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Air transportation is an integral part
of the lives of millions of Americans,
and we must do everything in our
power to ensure that it is as safe as we
can possibly make it.

We must do everything in our power
to prevent future tragedies like the one
that occurred last night.

My prayers are with the families and
friends of the people aboard TWA flight
800.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been requested.

Is there a sufficient second? There is
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.”’

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FRAHM). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 202 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Abraham Ford Mack
Akaka Frahm McCain
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Glenn Mikulski
Bennett Gorton Moseley-Braun
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski
Bond Grams Murray
Boxer Grassley Nickles
Breaux Gregg Nunn
Brown Harkin Pell
Bryan Hatch Pressler
Bumpers Heflin Pryor
Burns Helms Reid
Byrd Hollings Robb
Campbell Hutchison Rockefeller
Chafee Inhofe Roth
Coats Inouye Santorum
Cochran Jeffords Sarbanes
Cohen Johnston Shelby
Conrad Kassebaum Simon
Coverdell Kempthorne Simpson
Craig Kennedy Smith
D’Amato Kerrey Snowe
Daschle Kerry Specter
DeWine Kohl Stevens
Dodd Kyl Thomas
Domenici Lautenberg Thompson
Dorgan Leahy Thurmond
Exon Levin Warner
Faircloth Lieberman Wellstone
Feingold Lott Wyden
Feinstein Lugar
NOT VOTING—2

Bradley Hatfield

The resolution (S. Res. 280) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

Mr. SANTORUM. | move to recon-

sider the vote.
Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

AMENDMENT NO. 4901
(Purpose: To ensure that welfare recipients
are drug-free as a condition for receiving
welfare assistance from the American tax-
payers)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]
proposes an amendment numbered 4901.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike existing Section 2902, and replace
with the following:

“SEC. 2902. SANCTIONING WELFARE RECIPIENTS

FOR TESTING POSITIVE FOR THE
USE OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, States shall randomly test welfare re-
cipients, including recipients of assistance
under the temporary assistance for needy
families program under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act and individuals re-
ceiving food stamps under the program de-
fined in section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act
of 1977, for the use of controlled substances
and shall sanction welfare recipients who
test positive for the use of such illegal drugs.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. | understand the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri will
agree to 15 minutes and Senator KEN-
NEDY, in opposition, to 15 minutes. |
ask unanimous consent that there be 15
minutes on each side for a total of 30
minutes on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. And | ask unanimous
consent that there be no second-degree
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. | wonder if we could
get some indication, while the man-
agers are here, of what is going to tran-
spire for the remainder of the evening,
perhaps tomorrow.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that this not be
deducted from the time on the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. That was under-
stood, but we will be glad to agree.

| say to Senator CHAFEE, we have 28
Democratic amendments and 22 Repub-
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lican amendments. We have not had a
chance to go through and see if there
are significant numbers that we could
agree to accept. So for now we are in
business until we get to talk with our
leader and see what he wants to do. We
will take this amendment and use that
time to see what we can give the Sen-
ator by way of assurance. There are a
lot of Senators who have things
planned for this evening, but | think
the leader made it clear that we want
to try to finish this reconciliation bill
by a time certain, and we are nowhere
close to that. So for now, the best | can
do is say let us wait for at least 30 min-
utes and then try to give you a more
concrete answer.

I thank Senator AsSHCROFT for yield-
ing.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President,
the debate over the provisions before
us today represents an opportunity to
change the way we view welfare in this
country. The question is simple: Will
we continue to allow Federal assist-
ance to be a way of life?

That is the fundamental choice we
face. Will we see welfare as the
intergenerational problem that it is, or
will we continue to fund this failure,
this dependence?

There are a number of things in this
bill that would help us make sure wel-
fare is no more than a transition. We
put time limits on welfare, for in-
stance. But if we really want to move
people from dependence to independ-
ence, if we want individuals to move
from welfare to work, if we really want
individuals to change their behavior, |
think we ought to be asking people to
display a set of behaviors which readies
them for the real world.

If you want to be part of the working
world, you ought to be drug-free. When
you go to work in the private sector,
this is the standard. As the chart be-
hind me indicates, even in small firms
with 1 to 500 employees, 62 percent test
for drugs. Similarly, 88 percent of all
firms employing over 10,000 people in
America require drug testing.

Now, | ask a simple question: What
good does it do for us to allow people to
remain on drugs if they have little or
no capacity to be placed in the private
sector? If you are on welfare, you
should be off drugs. Period.

That is the point that | make, that
the American people should not be
asked to spend their hard-earned re-
sources supporting the drug habits of
uninterested addicts. Under my amend-
ment, each State would be required to
create a random drug-testing program
as well as sanction those individuals
who test positive.

It does mandate that the States re-
quire drug testing. No question. It is
time, however, for us to stop funding
the drug habits of individuals who have
no intention of working toward a job.

I am pleased, then, to send this
amendment to the desk, and to say to
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those individuals who are on welfare, it
is time to move from dependence to
independence and opportunity. | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, |
yield myself 10 minutes.

Madam President, | listened with in-
terest to the presentation made by the
Senator from Missouri regarding his
amendment. | bring to the attention of
the membership that the amendment
says ‘‘notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, States shall’’—not may,
but “‘shall’’—‘‘shall test welfare recipi-
ents.” So, effectively this is a mandate.
The Senator has not commented about
how much money these tests would
cost and who would pay for them. We
heard a good deal earlier this year
about unfunded Federal mandates. Well
that’s what this amendment is. This
amendment says that the States shall
undertake this activity.

