) by striking paragraph (6).

SEC. 1028. COMPARABLE TREATMENT FOR DIS-
QUALIFICATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘(i) COMPARABLE TREATMENT FOR DISQUALI-
FICATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If a disqualification is
imposed on a member of a household for a
failure of the member to perform an action
required under a Federal, State, or local law
relating to a means-tested public assistance
program, the State agency may impose the
same disqualification on the member of the
household under the food stamp program.

““(2) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If a disquali-
fication is imposed under paragraph (1) for a
failure of an individual to perform an action
required under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the
State agency may use the rules and proce-
dures that apply under part A of title IV of
the Act to impose the same disqualification
under the food stamp program.

““(3) APPLICATION AFTER DISQUALIFICATION
PERIOD.—A member of a household disquali-
fied under paragraph (1) may, after the dis-
qualification period has expired, apply for
benefits under this Act and shall be treated
as a new applicant, except that a prior dis-
qualification under subsection (d) shall be
considered in determining eligibility.”.

(b) STATE PLAN PROVISIONS.—Section 11(e)
of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (24), by striking “‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (25), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(26) the guidelines the State agency uses
in carrying out section 6(i); and’’.

(c) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
6(d)(2)(A) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2015(d)(2)(A)) is
amended by striking ‘‘that is comparable to
a requirement of paragraph ().

SEC. 1029. DISQUALIFICATION FOR RECEIPT OF
MULTIPLE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS.

Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2015), as amended by section 1028, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

““(j) DISQUALIFICATION FOR RECEIPT OF MUL-
TIPLE FOOD STAMP BENEFITS.—AnN individual
shall be ineligible to participate in the food
stamp program as a member of any house-
hold for a 10-year period if the individual is
found by a State agency to have made, or is
convicted in a Federal or State court of hav-
ing made, a fraudulent statement or rep-
resentation with respect to the identity or
place of residence of the individual in order
to receive multiple benefits simultaneously
under the food stamp program.”.

SEC. 1030. DISQUALIFICATION OF FLEEING FEL-
ONS.

Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2015), as amended by sections 1028 and
1029, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

““(k) DISQUALIFICATION OF FLEEING FEL-
oNs.—No member of a household who is oth-
erwise eligible to participate in the food
stamp program shall be eligible to partici-
pate in the program as a member of that or
any other household during any period dur-
ing which the individual is—

““(1) fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-
tody or confinement after conviction, under
the law of the place from which the individ-
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ual is fleeing, for a crime, or attempt to
commit a crime, that is a felony under the
law of the place from which the individual is
fleeing or that, in the case of New Jersey, is
a high misdemeanor under the law of New
Jersey; or

“(2) violating a condition of probation or
parole imposed under a Federal or State
law.””.

SEC. 1031. COOPERATION WITH CHILD SUPPORT
AGENCIES.

Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2015), as amended by sections 1028
through 1030, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(I) CusToDIAL PARENT’'S COOPERATION
WITH CHILD SUPPORT AGENCIES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—ATt the option of a State
agency, subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), no
natural or adoptive parent or other individ-
ual (collectively referred to in this sub-
section as ‘the individual’) who is living with
and exercising parental control over a child
under the age of 18 who has an absent parent
shall be eligible to participate in the food
stamp program unless the individual cooper-
ates with the State agency administering
the program established under part D of title
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651
et seq.)—

“(A) in establishing the paternity of the
child (if the child is born out of wedlock);
and

““(B) in obtaining support for—

““(i) the child; or

““(ii) the individual and the child.

““(2) GoOD CAUSE FOR NONCOOPERATION.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the individ-
ual if good cause is found for refusing to co-
operate, as determined by the State agency
in accordance with standards prescribed by
the Secretary in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services. The
standards shall take into consideration cir-
cumstances under which cooperation may be
against the best interests of the child.

““(3) FEEs.—Paragraph (1) shall not require
the payment of a fee or other cost for serv-
ices provided under part D of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651 et seq.).

““(m) NONCUSTODIAL PARENT’S COOPERATION
WITH CHILD SUPPORT AGENCIES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—ATt the option of a State
agency, subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), a
putative or identified noncustodial parent of
a child under the age of 18 (referred to in this
subsection as ‘the individual’) shall not be
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram if the individual refuses to cooperate
with the State agency administering the pro-
gram established under part D of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651 et
seq.)—

“(A) in establishing the paternity of the
child (if the child is born out of wedlock);
and

“(B) in providing support for the child.

““(2) REFUSAL TO COOPERATE.—

““(A) GUIDELINES.—The Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, shall develop guidelines on
what constitutes a refusal to cooperate
under paragraph (1).

““(B) PROCEDURES.—The State agency shall
develop procedures, using guidelines devel-
oped under subparagraph (A), for determin-
ing whether an individual is refusing to co-
operate under paragraph (1).

““(3) FEes.—Paragraph (1) shall not require
the payment of a fee or other cost for serv-
ices provided under part D of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651 et seq.).

““(4) PrRIVACY.—The State agency shall pro-
vide safeguards to restrict the use of infor-
mation collected by a State agency admin-
istering the program established under part
D of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
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U.S.C. 651 et seq.) to purposes for which the

information is collected.”.

SEC. 1032. DISQUALIFICATION RELATING TO
CHILD SUPPORT ARREARS.

Section 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2015), as amended by sections 1028
through 1031, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(n) DISQUALIFICATION FOR CHILD SUPPORT
ARREARS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—At the option of the
State agency, no individual shall be eligible
to participate in the food stamp program as
a member of any household during any
month that the individual is delinquent in
any payment due under a court order for the
support of a child of the individual.

““(2) EXcepTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply if—

“(A) a court is allowing the individual to
delay payment; or

“(B) the individual is complying with a
payment plan approved by a court or the
State agency designated under part D of title
1V of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 651
et seq.) to provide support for the child of
the individual.”.

SEC. 1033. WORK REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2015), as amended
by sections 1028 through 1032, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(0) WORK REQUIREMENT.—

““(1) DEFINITION OF WORK PROGRAM.—In this
subsection, the term ‘work program’
means—

“(A) a program under the Job Training
Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);

“(B) a program under section 236 of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2296); or

“(C) a program of employment and train-
ing operated or supervised by a State or po-
litical subdivision of a State that meets
standards approved by the Governor of the
State, including a program under section
6(d)(4), other than a job search program or a
job search training program.

“(2) WORK REQUIREMENT.—Subject to the
other provisions of this subsection, no indi-
vidual shall be eligible to participate in the
food stamp program as a member of any
household if, during the preceding 12-month
period, the individual received food stamp
benefits for not less than 4 months during
which the individual did not—

““(A) work 20 hours or more per week, aver-
aged monthly; or

““(B) participate in and comply with the re-
quirements of a work program for 20 hours or
more per week, as determined by the State
agency; or

““(C) participate in a program under section
20 or a comparable program established by a
State or political subdivision of a State.

““(3) EXcepPTION.—Paragraph (2) shall not
apply to an individual if the individual is—

““(A) under 18 or over 50 years of age;

“(B) medically certified as physically or
mentally unfit for employment;

““(C) a parent or other member of a house-
hold with responsibility for a dependent
child;

“(D) otherwise exempt under section
6(d)(2); or

“(E) a pregnant woman.

““(4) WAIVER.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—On the request of a

State agency, the Secretary may waive the
applicability of paragraph (2) to any group of
individuals in the State if the Secretary
makes a determination that the area in
which the individuals reside—

‘(i) has an unemployment rate of over 10
percent; or

“(ii) does not have a sufficient number of
jobs to provide employment for the individ-
uals.
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““(B) REPORT.—The Secretary shall report
the basis for a waiver under subparagraph
(A) to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of
the Senate.

“(5) SUBSEQUENT ELIGIBILITY.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) shall
cease to apply to an individual if, during a
30-day period, the individual—

““(i) works 80 or more hours;

‘““(ii) participates in and complies with the
requirements of a work program for 80 or
more hours, as determined by a State agen-
cy; or

““(iii) participates in a program under sec-
tion 20 or a comparable program established
by a State or political subdivision of a State.

“(B) LIMITATION.—During the subsequent
12-month period, the individual shall be eli-
gible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram for not more than 4 months during
which the individual does not—

‘(i) work 20 hours or more per week, aver-
aged monthly;

‘(i) participate in and comply with the re-
quirements of a work program for 20 hours or
more per week, as determined by the State
agency; or

‘“(iii) participate in a program under sec-
tion 20 or a comparable program established
by a State or political subdivision of a
State.”.

(b) TRANSITION PROVISION.—Prior to 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
term “‘preceding 12-month period’ in section
6(0) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amend-
ed by subsection (a), means the preceding pe-
riod that begins on the date of enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 1034. ENCOURAGE ELECTRONIC BENEFIT
TRANSFER SYSTEMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(i) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2016(i)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘(1) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFERS.—

“(A) IMPLEMENTATION.—Each State agency
shall implement an electronic benefit trans-
fer system in which household benefits deter-
mined under section 8(a) or 26 are issued
from and stored in a central databank before
October 1, 2002, unless the Secretary provides
a waiver for a State agency that faces un-
usual barriers to implementing an electronic
benefit transfer system.

“(B) TIMELY IMPLEMENTATION.—State agen-
cies are encouraged to implement an elec-
tronic benefit transfer system under sub-
paragraph (A) as soon as practicable.

““(C) STATE FLEXIBILITY.—Subject to para-
graph (2), a State agency may procure and
implement an electronic benefit transfer sys-
tem under the terms, conditions, and design
that the State agency considers appropriate.

‘“(D) OPERATION.—AnN electronic benefit
transfer system should take into account
generally accepted standard operating rules
based on—

‘(i) commercial electronic funds transfer
technology;

“(if) the need to permit interstate oper-
ation and law enforcement monitoring; and

““(iii) the need to permit monitoring and
investigations by authorized law enforce-
ment agencies.”’;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking ‘‘effective no later than
April 1, 1992,”";

(B) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking *‘, in any 1 year,”’; and

(ii) by striking “‘on-line”’;

(C) by striking subparagraph (D) and in-
serting the following:

“(D)(i) measures to maximize the security
of a system using the most recent tech-
nology available that the State agency con-
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siders appropriate and cost effective and
which may include personal identification
numbers, photographic identification on
electronic benefit transfer cards, and other
measures to protect against fraud and abuse;
and

“(ii) effective not later than 2 years after
the effective date of this clause, to the ex-
tent practicable, measures that permit a sys-
tem to differentiate items of food that may
be acquired with an allotment from items of
food that may not be acquired with an allot-
ment.”’;

(D) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘“and”’
at the end;

(E) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting *‘; and’’; and

(F) by adding at the end the following:

“(1) procurement standards.”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(7) REPLACEMENT OF BENEFITS.—Regula-
tions issued by the Secretary regarding the
replacement of benefits and liability for re-
placement of benefits under an electronic
benefit transfer system shall be similar to
the regulations in effect for a paper food
stamp issuance system.

““(8) REPLACEMENT CARD FEE.—A State
agency may collect a charge for replacement
of an electronic benefit transfer card by re-
ducing the monthly allotment of the house-
hold receiving the replacement card.

““(9) OPTIONAL PHOTOGRAPHIC IDENTIFICA-
TION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State agency may re-
quire that an electronic benefit card contain
a photograph of 1 or more members of a
household.

““(B) OTHER AUTHORIZED USERS.—If a State
agency requires a photograph on an elec-
tronic benefit card under subparagraph (A),
the State agency shall establish procedures
to ensure that any other appropriate mem-
ber of the household or any authorized rep-
resentative of the household may utilize the
card.

““(10) APPLICATION OF ANTI-TYING RESTRIC-
TIONS TO ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER SYS-
TEMS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A company shall not
sell or provide electronic benefit transfer
services, or fix or vary the consideration for
such services, on the condition or require-
ment that the customer—

“(i) obtain some additional point-of-sale
service from the company or any affiliate of
the company; or

“(ii) not obtain some additional point-of-
sale service from a competitor of the com-
pany or competitor of any affiliate of the
company.

““(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph—

“(i) AFFILIATE.—The term ‘affiliate’ shall
have the same meaning as in section 2(k) of
the Bank Holding Company Act.

“(if) CoMPANY.—The term ‘company’ shall
have the same meaning as in section 106(a) of
the Bank Holding Company Act Amend-
ments of 1970, but shall not include a bank,
bank holding company, or any subsidiary of
a bank holding company.

““(iii) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER SERV-
ICE.—The term ‘electronic benefit transfer
service’ means the processing of electronic
transfers of household benefits determined
under section 8(a) or 26 where the benefits
are—

“(1) issued from and stored in a central
databank;

“(I1) electronically accessed by household
members at the point of sale; and

“(111) provided by a Federal or state gov-
ernment.

“(iv) POINT-OF-SALE SERVICE.—The term
‘point-of-sale service’ means any product or
service related to the electronic authoriza-
tion and processing of payments for mer-
chandise at a retail food store, including but
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not limited to credit or debit card services,

automated teller machines, point-of-sale ter-

minals, or access to on-line systems.

““(C) CONSULTATION WITH THE FEDERAL RE-
SERVE BOARD.—Before promulgating regula-
tions or interpretations of regulations to
carry out this paragraph, the Secretary shall
consult with the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System.”.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that a State that operates an elec-
tronic benefit transfer system under the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.)
should operate the system in a manner that
is compatible with electronic benefit trans-
fer systems operated by other States.

SEC. 1035. VALUE OF MINIMUM ALLOTMENT.

The proviso in section 8(a) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017(a)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘*, and shall be adjusted” and
all that follows through ““$5”".

SEC. 1036. BENEFITS ON RECERTIFICATION.

Section 8(c)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2017(c)(2)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘of more than one month”.

SEC. 1037. OPTIONAL COMBINED ALLOTMENT
FOR EXPEDITED HOUSEHOLDS.

Section 8(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2017(c)) is amended by striking
paragraph (3) and inserting the following:

““(3) OPTIONAL COMBINED ALLOTMENT FOR
EXPEDITED HOUSEHOLDS.—A State agency
may provide to an eligible household apply-
ing after the 15th day of a month, in lieu of
the initial allotment of the household and
the regular allotment of the household for
the following month, an allotment that is
equal to the total amount of the initial al-
lotment and the first regular allotment. The
allotment shall be provided in accordance
with section 11(e)(3) in the case of a house-
hold that is not entitled to expedited service
and in accordance with paragraphs (3) and (9)
of section 11(e) in the case of a household
that is entitled to expedited service.”.

SEC. 1038. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH OTHER
MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS.

Section 8 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2017) is amended by striking sub-
section (d) and inserting the following:

““(d) REDUCTION OF PuUBLIC ASSISTANCE BEN-
EFITS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If the benefits of a
household are reduced under a Federal,
State, or local law relating to a means-test-
ed public assistance program for the failure
of a member of the household to perform an
action required under the law or program,
for the duration of the reduction—

“(A) the household may not receive an in-
creased allotment as the result of a decrease
in the income of the household to the extent
that the decrease is the result of the reduc-
tion; and

‘“(B) the State agency may reduce the al-
lotment of the household by not more than
25 percent.

““(2) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If the allot-
ment of a household is reduced under this
subsection for a failure to perform an action
required under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the
State agency may use the rules and proce-
dures that apply under part A of title IV of
the Act to reduce the allotment under the
food stamp program.”.

SEC. 1039. ALLOTMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS RE-
SIDING IN CENTERS.

Section 8 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2017) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““(f) ALLOTMENTS FOR HOUSEHOLDS RESIDING
IN CENTERS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—InN the case of an individ-
ual who resides in a center for the purpose of
a drug or alcoholic treatment program de-
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scribed in the last sentence of section 3(i), a
State agency may provide an allotment for
the individual to—

“(A) the center as an authorized represent-
ative of the individual for a period that is
less than 1 month; and

““(B) the individual, if the individual leaves
the center.

‘“(2) DIRECT PAYMENT.—A State agency
may require an individual referred to in
paragraph (1) to designate the center in
which the individual resides as the author-
ized representative of the individual for the
purpose of receiving an allotment.””.

SEC. 1040. CONDITION PRECEDENT FOR AP-
PROVAL OF RETAIL FOOD STORES
AND WHOLESALE FOOD CONCERNS.

Section 9(a)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2018(a)(1)) is amended by adding
at the end the following: “No retail food
store or wholesale food concern of a type de-
termined by the Secretary, based on factors
that include size, location, and type of items
sold, shall be approved to be authorized or
reauthorized for participation in the food
stamp program unless an authorized em-
ployee of the Department of Agriculture, a
designee of the Secretary, or, if practicable,
an official of the State or local government
designated by the Secretary has visited the
store or concern for the purpose of determin-
ing whether the store or concern should be
approved or reauthorized, as appropriate.”.
SEC. 1041. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AUTHOR-

1IZATION PERIODS.

Section 9(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2018(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(3) AUTHORIZATION PERIODS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish specific time periods
during which authorization to accept and re-
deem coupons, or to redeem benefits through
an electronic benefit transfer system, shall
be valid under the food stamp program.”’.
SEC. 1042. INFORMATION FOR VERIFYING ELIGI-

BILITY FOR AUTHORIZATION.

Section 9(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2018(c)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting “,
which may include relevant income and sales
tax filing documents,” after ‘“‘submit infor-
mation’’; and

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the
following: ““The regulations may require re-
tail food stores and wholesale food concerns
to provide written authorization for the Sec-
retary to verify all relevant tax filings with
appropriate agencies and to obtain corrobo-
rating documentation from other sources so
that the accuracy of information provided by
the stores and concerns may be verified.”.
SEC. 1043. WAITING PERIOD FOR STORES THAT

FAIL TO MEET AUTHORIZATION CRI-
TERIA.

Section 9(d) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2018(d)) is amended by adding at the
end the following: “A retail food store or
wholesale food concern that is denied ap-
proval to accept and redeem coupons because
the store or concern does not meet criteria
for approval established by the Secretary
may not, for at least 6 months, submit a new
application to participate in the program.
The Secretary may establish a longer time
period under the preceding sentence, includ-
ing permanent disqualification, that reflects
the severity of the basis of the denial.”.

SEC. 1044. OPERATION OF FOOD STAMP OFFICES.