Now, if the Senator offered an
amendment to provide that the Gov-
ernors, or the State legislatures and
the Governors, may do this, | might
urge the Senate to support it. | might
support giving States the discretion to
test, within constitutional limits, pro-
vided that they comply with the HHS
guidelines which ensure maximum ac-
curacy and appropriate safeguards.

But the Senator says we will not
leave this matter up to the States. We
will not let the Governors make a deci-
sion or judgment about this. This
amendment provides no flexibility
based on different State experiences.
This amendment says that every State
shall do it.

I hope in the remaining time, the
Senator from Missouri would explain
to the Senate where the States will get
the money to do it. If they use money
from this bill, it is going to come out
of other vital activities. If they had
discretion, Governors might decide
that drug testing was a sensible prior-
ity for these scarce funds, or they
might not. But this amendment pro-
vides no discretion. As a result, the
money spent on drug testing will be
money not spent on children’s pro-
grams and expectant mother programs.
We are going to cut back on those even
further.

I would have thought the Senator
would at least attempt to justify his
proposal by arguing that there is a
higher incidence of substance abuse
among AFDC recipients, but he has not
made that point. He has not made that
point because there is no evidence
whatsoever to suggest that it is true.
But evidently he believes that poor
people need this kind of testing, but
that other, different groups that get
Federal benefits do not. We do not drug
test farmers applying for crop sub-
sidies. We do not drug test homebuyers
applying for a federally guaranteed
mortgage. We do not drug test cor-
porate executives applying for market-
ing assistance overseas. But we are sin-
gling out this particular group of poor
people for this stigmatizing, intrusive
procedure.
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Now, the latest information from
HHS is that it costs at least $35 to con-
duct a drug test, and that does not in-
clude the cost of an administrative ap-
peals process, or the cost of treatment
for those who test positive. There are
some 5 million adults receiving AFDC,
and that is only one category of wel-
fare recipients. So we are looking ar a
bare minimum price tag of $1.75 billion.
That is $1.75 billion, without any assur-
ance about what particular tests or
laboratories we will have.

Madam President, it seems to me it
would make more sense to say that the
States may go ahead and develop these
programs if they choose within con-
stitutional limits and in compliance
with the HHS guidelines. Let the Gov-
ernors make that decision. But that is
not what this amendment is about.

At an appropriate time, Mr. Presi-
dent, | will make a point of order
against the amendment.

Madam President, just a brief com-
ment on the underlying piece of legis-
lation that we are considering here this
evening. It is shocking to me that after
months of what | had hoped was
progress, our Republican friends are
once again prepared to shed the fragile
and frayed safety net designed to pro-
tect nearly 9 million American chil-
dren. As | said from the beginning,
there is a right way and a wrong way
to reform welfare. Punishing children
is the wrong way. Denying realistic job
training and work opportunities, is the
wrong way. Leaving States holding the
bag is the wrong way. We all want to
move families from welfare to work,
but we should be clear that this bill is
still not about real welfare reform but
is simply more welfare fraud.

After more than 60 years of a good-
faith national commitment to protect
all needy children, our Republican
friends are still proposing legislative
child neglect, if not abuse. This meas-
ure, the broad measure, the underlying
measure, is an assault on the youngest
and most vulnerable Americans.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in doing the right compassionate thing
and eventually voting no. Granted,
after being called on the carpet for put-
ting forward their home alone welfare
bill, a proposal that would have forced
mothers into workfare programs even
if they had no one to care for their
children—this bill provides funding for
child care services. In addition, the Re-
publicans have finally let go of their
desire to dismantle existing protec-
tions for abused and neglected chil-
dren. These are improvements.

The bill, nevertheless, poses many of
the very same dangers to children as
the bills that have already been vetoed.
Madam President, here are a few of the
tragic consequences. Under the Repub-
lican bill, destitute children would no
longer be able to count on even the
most basic concern in a time of need.
In 1935, Congress made a historic prom-
ise that no child would be left to face
poverty, hunger, and disease. This bill
permanently breaks that promise. If
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the Republicans have their way, when
children need a helping hand, it will de-
pend on whether they are fortunate
enough to be born in a State that has
the resources and the will to provide
that assistance. It will no longer be a
matter of national policy. It will be a
gamble geography.

Under the Republican bill, more than
1 million adolescent children and 4 mil-
lion parents would lose their currently
guaranteed access to health care. We
know that adequate health care is a
major barrier to employment. If we are
serious about promoting work and re-
ducing long-term health care costs,
this is a major step backward.

Under the Republican bill, food
stamp payments would be reduced to 66
cents a meal. | do not know how many
of my colleagues have tried to feed a
child for 66 cents, but it is just not pos-
sible. By slashing $27 billion from criti-
cally important nutrition programs,
the Republican bill will leave more
than 14 million children at risk of hun-
ger, malnutrition, stunted develop-
ment, and school failure.

Under the Republican bill, 300,000
children with serious disabilities, in-
cluding mental retardation, tuber-

culosis, autism, and head injuries, will
be denied SSI cash benefits and Medic-
aid eligibility.