Section 11 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2020), as amended by sections 1020(b)
and 1028(b), is amended—

(1) in subsection (e)—

(A) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

“(2)(A) that the State agency shall estab-
lish procedures governing the operation of
food stamp offices that the State agency de-
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termines best serve households in the State,
including households with special needs,
such as households with elderly or disabled
members, households in rural areas with
low-income members, homeless individuals,
households residing on reservations, and
households in areas in which a substantial
number of members of low-income house-
holds speak a language other than English;

““(B) that in carrying out subparagraph (A),
a State agency—

‘(i) shall provide timely, accurate, and fair
service to applicants for, and participants in,
the food stamp program;

““(ii) shall develop an application contain-
ing the information necessary to comply
with this Act;

“(iii) shall permit an applicant household
to apply to participate in the program on the
same day that the household first contacts a
food stamp office in person during office
hours;

“(iv) shall consider an application that
contains the name, address, and signature of
the applicant to be filed on the date the ap-
plicant submits the application;

““(v) shall require that an adult representa-
tive of each applicant household certify in
writing, under penalty of perjury, that—

“(1) the information contained in the ap-
plication is true; and

“(11) all members of the household are citi-
zens or are aliens eligible to receive food
stamps under section 6(f);

“(vi) shall provide a method of certifying
and issuing coupons to eligible homeless in-
dividuals, to ensure that participation in the
food stamp program is limited to eligible
households; and

“(vii) may establish operating procedures
that vary for local food stamp offices to re-
flect regional and local differences within
the State;

““(C) that nothing in this Act shall prohibit
the use of signatures provided and main-
tained electronically, storage of records
using automated retrieval systems only, or
any other feature of a State agency’s appli-
cation system that does not rely exclusively
on the collection and retention of paper ap-
plications or other records;

‘(D) that the signature of any adult under
this paragraph shall be considered sufficient
to comply with any provision of Federal law
requiring a household member to sign an ap-
plication or statement;”’;

(B) in paragraph (3), as amended by section
1020(b)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘shall—" and all that fol-
lows through ‘“‘provide each’” and inserting
“shall provide each’; and

(if) by striking ““(B) assist’” and all that
follows through ‘‘representative of the State
agency;’’;

(C) by striking paragraphs (14) and (25);

(D)(i) by redesignating paragraphs (15)
through (24) as paragraphs (14) through (23),
respectively; and

(if) by redesignating paragraph (26), as
added by section 1028(b), as paragraph (24);
and

(2) in subsection (i)—

(A) by striking “‘(i) Notwithstanding’’ and
all that follows through “‘(2)” and inserting
the following:

“(i) APPLICATION
DURES.—

““(1) APPLICATION PROCEDURES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,”’; and

(B) by striking *“; (3) households” and all
that follows through “‘title IV of the Social
Security Act. No”” and inserting a period and
the following:

““(2) DENIAL AND TERMINATION.—Other than
in a case of disqualification as a penalty for
failure to comply with a public assistance
program rule or regulation, no”’.

AND DENIAL PROCE-
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SEC. 1045. STATE EMPLOYEE AND TRAINING

STANDARDS.

Section 11(e)(6) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(6)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“that (A) the’” and inserting
“that—

“(A) the’’;

(2) by striking “Act; (B) the’ and inserting
“Act; and

“(B) the”;

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘Unit-
ed States Civil Service Commission” and in-
serting ‘“‘Office of Personnel Management’’;
and

(4) by striking subparagraphs (C) through
(E).

SEC. 1046. EXCHANGE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT IN-
FORMATION.

Section 11(e)(8) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is amended—

(1) by striking ““that (A) such’ and insert-
ing the following: “‘that—

“(A) the’;

(2) by striking ‘‘law, (B) notwithstanding”’
and inserting the following: “‘law;

““(B) notwithstanding’’;

(3) by striking ‘*Act, and (C) such’ and in-
serting the following: ““Act;

“(C) the’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the address, social security number,
and, if available, photograph of any member
of a household shall be made available, on
request, to any Federal, State, or local law
enforcement officer if the officer furnishes
the State agency with the name of the mem-
ber and notifies the agency that—

‘(i) the member—

“(1) is fleeing to avoid prosecution, or cus-
tody or confinement after conviction, for a
crime (or attempt to commit a crime) that,
under the law of the place the member is
fleeing, is a felony (or, in the case of New
Jersey, a high misdemeanor), or is violating
a condition of probation or parole imposed
under Federal or State law; or

“(I1) has information that is necessary for
the officer to conduct an official duty relat-
ed to subclause (I);

““(ii) locating or apprehending the member
is an official duty; and

“(iii) the request is being made in the prop-
er exercise of an official duty; and

“(E) the safeguards shall not prevent com-
pliance with paragraph (16);".

SEC. 1047. EXPEDITED COUPON SERVICE.

Section 11(e)(9) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(9)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘“five days’ and inserting
““7 days’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘““‘and’’ at the end;

(2) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C);

(3) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (B); and

(4) in subparagraph (B), as redesignated by
paragraph (3), by striking *“, (B), or (C)”".

SEC. 1048. WITHDRAWING FAIR HEARING RE-
QUESTS.

Section 11(e)(10) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(10)) is amended by in-
serting before the semicolon at the end a pe-
riod and the following: ‘““At the option of a
State, at any time prior to a fair hearing de-
termination under this paragraph, a house-
hold may withdraw, orally or in writing, a
request by the household for the fair hear-
ing. If the withdrawal request is an oral re-
quest, the State agency shall provide a writ-
ten notice to the household confirming the
withdrawal request and providing the house-
hold with an opportunity to request a hear-
ing”.
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SEC. 1049. INCOME, ELIGIBILITY, AND IMMIGRA-
TION STATUS VERIFICATION SYS-
TEMS.

Section 11 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2020) is amended—

(1) in subsection (e)(18), as redesignated by
section 1044(1)(D)—

(A) by striking ‘“that information is”’ and
inserting ‘“‘at the option of the State agency,
that information may be’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘shall be requested’” and in-
serting ‘““may be requested’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(p) STATE VERIFICATION OPTION.—NoOt-
withstanding any other provision of law, in
carrying out the food stamp program, a
State agency shall not be required to use an
income and eligibility or an immigration
status verification system established under
section 1137 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320b-7).”.

SEC. 1050. DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAILERS
WHO INTENTIONALLY SUBMIT FAL-
SIFIED APPLICATIONS.

Section 12(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2021(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘““and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the period
at the end and inserting “‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) for a reasonable period of time to be
determined by the Secretary, including per-
manent disqualification, on the knowing
submission of an application for the approval
or reauthorization to accept and redeem cou-
pons that contains false information about a
substantive matter that was a part of the ap-
plication.”.

SEC. 1051. DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAILERS
WHO ARE DISQUALIFIED UNDER
THE WIC PROGRAM.

Section 12 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2021) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

““(g) DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAILERS WHO
ARE DISQUALIFIED UNDER THE WIC PRO-
GRAM.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall issue
regulations providing criteria for the dis-
qualification under this Act of an approved
retail food store and a wholesale food con-
cern that is disqualified from accepting ben-
efits under the special supplemental nutri-
tion program for women, infants, and chil-
dren established under section 17 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (7 U.S.C. 1786).

““(2) TERMS.—A disqualification under para-
graph (1)—

““(A) shall be for the same length of time as
the disqualification from the program re-
ferred to in paragraph (1);

“(B) may begin at a later date than the
disqualification from the program referred
to in paragraph (1); and

““(C) notwithstanding section 14, shall not
be subject to judicial or administrative re-
view.”.

SEC. 1052. COLLECTION OF OVERISSUANCES.

(a) COLLECTION OF OVERISSUANCES.—Sec-
tion 13 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2022) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

*“(b) COLLECTION OF OVERISSUANCES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—EXxcept as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, a State agency shall
collect any overissuance of coupons issued to
a household by—

““(A) reducing the allotment of the house-
hold;

““(B) withholding amounts from unemploy-
ment compensation from a member of the
household under subsection (c);

““(C) recovering from Federal pay or a Fed-
eral income tax refund under subsection (d);
or

‘(D) any other means.
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““(2) CosT EFFECTIVENESS.—Paragraph (1)
shall not apply if the State agency dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that all of the means referred to in para-
graph (1) are not cost effective.

““(3) MAXIMUM REDUCTION ABSENT FRAUD.—If
a household received an overissuance of cou-
pons without any member of the household
being found ineligible to participate in the
program under section 6(b)(1) and a State
agency elects to reduce the allotment of the
household under paragraph (1)(A), the State
agency shall not reduce the monthly allot-
ment of the household under paragraph
(1)(A) by an amount in excess of the greater
of—

“(A) 10 percent of the monthly allotment
of the household; or

““(B) $10.

““(4) PROCEDURES.—A State agency shall
collect an overissuance of coupons issued to
a household under paragraph (1) in accord-
ance with the requirements established by
the State agency for providing notice, elect-
ing a means of payment, and establishing a
time schedule for payment.”’; and

(2) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘as determined under sub-
section (b) and except for claims arising
from an error of the State agency,” and in-
serting ‘‘, as determined under subsection
(b)(1),””; and

(B) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: ‘“‘or a Federal income tax
refund as authorized by section 3720A of title
31, United States Code”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
11(e)(8) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)(8)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and excluding claims’ and
all that follows through ‘‘such section’’; and

(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the
end the following: ‘“‘or a Federal income tax
refund as authorized by section 3720A of title
31, United States Code™".

(c) RETENTION RATE.—Section 16(a) of the
Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)) is amended by striking
‘25 percent during the period beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1990 and all that follows through
“‘error of a State agency’ and inserting the
following: ‘25 percent of the overissuances
collected by the State agency under section
13, except those overissuances arising from
an error of the State agency”’.

SEC. 1053. AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND STORES VIO-
LATING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
PENDING ADMINISTRATIVE AND JU-
DICIAL REVIEW.

Section 14(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2023(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating the first through sev-
enteenth sentences as paragraphs (1) through
(17), respectively; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(18) SUSPENSION OF STORES PENDING RE-
VIEW.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, any permanent disquali-
fication of a retail food store or wholesale
food concern under paragraph (3) or (4) of
section 12(b) shall be effective from the date
of receipt of the notice of disqualification. If
the disqualification is reversed through ad-
ministrative or judicial review, the Sec-
retary shall not be liable for the value of any
sales lost during the disqualification pe-
riod.”.

SEC. 1054. EXPANDED CRIMINAL FORFEITURE
FOR VIOLATIONS.

(a) FORFEITURE OF ITEMS EXCHANGED IN
Foob STAMP TRAFFICKING.—The first sen-
tence of section 15(g) of the Food Stamp Act
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2024(g)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘or intended to be furnished™.

(b) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—Section 15 of
the Act (7 U.S.C. 2024) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(h) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—
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“(1) IN GENERAL.—IN imposing a sentence
on a person convicted of an offense in viola-
tion of subsection (b) or (c), a court shall
order, in addition to any other sentence im-
posed under this subsection, that the person
forfeit to the United States all property de-
scribed in paragraph (2).

““(2) PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FORFEITURE.—
All property, real and personal, used in a
transaction or attempted transaction, to
commit, or to facilitate the commission of, a
violation (other than a misdemeanor) of sub-
section (b) or (c), or proceeds traceable to a
violation of subsection (b) or (c), shall be
subject to forfeiture to the United States
under paragraph (1).

““(3) INTEREST OF OWNER.—NO interest in
property shall be forfeited under this sub-
section as the result of any act or omission
established by the owner of the interest to
have been committed or omitted without the
knowledge or consent of the owner.

‘“(4) PROCEEDS.—The proceeds from any
sale of forfeited property and any monies for-
feited under this subsection shall be used—

“(A) first, to reimburse the Department of
Justice for the costs incurred by the Depart-
ment to initiate and complete the forfeiture
proceeding;

““(B) second, to reimburse the Department
of Agriculture Office of Inspector General for
any costs the Office incurred in the law en-
forcement effort resulting in the forfeiture;

“(C) third, to reimburse any Federal or
State law enforcement agency for any costs
incurred in the law enforcement effort re-
sulting in the forfeiture; and

‘(D) fourth, by the Secretary to carry out
the approval, reauthorization, and compli-
ance investigations of retail stores and
wholesale food concerns under section 9.”.
SEC. 1055. LIMITATION OF FEDERAL MATCH.

Section 16(a)(4) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)(4)) is amended by insert-
ing after the comma at the end the follow-
ing: “but not including recruitment activi-
ties,”.

SEC. 1056. STANDARDS FOR ADMINISTRATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16 of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended
by striking subsection (b).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The first sentence of section 11(g) of the
Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(g)) is amended by striking
“the Secretary’s standards for the efficient
and effective administration of the program
established under section 16(b)(1) or”’.

(2) Section 16(c)(1)(B) of the Act (7 U.S.C.
2025(c)(1)(B)) is amended by striking ‘“‘pursu-
ant to subsection (b)”.

SEC. 1057. WORK SUPPLEMENTATION OR SUP-
PORT PROGRAM.

Section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2025), as amended by section 1056(a), is
amended by inserting after subsection (a) the
following:

““(b) WORK SUPPLEMENTATION OR SUPPORT
PROGRAM.—

““(1) DEFINITION OF WORK SUPPLEMENTATION
OR SUPPORT PROGRAM.—In this subsection,
the term ‘work supplementation or support
program’ means a program under which, as
determined by the Secretary, public assist-
ance (including any benefits provided under
a program established by the State and the
food stamp program) is provided to an em-
ployer to be used for hiring and employing a
public assistance recipient who was not em-
ployed by the employer at the time the pub-
lic assistance recipient entered the program.

““(2) PROGRAM.—A State agency may elect
to use an amount equal to the allotment
that would otherwise be issued to a house-
hold under the food stamp program, but for
the operation of this subsection, for the pur-
pose of subsidizing or supporting a job under
a work supplementation or support program
established by the State.
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““(3) PROCEDURE.—If a State agency makes
an election under paragraph (2) and identi-
fies each household that participates in the
food stamp program that contains an indi-
vidual who is participating in the work
supplementation or support program—

“(A) the Secretary shall pay to the State
agency an amount equal to the value of the
allotment that the household would be eligi-
ble to receive but for the operation of this
subsection;

‘“(B) the State agency shall expend the
amount received under subparagraph (A) in
accordance with the work supplementation
or support program in lieu of providing the
allotment that the household would receive
but for the operation of this subsection;

*“(C) for purposes of—

‘(i) sections 5 and 8(a), the amount re-
ceived under this subsection shall be ex-
cluded from household income and resources;
and

‘“(if) section 8(b), the amount received
under this subsection shall be considered to
be the value of an allotment provided to the
household; and

‘(D) the household shall not receive an al-
lotment from the State agency for the period
during which the member continues to par-
ticipate in the work supplementation or sup-
port program.

““(4) OTHER WORK REQUIREMENTS.—No indi-
vidual shall be excused, by reason of the fact
that a State has a work supplementation or
support program, from any work require-
ment under section 6(d), except during the
periods in which the individual is employed
under the work supplementation or support
program.

““(5) LENGTH OF PARTICIPATION.—A State
agency shall provide a description of how the
public assistance recipients in the program
shall, within a specific period of time, be
moved from supplemented or supported em-
ployment to employment that is not supple-
mented or supported.

“(6) DISPLACEMENT.—A work
supplementation or support program shall
not displace the employment of individuals
who are not supplemented or supported.”.
SEC. 1058. WAIVER AUTHORITY.

Section 17(b)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as
subparagraph (C); and

(2) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking the second sentence; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘benefits to eligible house-
holds, including’ and inserting the follow-
ing: “‘benefits to eligible households, and
may waive any requirement of this Act to
the extent necessary for the project to be
conducted.

““(B) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(i) PROGRAM GOAL.—The Secretary may
not conduct a project under subparagraph
(A) unless the project is consistent with the
goal of the food stamp program of providing
food assistance to raise levels of nutrition
among low-income individuals.

“(if) PERMISSIBLE PROJECTS.—The Sec-
retary may conduct a project under subpara-
graph (A) to—

“(1) improve program administration;

“(I) increase the self-sufficiency of food
stamp recipients;

“(111) test innovative welfare reform strat-
egies; and

“(IVv) allow greater conformity with the
rules of other programs than would be al-
lowed but for this paragraph.

“(iii) IMPERMISSIBLE PROJECTS.—The Sec-
retary may not conduct a project under sub-
paragraph (A) that—

“(1) involves the payment of the value of
an allotment in the form of cash, unless the
project was approved prior to the date of en-
actment of this subparagraph;
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“(I1) substantially transfers funds made
available under this Act to services or bene-
fits provided primarily through another pub-
lic assistance program; or

“(11) is not limited to a specific time pe-
riod.

“(iv) ADDITIONAL INCLUDED PROJECTS.
Pilot or experimental projects may include’.
SEC. 1059. RESPONSE TO WAIVERS.

Section 17(b)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2026(b)(1)), as amended by sec-
tion 1058, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“‘(D) RESPONSE TO WAIVERS.—

‘(i) RESPONSE.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of receiving a request for a
waiver under subparagraph (A), the Sec-
retary shall provide a response that—

“(1) approves the waiver request;

“(I1) denies the waiver request and ex-
plains any modification needed for approval
of the waiver request;

“(111) denies the waiver request and ex-
plains the grounds for the denial; or

“(IV) requests clarification of the waiver
request.

“(if) FAILURE TO RESPOND.—If the Sec-
retary does not provide a response in accord-
ance with clause (i), the waiver shall be con-
sidered approved, unless the approval is spe-
cifically prohibited by this Act.

“(iif) NOTICE OF DENIAL.—On denial of a
waiver request under clause (i)(I111), the Sec-
retary shall provide a copy of the waiver re-
quest and a description of the reasons for the
denial to the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate.”.

SEC. 1060. EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES PROGRAM.

Section 17 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2026) is amended by striking sub-
section (d) and inserting the following:

““(d) EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES PROGRAM.—

““(1) ELECTION TO PARTICIPATE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the other
provisions of this subsection, a State may
elect to carry out an employment initiatives
program under this subsection.

““(B) REQUIREMENT.—A State shall be eligi-
ble to carry out an employment initiatives
program under this subsection only if not
less than 50 percent of the households that
received food stamp benefits during the sum-
mer of 1993 also received benefits under a
State program funded under part A of title
1V of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601
et seq.) during the summer of 1993.

““(2) PROCEDURE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State that has elected
to carry out an employment initiatives pro-
gram under paragraph (1) may use amounts
equal to the food stamp allotments that
would otherwise be issued to a household
under the food stamp program, but for the
operation of this subsection, to provide cash
benefits in lieu of the food stamp allotments
to the household if the household is eligible
under paragraph (3).

“(B) PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall pay to
each State that has elected to carry out an
employment initiatives program under para-
graph (1) an amount equal to the value of the
allotment that each household would be eli-
gible to receive under this Act but for the
operation of this subsection.

““(C) OTHER PROVISIONS.—For purposes of
the food stamp program (other than this sub-
section)—

‘(i) cash assistance under this subsection
shall be considered to be an allotment; and

““(ii) each household receiving cash bene-
fits under this subsection shall not receive
any other food stamp benefit for the period
for which the cash assistance is provided.

‘(D) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.—Each State
that has elected to carry out an employment
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initiatives
shall—

‘(i) increase the cash benefits provided to
each household under this subsection to
compensate for any State or local sales tax
that may be collected on purchases of food
by any household receiving cash benefits
under this subsection, unless the Secretary
determines on the basis of information pro-
vided by the State that the increase is un-
necessary on the basis of the limited nature
of the items subject to the State or local
sales tax; and

“(ii) pay the cost of any increase in cash
benefits required by clause (i).

““(3) ErLiciBILITY.—A household shall be eli-
gible to receive cash benefits under para-
graph (2) if an adult member of the house-
hold—

“(A) has worked in unsubsidized employ-
ment for not less than the preceding 90 days;

“(B) has earned not less than $350 per
month from the employment referred to in
subparagraph (A) for not less than the pre-
ceding 90 days;

“(C)(i) is receiving benefits under a State
program funded under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et
seq.); or

‘(i) was receiving benefits under a State
program funded under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.)
at the time the member first received cash
benefits under this subsection and is no
longer eligible for the State program because
of earned income;

“(D) is continuing to earn not less than
$350 per month from the employment re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A); and

“(E) elects to receive cash benefits in lieu
of food stamp benefits under this subsection.

““(4) EVALUATION.—A State that operates a
program under this subsection for 2 years
shall provide to the Secretary a written eval-
uation of the impact of cash assistance under
this subsection. The State agency, with the
concurrence of the Secretary, shall deter-
mine the content of the evaluation.”.

SEC. 1061. REAUTHORIZATION.

The first sentence of section 18(a)(1) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2027(a)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘1991 through 1997*" and
inserting “1996 through 2002"".

SEC. 1062. SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“SEC. 26. SIMPLIFIED FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.

‘““(a) DEFINITION OF FEDERAL COSTS.—In
this section, the term ‘Federal costs’ does
not include any Federal costs incurred under
section 17.

““(b) ELECTION.—Subject to subsection (d),
a State may elect to carry out a Simplified
Food Stamp Program (referred to in this sec-
tion as a ‘Program’), statewide or in a politi-
cal subdivision of the State, in accordance
with this section.

““(c) OPERATION OF PROGRAM.—If a State
elects to carry out a Program, within the
State or a political subdivision of the
State—

‘(1) a household in which all members re-
ceive assistance under a State program fund-
ed under part A of title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) shall auto-
matically be eligible to participate in the
Program; and

“(2) subject to subsection (f), benefits
under the Program shall be determined
under rules and procedures established by
the State under—

“(A) a State program funded under part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 601 et seq.);

‘“(B) the food stamp program (other than
section 27); or

program under paragraph (1)
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‘“(C) a combination of a State program
funded under part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) and the
food stamp program (other than section 27).

““(d) APPROVAL OF PROGRAM.—

‘(1) STATE PLAN.—A State agency may not
operate a Program unless the Secretary ap-
proves a State plan for the operation of the
Program under paragraph (2).

‘“(2) APPROVAL OF PLAN.—The Secretary
shall approve any State plan to carry out a
Program if the Secretary determines that
the plan—

““(A) complies with this section; and

‘“(B) contains sufficient documentation
that the plan will not increase Federal costs
for any fiscal year.

‘‘(e) INCREASED FEDERAL COSTS.—

‘“(1) DETERMINATION.—During each fiscal
year and not later than 90 days after the end
of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall deter-
mine whether a Program being carried out
by a State agency is increasing Federal costs
under this Act above the Federal costs in-
curred under the food stamp program in op-
eration in the State or political subdivision
of the State for the fiscal year prior to the
implementation of the Program, adjusted for
any changes in—

“(A) participation;

““(B) the income of participants in the food
stamp program that is not attributable to
public assistance; and

“(C) the thrifty food plan under section
3(0).

““(2) NOTIFICATION.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that the Program has increased Fed-
eral costs under this Act for any fiscal year
or any portion of any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall notify the State not later than
30 days after the Secretary makes the deter-
mination under paragraph (1).

““(3) ENFORCEMENT.—

““(A) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Not later than 90
days after the date of a notification under
paragraph (2), the State shall submit a plan
for approval by the Secretary for prompt
corrective action that is designed to prevent
the Program from increasing Federal costs
under this Act.

““(B) TERMINATION.—If the State does not
submit a plan under subparagraph (A) or
carry out a plan approved by the Secretary,
the Secretary shall terminate the approval
of the State agency operating the Program
and the State agency shall be ineligible to
operate a future Program.

““(f) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—IN operating a Program,
a State or political subdivision of a State
may follow the rules and procedures estab-
lished by the State or political subdivision
under a State program funded under part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 601 et seq.) or under the food stamp
program.

““(2) STANDARDIZED DEDUCTIONS.—In operat-
ing a Program, a State or political subdivi-
sion of a State may standardize the deduc-
tions provided under section 5(e). In develop-
ing the standardized deduction, the State
shall consider the work expenses, dependent
care costs, and shelter costs of participating
households.

““(3) REQUIREMENTS.—In operating a Pro-
gram, a State or political subdivision shall
comply with the requirements of—

“(A) subsections (a) through (g) of section
7,

““(B) section 8(a) (except that the income of
a household may be determined under a
State program funded under part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601
et seq.));

“(C) subsection (b) and (d) of section 8;

‘(D) subsections (a), (c), (d), and (n) of sec-
tion 11;
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““(E) paragraphs (8), (12), (16), (18), (20), (24),
and (25) of section 11(e);

“(F) section 11(e)(10) (or a comparable re-
quirement established by the State under a
State program funded under part A of title
1V of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601
et seq.)); and

““(G) section 16.

““(4) LIMITATION ON ELIGIBILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
a household may not receive benefits under
this section as a result of the eligibility of
the household under a State program funded
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), unless the
Secretary determines that any household
with income above 130 percent of the poverty
guidelines is not eligible for the program.”.

(b) STATE PLAN PROVISIONS.—Section 11(e)
of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)), as amended by
sections 1020(b), 1028(b), and 1044, is amended
by adding at the end the following:

““(25) if a State elects to carry out a Sim-
plified Food Stamp Program under section
26, the plans of the State agency for operat-
ing the program, including—

“(A) the rules and procedures to be fol-
lowed by the State agency to determine food
stamp benefits;

““(B) how the State agency will address the
needs of households that experience high
shelter costs in relation to the incomes of
the households; and

““(C) a description of the method by which
the State agency will carry out a quality
control system under section 16(c).”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 8 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2017), as
amended by section 1039, is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (e); and

(B) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (e).

(2) Section 17 of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2026) is
amended—

(A) by striking subsection (i); and

(B) by redesignating subsections (j)
through (I) as subsections (i) through (k), re-
spectively.

SEC. 1063. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK
GRANT.

(@) IN GENERAL.—The Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), as amended by
section 1062, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“SEC. 27. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK
GRANT.

““(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

““(1) FOOD ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘food as-
sistance’ means assistance that may be used
only to obtain food, as defined in section
3(9).

““(2) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States, the District of Columbia,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands of the United
States.

““(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish a program to make grants to
States in accordance with this section to
provide—

‘(1) food assistance to needy individuals
and families residing in the State; and

““(2) funds for administrative costs incurred
in providing the assistance.

““(c) ELECTION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—A State may annually
elect to participate in the program estab-
lished under subsection (b) if the State—

“(A) has fully implemented an electronic
benefit transfer system that operates in the
entire State;

“(B) has a payment error rate under sec-
tion 16(c) that is not more than 6 percent as
announced most recently by the Secretary;
or

“(C) has a payment error rate in excess of
6 percent and agrees to contribute non-Fed-
eral funds for the fiscal year of the grant, for
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benefits and administration of the State’s
food assistance program, the amount deter-
mined under paragraph (2).

““(2) STATE MANDATORY CONTRIBUTIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—INn the case of a State
that elects to participate in the program
under paragraph (1)(C), the State shall agree
to contribute, for a fiscal year, an amount
equal to—

‘(i) the benefits issued in the State; multi-
plied by

““(ii) the payment error rate of the State;
minus

“(B)(i) the benefits issued in the State;
multiplied by

““(ii) 6 percent.

“(B) DETERMINATION.—Notwithstanding
sections 13 and 14, the calculation of the con-
tribution shall be based solely on the deter-
mination of the Secretary of the payment
error rate.

““(C) DATA.—For purposes of implementing
subparagraph (A) for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall use the data for the most recent
fiscal year available.

““(3) ELECTION LIMITATION.—

““(A) RE-ENTERING FOOD STAMP PROGRAM.—
A State that elects to participate in the pro-
gram under paragraph (1) may in a subse-
quent year decline to elect to participate in
the program and instead participate in the
food stamp program in accordance with the
other sections of this Act.

“(B) LIMITATION.—Subsequent to re-enter-
ing the food stamp program under subpara-
graph (A), the State shall only be eligible to
participate in the food stamp program in ac-
cordance with the other sections of this Act
and shall not be eligible to elect to partici-
pate in the program established under sub-
section (b).

““(4) PROGRAM EXCLUSIVE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State that is partici-
pating in the program established under sub-
section (b) shall not be subject to, or receive
any benefit under, this Act except as pro-
vided in this section.

“(B) CONTRACT WITH FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT.—Nothing in this section shall prohibit
a State from contracting with the Federal
Government for the provision of services or
materials necessary to carry out a program
under this section.

““(d) LEAD AGENCY.—A State desiring to re-
ceive a grant under this section shall des-
ignate, in an application submitted to the
Secretary under subsection (e)(1), an appro-
priate State agency responsible for the ad-
ministration of the program under this sec-
tion as the lead agency.

““(e) APPLICATION AND PLAN.—

““(1) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive
assistance under this section, a State shall
prepare and submit to the Secretary an ap-
plication at such time, in such manner, and
containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall by regulation require, includ-
ing—

““(A) an assurance that the State will com-
ply with the requirements of this section;

“(B) a State plan that meets the require-
ments of paragraph (3); and

““(C) an assurance that the State will com-
ply with the requirements of the State plan
under paragraph (3).

“(2) ANNUAL PLAN.—The State plan con-
tained in the application under paragraph (1)
shall be submitted for approval annually.

““(3) REQUIREMENTS OF PLAN.—

“(A) LEAD AGENCY.—The State plan shall
identify the lead agency.

“(B) USE OF BLOCK GRANT FUNDS.—The
State plan shall provide that the State shall
use the amounts provided to the State for
each fiscal year under this section—

‘(i) to provide food assistance to needy in-
dividuals and families residing in the State,
other than residents of institutions who are
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ineligible for food stamps under section 3(i);
and

““(if) to pay administrative costs incurred
in providing the assistance.

*“(C) GRouPs SERVED.—The State plan shall
describe how and to what extent the program
will serve specific groups of individuals and
families and how the treatment will differ
from treatment under the food stamp pro-
gram under the other sections of this Act of
the individuals and families, including—

(i) elderly individuals and families;

““(if) migrants or seasonal farmworkers;

““(iii) homeless individuals and families;

“(iv) individuals and families who live in
institutions eligible under section 3(i);

““(v) individuals and families with earn-
ings; and

““(vi) members of Indian tribes or tribal or-
ganizations.

‘“(D) ASSISTANCE FOR ENTIRE STATE.—The
State plan shall provide that benefits under
this section shall be available throughout
the entire State.

““(E) NOTICE AND HEARINGS.—The State plan
shall provide that an individual or family
who applies for, or receives, assistance under
this section shall be provided with notice of,
and an opportunity for a hearing on, any ac-
tion under this section that adversely affects
the individual or family.

“(F) ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS.—The State
plan shall assess the food and nutrition
needs of needy persons residing in the State.

“(G) ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS.—The State
plan shall describe the income, resource, and
other eligibility standards that are estab-
lished for the receipt of assistance under this
section.

““(H) DISQUALIFICATION OF FLEEING FEL-
ONS.—The State plan shall provide for the
disqualification of any individual who would
be disqualified from participating in the food
stamp program under section 6(k).

““(I) RECEIVING BENEFITS IN MORE THAN 1 JU-
RISDICTION.—The State plan shall establish a
system for the exchange of information with
other States to verify the identity and re-
ceipt of benefits by recipients.

“(J) PrRIVACY.—The State plan shall pro-
vide for safeguarding and restricting the use
and disclosure of information about any indi-
vidual or family receiving assistance under
this section.

“(K) OTHER INFORMATION.—The State plan
shall contain such other information as may
be required by the Secretary.

“(4) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION AND PLAN.—
The Secretary shall approve an application
and State plan that satisfies the require-
ments of this section.

““(f) NO INDIVIDUAL OR FAMILY ENTITLEMENT
TO ASSISTANCE.—Nothing in this section—

‘(1) entitles any individual or family to as-
sistance under this section; or

“(2) limits the right of a State to impose
additional limitations or conditions on as-
sistance under this section.

‘“(g) BENEFITS FOR ALIENS.—

“(1) EniciBILITY.—No individual who is an
alien shall be eligible to receive benefits
under a State plan approved under sub-
section (e)(4) if the individual is not eligible
to participate in the food stamp program due
to the alien status of the individual.

““(2) INCOME.—The State plan shall provide
that the income of an alien shall be deter-
mined in accordance with section 5(i).

““(h) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.—

‘(1) WORK REQUIREMENTS.—No individual
or household shall be eligible to receive ben-
efits under a State plan funded under this
section if the individual or household is not
eligible to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram under subsection (d) or (o) of section 6.

“(2) WORK PROGRAMS.—Each State shall
implement an employment and training pro-
gram in accordance with the terms and con-
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ditions of section 6(d)(4) for individuals
under the program and shall be eligible to re-
ceive funding under section 16(h).

““(i) ENFORCEMENT.—

“(1) REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE WITH STATE
PLAN.—The Secretary shall review and mon-
itor State compliance with this section and
the State plan approved under subsection
(OIOF

““(2) NONCOMPLIANCE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, after
reasonable notice to a State and opportunity
for a hearing, finds that—

‘(i) there has been a failure by the State to
comply substantially with any provision or
requirement set forth in the State plan ap-
proved under subsection (e)(4); or

““(ii) in the operation of any program or ac-
tivity for which assistance is provided under
this section, there is a failure by the State
to comply substantially with any provision
of this section;

the Secretary shall notify the State of the
finding and that no further grants will be
made to the State under this section (or, in
the case of noncompliance in the operation
of a program or activity, that no further
grants to the State will be made with respect
to the program or activity) until the Sec-
retary is satisfied that there is no longer any
failure to comply or that the noncompliance
will be promptly corrected.

“(B) OTHER PENALTIES.—In the case of a
finding of noncompliance made pursuant to
subparagraph (A), the Secretary may, in ad-
dition to, or in lieu of, imposing the pen-
alties described in subparagraph (A), impose
other appropriate penalties, including
recoupment of money improperly expended
for purposes prohibited or not authorized by
this section and disqualification from the re-
ceipt of financial assistance under this sec-
tion.

“(C) NoTIcE.—The notice required under
subparagraph (A) shall include a specific
identification of any additional penalty
being imposed under subparagraph (B).

““(3) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish by regulation proce-
dures for—

“(A) receiving, processing, and determin-
ing the validity of complaints made to the
Secretary concerning any failure of a State
to comply with the State plan or any re-
quirement of this section; and

““(B) imposing penalties under this section.

“(J) GRANT.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, the
Secretary shall pay to a State that has an
application approved by the Secretary under
subsection (e)(4) an amount that is equal to
the grant of the State under subsection (m)
for the fiscal year.

“(2) METHOD OF GRANT.—The Secretary
shall make a grant to a State for a fiscal
year under this section by issuing 1 or more
letters of credit for the fiscal year, with nec-
essary adjustments on account of overpay-
ments or underpayments, as determined by
the Secretary.

““(3) SPENDING OF GRANTS BY STATE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), a grant to a State deter-
mined under subsection (m)(1) for a fiscal
year may be expended by the State only in
the fiscal year.

‘“(B) CARRYOVER.—The State may reserve
up to 10 percent of a grant determined under
subsection (m)(1) for a fiscal year to provide
assistance under this section in subsequent
fiscal years, except that the reserved funds
may not exceed 30 percent of the total grant
received under this section for a fiscal year.

““(4) FOOD ASSISTANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE
EXPENDITURES.—In each fiscal year, not more
than 6 percent of the Federal and State funds
required to be expended by a State under
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this section shall be used for administrative
expenses.

““(5) PROVISION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE.—A
State may provide food assistance under this
section in any manner determined appro-
priate by the State, such as electronic bene-
fit transfer limited to food purchases, cou-
pons limited to food purchases, or direct pro-
vision of commodities.

“(k) QuUALITY CONTROL.—Each State par-
ticipating in the program established under
this section shall maintain a system in ac-
cordance with, and shall be subject to sec-
tion 16(c), including sanctions and eligibility
for incentive payment under section 16(c),
adjusted for State specific characteristics
under regulations issued by the Secretary.

““(1) NONDISCRIMINATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not
provide financial assistance for any program,
project, or activity under this section if any
person with responsibilities for the operation
of the program, project, or activity discrimi-
nates with respect to the program, project,
or activity because of race, religion, color,
national origin, sex, or disability.

““(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The powers, remedies,
and procedures set forth in title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et
seq.) may be used by the Secretary to en-
force paragraph (1).

““(m) GRANT CALCULATION.—

““(1) STATE GRANT.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), from the amounts made
available under section 18 for each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall provide a grant to
each State participating in the program es-
tablished under this section an amount that
is equal to the sum of—

‘(i) the greater of, as determined by the
Secretary—

“(1) the total dollar value of all benefits is-
sued under the food stamp program estab-
lished under this Act by the State during fis-
cal year 1994; or

“(I1) the average per fiscal year of the
total dollar value of all benefits issued under
the food stamp program by the State during
each of fiscal years 1992 through 1994; and

“(ii) the greater of, as determined by the
Secretary—

“(1) the total amount received by the State
for administrative costs under section 16(a)
(not including any adjustment under section
16(c)) for fiscal year 1994; or

“(I1) the average per fiscal year of the
total amount received by the State for ad-
ministrative costs under section 16(a) (not
including any adjustment under section
16(c)) for each of fiscal years 1992 through
1994.