The Republican bill pulled back the
welcome mat for legal immigrants who
enter this country under our laws, play
by the rules, pay taxes, and contribute
to our communities. It bans legal im-
migrants from SSI and food stamps.
Even if their sponsors cannot help
them, they still cannot help. Many im-
migrants, particularly those who come
to fill needs rather than to unite with
families, do not even have sponsors to
turn to when they need help. Under
this bill, if you are a legal immigrant
and you fall on hard times, you are out
of luck.

Madam President, | can think of no
measure that expresses a greater hos-
tility toward the immigrants that have
made this country great than to ban
legal immigrants from the ultimate
safety net—Medicaid.

There is a solution to ensure that
public assistance is truly a last resort
for immigrants. We should hold spon-
sors accountable for the care of the im-
migrants they sponsor. But where the
sponsor cannot shoulder the burden, or
where there is no sponsor, we should be
prepared to lend a helping hand, par-
ticularly to the children. There is
much more.

The Republican bill provides far too
few Federal resources to help in the
training, education, and services need-
ed to help move families from welfare
to work. It prohibits the States from
offering assistance to babies born to
families on welfare—unless and until
they enact laws to exempt themselves
from this requirement. These provi-
sions are a direct assault on children
and have nothing at all to do with
meaningful reform.

Madam President, right here in the
Senate, much of what America has
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stood for is being dismantled and de- and | yield 4 minutes to the Senator chusetts. This amendment is about
stroyed. from Alabama. children. As a matter of fact, drug use

In the movie ‘‘Independence Day,”’
people go to the theater, the lights go
down, and they sit in the dark to watch
a battle between aliens and America’s
best fighters, who win in the end. Here
we are talking about American chil-
dren living in poverty, the innocent
victims of fate. If this bill passes, they
will be the innocent victims of their
own Government.

Tonight, after the movies, when peo-
ple shut out their lights, we should all
think about how fate has treated us
and about what kind of country we
want to live in, about what kind of
children we want to grow up in this
country. We do not need to worry
about aliens; we need to worry about
what we are doing to ourselves, our
country, and our children. We may be
reaching for the gold in Atlanta, but
when it comes to caring for our chil-
dren, we are certainly trailing the rest
of the industrial world here in Wash-
ington. Surely, we can do better.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, | sup-
port random drug tests, and | have
voted for random drug tests for welfare
and food stamp recipients—as recently,
in fact, as last May in Senate vote 133.
But the big distinction between that
and what Senator ASHCROFT is propos-
ing here is that he is making it manda-
tory—and not providing the money to
pay for it. We spent the first part of
this Congress in 1995 debating the en-
tire issue of unfunded mandates. And,
here is an unfunded mandate. If this
amendment had provided the funding
or allowed States to do random drug
tests, | would have supported it, as |
have similar proposals in the past. But
I cannot support this.

Madam President, | support the right
of States to require welfare recipients
to submit to drug tests and to fulfill a
commitment to remain drug free as a
condition for receiving public assist-
ance. Drug abuse is serious, and is all-
too-often a heartbreaking problem,
particularly among young people. And
we have to attack it on as many fronts
as we can. Just yesterday, | joined my
friend and colleague, Senator HATCH of
Utah, in introducing a bill to crack
down on the manufacture and importa-
tion of methamphetamine, or crank.

But whether a State chooses to com-
bat drug abuse among welfare recipi-
ents through random testing and pun-
ishment, or through other methods of
screening drug use and efforts to help
people get off drugs permanently, is a
decision that should be left to the
States. Random drug testing is not
cheap, and this amendment, as written,
would force the States to spend up to
$200 million—even if they had in place
another means to go after drug use
money recipients. While | support the
right of States to test welfare recipi-
ents for drug use, | cannot support this
unfunded mandate.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
ask that the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. NICKLES] be added as a cosponsor,

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, |
rise tonight to join my friend from
Missouri, Senator ASHCROFT, in offer-
ing this amendment, which would re-
quire the States to sanction individ-
uals testing positive for drug use. This
amendment would go a long way in re-
storing integrity into our system of
public assistance.

Madam President, | trust there is not
one Senator in this Chamber who
would stand here and argue that tax-
payers should be forced to subsidize the
drug habits of other individuals. Yet, if
the Federal Government continues to
send cash payments to individuals
using drugs, that is exactly what is
happening. Not only is that directly
contrary to the intent of the AFDC
program, and others, and a complete
waste of the taxpayers’ money, but it
is also very harmful to the parents
using drugs and the children living in
that environment.

Subsidizing the parents’ drug habits
will, in the end, destroy their chances
for ever becoming self-sufficient. They
will remain trapped on welfare longer
and will require substantial rehabilita-
tion.

However, Madam President, think of
what we are doing to the children liv-
ing in that environment. Giving cash
to parents using drugs is one of the
cruelest forms of Federal child abuse |
can think of. By cutting off or limiting
public assistance to those buying
drugs, we are limiting their ability to
buy the drugs. That will improve not
only their lives, but the lives of their
children.

Madam President, | believe the
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri will re-
store a great deal to our welfare sys-
tem. | hope my colleagues will support
it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
has all time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
Senator from Missouri has 6 minutes
and 10 seconds. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts has 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. | am more than glad
to yield back 4 minutes of the time and
just take 1 more minute if the Senator
wants to yield back his time. I am
more than glad to do that. If he is
going to retain the time, | will retain
mine.