““(B) INSUFFICIENT FUNDS.—If the Secretary
finds that the total amount of grants to
which States would otherwise be entitled for
a fiscal year under subparagraph (A) will ex-
ceed the amount of funds that will be made
available to provide the grants for the fiscal
year, the Secretary shall reduce the grants
made to States under this subsection, on a
pro rata basis, to the extent necessary.

““(2) REDUCTION.—The Secretary shall re-
duce the grant of a State by the amount a
State has agreed to contribute under sub-
section (c)(1)(C).”.

(b) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING FUNDING.—
Section 16(h) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(a)), as
amended by section 1027(d)(2), is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(6) BLOCK GRANT STATES.—Each State
electing to operate a program under section
27 shall—

““(A) receive the greater of—

‘(i) the total dollar value of the funds re-
ceived under paragraph (1) by the State dur-
ing fiscal year 1994; or

““(ii) the average per fiscal year of the total
dollar value of all funds received under para-
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graph (1) by the State during each of fiscal
years 1992 through 1994; and

‘“(B) be eligible to receive funds under
paragraph (2), within the limitations in sec-
tion 6(d)(4)(K).”.

(c) RESEARCH ON OPTIONAL STATE FooD As-
SISTANCE BLOCK GRANT.—Section 17 of the
Act (7 U.S.C. 2026), as amended by section
1062(c)(2), is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(I) RESEARCH ON OPTIONAL STATE FooD
ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT.—The Secretary
may conduct research on the effects and
costs of a State program carried out under
section 27.”.

SEC. 1064. A STUDY OF THE USE OF FOOD
STAMPS TO PURCHASE VITAMINS
AND MINERALS.

The Secretary of Agriculture shall, in con-
sultation with the National Academy of
Sciences and the Center for Disease Control
and Prevention, conduct a study of the use of
food stamps to purchase vitamins and min-
erals. The study shall include an analysis of
scientific findings on the efficacy of and need
for vitamins and minerals, including the ade-
quacy of vitamin and mineral intake in low
income populations, as shown by existing re-
search and surveys, and the potential value
of nutritional supplements in filling nutrient
gaps that may exist in the population as a
whole or in vulnerable subgroups in the U.S.
population; the impact of nutritional im-
provements (including vitamin or mineral
supplementation) on health status and
health care costs for women of childbearing
age, pregnant or lactating women, and the
elderly; the cost of vitamin and mineral sup-
plements commercially available; the pur-
chasing habits of low income populations
with regard to vitamins and minerals; the
impact on the food purchases of low income
households; and the economic impact on ag-
ricultural commodities. The Secretary shall
report the results of the study to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the U.S. House of
Representatives not later than December 15,
1996.7.

SEC. 1065. INVESTIGATIONS.

Section 12(a) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2021(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““Regulations issued pursuant to this Act
shall provide criteria for the finding of viola-
tions and the suspension or disqualification
of a retail food store or wholesale food con-
cern on the basis of evidence which may in-
clude, but is not limited to, facts established
through on-site investigations, inconsistent
redemption data or evidence obtained
through transaction reports under electronic
benefit transfer systems.”.

SEC. 1066. FOOD STAMP ELIGIBILITY.

Section 6(f) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.S.C. 2015(f)) is amended by striking the
third sentence and inserting the following:
“The State agency shall, at its option, con-
sider either all income and financial re-
sources of the individual rendered ineligible
to participate in the food stamp program
under this subsection, or such income, less a
pro rata share, and the financial resources of
the ineligible individual, to determine the
eligibility and the value of the allotment of
the household of which such individual is a
member.”’.

SEC. 1067. REPORT BY THE SECRETARY.

The Secretary of Agriculture may report
to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives, not later than
January 1, 2000, on the effect of the food
stamp reforms in the Welfare and Medicaid
Reform Act of 1996 and the ability of State
and local governments to deal with people in
poverty. The report must answer the ques-
tion: “‘Did people become more personally re-
sponsible and were work opportunities pro-
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vided such that poverty in America is better
managed?”’.
SEC. 1068. DEFICIT REDUCTION.

It is the sense of the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives that
reductions in outlays resulting from this
title shall not be taken into account for pur-
poses of section 552 of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

Subtitle B—Commodity Distribution
Programs
SEC. 1071. EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 201A of the
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 (Pub-
lic Law 98-8; 7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended
to read as follows:

“SEC. 201A. DEFINITIONS.

“In this Act:

““(1) ADDITIONAL COMMODITIES.—The term
‘additional commodities’ means commodities
made available under section 214 in addition
to the commodities made available under
sections 202 and 203D.

““(2) AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF UNEM-
PLOYED PERSONS.—The term ‘average month-
ly number of unemployed persons’ means the
average monthly number of unemployed
persons in each State in the most recent fis-
cal year for which information concerning
the number of unemployed persons is avail-
able, as determined by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics of the Department of Labor.

““(3) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT AGENCY.—The term
‘eligible recipient agency’ means a public or
nonprofit organization—

“(A) that administers—

““(i) an emergency feeding organization;

“(ii) a charitable institution (including a
hospital and a retirement home, but exclud-
ing a penal institution) to the extent that
the institution serves needy persons;

“(iti) a summer camp for children, or a
child nutrition program providing food serv-
ice;

“(iv) a nutrition project operating under
the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.
3001 et seq.), including a project that oper-
ates a congregate nutrition site and a
project that provides home-delivered meals;
or

“‘(v) a disaster relief program;

“(B) that has been designated by the ap-
propriate State agency, or by the Secretary;
and

“(C) that has been approved by the Sec-
retary for participation in the program es-
tablished under this Act.

‘“(4) EMERGENCY FEEDING ORGANIZATION.—
The term ‘emergency feeding organization’
means a public or nonprofit organization
that administers activities and projects (in-
cluding the activities and projects of a chari-
table institution, a food bank, a food pantry,
a hunger relief center, a soup kitchen, or a
similar public or private nonprofit eligible
recipient agency) providing nutrition assist-
ance to relieve situations of emergency and
distress through the provision of food to
needy persons, including low-income and un-
employed persons.

“(5) Foob BANK.—The term ‘food bank’
means a public or charitable institution that
maintains an established operation involving
the provision of food or edible commodities,
or the products of food or edible commod-
ities, to food pantries, soup kitchens, hunger
relief centers, or other food or feeding cen-
ters that, as an integral part of their normal
activities, provide meals or food to feed
needy persons on a regular basis.

““(6) Foob PANTRY.—The term ‘food pantry’
means a public or private nonprofit organiza-
tion that distributes food to low-income and
unemployed households, including food from
sources other than the Department of Agri-
culture, to relieve situations of emergency
and distress.
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“(7) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty
line’ has the same meaning given the term in
section 673(2) of the Community Services
Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)).

““(8) Soup KITCHEN.—The term ‘soup kitch-
en’ means a public or charitable institution
that, as an integral part of the normal ac-
tivities of the institution, maintains an es-
tablished feeding operation to provide food
to needy homeless persons on a regular basis.

““(9) TOTAL VALUE OF ADDITIONAL COMMOD-
ITIES.—The term ‘total value of additional
commodities’ means the actual cost of all
additional commodities made available
under section 214 that are paid by the Sec-
retary (including the distribution and proc-
essing costs incurred by the Secretary).

‘“(10) VALUE OF ADDITIONAL COMMODITIES
ALLOCATED TO EACH STATE.—The term ‘value
of additional commodities allocated to each
State’ means the actual cost of additional
commodities made available under section
214 and allocated to each State that are paid
by the Secretary (including the distribution
and processing costs incurred by the Sec-
retary).”.

(b) STATE PLAN.—Section 202A of the Act (7
U.S.C. 612c note) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“SEC. 202A. STATE PLAN.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—To0 receive commodities
under this Act, a State shall submit a plan of
operation and administration every 4 years
to the Secretary for approval. The plan may
be amended at any time, with the approval
of the Secretary.

“‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Each plan shall—

‘(1) designate the State agency responsible
for distributing the commodities received
under this Act;

“(2) set forth a plan of operation and ad-
ministration to expeditiously distribute
commodities under this Act;

“(3) set forth the standards of eligibility
for recipient agencies; and

“(4) set forth the standards of eligibility
for individual or household recipients of
commodities, which shall require—

“(A) individuals or households to be com-
prised of needy persons; and

“(B) individual or household members to
be residing in the geographic location served
by the distributing agency at the time of ap-
plying for assistance.

‘“(c) STATE ADVISORY BOARD.—The Sec-
retary shall encourage each State receiving
commodities under this Act to establish a
State advisory board consisting of represent-
atives of all interested entities, both public
and private, in the distribution of commod-
ities received under this Act in the State.”.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.—Section 204(a)(1) of
the Act (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘for
State and local’” and all that follows through
“‘under this title” and inserting ‘‘to pay for
the direct and indirect administrative costs
of the State related to the processing, trans-
porting, and distributing to eligible recipient
agencies of commodities provided by the
Secretary under this Act and commodities
secured from other sources’; and

(2) by striking the fourth sentence.

(d) DELIVERY OF COMMODITIES.—Section 214
of the Act (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (a) through (e)
and (j);

(2) by redesignating subsections (f) through
(i) as subsections (a) through (d), respec-
tively;

(3) in subsection (b), as redesignated by
paragraph (2)—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘“‘sub-
section (f) or subsection (j) if applicable,”
and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)’’; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(B) in the second sentence, by striking
“subsection (f)”” and inserting ‘‘subsection
@7

(4) by striking subsection (c), as redesig-
nated by paragraph (2), and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘“(c) ADMINISTRATION.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Commodities made
available for each fiscal year under this sec-
tion shall be delivered at reasonable inter-
vals to States based on the grants calculated
under subsection (a), or reallocated under
subsection (b), before December 31 of the fol-
lowing fiscal year.

““(2) ENTITLEMENT.—Each State shall be en-
titled to receive the value of additional com-
modities determined under subsection (a).”’;
and

(5) in subsection (d), as redesignated by
paragraph (2), by striking ‘“‘or reduce’” and
all that follows through “‘each fiscal year”’.

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Act (7
U.S.C. 612c note) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of section 203B(a),
by striking ‘203 and 203A of this Act”” and in-
serting ‘“203A’’;

(2) in section 204(a), by striking ‘‘title”’
each place it appears and inserting “Act’’;

(3) in the first sentence of section 210(e), by
striking ‘‘(except as otherwise provided for
in section 214(j))”’; and

(4) by striking section 212.

(f) REPORT ON EFAP.—Section 1571 of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (Public Law 99-198;
7 U.S.C. 612c note) is repealed.

(@) AVAILABILITY OF COMMODITIES UNDER
THE FoobD STAMP PROGRAM.—The Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), as
amended by sections 1062 and 1063, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 28. AVAILABILITY OF COMMODITIES FOR
THE EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM.

‘“(a) PURCHASE OF COMMODITIES.—From
amounts appropriated under this Act, for
each of fiscal years 1997 through 2002, the
Secretary shall purchase $300,000,000 of a va-
riety of nutritious and useful commodities of
the types that the Secretary has the author-
ity to acquire through the Commodity Credit
Corporation or under section 32 of the Act
entitled ‘An Act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c), and
distribute the commodities to States for dis-
tribution in accordance with section 214 of
the Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983
(Public Law 98-8; 7 U.S.C. 612c note).

““(b) BASIS FOR COMMODITY PURCHASES.—In
purchasing commodities under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall, to the extent prac-
ticable and appropriate, make purchases
based on—

‘(1) agricultural market conditions;

““(2) preferences and needs of States and
distributing agencies; and

““(3) preferences of recipients.”.

(h) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (d) shall become effec-
tive on October 1, 1996.
SEC. 1072. FOOD BANK

PROJECT.

Section 3 of the Charitable Assistance and
Food Bank Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-232; 7
U.S.C. 612c note) is repealed.

SEC. 1073. HUNGER PREVENTION PROGRAMS.

The Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (Public
Law 100-435; 7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended—

(1) by striking section 110;

(2) by striking subtitle C of title II; and

(3) by striking section 502.

SEC. 1074. REPORT ON ENTITLEMENT COMMOD-
ITY PROCESSING.

Section 1773 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law
101-624; 7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by
striking subsection (f).
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Subtitle C—Electronic Benefit Transfer
Systems
SEC. 1091. PROVISIONS TO ENCOURAGE ELEC-
TRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER SYS-
TEMS.

Section 904 of the Electronic Fund Trans-
fer Act (15 U.S.C. 1693b) is amended—

(1) by striking *““(d) In the event’” and in-
serting ‘““(d) APPLICABILITY TO SERVICE PRO-
VIDERS OTHER THAN CERTAIN FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—In the event’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(2) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELEC-
TRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER PROGRAMS.—

“(A) EXEMPTION GENERALLY.—The disclo-
sures, protections, responsibilities, and rem-
edies established under this title, and any
regulation prescribed or order issued by the
Board in accordance with this title, shall not
apply to any electronic benefit transfer pro-
gram established under State or local law or
administered by a State or local govern-
ment.

““(B) EXCEPTION FOR DIRECT DEPOSIT INTO
RECIPIENT’S  ACCOUNT.—Subparagraph (A)
shall not apply with respect to any elec-
tronic funds transfer under an electronic
benefit transfer program for deposits di-
rectly into a consumer account held by the
recipient of the benefit.

““(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—NO provision
of this paragraph may be construed as—

“(i) affecting or altering the protections
otherwise applicable with respect to benefits
established by Federal, State, or local law;
or

““(ii) otherwise superseding the application
of any State or local law.

‘(D) ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER PRO-
GRAM DEFINED.—For purposes of this para-
graph, the term ‘electronic benefit transfer
program’—

“(i) means a program under which a gov-
ernment agency distributes needs-tested
benefits by establishing accounts to be
accessed by recipients electronically, such as
through automated teller machines, or
point-of-sale terminals; and

“(ii) does not include employment-related
payments, including salaries and pension, re-
tirement, or unemployment benefits estab-
lished by Federal, State, or local govern-
ments.”’.

TITLE II—COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
SEC. 2000. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this title is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 2000. Table of contents.

Subtitle A—Involvement of Commerce Com-
mittee in Federal Government Position
Reductions

Sec. 2001. Involvement of Commerce Com-

mittee in Federal government
position reductions.

Subtitle B—Restricting Public Benefits for

Aliens
CHAPTER 1—ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL
BENEFITS

Sec. 2101. Aliens who are not qualified aliens
ineligible for Federal public
benefits.

2102. Five-year limited eligibility of
qualified aliens for Federal
means-tested public benefit.

2103. Notification.

CHAPTER 2—GENERAL PROVISIONS
2111. Definitions.

2112. Verification of eligibility for Fed-
eral public benefits.

Subtitle C—Energy Assistance
2201. Energy assistance.

Subtitle D—Abstinence Education

2301. Abstinence education.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Subtitle A—Involvement of Commerce Com-
mittee in Federal Government Position Re-
ductions

SEC. 2001. INVOLVEMENT OF COMMERCE COM-

MITTEE IN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

POSITION REDUCTIONS.

In any provision of law that provides for
consultation with (or a report to) a relevant
committee of Congress respecting reductions
in Federal Government positions, a reference
to the Committee on Commerce of the House
of Representatives shall be deemed to have
been made in relation to matters within the
jurisdiction of such Committee.

Subtitle B—Restricting Public Benefits for

Aliens
CHAPTER 1—ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL
BENEFITS
SEC. 2101. ALIENS WHO ARE NOT QUALIFIED
ALIENS INELIGIBLE FOR FEDERAL
PUBLIC BENEFITS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law and except as provided
in subsection (b), an alien who is not a quali-
fied alien (as defined in section 2111) is not
eligible for any Federal public benefit (as de-
fined in subsection (c)).

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply with respect to the following Federal
public benefits:

(1) Emergency medical services under title
XIX of the Social Security Act.

(2)(A) Public health assistance for immuni-
zations.

(B) Public health assistance for testing and
treatment of a serious communicable disease
if the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices determines that it is necessary to pre-
vent the spread of such disease.

(c) FEDERAL PuBLIC BENEFIT DEFINED.—

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), for
purposes of this part, the term ‘‘Federal pub-
lic benefit” means—

(A) any grant, contract, loan, professional
license, or commercial license provided by
an agency of the United States or by appro-
priated funds of the United States; and

(B) any retirement, welfare, health, dis-
ability, or any other similar benefit for
which payments or assistance are provided
to an individual, household, or family eligi-
bility unit by an agency of the United States
or by appropriated funds of the United
States,

but only if such grant, contract, loan, or li-

cense under subparagraph (A) or program

providing benefits under subparagraph (B) is
under the jurisdiction of the Committee on

Commerce of the House of Representatives.

(2) Such term shall not apply—

(A) to any contract, professional license, or
commercial license for a nonimmigrant
whose visa for entry is related to such em-
ployment in the United States; or

(B) with respect to benefits for an alien
who as a work authorized nonimmigrant or
as an alien lawfully admitted for permanent
residence under the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act qualified for such benefits and for
whom the United States under reciprocal
treaty agreements is required to pay bene-
fits, as determined by the Attorney General,
after consultation with the Secretary of
State.

SEC. 2102. FIVE-YEAR LIMITED ELIGIBILITY OF
QUALIFIED ALIENS FOR FEDERAL
MEANS-TESTED PUBLIC BENEFIT.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law and except as provided
in subsection (b), an alien who is a qualified
alien (as defined in section 2111) and who en-
ters the United States on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act is not eligible for
any Federal means-tested public benefit (as
defined in subsection (c)) for a period of five
years beginning on the date of the alien’s
entry into the United States with a status

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

within the meaning of the term ‘‘qualified
alien”.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitation under sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the following
aliens:

(1) EXCEPTION
ASYLEES.—

(A) An alien who is admitted to the United
States as a refugee under section 207 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act.

(B) An alien who is granted asylum under
section 208 of such Act.

(C) An alien whose deportation is being
withheld under section 243(h) of such Act.

(2) VETERAN AND ACTIVE DUTY EXCEPTION.—
An alien who is lawfully residing in any
State and is—

(A) a veteran (as defined in section 101 of
title 38, United States Code) with a discharge
characterized as an honorable discharge and
not on account of alienage,

(B) on active duty (other than active duty
for training) in the Armed Forces of the
United States, or

(C) the spouse or unmarried dependent
child of an individual described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B).

(c) FEDERAL MEANS-TESTED PuUBLIC BENE-
FIT DEFINED.—

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), for
purposes of this part, the term ‘‘Federal
means-tested public benefit” means a Fed-
eral public benefit described in section
2101(c) in which the eligibility of an individ-
ual, household, or family eligibility unit for
benefits, or the amount of such benefits, or
both are determined on the basis of income,
resources, or financial need of the individual,
household, or unit.