Mr. DOMENICI.
does that——

Mr. KENNEDY. | will not do any-
thing until | hear what Senator
ASHCROFT is going to do. If he wants to
yield time, | will as well. If he does not,
I will retain my time.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | would like to use
my time.

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. | vyield myself 4
minutes of the time remaining.

I have to say that | agree totally
with the senior Senator from Massa-

Before the Senator

has been damning to children. It has,
as a matter of fact, been lethal.

I would like to introduce you to one
such child. This young man is no
longer with us. His name was Jason.
His mother was a 21-year-old recipient
of the welfare of which we speak, and
she funded her drug habit with the
methamphetamine drug known as
crank. Not only was her child born
drug-addicted, but as a result of the
nursing, the child literally died of an
overdose of methamphetamine.

So, this amendment is about chil-
dren. It is also about drug use and what
that use does to children. It Kills them.
It is time for us to stop this Killing.

This amendment is also about pre-
paring for a job. If we are willing to say
that people who are involved in job
training should be subject to manda-
tory drug tests, as we did last October,
it seems to me that welfare recipients
should be held to the same standard.
That is what this amendment would
do.

Mr. President, let us not lure welfare
recipients into a false sense of security;
stay on drugs and we will still support
you. Let us make it clear from the very
beginning. If you are on welfare, you
will be off drugs. The taxpayers and the
children who aspire to a better tomor-
row deserve nothing less.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we
can all have a feel good vote and sup-
port Senator ASHCROFT’s amendment
and think we are doing something
about children. But the underlying bill
cuts back on nutrition support for 14
million children in the United States.
So who really favors children?

It is interesting listening to this Sen-
ator from Missouri. He says we know
better, Washington knows better, we
ought to tell those States how to run
their programs. Of course he tells us
something entirely different in another
context. | hope we can let the Gov-
ernors make this decision.

And remember the backdrop against
which this amendment is offered. This
Republican Congress has spent the last
2 years cutting back on the drug treat-
ment and prevention programs that are
designed to help the families whose
lives have been affected by the scourge
of drugs. We have tens of thousands of
individuals who need and want drug
treatment today, to free themselves
from addiction, but they languish on
the waiting lists of the treatment pro-
grams that still exist after the Repub-
lican budget cut these programs almost
20 percent. So we can pretend to be
tough about drugs by voting for this
amendment, but if we really wanted to
fight drugs we would provide treatment
to the people who need it and are beg-
ging for it.

The Senator from Missouri talks
about substance-abusing mothers. But
there is no money in here to assist any
of those individuals who might test
positive and want freedom from addic-
tion. Does the amendment have any
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money for treating these women so
that they can be better mothers to
their children? No. It is not provided.

Not only is money for treatment not
provided. There is no money in here for
the testing itself. It is $1.75 billion, and
the Senator does not show where it
comes from.

On the underlying measure, we have
1.3 million children who are going to be
thrown off Medicaid. We are supposed
to shed crocodile tears about drug-
abusing mothers under the Ashcroft
amendment, but the bill says to 1.3
million Americans, ““You are going to
be denied any kind of help and assist-
ance.”” Are we going to say to the 4
million mothers who are being denied
Medicaid, many of them of childbear-
ing age, that they are going to be de-
nied prenatal care? The baby may get
some care, but we are denying the
mothers the prenatal care? Do we care
about children?

It is difficult for me to be persuaded
by the Senator’s argument about how
concerned we are about children when
the underlying bill so badly frays the
social safety net for children.

In conclusion, the amendment is an
unfunded mandate on the States. It
does not provide the money to conduct
the drug tests. And it is simply inhu-
mane to test these people and throw
them into the street when the Repub-
lican budget so dramatically cuts back
on the drug treatment programs that
provide assistance for those individuals
who want to free themselves from sub-
stance abuse.

I withhold whatever time | have.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Are we clear on time
on amendments yet?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes left for each side.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President,
thank you very much.

The case of Jason Allen is not an iso-
lated case. | could fill the RECORD with
cases of children who are drug abused,
or victims of the drug abuse of their
parents, all funded by a welfare system
that is the subject of this debate.

This amendment does nothing to im-
pair our ability to care for children.
Far from it. This amendment merely
says that we ought to provide incen-
tives for our children to live in drug-
free environments, not drug-laden envi-
ronments.

If we care about children, we cannot
allow the current devastation to per-
sist. It has occurred for too long. It has
ruined families and ruined children.
This amendment is an important first
step in the right direction.

With that, Madam President, | thank
you. | yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we
still have not heard from the Senator
about what is going to happen to those
children. What is going to happen if the
mother is thrown off the welfare rolls
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for testing positive? Say she has been
denied treatment, she is on a waiting
list for drug treatment, and so she
tests positive for drug use and forfeits
her family’s welfare benefits. How does
that possibly help the children? You
are prohibiting these women from get-
ting vouchers so that they can get dia-
pers, so they can get milk, or infant
formula. So what happens to these
families? They get thrown out on the
street, and they are made homeless.
There is no provision in here to look
after the children.

I just think this is a harsh proposal.
It is directed toward the mother, but it
hits the children. It is also reflective of
the underlying problem with the whole
welfare bill. We are fragmenting the
safety net for children in this country,
and | think that is why the underlying
measure should be defeated as well.