(2) Such term does not include the follow-
ing:

(A) Emergency medical services under title
XIX of the Social Security Act.

(B)(i) Public health assistance for immuni-
zations.

(ii) Public health assistance for testing and
treatment of a serious communicable disease
if the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices determines that it is necessary to pre-
vent the spread of such disease.

SEC. 2103. NOTIFICATION.

Each Federal agency that administers a
program to which section 2101 or 2102 applies
shall, directly or through the States, post in-
formation and provide general notification
to the public and to program recipients of
the changes regarding eligibility for any
such program pursuant to this subpart.

CHAPTER 2—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 2111. DEFINITIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—EXxcept as otherwise pro-
vided in this part, the terms used in this part
have the same meaning given such terms in
section 101(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

(b) QUALIFIED ALIEN.—For purposes of this
part, the term ‘“‘qualified alien” means an
alien who, at the time the alien applies for,
receives, or attempts to receive a Federal
public benefit, is—

(1) an alien who is lawfully admitted for
permanent residence under the Immigration
and Nationality Act,

(2) an alien who is granted asylum under
section 208 of such Act,

(3) a refugee who is admitted to the United
States under section 207 of such Act,

(4) an alien who is paroled into the United
States under section 212(d)(5) of such Act for
a period of at least 1 year,

(5) an alien whose deportation is being
withheld under section 243(h) of such Act, or

(6) an alien who is granted conditional
entry pursuant to section 203(a)(7) of such
Act as in effect prior to April 1, 1980.

FOR REFUGEES AND
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SEC. 2112. VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR
FEDERAL PUBLIC BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Attorney General of the United States,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall promul-
gate regulations requiring verification that a
person applying for a Federal public benefit
(as defined in section 2101(c)), to which the
limitation under section 2101 applies, is a
qualified alien and is eligible to receive such
benefit. Such regulations shall, to the extent
feasible, require that information requested
and exchanged be similar in form and man-
ner to information requested and exchanged
under section 1137 of the Social Security Act.

(b) STATE CoMPLIANCE.—Not later than 24
months after the date the regulations de-
scribed in subsection (a) are adopted, a State
that administers a program that provides a
Federal public benefit shall have in effect a
verification system that complies with the
regulations.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purpose of this section.

Subtitle C—Energy Assistance
SEC. 2201. ENERGY ASSISTANCE.

Section 2605(f) of the Low-lncome Home
Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C.
8624(f)) is amended—

(1) by striking “(f)(1) Notwithstanding”
and inserting ““(f) Notwithstanding’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (2).

Subtitle D—Abstinence Education
SEC. 2301. ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.

(a) INCREASES IN FUNDING.—Section 501(a)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 701(a))
is amended in the matter preceding para-
graph (1) by striking ‘““Fiscal year 1990 and
each fiscal year thereafter” and inserting
“Fiscal years 1990 through 1995 and
$761,000,000 for fiscal year 1996 and each fiscal
year thereafter”.

(b) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—Section
501(a)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(a)(1)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘“and”’
at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (D), by adding “‘and’ at
the end; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

“(E) to provide abstinence education, and
at the option of the State, where appro-
priate, mentoring, counseling, and adult su-
pervision to promote abstinence from sexual
activity, with a focus on those groups which
are most likely to bear children out-of-wed-
lock.”.

(c) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION DEFINED.—Sec-
tion 501(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 701(b)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(5) ABSTINENCE EDUCATION.—FoOr purposes
of this subsection, the term ‘abstinence edu-
cation’ means an educational or motiva-
tional program which—

“(A) has as its exclusive purpose, teaching
the social, psychological, and health gains to
be realized by abstaining from sexual activ-
ity;

““(B) teaches abstinence from sexual activ-
ity outside marriage as the expected stand-
ard for all school age children;

“(C) teaches that abstinence from sexual
activity is the only certain way to avoid out-
of-wedlock pregnancy, sexually transmitted
diseases, and other associated health prob-
lems;

“(D) teaches that a mutually faithful
monogamous relationship in context of mar-
riage is the expected standard of human sex-
ual activity;
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““(E) teaches that sexual activity outside of
the context of marriage is likely to have
harmful psychological and physical effects;

“(F) teaches that bearing children out-of-
wedlock is likely to have harmful con-
sequences for the child, the child’s parents,
and society;

“(G) teaches young people how to reject
sexual advances and how alcohol and drug
use increases vulnerability to sexual ad-
vances; and

““(H) teaches the importance of attaining
self-sufficiency before engaging in sexual ac-
tivity.”.

(d) SET-ASIDE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 502(c) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 702(c)) is amended in the matter
preceding paragraph (1) by striking ‘“From”
and inserting ‘“‘Except as provided in sub-
section (e), from”.

(2) SET-ASIDE.—Section 502 of such Act (42
U.S.C. 702) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘“(e) Of the amounts appropriated under
section 501(a) for any fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall set aside $75,000,000 for absti-
nence education in accordance with section
501(a)(1)(E).”.

TITLE 11I—COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC

AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of
1996’

SEC. 3002. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this title is as fol-

lows:

Sec. 3001. Short title.
Sec. 3002. Table of contents.
Subtitle A—Child Care

Sec. 3101. Short title and references.

Sec. 3102. Goals.

Sec. 3103. Authorization of appropriations
and entitlement authority.

Sec. 3104. Lead agency.

Sec. 3105. Application and plan.

Sec. 3106. Limitation on State allotments.

Sec. 3107. Activities to improve the quality
of child care.

Sec. 3108. Repeal of early childhood develop-
ment and before- and after-
school care requirement.

Sec. 3109. Administration and enforcement.

Sec. 3110. Payments.

Sec. 3111. Annual report and audits.

Sec. 3112. Report by the Secretary.

Sec. 3113. Allotments.

Sec. 3114. Definitions.

Sec. 3115. Repeals.

Sec. 3116. Effective date.

Subtitle B—Child Nutrition Programs
CHAPTER 1—NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

Sec. 3201. State disbursement to schools.

Sec. 3202. Nutritional and other program re-
quirements.

Free and reduced price policy
statement.

Special assistance.

Miscellaneous provisions and defi-
nitions.

Summer food service program for
children.

Commodity distribution.

Child care food program.

Pilot projects.

Reduction of paperwork.

Information on income eligibility.

Nutrition guidance for child nutri-
tion programs.

Sec. 3213. Information clearinghouse.
CHAPTER 2—CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966

Sec. 3221. Special milk program.

Sec. 3222. Free and reduced price policy

statement.
Sec. 3223. School breakfast program author-
ization.

Sec. 3203.

3204.
3205.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec. 3206.
3207.
3208.
3209.
3210.
3211.
3212.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
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Sec. 3224. State administrative expenses.

Sec. 3225. Regulations.

Sec. 3226. Prohibitions.

Sec. 3227. Miscellaneous provisions and defi-
nitions.

Sec. 3228. Accounts and records.

Sec. 3229. Special supplemental nutrition
program for women, infants,
and children.

Sec. 3230. Cash grants for nutrition edu-

cation.
Sec. 3231. Nutrition education and training.
CHAPTER 3—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 3241. Coordination of school lunch,
school breakfast, and summer
food service programs.

Subtitle C—Related Provisions

Sec. 3301. Requirement that data relating to
the incidence of poverty in the
United States be published at
least every 2 years.

Sec. 3302. Sense of the Congress.

Sec. 3303. Legislative accountability.

Subtitle A—Child Care

SEC. 3101. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This subtitle may be
cited as the “‘Child Care and Development
Block Grant Amendments of 1996”".

(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided, whenever in this subtitle
an amendment or repeal is expressed in
terms of an amendment to, or repeal of, a
section or other provision, the reference
shall be considered to be made to a section
or other provision of the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858 et seq.).

SEC. 3102. GOALS.

Section 658A (42 U.S.C. 9801 note) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the section heading by inserting
““AND GOALS’” after “TITLE";

(2) by inserting ‘““(a) SHORT TITLE.—"" before
“This’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(b) GoAaLs.—The goals of this subchapter
are—

‘(1) to allow each State maximum flexibil-
ity in developing child care programs and
policies that best suit the needs of children
and parents within such State;

‘“(2) to promote parental choice to em-
power working parents to make their own
decisions on the child care that best suits
their family’s needs;

““(3) to encourage States to provide
consumer education information to help par-
ents make informed choices about child care;

‘“(4) to assist States to provide child care
to parents trying to achieve independence
from public assistance; and

““(5) to assist States in implementing the
health, safety, licensing, and registration
standards established in State regulations.”.
SEC. 3103. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

AND ENTITLEMENT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 658B (42 U.S.C.
9858) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 658B. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.

“There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subchapter $1,000,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2002.”.

(b) SociAaL SECURITY AcT.—Part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601-
617) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 418. FUNDING FOR CHILD CARE.

‘“(a) GENERAL CHILD CARE ENTITLEMENT.—

““(1) GENERAL ENTITLEMENT.—Subject to
the amount appropriated under paragraph
(3), each State shall, for the purpose of pro-
viding child care assistance, be entitled to
payments under a grant under this sub-
section for a fiscal year in an amount equal
to—
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“(A) the sum of the total amount required
to be paid to the State under section 403 for
fiscal year 1994 or 1995 (whichever is greater)
with respect to amounts expended for child
care under section—

““(i) 402(g) of this Act (as such section was
in effect before October 1, 1995); and

‘(i) 402(i) of this Act (as so in effect); or

‘“(B) the average of the total amounts re-
quired to be paid to the State for fiscal years
1992 through 1994 under the sections referred
to in subparagraph (A);
whichever is greater.

““(2) REMAINDER.—

“(A) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use any
amounts appropriated for a fiscal year under
paragraph (3), and remaining after the res-
ervation described in paragraph (4) and after
grants are awarded under paragraph (1), to
make grants to States under this paragraph.

“(B) AMOUNT.—Subject to subparagraph
(C), the amount of a grant awarded to a
State for a fiscal year under this paragraph
shall be based on the formula used for deter-
mining the amount of Federal payments to
the State under section 403(n) (as such sec-
tion was in effect before October 1, 1995).

“(C) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall pay to each eligible State in a
fiscal year an amount, under a grant under
subparagraph (A), equal to the Federal medi-
cal assistance percentage for such State for
fiscal year 1995 (as defined in section 1905(b))
of so much of the expenditures by the State
for child care in such year as exceed the
State set-aside for such State under para-
graph (1)(A) for such year and the amount of
State expenditures in fiscal year 1994 or 1995
(whichever is greater) that equal the non-
Federal share for the programs described in
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1).

‘“(D) REDISTRIBUTION.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to any fis-
cal year, if the Secretary determines (in ac-
cordance with clause (ii)) that amounts
under any grant awarded to a State under
this paragraph for such fiscal year will not
be used by such State during such fiscal year
for carrying out the purpose for which the
grant is made, the Secretary shall make
such amounts available in the subsequent
fiscal year for carrying out such purpose to
1 or more States which apply for such funds
to the extent the Secretary determines that
such States will be able to use such addi-
tional amounts for carrying out such pur-
pose. Such available amounts shall be redis-
tributed to a State pursuant to section 402(i)
(as such section was in effect before October
1, 1995) by substituting ‘the number of chil-
dren residing in all States applying for such
funds’ for ‘the number of children residing in
the United States in the second preceding
fiscal year’.

““(if) TIME OF DETERMINATION AND DISTRIBU-
TION.—The determination of the Secretary
under clause (i) for a fiscal year shall be
made not later than the end of the first quar-
ter of the subsequent fiscal year. The redis-
tribution of amounts under clause (i) shall be
made as close as practicable to the date on
which such determination is made. Any
amount made available to a State from an
appropriation for a fiscal year in accordance
with this subparagraph shall, for purposes of
this part, be regarded as part of such State’s
payment (as determined under this sub-
section) for the fiscal year in which the re-
distribution is made.

““(3) APPROPRIATION.—For grants under this
section, there are appropriated—

““(A) $1,967,000,000 for fiscal year 1997;

““(B) $2,067,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;

““(C) $2,167,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;

‘(D) $2,367,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;

““(E) $2,567,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and

““(F) $2,717,000,000 for fiscal year 2002.
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““(4) INDIAN TRIBES.—The Secretary shall
reserve not more than 1 percent of the aggre-
gate amount appropriated to carry out this
section in each fiscal year for payments to
Indian tribes and tribal organizations.

*‘(b) USE OF FUNDS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts received by a
State under this section shall only be used to
provide child care assistance. Amounts re-
ceived by a State under a grant under sub-
section (a)(1) shall be available for use by the
State without fiscal year limitation.

““(2) USE FOR CERTAIN POPULATIONS.—A
State shall ensure that not less than 70 per-
cent of the total amount of funds received by
the State in a fiscal year under this section
are used to provide child care assistance to
families who are receiving assistance under a
State program under this part, families who
are attempting through work activities to
transition off of such assistance program,
and families who are at risk of becoming de-
pendent on such assistance program.

““(c) APPLICATION OF CHILD CARE AND DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT AcT of 1990.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
amounts provided to a State under this sec-
tion shall be transferred to the lead agency
under the Child Care and Development Block
Grant Act of 1990, integrated by the State
into the programs established by the State
under such Act, and be subject to require-
ments and limitations of such Act.

‘“(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘State’ means each of the 50 States
or the District of Columbia.”.
SEC. 3104. LEAD AGENCY.

Section 658D(b) (42 U.S.C.
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking
““‘State’’ the first place that such appears and
inserting ‘‘governmental or nongovern-
mental’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘“‘with
sufficient time and Statewide distribution of
the notice of such hearing,” after ‘‘hearing
in the State’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the second
sentence.

SEC. 3105. APPLICATION AND PLAN.

Section 658E (42 U.S.C. 9858c) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking “‘implemented—
that follows through “(2)” and
“implemented’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘for subsequent State
plans’’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)—

(1) in clause (i) by striking ‘*, other than
through assistance provided under paragraph
3)(C),”’; and

(I1) by striking “‘except’ and all that fol-
lows through ““1992’°, and inserting ‘‘and pro-
vide a detailed description of the procedures
the State will implement to carry out the re-
quirements of this subparagraph’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

() by striking ‘““Provide assurances’ and
inserting ‘“‘Certify’’; and

(1) by inserting before the period at the
end ‘“‘and provide a detailed description of
such procedures’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (C)—

() by striking ‘““Provide assurances’ and
inserting ‘‘Certify’’; and

(I1) by inserting before the period at the
end ‘““‘and provide a detailed description of
how such record is maintained and is made
available”;

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read
as follows:

‘(D) CONSUMER EDUCATION INFORMATION.—
Certify that the State will collect and dis-
seminate to parents of eligible children and

9858b(b)) is

”

and all
inserting
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the general public, consumer education in-
formation that will promote informed child
care choices.”’;

(v) in subparagraph (E), to read as follows:

““(E) COMPLIANCE WITH STATE LICENSING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Certify that the State
has in effect licensing requirements applica-
ble to child care services provided within the
State, and provide a detailed description of
such requirements and of how such require-
ments are effectively enforced. Nothing in
the preceding sentence shall be construed to
require that licensing requirements be ap-
plied to specific types of providers of child
care services.

““(if) INDIAN TRIBES AND TRIBAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—In lieu of any licensing and regu-
latory requirements applicable under State
and local law, the Secretary, in consultation
with Indian tribes and tribal organizations,
shall develop minimum child care standards
(that appropriately reflect tribal needs and
available resources) that shall be applicable
to Indian tribes and tribal organization re-
ceiving assistance under this subchapter.’’;

(vi) in subparagraph (G) by striking ‘“‘Pro-
vide assurances” and inserting ‘‘Certify”’;
and

(vii) by striking subparagraphs (H), (1), and
(J) and inserting the following:

““(H) MEETING THE NEEDS OF CERTAIN POPU-
LATIONS.—Demonstrate the manner in which
the State will meet the specific child care
needs of families who are receiving assist-
ance under a State program under part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act, families
who are attempting through work activities
to transition off of such assistance program,
and families that are at risk of becoming de-
pendent on such assistance program.’’;

(B) in paragraph (3)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking
and (C)”” and inserting ‘‘(B) through (D)”’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(1) by striking ‘““.—Subject to the reserva-
tion contained in subparagraph (C), the’ and
inserting ‘“AND RELATED ACTIVITIES.—The”’;

(I1) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘; and” at the
end and inserting a period;

(1) by striking “for—" and all that fol-
lows through “‘section 658E(c)(2)(A)”” and in-
serting ‘‘for child care services on sliding fee
scale basis, activities that improve the qual-
ity or availability of such services, and any
other activity that the State deems appro-
priate to realize any of the goals specified in
paragraphs (2) through (5) of section
658A(b)’"; and

(V) by striking clause (ii);

(iii) by amending subparagraph (C) to read
as follows:

“(©) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE
cosTs.—Not more than 5 percent of the ag-
gregate amount of funds available to the
State to carry out this subchapter by a State
in each fiscal year may be expended for ad-
ministrative costs incurred by such State to
carry out all of its functions and duties
under this subchapter. As used in the preced-
ing sentence, the term ‘administrative costs’
shall not include the costs of providing di-
rect services.”’; and

(iv) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing:

‘(D) ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN FAMILIES.—A
State shall ensure that a substantial portion
of the amounts available (after the State has
complied with the requirement of section
418(b)(2) of the Social Security Act with re-
spect to each of the fiscal years 1997 through
2002) to the State to carry out activities
under this subchapter in each fiscal year is
used to provide assistance to low-income
working families other than families de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(H).”’; and

(C) in paragraph (4)(A)—

“(B)
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(i) by striking “‘provide assurances’” and
inserting ‘‘certify’’;

(ii) in the first sentence by inserting ‘‘and
shall provide a summary of the facts relied
on by the State to determine that such rates
are sufficient to ensure such access’” before
the period; and

(iii) by striking the last sentence.

SEC. 3106. LIMITATION ON STATE ALLOTMENTS.
Section 658F(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 9858d(b)(1)) is

amended by striking ‘““No”” and inserting

““Except as provided for in section 6580(c)(6),

no’’.

SEC. 3107. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY
OF CHILD CARE.

Section 658G (42 U.S.C. 9858¢e) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 658G. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUAL-
ITY OF CHILD CARE.

“A State that receives funds to carry out
this subchapter for a fiscal year, shall use
not less than 4 percent of the amount of such
funds for activities that are designed to pro-
vide comprehensive consumer education to
parents and the public, activities that in-
crease parental choice, and activities de-
signed to improve the quality and availabil-
ity of child care (such as resource and refer-
ral services).”.