I withhold the remaining time. | have
to withhold enough time to be able to
make a point of order.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
would be pleased to yield the remain-
der of my time for raising the point of
order by the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. 1 yield back all my
time, and as | understand when all
time is yielded that it is appropriate to
make the point of order that the pend-
ing Ashcroft amendment is not ger-
mane. | raise the point of order that
the amendment violates section 305(b)
of the Congressional Budget Act.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, |
move to waive the Budget Act for con-
sideration of my amendment, and | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that the time
be yielded back on the motion to
waive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. ASHCROFT. There is no objec-
tion on my part.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
before we proceed to a vote, could | ask
Senator DobD? | understand he has an
amendment. If the sponsor and the op-
position to the previous amendment
would permit us, we would like to set
the motion aside temporarily and take
up the Dodd amendment. | think the
Senator is going to go to 30 minutes
equally divided.

Mr. DODD. That is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. And there be no sec-
ond-degree amendments.

Mr. DODD. Right.

Mr. DOMENICI. After which time we
will order a rollcall on it, and we will
then ask they be sequenced——

Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the right
to object, might the Senator from New
Mexico estimate the time at which a
vote would occur on this amendment,
on the motion to waive the budget act?

Mr. DOMENICI. It looks to me like it
would be 6:10.

Is there
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Does the Senator want that agreed to
now so we do not violate that?

Mr. ASHCROFT. If it is possible, |
would like to defer the vote until per-
haps 8:30.

Mr. DOMENICI. | think maybe we
better proceed to vote on the motion to
waive right now, Mr. President. We will
just do that and take Senator DoDD’s
up in due course.

Mr. DODD. | say to my colleague, we
will try to get it done quickly. The
amendment is not a matter of great
controversy. | know a lot of people
wanted to say something about the
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI.
take less?

Mr. DODD. | will try to do it in 20
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. The amendment was
going to be agreed to, so | assume the
Senator is going to get a very big vote.
Would the Senator want to agree to let
us accept the amendment?

Mr. DODD. | want a vote, | say, with
all due respect, to the Chairman, on an
issue that has gone back and forth.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the right
to object, is there a reason the Senator
wants to make his remarks in advance
of the vote?

If the Senator from Connecticut
needs to leave for other reasons, |
would indicate to him that that is the
condition in which the Senator from
Missouri finds himself.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 1
withdraw my unanimous-consent re-
quest and ask for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the Budget Act. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote nay.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY]
and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
PRYOR] are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who desire to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 203 Leg.]

Would the Senator

YEAS—50
Abraham Faircloth Kohl
Ashcroft Feinstein Kyl
Bennett Frahm Lieberman
Bond Frist Lott
Breaux Gorton McCain
Brown Gramm McConnell
Burns Grams Murkowski
Campbell Grassley Nickles
Coats Gregg Nunn
Cochran Hatch Pressler
Coverdell Heflin
Craig Helms Roth
D’Amato Hutchison Santorum
DeWine Inhofe Shelby
Domenici Kassebaum Simpson
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Smith Thomas Thurmond
Stevens Thompson Warner
NAYS—47

Akaka Ford Mack
Baucus Glenn Mikulski
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Bryan Inouye Pell
Bumpers Jeffords Reid
Byrd Johnston Robb
Chafee Kempthorne Rockefeller
Cohen Kennedy Sarbanes
Conrad Kerrey Simon
Daschle Kerry Snowe
Dodd Lautenberg Specter
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Exon Levin Wyden
Feingold Lugar

NOT VOTING—3
Bradley Hatfield Pryor

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50, the nays are 47.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, our
leader will announce his intentions
shortly, but | just want to say, from
the best | can ascertain, there are 28
known amendments on the Democratic
side, and that does not include the list
of Byrd rule violations which could be
considered to be votes. And on our side,
there are 22, as of the last count.

| think the longer we are here, | say
to the leader, it is an invitation for
phone calls. We have about nine addi-
tional phone calls in our cloakroom
from Senators who want to add amend-
ments. So | do not believe it is going to
be very easy to get this completed. We
are going to need substantial time.

| yield to the leader, because | can’t
do anything about it at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, first, |
would like to inquire, are we in a posi-
tion where we can get a 20-minute time
agreement, equally divided, on the
Dodd amendment and get a vote on
that in 20 minutes?

Mr. DODD. | say to the majority
leader, we had 30 minutes, and we will
try to use less than that. We have a
number of people who want to speak.
That is the problem. | will try to keep
it to no more than 30.

Mr. LOTT. Are you talking about a
total of 30 minutes equally divided?

Mr. DODD. Yes, 30.

Mr. LOTT. Let me lock this in.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a 30-minute time
agreement equally divided on the Dodd
amendment, with a vote to follow im-
mediately after that time, and no sec-
ond degrees be in order.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, |
thought this was an amendment they
were going to accept.

Mr. DOMENICI. We told the Senator
we would accept it. He desires a rollcall
vote and desires debate.

Mr. CHAFEE. If it is going to be ac-
cepted, how much debate is there going
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to be on the other side? Can you take
10 minutes?

Mr. DODD. We are wasting time de-
bating. Why don’t we get to the amend-
ment?

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | don’t
want to delay time here. There has
been a suggestion made that we try to
work together on both sides of the aisle
to get a reasonable list of amendments
that would be debated and voted on. If
we could get that done, then we could
go to events that are scheduled to-
night. Some of the Senators would like
to be at the Olympics tomorrow at 12.
Then we would have a series of votes
on those amendments beginning at 9:30
Tuesday. Basically that is the outline
of what we were trying to do. But in-
stead of the amendments shrinking,
they are growing on both sides of the
aisle.

I have suggested to the Democratic
leader that we will get our list down to
five amendments on our side of the
aisle for votes, which means that some
of them will be accepted, some of them
will come up another day. | mean, that
is reasonable. 1 hope there will be an
effort on the other side. We debated
this before. We made our points. You
can make your points on your five
amendments and we can make what-
ever points we have to on our five
amendments or so. It does not have to
be exactly that number. But if we are
talking about a series of 20 to 40
amendments on Tuesday, that is no ac-
complishment.

We do have an alternative. That is to
stay here tonight and stay tomorrow
and complete the time that is remain-
ing and vote on amendments tomor-
row, which would suit me fine. But |
would like to be able to accommodate
Members on both sides of the aisle who
have things that they would like to do.
I think that would be fair.

So at this point, | just ask every-
body—we have 30 minutes here. Let us
get serious. Let us get this agreement
worked out. Then we can go on and do
what we need to do tonight and tomor-
row. We can take up the agricultural
appropriations bill Monday. We can de-
bate the amendments tonight, tomor-
row, and 4 hours on Monday and we can
vote on Tuesday. That is a mighty
good arrangement. We have been hav-
ing good cooperation all week. Let us
see if we cannot do it one more time on
this very important piece of legislation
that the President wants and both
sides of the aisle want. With that, |
plead with Members on both sides to
cooperate with us and let us get a rea-
sonable list worked out.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
reiterate as well my desire to see if we
cannot work this list down in the next
30 minutes. | hope every one of the col-
leagues on my side of the aisle will
come to me and tell me, No. 1, when
they intend to offer the amendment
and, No. 2, whether they really need a
rollcall or whether they would be satis-
fied with a voice vote.
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If we cannot get it down to a reason-
able list, |1 think it is fair to say that
within a half-hour we would be then in
a position to say whether we will be
here tonight, tomorrow and Monday.
So, if we cannot—I do not have any
plans—we will be here tonight. I have
no objection to being here tomorrow
and Monday, but there are a lot of peo-
ple who have expressed an interest in
trying to accommodate the schedule
that the majority leader has discussed,
and | hope we can do that, just to take
into account some of the people who
have already made their plans. But we
will have to make that decision within
the next 30 minutes. So, | hope every-
body will come to me, and we will de-
cide within that 30-minute timeframe
whether or not we will be here tomor-
row and Monday or not.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we ask our
side to do the same—30 minutes?

Mr. LOTT. Absolutely.

Mr. DOMENICI. Just come into the
Cloakroom and tell us. We want to dis-
pose of them. Thank you.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4902
(Purpose: To restore health and safety
protections with respect to child care)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DobD]
for himself, Mr. CoATs, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs.
KASSEBAUM, Ms. SNOWE, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. MURRAY,
Mr. KERREY, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. REID, and Mr.
LEAHY, proposes an amendment numbered
4902.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 628, strike clauses (vi) and (vii) of
section 2805(2)(A).

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | offer this
amendment on behalf of myself and my
colleagues, Senators COATS, KENNEDY,
KASSEBAUM, SNOWE, MIKULSKI, HARKIN,
KOHL, KERRY, MURRAY, KERREY, COHEN,
REID, and LEAHY. As you can see by
this list, Mr. President, this is a bipar-
tisan effort.

I have asked for a rollcall vote here
because this is an issue that has been
adopted in the past and yet mysteri-
ously ends up dropping out of the bill
every time we turn around. So | am
asking for a rollcall vote, and hopefully
an overwhelming vote here, so that
when we get to conference on this leg-
islation, it stays in the bill. Despite
the fact that we passed this a number
of times, every time we get it done,
somehow it manages to disappear from
the bill again, as it did from the Fi-
nance Committee bill. For those rea-
sons, we will ask Members to be re-
corded on this issue.

The
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Mr. President, let me just briefly
point out that what we are doing here
is restoring to the bill the child care
health and safety standards that we
adopted now 6 years ago when the sen-
ior Senator from Utah and | offered the
child care legislation and set up broad
guidelines for health and safety stand-
ards, leaving to the States the specifics
on how they would achieve those par-
ticular goals.

I am thankful for the efforts of my
colleague from Indiana, and Senator
SNOWE, Senator KASSeBAUM, and others
who worked on this over the years. We
have felt that it has been very, very
helpful to have these standards in
place. If we are going to have, as we
must have, child care resources as we
move people from welfare to work,
these children have to be in a safe
place. We have standards by which we
maintain our pets and our automobiles.
In this case here we are setting basic
minimum standards for children. It is
something that we ought to all be able
to agree on.

There was a study done, Mr. Presi-
dent, a few years ago that assessed the
health and safety standards at child
care settings across the country. The
conclusion of that study, Mr. Presi-
dent, was that in only 14 percent of the
cases was it where the child care cen-
ters provided good quality care. In 85
percent of those settings, almost 86
percent, the study concluded it was not
good quality at all. So there is a neces-
sity for requiring that these children
be in a healthy and safe setting. We are
talking about a setting where you are
seeing to it that there are not open
electrical outlets, there is electrical
safety, water safety, basic require-
ments so that these children will be
adequately protected.