SEC. 3108. REPEAL OF EARLY CHILDHOOD DE-
VELOPMENT AND BEFORE- AND
AFTER-SCHOOL CARE REQUIRE-
MENT.

Section 658H (42 U.S.C. 9858f) is repealed.
SEC. 3109. ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT.

Section 6581(b) (42 U.S.C. 9858g(b)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking “‘, and
shall have” and all that follows through
“(2)’; and

(2) in the matter following clause (ii) of
paragraph (2)(A), by striking “‘finding and
that’” and all that follows through the period
and inserting ‘“‘finding and shall require that
the State reimburse the Secretary for any
funds that were improperly expended for pur-
poses prohibited or not authorized by this
subchapter, that the Secretary deduct from
the administrative portion of the State al-
lotment for the following fiscal year an
amount that is less than or equal to any im-
properly expended funds, or a combination of
such options.”.

SEC. 3110. PAYMENTS.

Section 658J(c) (42 U.S.C. 9858h(c)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘expended’” and insert-
ing ‘““‘obligated”.

SEC. 3111. ANNUAL REPORT AND AUDITS.
Section 658K (42 U.S.C. 9858i) is amended—
(1) in the section heading by striking ‘“AN-

NUAL REPORT’’ and inserting ‘‘REPORTS”’;

(2) in subsection (a), to read as follows:

““(a) REPORTS.—

‘(1) COLLECTION OF
STATES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives
funds to carry out this subchapter shall col-
lect the information described in subpara-
graph (B) on a monthly basis.

““(B) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—The informa-
tion required under this subparagraph shall
include, with respect to a family unit receiv-
ing assistance under this subchapter infor-
mation concerning—

“(i) family income;

““(ii) county of residence;

““(iii) the gender, race, and age of children
receiving such assistance;

“(iv) whether the family includes only 1
parent;

““(v) the sources of family income, includ-
ing the amount obtained from (and sepa-
rately identified)—

“(1) employment,
ment;

“(11) cash or other assistance under part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act;

INFORMATION  BY

including self-employ-
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“(111) housing assistance;

“(IV) assistance under the Food Stamp Act
of 1977; and

““(V) other assistance programs;

““(vi) the number of months the family has
received benefits;

“(vii) the type of child care in which the
child was enrolled (such as family child care,
home care, or center-based child care);

“(viii) whether the child care provider in-
volved was a relative;

“(ix) the cost of child care for such fami-
lies; and

“(x) the average hours per week of such
care;
during the period for which such information
is required to be submitted.

““(C) SUBMISSION TO SECRETARY.—A State
described in subparagraph (A) shall, on a
quarterly basis, submit the information re-
quired to be collected under subparagraph
(B) to the Secretary.

“(D) SAMPLING.—The Secretary may dis-
approve the information collected by a State
under this paragraph if the State uses sam-
pling methods to collect such information.

“(2) BIANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than
December 31, 1997, and every 6 months there-
after, a State described in paragraph (1)(A)
shall prepare and submit to the Secretary a
report that includes aggregate data concern-
ing—

“(A) the number of child care providers
that received funding under this subchapter
as separately identified based on the types of
providers listed in section 658P(5);

‘“(B) the monthly cost of child care serv-
ices, and the portion of such cost that is paid
for with assistance provided under this sub-
chapter, listed by the type of child care serv-
ices provided;

““(C) the number of payments made by the
State through vouchers, contracts, cash, and
disregards under public benefit programs,
listed by the type of child care services pro-
vided;

“(D) the manner in which consumer edu-
cation information was provided to parents
and the number of parents to whom such in-
formation was provided; and

“(E) the total number (without duplica-
tion) of children and families served under
this subchapter;

during the period for which such report is re-
quired to be submitted.”’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘a applica-
tion”” and inserting ‘“‘an application’’;

(B) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘any agen-
cy administering activities that receive’” and
inserting ‘‘the State that receives’’; and

(C) in paragraph (4) by striking “‘entitles”’
and inserting “‘entitled”’.

SEC. 3112. REPORT BY THE SECRETARY.

Section 658L (42 U.S.C. 9858j) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘1993’ and inserting ‘“1997"*;

(2) by striking ‘“‘annually’” and inserting
“biennially’’; and

(3) by striking ‘“Education and Labor’’ and
inserting ‘‘Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities™.

SEC. 3113. ALLOTMENTS.

Section 6580 (42 U.S.C. 9858m) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1)

(i) by striking ‘““POSSESSIONS’ and insert-
ing ““POSSESSIONS’’;

(ii) by inserting “‘and’’ after ‘‘States,”’; and

(iii) by striking ‘“, and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘3 per-
cent” and inserting ‘1 percent’’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘“‘our’ and
inserting ‘“‘out’’; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

‘“(6) CONSTRUCTION OR RENOVATION OF FA-
CILITIES.—

““(A) REQUEST FOR USE OF FUNDS.—AnN In-
dian tribe or tribal organization may submit
to the Secretary a request to use amounts
provided under this subsection for construc-
tion or renovation purposes.

‘“(B) DETERMINATION.—With respect to a re-
quest submitted under subparagraph (A), and
except as provided in subparagraph (C), upon
a determination by the Secretary that ade-
quate facilities are not otherwise available
to an Indian tribe or tribal organization to
enable such tribe or organization to carry
out child care programs in accordance with
this subchapter, and that the lack of such fa-
cilities will inhibit the operation of such
programs in the future, the Secretary may
permit the tribe or organization to use as-
sistance provided under this subsection to
make payments for the construction or ren-
ovation of facilities that will be used to
carry out such programs.

“(C) LIMITATION.—The Secretary may not
permit an Indian tribe or tribal organization
to use amounts provided under this sub-
section for construction or renovation if
such use will result in a decrease in the level
of child care services provided by the tribe or
organization as compared to the level of such
services provided by the tribe or organiza-
tion in the fiscal year preceding the year for
which the determination under subparagraph
(A) is being made.

‘(D) UNIFORM PROCEDURES.—The Secretary
shall develop and implement uniform proce-
dures for the solicitation and consideration
of requests under this paragraph.’’; and

(3) in subsection (e), by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

‘“(4) INDIAN TRIBES OR TRIBAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—AnNny portion of a grant or contract
made to an Indian tribe or tribal organiza-
tion under subsection (c) that the Secretary
determines is not being used in a manner
consistent with the provision of this sub-
chapter in the period for which the grant or
contract is made available, shall be allotted
by the Secretary to other tribes or organiza-
tions that have submitted applications under
subsection (c) in accordance with their re-
spective needs.”’.

SEC. 3114. DEFINITIONS.

Section 658P (42 U.S.C. 9858n) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), in the first sentence by
inserting ‘‘or as a deposit for child care serv-
ices if such a deposit is required of other
children being cared for by the provider”
after ‘‘child care services’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (3);

(3) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘75 per-
cent’” and inserting ‘‘85 percent”’;

(4) in paragraph (5)(B)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘great grandchild, sibling
(if such provider lives in a separate resi-
dence),”” after ‘‘grandchild,”;

(B) by striking “‘is registered and’’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘State’ and inserting ‘“‘ap-
plicable”.

(5) by striking paragraph (10);

(6) in paragraph (13)—

(A) by inserting “‘or’’ after ‘“Samoa,”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘, and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands’’;

(7) in paragraph (14)—

(A) by striking “The term’ and inserting
the following:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term’’; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

““(B) OTHER ORGANIZATIONS.—Such term in-
cludes a Native Hawaiian Organization, as
defined in section 4009(4) of the Augustus F.
Hawkins-Robert T. Stafford Elementary and
Secondary School Improvement Amend-
ments of 1988 (20 U.S.C. 4909(4)) and a private
nonprofit organization established for the
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purpose of serving youth who are Indians or
Native Hawaiians.”.
SEC. 3115. REPEALS.

(a) CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOL-
ARSHIP ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1985.—Title VI of
the Human Services Reauthorization Act of
1986 (42 U.S.C. 10901-10905) is repealed.

(b) STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOPMENT
GRANTS AcT.—Subchapter E of chapter 8 of
subtitle A of title VI of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9871-
9877) is repealed.

(c) PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.—
Title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, as amended by Public
Law 103-382 (108 Stat. 3809 et seq.), is amend-
ed—

(1) in section 10413(a) by striking paragraph
(ON

(2) in section 10963(b)(2) by striking sub-
paragraph (G), and

(3) in section 10974(a)(6) by striking sub-
paragraph (G).

(d) NATIVE HAWAIIAN FAMILY-BASED EDU-
CATION CENTERS.—Section 9205 of the Native
Hawaiian Education Act (Public Law 103-382;
108 Stat. 3794) is repealed.

(e) CERTAIN CHILD CARE PROGRAMS UNDER
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.—

(1) AFDC AND TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE
PROGRAMS.—Section 402 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 602) is amended by strik-
ing subsection (g).

(2) AT-RISK CHILD CARE PROGRAM.—

(A) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 402 of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 602) is amended
by striking subsection (i).

(B) FUNDING PROVISIONS.—Section 403 of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603) is
amended by striking subsection (n).

SEC. 3116. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), this subtitle and the amend-
ments made by this subtitle shall take effect
on October 1, 1996.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The amendment made by
section 3303(a) shall take effect on the date
of enactment of this Act.

Subtitle B—Child Nutrition Programs
CHAPTER 1—NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH
ACT

SEC. 3201. STATE DISBURSEMENT TO SCHOOLS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8 of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1757) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the third sentence, by striking
“Nothing”” and all that follows through
“‘educational agency to’” and inserting ‘““The
State educational agency may’’;

(2) by striking the fourth and fifth sen-
tences;

(3) by redesignating the first through sixth
sentences, as amended by paragraph (1), as
subsections (a) through (f), respectively;

(4) in subsection (b), as redesignated by

paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘the preceding
sentence’” and inserting ‘‘subsection (a)”’;
and

(5) In subsection (d), as redesignated by
paragraph (3), by striking ‘““Such food costs™
and inserting ““Use of funds paid to States”.

(b) DEFINITION OF CHILD.—Section 12(d) of
the Act (42 U.S.C. 1760(d)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

““(9) ‘child’ includes an individual, regard-
less of age, who—

“(A) is determined by a State educational
agency, in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, to have 1 or more
mental or physical disabilities; and

“(B) is attending any institution, as de-
fined in section 17(a), or any nonresidential
public or nonprofit private school of high
school grade or under, for the purpose of par-
ticipating in a school program established
for individuals with mental or physical dis-
abilities.
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No institution that is not otherwise eligible

to participate in the program under section

17 shall be considered eligible because of this

paragraph.”.

SEC. 3202. NUTRITIONAL AND OTHER PROGRAM
REQUIREMENTS.

(a) NUTRITIONAL STANDARDS.—Section 9(a)
of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1758(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking “(2)(A) Lunches” and in-
serting ““(2) Lunches’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(C) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(2) by striking paragraph (3); and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (3).

(b) ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES.—Section 9(b)
of the Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking subparagraph (A); and

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and
(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the third
sentence; and

(3) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘“‘paragraph
(2)(C)” and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)(B)".

(c) UTILIZATION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMOD-
ITIES.—Section 9(c) of the Act is amended by
striking the second, fourth, and sixth sen-
tences.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The last sen-
tence of section 9(d)(1) of the Act is amended
by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(2)(C)”” and insert-
ing ‘““subsection (b)(2)(B)”.

(e) NUTRITIONAL INFORMATION.—Section 9(f)
of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1);

(2) by striking “(2)’;

(3) by redesignating subparagraphs (A)
through (D) as paragraphs (1) through (4), re-
spectively;

(4) by striking paragraph (1), as redesig-
nated by paragraph (3), and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Except
as provided in paragraph (2), not later than
the first day of the 1996-1997 school year,
schools that are participating in the school
lunch or school breakfast program shall
serve lunches and breakfasts under the pro-
gram that—

“(A) are consistent with the goals of the
most recent Dietary Guidelines for Ameri-
cans published under section 301 of the Na-
tional Nutrition Monitoring and Related Re-
search Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5341); and

“(B) provide, on the average over each
week, at least—

“(i) with respect to school lunches, ¥ of
the daily recommended dietary allowance es-
tablished by the Food and Nutrition Board of
the National Research Council of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences; and

‘(i) with respect to school breakfasts, Y
of the daily recommended dietary allowance
established by the Food and Nutrition Board
of the National Research Council of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences.”’;

(5) in paragraph (3), as redesignated by
paragraph (3)—

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), as so redesignated,
by redesignating subclauses (1) and (Il) as
clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and

(6) in paragraph (4), as redesignated by
paragraph (3)—

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively;

(B) in subparagraph (A) (as redesignated by
subparagraph (A)), by redesignating sub-
clauses (1) and (Il) as clauses (i) and (ii), re-
spectively; and
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(C) in subparagraph (A)(ii) (as redesignated
by subparagraph (B)), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graph (C)”” and inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)”.

(f) USE OoF RESOURCES.—Section 9 of the
Act is amended by striking subsection (h).
SEC. 3203. FREE AND REDUCED PRICE POLICY

STATEMENT.

Section 9(b)(2) of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(2)), as amended
by section 3202(b)(1), is further amended by
adding at the end the following:

““(C) FREE AND REDUCED PRICE POLICY
STATEMENT.—After the initial submission, a
school shall not be required to submit a free
and reduced price policy statement to a
State educational agency under this Act un-
less there is a substantive change in the free
and reduced price policy of the school. A rou-
tine change in the policy of a school, such as
an annual adjustment of the income eligi-
bility guidelines for free and reduced price
meals, shall not be sufficient cause for re-
quiring the school to submit a policy state-
ment.”.

SEC. 3204. SPECIAL ASSISTANCE.

(a) EXTENSION OF PAYMENT PERIOD.—Sec-
tion 11(a)(1)(D)(i) of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1759a(a)(1)(D)(i)) is
amended by striking *‘, on the date of enact-
ment of this subparagraph,”.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.—
Section 11 of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (d);

(2) in subsection (e)(2)—

(A) by striking “The” and inserting ““On
request of the Secretary, the’’; and

(B) by striking ‘““‘each month’’; and

(3) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f),
as so amended, as subsections (d) and (e), re-
spectively.

SEC. 3205. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND
DEFINITIONS.

(a) ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS.—Section 12(a)
of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1760(a)) is amended by striking ‘“‘at all times
be available’” and inserting ‘“‘be available at
any reasonable time”’.

(b) RESTRICTION ON REQUIREMENTS.—Sec-
tion 12(c) of the Act is amended by striking
“neither the Secretary nor the State shall”’
and inserting ‘‘the Secretary shall not”’.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—Section 12(d) of the Act,
as amended by section 3201(b), is further
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘““the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands” and insert-
ing ‘“the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands’’;

(2) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4); and

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and
(5) through (9) as paragraphs (6), (7), (3), (4),
(2), (5), and (1), respectively, and rearranging
the paragraphs so as to appear in numerical
order.

(d) ADJUSTMENTS TO NATIONAL AVERAGE
PAYMENT RATES.—Section 12(f) of the Act is
amended by striking ‘“the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands,”’.

(e) EXPEDITED RULEMAKING.—Section 12(k)
of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), and (5);
and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively.

() warver.—Section 12(I) of the Act is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(A)—

(A) in clause (iii), by adding ‘‘and” at the
end;

(B) in clause (iv), by striking the semi-
colon at the end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking clauses (v) through (vii);

(2) in paragraph (3)—

(A) by striking “(A)”’; and

(B) by striking subparagraphs (B) through
(D);

(3) in paragraph (4)—
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(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘“‘of any requirement relat-
ing”’ and inserting ‘“‘that increases Federal
costs or that relates™;

(B) by striking subparagraph (D);

(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (E)
through (N) as subparagraphs (D) through
(M), respectively; and

(D) in subparagraph (L), as redesignated by
subparagraph (C), by striking ‘“‘and’ at the
end and inserting ‘“‘or’’; and

(4) in paragraph (6)—

(A) by striking ““(A)(i)”” and all that follows
through “(B)’’; and

(B) by redesignating clauses (i) through
(iv) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), re-
spectively.

(g) Foob AND NUTRITION PROJECTS.—Sec-
tion 12 of the Act is amended by striking
subsection (m).

SEC. 3206. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM
FOR CHILDREN.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Section
13(a) of the National School Lunch Act (42
U.S.C. 1761(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ““initi-
ate, maintain, and expand” and inserting
“initiate and maintain’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (E) of the second sen-
tence, by striking ‘“‘the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands,”’; and

(2) in paragraph (7)(A), by striking ““Except
as provided in subparagraph (C), private”
and inserting “Private”.

(b) SERVICE INSTITUTIONS.—Section 13(b) of
the Act is amended by striking ““(b)(1)”” and
all that follows through the end of paragraph
(1) and inserting the following:

““(b) SERVICE INSTITUTIONS.—

“(1) PAYMENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—EXxcept as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, payments to service
institutions shall equal the full cost of food
service operations (which cost shall include
the costs of obtaining, preparing, and serving
food, but shall not include administrative
costs).

“(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNTS.—Subject to sub-
paragraph (C), payments to any institution
under subparagraph (A) shall not exceed—

““(i) $1.82 for each lunch and supper served;

““(ii) $1.13 for each breakfast served; and

“(iii) 46 cents for each meal supplement
served.

“(C) ADJUSTMENTS.—Amounts specified in
subparagraph (B) shall be adjusted on Janu-
ary 1, 1997, and each January 1 thereafter, to
the nearest lower cent increment in accord-
ance with the changes for the 12-month pe-
riod ending the preceding November 30 in the
series for food away from home of the
Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consum-
ers published by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics of the Department of Labor. Each ad-
justment shall be based on the unrounded ad-
justment for the prior 12-month period.”.

(c) ADMINISTRATION OF SERVICE INSTITU-
TIONS.—Section 13(b)(2) of the Act is amend-
ed—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking “‘four
meals” and inserting ‘3 meals, or 2 meals
and 1 supplement,”’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence.

(d) REIMBURSEMENTS.—Section 13(c)(2) of
the Act is amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (A);

(2) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) in the first sentence—

(i) by striking *“, and such higher education
institutions,’”; and

(ii) by striking “without application’” and
inserting ‘‘upon showing residence in areas
in which poor economic conditions exist or
on the basis of income eligibility statements
for children enrolled in the program’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
“The higher education institutions referred
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to in the preceding sentence shall be eligible
to participate in the program under this
paragraph without application.”’;

(3) in subparagraph (C)(ii), by striking “‘se-
vere need’’; and

(4) by redesignating subparagraphs (B)
through (E), as so amended, as subpara-
graphs (A) through (D), respectively.

(e) ADVANCE PROGRAM PAYMENTS.—Section
13(e)(1) of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking “‘institution: Provided, That
(A) the” and inserting “‘institution. The”’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘(excluding a school)”
after ‘“‘any service institution’’; and

(3) by striking ‘“‘responsibilities, and (B)
no’’ and inserting ‘‘responsibilities. No”".

(f) Foob REQUIREMENTS.—Section 13(f) of
the Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating the first through sev-
enth sentences as paragraphs (1) through (7),
respectively;

(2) by striking paragraph (3), as redesig-
nated by paragraph (1);

(3) in paragraph (4), as redesignated by
paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘the first sen-
tence’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)”’;

(4) in paragraph (6), as redesignated by
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘that bacteria lev-
els”” and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘conformance with
standards set by local health authorities.”’;
and

(5) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through
(7), as redesignated by paragraph (1), as para-
graphs (3) through (6), respectively.

(g) PERMITTING OFFER VERSUS SERVE.—
Section 13(f) of the Act, as amended by sub-
section (f), is further amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(7) OFFER VERSUS SERVE.—A school food
authority participating as a service institu-
tion may permit a child attending a site on
school premises operated directly by the au-
thority to refuse not more than 1 item of a
meal that the child does not intend to
consume. A refusal of an offered food item
shall not affect the amount of payments
made under this section to a school for the
meal.””.

(h) FooD SERVICE MANAGEMENT COMPA-
NIES.—Section 13(l) of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (4);

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the first
sentence; and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (5), as so
amended, as paragraph (4).

(i) RECORDS.—The second sentence of sec-
tion 13(m) of the Act is amended by striking
““at all times be available’” and inserting ‘‘be
available at any reasonable time”’.

(J) REMOVING MANDATORY NOTICE TO INSTI-
TUTIONS.—Section 13(n)(2) of the Act is
amended by striking “‘, and its plans and
schedule for informing service institutions of
the availability of the program’’.

(k) PLAN.—Section 13(n) of the Act is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking “‘, includ-
ing the State’s methods of assessing need’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (3);

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking
schedule’’; and

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through
(7), as so amended, as paragraphs (3) through
(6), respectively.

(I) MONITORING AND TRAINING.—Section
13(qg) of the Act is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (2) and (4);

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (1)”’; and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3), as so
amended, as paragraph (2).

(m) EXPIRED PROGRAM.—Section 13 of the
Act is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (p); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (q) and (r),
as so amended, as subsections (p) and (q), re-
spectively.

“and
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(n) EFFecCTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall become effec-
tive on January 1, 1997.

SEC. 3207. COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION.

(a) CEREAL AND SHORTENING IN COMMODITY
DONATIONS.—Section 14(b) of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a(b)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1); and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3)
as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively.

(b) IMPACT STUDY AND PURCHASING PROCE-
DURES.—Section 14(d) of the Act is amended
by striking the second and third sentences.

(c) CAsH COMPENSATION FOR PILOT PROJECT
ScHooLs.—Section 14(g) of the Act is amend-
ed by striking paragraph (3).

(d) STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL.—Section 14 is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (e); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g),
as so amended, as subsections (e) and (f), re-
spectively.

SEC. 3208. CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM.

(&) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Section
17 of the National School Lunch Act (42
U.S.C. 1766) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘““AND
ADULT”’; and

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (a),
by striking “initiate, maintain, and expand”
and inserting ““initiate and maintain”’.

(b) PAYMENTS TO SPONSOR EMPLOYEES.—
Paragraph (2) of the last sentence of section
17(a) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(a)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking “and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting “; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(D) in the case of a family or group day
care home sponsoring organization that em-
ploys more than 1 employee, the organiza-
tion does not base payments to an employee
of the organization on the number of family
or group day care homes recruited.”.

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The last sen-
tence of section 17(d)(1) of the Act is amend-
ed by striking *“, and shall provide technical
assistance’ and all that follows through “‘its
application”’.

(d) REIMBURSEMENT OF CHILD CARE INSTITU-
TIONS.—Section 17(f)(2)(B) of the Act (42
U.S.C. 1766(f)(2)(B)) is amended by striking
“two meals and two supplements or three
meals and one supplement” and inserting
““two meals and one supplement’.

() IMPROVED TARGETING OF DAY CARE
HOME REIMBURSEMENTS.—

(1) RESTRUCTURED DAY CARE HOME REIM-
BURSEMENTS.—Section 17(f)(3) of the Act is
amended by striking ““(3)(A) Institutions”
and all that follows through the end of sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting the following:

““(3) REIMBURSEMENT OF FAMILY OR GROUP
DAY CARE HOME SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS.—

““(A) REIMBURSEMENT FACTOR.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—AnN institution that par-
ticipates in the program under this section
as a family or group day care home sponsor-
ing organization shall be provided, for pay-
ment to a home sponsored by the organiza-
tion, reimbursement factors in accordance
with this subparagraph for the cost of ob-
taining and preparing food and prescribed
labor costs involved in providing meals
under this section.

“(if) TIER | FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE
HOMES.—

“(l) DEerINITION.—INn this paragraph, the
term ‘tier | family or group day care home’
means—

““(aa) a family or group day care home that
is located in a geographic area, as defined by
the Secretary based on census data, in which
at least 50 percent of the children residing in
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the area are members of households whose
incomes meet the income eligibility guide-
lines for free or reduced price meals under
section 9;

““(bb) a family or group day care home that
is located in an area served by a school en-
rolling elementary students in which at least
50 percent of the total number of children en-
rolled are certified eligible to receive free or
reduced price school meals under this Act or
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771
et seq.); or

““(cc) a family or group day care home that
is operated by a provider whose household
meets the income eligibility guidelines for
free or reduced price meals under section 9
and whose income is verified by the sponsor-
ing organization of the home under regula-
tions established by the Secretary.

“(1) REIMBURSEMENT.—EXcept as provided
in subclause (I11), a tier | family or group
day care home shall be provided reimburse-
ment factors under this clause without a re-
quirement for documentation of the costs de-
scribed in clause (i), except that reimburse-
ment shall not be provided under this sub-
clause for meals or supplements served to
the children of a person acting as a family or
group day care home provider unless the
children meet the income eligibility guide-
lines for free or reduced price meals under
section 9.

“(111) FACTORS.—EXxcept as provided in sub-
clause (1V), the reimbursement factors ap-
plied to a home referred to in subclause (I1)
shall be the factors in effect on July 1, 1996.

“(IV) ADJUSTMENTS.—The reimbursement
factors under this subparagraph shall be ad-
justed on July 1, 1997, and each July 1 there-
after, to reflect changes in the Consumer
Price Index for food at home for the most re-
cent 12-month period for which the data are
available. The reimbursement factors under
this subparagraph shall be rounded to the
nearest lower cent increment and based on
the unrounded adjustment in effect on June
30 of the preceding school year.

“(iii) TIER I FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE
HOMES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—

“‘(aa) FACTORS.—Except as provided in sub-
clause (Il), with respect to meals or supple-
ments served under this clause by a family
or group day care home that does not meet
the criteria set forth in clause (ii)(l), the re-
imbursement factors shall be 90 cents for
lunches and suppers, 25 cents for breakfasts,
and 10 cents for supplements.

“(bb) ADJUSTMENTS.—The factors shall be
adjusted on July 1, 1997, and each July 1
thereafter, to reflect changes in the
Consumer Price Index for food at home for
the most recent 12-month period for which
the data are available. The reimbursement
factors under this item shall be rounded
down to the nearest lower cent increment
and based on the unrounded adjustment for
the preceding 12-month period.

“‘(cc) REIMBURSEMENT.—A family or group
day care home shall be provided reimburse-
ment factors under this subclause without a
requirement for documentation of the costs
described in clause (i), except that reim-
bursement shall not be provided under this
subclause for meals or supplements served to
the children of a person acting as a family or
group day care home provider unless the
children meet the income eligibility guide-
lines for free or reduced price meals under
section 9.

“(I) OTHER FACTORS.—A family or group
day care home that does not meet the cri-
teria set forth in clause (ii)(l) may elect to
be provided reimbursement factors deter-
mined in accordance with the following re-
quirements:

‘“‘(aa) CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR FREE OR RE-
DUCED PRICE MEALS.—In the case of meals or
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supplements served under this subsection to
children who are members of households
whose incomes meet the income eligibility
guidelines for free or reduced price meals
under section 9, the family or group day care
home shall be provided reimbursement fac-
tors set by the Secretary in accordance with
clause (ii)(111).

“‘(bb) INELIGIBLE CHILDREN.—In the case of
meals or supplements served under this sub-
section to children who are members of
households whose incomes do not meet the
income eligibility guidelines, the family or
group day care home shall be provided reim-
bursement factors in accordance with sub-
clause (I).

“(111) INFORMATION AND DETERMINATIONS.—

““(aa) IN GENERAL.—If a family or group day
care home elects to claim the factors de-
scribed in subclause (11), the family or group
day care home sponsoring organization serv-
ing the home shall collect the necessary in-
come information, as determined by the Sec-
retary, from any parent or other caretaker
to make the determinations specified in sub-
clause (I1) and shall make the determina-
tions in accordance with rules prescribed by
the Secretary.

“‘(bb) CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY.—In making
a determination under item (aa), a family or
group day care home sponsoring organiza-
tion may consider a child participating in or
subsidized under, or a child with a parent
participating in or subsidized under, a feder-
ally or State supported child care or other
benefit program with an income eligibility
limit that does not exceed the eligibility
standard for free or reduced price meals
under section 9 to be a child who is a mem-
ber of a household whose income meets the
income eligibility guidelines under section 9.

““(cc) FACTORS FOR CHILDREN ONLY.—A fam-
ily or group day care home may elect to re-
ceive the reimbursement factors prescribed
under clause (ii)(111) solely for the children
participating in a program referred to in
item (bb) if the home elects not to have in-
come statements collected from parents or
other caretakers.

“(IV) SIMPLIFIED MEAL COUNTING AND RE-
PORTING PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall
prescribe simplified meal counting and re-
porting procedures for use by a family or
group day care home that elects to claim the
factors under subclause (1) and by a family
or group day care home sponsoring organiza-
tion that sponsors the home. The procedures
the Secretary prescribes may include 1 or
more of the following:

‘““(aa) Setting an annual percentage for
each home of the number of meals served
that are to be reimbursed in accordance with
the reimbursement factors prescribed under
clause (ii)(111) and an annual percentage of
the number of meals served that are to be re-
imbursed in accordance with the reimburse-
ment factors prescribed under subclause (1),
based on the family income of children en-
rolled in the home in a specified month or
other period.

““(bb) Placing a home into 1 of 2 or more re-
imbursement categories annually based on
the percentage of children in the home whose
households have incomes that meet the in-
come eligibility guidelines under section 9,
with each such reimbursement category car-
rying a set of reimbursement factors such as
the factors prescribed under clause (ii)(111) or
subclause (I) or factors established within
the range of factors prescribed under clause
(ii)(111) and subclause (1).

““(cc) Such other simplified procedures as
the Secretary may prescribe.

“(V) MINIMUM  VERIFICATION  REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The Secretary may establish any
necessary minimum verification require-
ments.””.
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(2) GRANTS TO STATES TO PROVIDE ASSIST-
ANCE TO FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE HOMES.—
Section 17(f)(3) of the Act is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘(D) GRANTS TO STATES TO PROVIDE ASSIST-
ANCE TO FAMILY OR GROUP DAY CARE HOMES.—

““(i) IN GENERAL.—

“(I) RESERVATION.—From amounts made
available to carry out this section, the Sec-
retary shall reserve $5,000,000 of the amount
made available for fiscal year 1997.

“(I1) PurRPose.—The Secretary shall use
the funds made available under subclause (1)
to provide grants to States for the purpose of
providing—

‘‘(aa) assistance, including grants, to fam-
ily and day care home sponsoring organiza-
tions and other appropriate organizations, in
securing and providing training, materials,
automated data processing assistance, and
other assistance for the staff of the sponsor-
ing organizations; and

““(bb) training and other assistance to fam-
ily and group day care homes in the imple-
mentation of the amendment to subpara-
graph (A) made by section 3208(e)(1) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Act of 1996.

‘(i) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary shall al-
locate from the funds reserved under clause
®HM)—

““(I) $30,000 in base funding to each State;
and

“(I1) any remaining amount among the
States, based on the number of family day
care homes participating in the program in a
State during fiscal year 1995 as a percentage
of the number of all family day care homes
participating in the program during fiscal
year 1995.

““(iii) RETENTION OF FUNDS.—Of the amount
of funds made available to a State for fiscal
year 1997 under clause (i), the State may re-
tain not to exceed 30 percent of the amount
to carry out this subparagraph.

‘“(iv) ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS.—AnNy pay-
ments received under this subparagraph
shall be in addition to payments that a State
receives under subparagraph (A).”.

(3) PROVISION OF DATA.—Section 17(f)(3) of
the Act, as amended by paragraph (2), is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(E) PROVISION OF DATA TO FAMILY OR
GROUP DAY CARE HOME SPONSORING ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—

‘(i) CENsSus DATA.—The Secretary shall
provide to each State agency administering
a child care food program under this section
data from the most recent decennial census
survey or other appropriate census survey
for which the data are available showing
which areas in the State meet the require-
ments of subparagraph (A)(ii)(1)(aa). The
State agency shall provide the data to fam-
ily or group day care home sponsoring orga-
nizations located in the State.

‘““(if) SCHOOL DATA.—

“(I) IN GENERAL.—A State agency admin-
istering the school lunch program under this
Act or the school breakfast program under
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771
et seq.) shall provide to approved family or
group day care home sponsoring organiza-
tions a list of schools serving elementary
school children in the State in which not less
than %2 of the children enrolled are certified
to receive free or reduced price meals. The
State agency shall collect the data necessary
to create the list annually and provide the
list on a timely basis to any approved family
or group day care home sponsoring organiza-
tion that requests the list.

“(I) USE OF DATA FROM PRECEDING SCHOOL
YEAR.—INn determining for a fiscal year or
other annual period whether a home quali-
fies as a tier | family or group day care home
under subparagraph (A)(ii)(1), the State
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agency administering the program under
this section, and a family or group day care
home sponsoring organization, shall use the
most current available data at the time of
the determination.

““(iili) DURATION OF DETERMINATION.—For
purposes of this section, a determination
that a family or group day care home is lo-
cated in an area that qualifies the home as a
tier | family or group day care home (as the
term is defined in subparagraph (A)(ii)(1)),
shall be in effect for 3 years (unless the de-
termination is made on the basis of census
data, in which case the determination shall
remain in effect until more recent census
data are available) unless the State agency
determines that the area in which the home
is located no longer qualifies the home as a
tier | family or group day care home.”.

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
17(c) of the Act is amended by inserting ‘“‘ex-
cept as provided in subsection (f)(3),” after
“For purposes of this section,” each place it
appears in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

(f) REIMBURSEMENT.—Section 17(f) of the
Act is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
third and fourth sentences; and

(B) in subparagraph (C)—

(i) by striking *“(i)”” and

(ii) by striking clause (ii); and

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘shall”
and inserting ‘““may’’ in the first sentence.

(g) NUTRITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Section
17(g)(1) of the Act is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking the
second sentence; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the
second sentence.

(h) ELIMINATION OF STATE PAPERWORK AND
OUTREACH BURDEN.—Section 17 of the Act is
amended by striking subsection (k) and in-
serting the following:

“(k) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—A State participating in the program
established under this section shall provide
sufficient training, technical assistance, and
monitoring to facilitate effective operation
of the program. The Secretary shall assist
the State in developing plans to fulfill the
requirements of this subsection.”.

(1) RECORDS.—The second sentence of sec-
tion 17(m) of the Act is amended by striking
“‘at all times” and inserting ‘“‘at any reason-
able time”’.

(J) MODIFICATION OF ADULT CARE FooD PRO-
GRAM.—Section 17(0) of the Act is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘adult day care centers”
and inserting ‘‘day care centers for chron-
ically impaired disabled persons’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“to persons 60 years of age
or older or”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking “‘adult day care center’” and
inserting ‘“‘day care center for chronically
impaired disabled persons’’; and

(ii) in clause (i)—

(1) by striking “‘adult’’;

(I1) by striking ‘“‘adults”
“‘persons’’; and

(111) by striking “‘or persons 60 years of age
or older’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘adult
day care services’”’ and inserting ‘‘day care
services for chronically impaired disabled
persons’’.

(k) UNNEEDED PRoOVISION.—Section 17 of the
Act is amended by striking subsection (q).

(I) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 17B(f) of the Act (42 U.S.C.
1766b(f)) is amended—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
““AND ADULT”’; and

(B) in paragraph (1),
adult”.

and inserting

by striking ‘‘and
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(2) Section 18(e)(3)(B) of the Act (42 U.S.C.
1769(e)(3)(B)) is amended by striking ‘“‘and
adult”.

(3) Section 25(b)(1)(C) of the Act (42 U.S.C.
1769f(b)(1)(C)) is amended by striking ‘“‘and
adult”.

(4) Section 3(1) of the Healthy Meals for
Healthy Americans Act of 1994 (Public Law
103-448) is amended by striking ‘“‘and adult”.

(m) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall become effective on the date of
enactment of this Act.

(2) IMPROVED TARGETING OF DAY CARE HOME
REIMBURSEMENTS.—The amendments made
by paragraphs (1) and (4) of subsection (e)
shall become effective on July 1, 1997.

(3) REGULATIONS.—

(A) INTERIM REGULATIONS.—Not later than
January 1, 1997, the Secretary shall issue in-
terim regulations to implement—

(i) the amendments made by paragraphs
(1), (3), and (4) of subsection (e); and

(ii) section 17(f)(3)(C) of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(f)(3)(C)).

(B) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Not later than
July 1, 1997, the Secretary shall issue final
regulations to implement the provisions of
law referred to in subparagraph (A).

(n) STUDY OF IMPACT OF AMENDMENTS ON
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND FAMILY DAY
CARE LICENSING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture, in conjunction with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall study the
impact of the amendments made by this sec-
tion on—

(A) the number of family day care homes
participating in the child care food program
established under section 17 of the National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766);

(B) the number of day care home sponsor-
ing organizations participating in the pro-
gram;

(C) the number of day care homes that are
licensed, certified, registered, or approved by
each State in accordance with regulations is-
sued by the Secretary;

(D) the rate of growth of the numbers re-
ferred to in subparagraphs (A) through (C);

(E) the nutritional adequacy and quality of
meals served in family day care homes
that—

(i) received reimbursement under the pro-
gram prior to the amendments made by this
section but do not receive reimbursement
after the amendments made by this section;
or

(ii) received full reimbursement under the
program prior to the amendments made by
this section but do not receive full reim-
bursement after the amendments made by
this section; and

(F) the proportion of low-income children
participating in the program prior to the
amendments made by this section and the
proportion of low-income children partici-
pating in the program after the amendments
made by this section.