Mr. President, as | pointed out ear-
lier today, let us try to keep this de-
bate in perspective. Of the 13 million
people on welfare, 8.8 million of those
are children. And 78 percent of that 8.8
million are under the age of 12. Almost
50 percent of the 8.8 million children
are under the age of 6. So there is going
to be a substantial number of children
who will need child care as their moth-
ers or fathers who are on welfare go to
work.

There is money for child care. |
would like more, but it certainly is an
improvement over what existed in the
past. But it is not just a question of
having funding for child care. These
children must also be in a safe environ-
ment.

A little later on this evening or to-
morrow, or whenever, you are going to
have another amendment offered by
my colleague from Louisiana dealing
with another aspect of children’s safe-
ty. Let me urge my colleagues here,
many of whom support this amend-
ment, to look at the Breaux amend-
ment and look at the other amend-
ments dealing with children. 1 do not
think there is any debate in this Cham-
ber about trying to get adults from
welfare to work. But there ought not to
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be any debate either, in our view,
about trying to see to it that innocent
children who through no fault of their
own have been born into circumstances
where they need some help, whether it
is in food or health care or child care,
are protected.

So we urge the adoption of the
amendment and also amendments that
would provide that safety net for these
children.

At this point, if | can, Mr. President,
I yield 3 minutes to my colleague from
Maryland, and then | will yield to my
colleague from Indiana. At that point
we will try to wrap up the debate here,
unless others want to be heard, and get
to a vote on this amendment.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, | rise
in strong support of the Dodd-Mikul-
ski-Kassebaum-Coats, et al. amend-
ment. This amendment is really quite
simple. It restores basic health and
safety standards for child-care provid-
ers receiving Federal funds.

The bill before us repeals those mod-
est standards. | think that is shocking.
Safe child care is too important to be
left to chance.

Mr. President, we have to make sure
that what we explicitly state are our
values we put in our legislative policy.
This bill does that. It restores the re-
quirement that states have standards
in place to protect children. These
standards protect children from infec-
tious diseases, make sure their build-
ings and playgrounds are safe, and re-
quire the people who take care of chil-
dren to know first aid.

I hope that every Senator will sup-
port this amendment because in mov-
ing families to work, we must ensure
not only the adequacy of child care,
but that child care is safe. Sure, we
often focus on debating the amount of
money we are going to spend on child
care. And this is one Senator who be-
lieves we need to provide more funding
for child care. However, we have to
make sure that child care is not only
affordable, but that it is safe. There is
a basic need for health and safety
standards for child care facilities and
providers. We need standards to make
sure our Kids are not around open elec-
trical outlets, that there are not open
manholes like little Jessica fell down
some years ago. This is basic. Child
care has to be more than warehousing
kids. Parents have to have some assur-
ance that their children are in a haz-
ard-free environment, and that those
who are taking care of them know at
least basic first aid, so they will know
what to do if a child is hurt or becomes
ill.

This is not an unfunded mandate. It
is not even a mandate at all. It is com-
mon human decency. Requiring States
to assure certain basic health and safe-
ty standards is the least we can do to
give parents peace of mind, while they
are working to provide for their chil-
dren.

Mr. President, in 1990 the Congress
enacted a major child care bill. We had
bipartisan support for that bill. It pro-
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vided Federal funds for tax credits and
grants to make child care more afford-
able. It also ensured that providers who
receive those funds had to meet mini-
mum health and safety standards,
which each State would establish.

We recognized that basic standards
were needed to ensure that all children
would be safe and well-cared for. The
1990 child care bill made sense then and
it makes sense now. Under that law,
States set the standards; they decide
what will work best for their State.

In my own State of Maryland, we
have a three tiered system of health
and safety standards. Maryland felt it
was important that child care centers
that care for lots of kids have a higher
level of regulation than someone who
provides care in a home setting or in
the child’s own home. Maryland also
ensures background checks to screen
providers for criminal records.

Other States have different standards
to meet the particular needs of their
State. But this law ensures that each
and every State must have at least a
minimal level of safety and health
standards. If we are serious about pro-
tecting children, we absolutely must
maintain that requirement.

It is what every mom and dad wants
for their kids. We should vote our val-
ues and support the Dodd-Mikulski, et
al, amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, | will be
brief. I know time is of the essence
here, and we will yield back some of
our time.

Let me state that | support very
much what Senator DobD and Senator
MIKULSKI are attempting to do here.
This is essentially the same legislation
that we are attempting to restore that
we enacted in the 1990 child care legis-
lation. This gives States a great deal of
flexibility.

For instance, the State of California
has a program called Trust Line which
allows the State to require background
checks, criminal background checks, of
child-care providers. In those back-
ground checks, they found 5 percent of
those who had applied to be State-cer-
tified child-care providers had criminal
backgrounds and they had to disqualify
them. Not all States have chosen to op-
erate on that basis, although 1 think
that is a reasonable requirement that a
State might want to impose on a child-
care provider. That is just one example
of the flexibility that a State has to
impose, those minimal conditions for
safety and health, under child-care pro-
visions.