(2) REQUIRED DATA.—Each State agency
participating in the child care food program
under section 17 of the National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) shall submit to
the Secretary data on—

(A) the number of family day care homes
participating in the program on June 30,
1997, and June 30, 1998;

(B) the number of family day care homes
licensed, certified, registered, or approved
for service on June 30, 1997, and June 30, 1998;
and

(C) such other data as the Secretary may
require to carry out this subsection.

(3) SuBMISSION OF REPORT.—Not later than
2 years after the effective date of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall submit the study
required under this subsection to the Com-
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mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate.

SEC. 3209. PILOT PROJECTS.

(a) UNIVERSAL FREE PILOT.—Section 18(d)
of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1769(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (3); and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively.

(b) DeEmMO PROJECT OUTSIDE SCHOOL
HouRrs.—Section 18(e) of the Act is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking ““(A)”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘shall”
“may’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

““(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subsection such sums as are
necessary for each of fiscal years 1997 and
1998.7.

(c) ELIMINATING PROJECTS.—Section 18 of
the Act is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (a) and (g)
through (i); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (b)
through (f), as so amended, as subsections (a)
through (e), respectively.

(d) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
17B(d)(1)(A) of the Act (42 U.S.C.
1766b(d)(1)(A)) is amended by striking ““18(c)”’
and inserting ““18(b)”’.

SEC. 3210. REDUCTION OF PAPERWORK.

Section 19 of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1769a) is repealed.

SEC. 3211. INFORMATION ON INCOME ELIGI-
BILITY.

Section 23 of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1769d) is repealed.

SEC. 3212. NUTRITION GUIDANCE FOR CHILD NU-
TRITION PROGRAMS.

Section 24 of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1769e) is repealed.

SEC. 3213. INFORMATION CLEARINGHOUSE.

Section 26 of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1769g) is repealed.

CHAPTER 2—CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF

1966
SEC. 3221. SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM.

Section 3(a)(3) of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772(a)(3)) is amended by
striking ‘“the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands” and inserting ‘‘the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands”.

SEC. 3222. FREE AND REDUCED PRICE POLICY
STATEMENT.

Section 4(b)(1) of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1773(b)(1)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘““(E) FREE AND REDUCED PRICE POLICY
STATEMENT.—After the initial submission, a
school shall not be required to submit a free
and reduced price policy statement to a
State educational agency under this Act un-
less there is a substantive change in the free
and reduced price policy of the school. A rou-
tine change in the policy of a school, such as
an annual adjustment of the income eligi-
bility guidelines for free and reduced price
meals, shall not be sufficient cause for re-
quiring the school to submit a policy state-
ment.”.

SEC. 3223. SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM AU-
THORIZATION.

(a) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN
FooD PREPARATION.—Section 4(e)(1) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1773(e)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ““(A)”’;
and

and inserting
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(2) by striking subparagraph (B).

(b) EXPANSION OF PROGRAM; STARTUP AND
EXPANSION COSTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Act is
amended by striking subsections (f) and (g).

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall become effective
on October 1, 1996.

SEC. 3224. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.

(a) Use oF FUNDS FOR COMMODITY DISTRIBU-
TION ADMINISTRATION; STUDIES.—Section 7 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1776) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (e) and (h); and

(2) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), and
(i) as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respec-
tively.

(b) APPROVAL OF CHANGES.—Section 7(e) of
the Act, as so redesignated, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘each year an annual plan”
and inserting ‘“the initial fiscal year a plan’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
“After submitting the initial plan, a State
shall only be required to submit to the Sec-
retary for approval a substantive change in
the plan.”.

SEC. 3225. REGULATIONS.

Section 10(b) of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1779(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ““(1)”’; and

(2) by striking paragraphs (2) through (4).
SEC. 3226. PROHIBITIONS.

Section 11(a) of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1780(a)) is amended by striking
““neither the Secretary nor the State shall”’
and inserting ‘‘the Secretary shall not”’.

SEC. 3227. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS AND
DEFINITIONS.

Section 15 of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1784) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘““the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands’ and insert-
ing ‘“the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands’’; and

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (3)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting
““and’ at the end; and

(B) by striking *‘, and (C)”” and all that fol-
lows through “Governor of Puerto Rico”.
SEC. 3228. ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS.

The second sentence of section 16(a) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1785(a))
is amended by striking ‘“‘at all times be
available’” and inserting ‘‘be available at any
reasonable time”.

SEC. 3229. SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION
PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS,
AND CHILDREN.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 17(b) of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(b)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (15)(B)(iii), by inserting
““of not more than 365 days’ after ‘‘accom-
modation’’; and

(2) in paragraph (16)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘“‘and”
at the end; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking *;
and’’ and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (C).

(b) SECRETARY’S PROMOTION OF WIC.—Sec-
tion 17(c) of the Act is amended by striking
paragraph (5).

(c) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS.—Section 17(d)
of the Act is amended by striking paragraph
4).
(d) NUTRITION EDUCATION AND DRUG ABUSE
EDUCATION.—Section 17(e) of the Act is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by
striking ‘“‘shall ensure’ and all that follows
through “‘is provided” and inserting ‘‘shall
provide nutrition education and may provide
drug abuse education’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the third
sentence;
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(3) in paragraph (4)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking “‘shall’’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (A);

(C) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and
(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively;

(D) in subparagraphs (A) and (B) (as redes-
ignated), by inserting ‘‘shall’’ before ‘“‘pro-
vide” each place it appears;

(E) in subparagraph (A) (as redesignated),
by striking ‘““and’’ at the end;

(F) in subparagraph (B) (as redesignated),
by striking the period and inserting *; and”’;
and

(G) by adding at the end the following:

““(C) may provide a local agency with ma-
terials describing other programs for which
participants in the program may be eligi-
ble.”’;

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking “The
State” and all that follows through “‘local
agency shall” and inserting ‘“Each local
agency shall’’; and

(5) by striking paragraph (6).

(e) STATE PLAN.—Section 17(f) of the Act is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking “annually to the Secretary,
by a date specified by the Secretary, a’’ and
inserting ‘‘to the Secretary, by a date speci-
fied by the Secretary, an initial’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following:
“After submitting the initial plan, a State
shall only be required to submit to the Sec-
retary for approval a substantive change in
the plan.”’;

(B) in subparagraph (C)—

(i) by striking clause (iii) and inserting the
following:

“(iii) a plan to coordinate operations under
the program with other services or programs
that may benefit participants in, and appli-
cants for, the program;’’;

(ii) in clause (vi), by inserting after “‘in the
State” the following: “‘(including a plan to
improve access to the program for partici-
pants and prospective applicants who are
employed, or who reside in rural areas)”’;

(iii) in clause (vii), by striking ‘““to provide
program benefits”” and all that follows
through ‘““‘emphasis on’ and inserting ‘“‘for’’;

(iv) by striking clauses (ix), (x), and (xii);

(v) in clause (xiii), by striking “may re-
quire” and inserting ‘“may reasonably re-
quire’’; and

(vi) by redesignating clauses (xi) and (xiii),
as so amended, as clauses (ix) and (x), respec-
tively;

(C) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as
subparagraph (D);

(2) by striking paragraphs (2), (6), (8), and
(22);

(3) in the second sentence of paragraph (5),
by striking ‘‘at all times be available’” and
inserting ‘“‘be available at any reasonable
time’’;

(4) in paragraph (9)(B), by striking the sec-
ond sentence;

(5) in the first sentence of paragraph (11),
by striking *‘, including standards that will
ensure sufficient State agency staff’’;

(6) in paragraph (12), by striking the third
sentence;

(7) in paragraph (14), by striking ‘“‘shall”’
and inserting ‘“‘may’’;

(8) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘‘and to
accommodate’ and all that follows through
“facilities’;

(9) in paragraph (19), by striking ‘‘shall”
and inserting ‘“may’’; and

(10) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (5),
(7), (9) through (19), (20), (21), (23), and (24), as
so amended, as paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5), (6)
through (16), (17), (18), (19), and (20), respec-
tively.
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(f) INFORMATION.—Section 17(g) of the Act
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘“‘the report
required under subsection (d)(4)”” and insert-
ing ‘“‘reports on program participant charac-
teristics’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (6).

(g9) PROCUREMENT OF INFANT FORMULA.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(h) of the Act is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (4)(E), by striking ‘“‘and,
on’” and all that follows through ““(d)(4)”’;

(B) in paragraph (8)—

(i) by striking subparagraphs (A), (C), and
(M);

(ii) in subparagraph (G)—

(D) in clause (i), by striking “‘(i)”’; and

(1) by striking clauses (ii) through (ix);

(iit) in subparagraph (1), by striking “‘Sec-
retary—"" and all that follows through “‘(v)
may’’ and inserting ‘‘Secretary may’’;

(iv) by redesignating subparagraphs (B)
and (D) through (L) as subparagraphs (A) and
(B) through (J), respectively;

(v) in subparagraph (A)(i), as so redesig-
nated, by striking ‘‘subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E)(iii), in carrying out subparagraph
(A),” and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs (B) and
©(ii),™;

(vi) in subparagraph (B)(i), as so redesig-
nated, by striking ‘“‘subparagraph (B)” each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(A)”’; and

(vii) in subparagraph (C)(iii), as so redesig-
nated, by striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)” and
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A)”’; and

(C) in paragraph (10)(B)—

(i) in clause (i), by striking the semicolon
and inserting “‘; and”’;

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking **; and” and
inserting a period; and

(iii) by striking clause (iii).

(2) APPLICATION.—The amendments made
by paragraph (1) shall not apply to a con-
tract for the procurement of infant formula
under section 17(h)(8) of the Act that is in ef-
fect on the effective date of this subsection.

(h) NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON MATER-
NAL, INFANT, AND FETAL NUTRITION.—Section
17(k)(3) of the Act is amended by striking
““‘Secretary shall designate’” and inserting
““Council shall elect”.

(i) COMPLETED STUDY; COMMUNITY COLLEGE
DEMONSTRATION; GRANTS FOR INFORMATION
AND DATA SYSTEM.—Section 17 of the Act is
amended by striking subsections (n), (o), and
(p)-

(J) DISQUALIFICATION OF VENDORS WHO ARE
DISQUALIFIED UNDER THE FOOD STAMP PRO-
GRAM.—Section 17 of the Act, as so amended,
is further amended by adding at the end the
following:

““(n) DISQUALIFICATION OF VENDORS WHO
ARE DISQUALIFIED UNDER THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall issue
regulations providing criteria for the dis-
qualification under this section of an ap-
proved vendor that is disqualified from ac-
cepting benefits under the food stamp pro-
gram established under the Food Stamp Act
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.).

*“(2) TERMS.—A disqualification under para-
graph (1)—

“(A) shall be for the same period as the dis-
qualification from the program referred to in
paragraph (1);

‘“(B) may begin at a later date than the
disqualification from the program referred
to in paragraph (1); and

““(C) shall not be subject to judicial or ad-
ministrative review.”.

SEC. 3230. CASH GRANTS FOR NUTRITION EDU-
CATION.

Section 18 of the Child Nutrition Act of

1966 (42 U.S.C. 1787) is repealed.
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SEC. 3231. NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAIN-
ING.

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 19 of the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1788) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘“that—"
and all that follows through the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘that effective dis-
semination of scientifically valid informa-
tion to children participating or eligible to
participate in the school lunch and related
child nutrition programs should be encour-
aged.”’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘encour-
age’’ and all that follows through “‘establish-
ing’”’ and inserting “‘establish’.

(b) Use oF FunDs.—Section 19(f) of the Act
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(B) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking ““(A)"’;

(ii) by striking clauses (ix) through (xix);

(iii) by redesignating clauses (i) through
(viil) and (xx) as subparagraphs (A) through
(H) and (1), respectively;

(iv) in subparagraph (1), as so redesignated,
by striking the period at the end and insert-
ing *“; and’’; and

(v) by adding at the end the following:

““(J) other appropriate related activities, as
determined by the State.”’;

(2) by striking paragraphs (2) and (4); and

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (2).

(c) ACCOUNTS, RECORDS, AND REPORTS.—The
second sentence of section 19(g)(1) of the Act
is amended by striking ‘“‘at all times be
available’” and inserting ‘‘be available at any
reasonable time”’.

(d) STATE COORDINATORS FOR NUTRITION;
STATE PLAN.—Section 19(h) of the Act is
amended—

(1) in the second sentence of paragraph
O—

(A) by striking ‘“‘as provided in paragraph
(2) of this subsection’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘as provided in paragraph
(3) of this subsection™;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the second
and third sentences; and

(3) by striking paragraph (3).

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 19(i) of the Act is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (2)(A),
by striking ‘“and each succeeding fiscal
year’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4)
as paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing:

““(3) FISCAL YEARS 1997 THROUGH 2002.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this section
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1997
through 2002.

“(B) GRANTS.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Grants to each State
from the amounts made available under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be based on a rate of 50
cents for each child enrolled in schools or in-
stitutions within the State, except that no
State shall receive an amount less than
$75,000 per fiscal year.

“(if) INSUFFICIENT FUNDS.—If the amount
made available for any fiscal year is insuffi-
cient to pay the amount to which each State
is entitled under clause (i), the amount of
each grant shall be ratably reduced.”.

(f) AssessMENT.—Section 19 of the Act is
amended by striking subsection (j).

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (e) shall become effec-
tive on October 1, 1996.
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CHAPTER 3—MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS
SEC. 3241. COORDINATION OF SCHOOL LUNCH,
SCHOOL BREAKFAST, AND SUMMER
FOOD SERVICE PROGRAMS.

(a) COORDINATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall develop proposed changes to
the regulations under the school lunch pro-
gram under the National School Lunch Act,
the summer food service program under sec-
tion 13 of that Act, and the school breakfast
program under section 4 of the Child Nutri-
tion Act of 1966, for the purpose of simplify-
ing and coordinating those programs into a
comprehensive meal program.

(2) CONSULTATION.—INn developing proposed
changes to the regulations under paragraph
(1), the Secretary of Agriculture shall con-
sult with local, State, and regional adminis-
trators of the programs described in such
paragraph.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than November 1,
1997, the Secretary of Agriculture shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate and the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities of the House of Representa-
tives a report containing the proposed
changes developed under subsection (a).

Subtitle C—Related Provisions
Sec. 3301. REQUIREMENT THAT DATA RELATING
TO THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY IN
THE UNITED STATES BE PUBLISHED
AT LEAST EVERY 2 YEARS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, to
the extent feasible, produce and publish for
each State, county, and local unit of general
purpose government for which data have
been compiled in the then most recent cen-
sus of population under section 141(a) of title
13, United States Code, and for each school
district, data relating to the incidence of
poverty. Such data may be produced by
means of sampling, estimation, or any other
method that the Secretary determines will
produce current, comprehensive, and reliable
data.

(b) CoNTENT; FREQUENCY.—Data under this
section—

(1) shall include—

(A) for each school district, the number of
children age 5 to 17, inclusive, in families
below the poverty level; and

(B) for each State and county referred to in
subsection (a), the number of individuals age
65 or older below the poverty level; and

(2) shall be published—

(A) for each State, county, and local unit
of general purpose government referred to in
subsection (a), in 1997 and at least every sec-
ond year thereafter; and

(B) for each school district, in 1999 and at
least every second year thereafter.

(c) AUTHORITY TO AGGREGATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If reliable data could not
otherwise be produced, the Secretary may,
for purposes of subsection (b)(1)(A), aggre-
gate school districts, but only to the extent
necessary to achieve reliability.

(2) INFORMATION RELATING TO USE OF AU-
THORITY.—ANy data produced under this sub-
section shall be appropriately identified and
shall be accompanied by a detailed expla-
nation as to how and why aggregation was
used (including the measures taken to mini-
mize any such aggregation).

(d) REPORT To BE SUBMITTED WHENEVER
DATA Is NoT TIMELY PUBLISHED.—If the Sec-
retary is unable to produce and publish the
data required under this section for any
State, county, local unit of general purpose
government, or school district in any year
specified in subsection (b)(2), a report shall
be submitted by the Secretary to the Presi-
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, not later than 90
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days before the start of the following year,
enumerating each government or school dis-
trict excluded and giving the reasons for the
exclusion.

(e) CRITERIA RELATING TO POVERTY.—In
carrying out this section, the Secretary shall
use the same criteria relating to poverty as
were used in the then most recent census of
population under section 141(a) of title 13,
United States Code (subject to such periodic
adjustments as may be necessary to com-
pensate for inflation and other similar fac-
tors).

(f) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall
consult with the Secretary of Education in
carrying out the requirements of this section
relating to school districts.

(9) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of this
section, the term ‘‘Secretary’” means the
Secretary of Health and Human Services.

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $1,500,000 for each of
fiscal years 1997 through 2000.

SEC. 3302. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that this
title, and the amendments made by this
title, should not result in an increase in the
number of children who are hungry, home-
less, poor, or medically uninsured.

SEC. 3303. LEGISLATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY.

In the event that this title, or the amend-
ments made by this title, results in an in-
crease in the number of children in the Unit-
ed States who are hungry, homeless, poor, or
medically uninsured by the end of the fiscal
year 1997, the Congress—

(1) shall revisit the provisions of this title,
or the amendments made by this title, which
caused such increase; and

(2) shall, as soon as practicable thereafter,
pass legislation that stops the continuation
of such increase.

TITLE IV—COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND

MEANS
SEC. 4001. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of
19967,

SEC. 4002. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents of this title is as fol-

lows:

Sec. 4001. Short title.
Sec. 4002. Table of contents.

Subtitle A—Block Grants for Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families

4101. Findings.

4102. Reference to Social Security Act.

4103. Block grants to States.

4104. Services provided by charitable,
religious, or private organiza-
tions.

Census data on grandparents as
primary caregivers for their
grandchildren.

Report on data processing.

Study on alternative outcomes
measures.

Conforming amendments to the
Social Security Act.

Conforming amendments to the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 and re-
lated provisions.

Conforming amendments to other
laws.

Development of prototype of coun-
terfeit-resistant social security
card required.

Disclosure of receipt of Fede