Now, the House Ways and Means
committee has supported this. The
House Employment Economic Oppor-
tunity Committee, President Bush sup-
ported this in 1990, the Congress sup-
ported it on a bipartisan basis, the
Governors have supported this. What
we are attempting to do is correct
something that | believe was an error,
maybe it was not, but | think all indi-
cations are that it was an error as it
was put in the reconciliation bill. This
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would restore it to what, essentially, is
current law and what the Congress
agreed to in 1990. | urge its adoption.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President | ask unan-
imous consent that Senator BOXER of
California be added as a cosponsor, as
well as Senator EXON and Senator
WELLSTONE.

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

Mr. DODD. | end on the note | began
with here. | hope our colleagues will
look at some of the other amendments
dealing with children, particularly the
voucher proposal from Senator
BREAUX. | believe we can develop a
pretty good bill here.

I do not think there is much debate
about moving 4 million adults in the
country from welfare to work, and |
hope we could develop some consensus,
particularly on the children under the
age of 12. | understand people make an
argument for 16-, 17-, and 18-year-olds,
but when you have 80 percent of the 8.8
million kids on AFDC under the age of
12, 50 percent under the age of 6, it
seems to me we ought to find the
means to provide a safety net for them,
whether in a child-care setting or re-
garding adequate nutrition.

I do not think we need any real de-
bate about ideological differences on
that point. While | think we will get a
strong vote here, | urge my colleagues
to look at these other amendments and
judge them on their merits and decide
whether or not you do not think this
will help strengthen and improve a wel-
fare-to-work piece of legislation that
draws us all together in this body,
makes it a stronger bill, and one that
I think will adequately give the kind of
protection to children that all of us
want to give.

Do not blame the innocent child for
the circumstances they have arrived
in. They ought not to go hungry with-
out adequate health care and the pro-
tection of a child-care setting.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DODD. | am happy to yield to the
Senator.

Mrs. BOXER. | commend the Senator
and both sides of the aisle for their
leadership here, and say as one who has
fought hard and long with the Senators
from Maryland, Connecticut, and cer-
tainly Senator PRYOR and others for
nursing home standards, we have to
take care of our vulnerable popu-
lations. This is a big step forward.

Mr. President, back in 1990, we passed
a law in the reconciliation bill to enact
basic health and safety protections for
child care.

That current law now requires pro-
viders receiving funds through the
child care development block grant
[CCDBG] to have basic health and safe-
ty protections in place.

The Dodd amendment restores these
basic health and safety protections
which are otherwise repealed in the
pending welfare bill.

What do we mean by basic?

Requirements regarding the preven-
tion and control of infectious diseases.
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Building and physical premises safe-
ty.

Minimum health and safety training.

These standards ensure, for example,
that children have up-to-date immuni-
zations. That poisonous substances
stay out of the reach of young children.
That electrical outlets have plugs in
them.

Simply put, these basic standards re-
duce the numbers of accidents, inci-
dence of illness, and safe childrens’
lives.

Mr. President, we are about to make
major changes to the way welfare pro-
grams in our country are run.

We hope that these changes will
mean a lot more people will be getting
off welfare and going to work.

I think the least we can do is give
people some assurance that their chil-
dren’s caregivers meet a minimum
level of health and safety standards.

Spurred by the Federal health and
safety standards we put in place in
1990, California decided to pass a law to
give even more protection for children
from providers with a criminal record.

The law California passed created
Trust Line.

Turst Line is a criminal background
check for child care providers who are
exempt from State licensing require-
ments.

Through Trust Line, the State found
that 5 percent of these providers had
criminal records—60 percent of which
involved child abuse convictions.

Repealing the Federal standards
would be a huge step backward for pro-
tecting our children.

Many of us here are parents. | think
we understand that having piece of
mind about our childrens’ safety is lit-
erally priceless.

The least we can do for the welfare
recipients we will be sending off to
work is to assure them that some mini-
mum health and safety standards are
in place for their child’s day care facil-
ity.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Dodd amendment.

Mr. EXON. Have the yeas and nays
been requested?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DODD. 1 yield 30 seconds to my
colleague from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend from Connecticut
and our Republican colleagues.

Mr. President, it was not too long
ago—1990— that we first put the child
care health and safety standards in
place. The Senator from Connecticut—
who led the effort—remembers all too
well the extensive discussion—and, bi-
partisan compromise—that went into
enacting these standards.

It would be unfortunate if we re-
pealed them today. They were the
product of a bipartisan effort 6 years
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ago. They were retained in the biparti-
san Senate bill that passed here last
September. And they are retained in
the bipartisan Castle-Tanner bill.

Frankly, 1 am not sure why we are
repealing them. Usually, we hear the
argument about Federal requirements
being a burden on people.

But, in fact, in my State of Delaware,
the people who are the strongest sup-
porters of these health and safety
standards are the very people who have
to comply with them—the child care
providers.

Yes, child care providers in Delaware
have come to me and said, ““Don’t get
rid of the safety standards. Don’t get
rid of the quality in day care.”

It may sound strange. But, think
about it. They want Federal standards
and Federal requirements because they
remember what it was like before there
were standards. And, they do not want
to go back.

And at a time when we are increasing
child care funding—and going to see
significant increases in the number of
children in day care as welfare mothers
are required to work—it is crucial that
the child care providers who will be
caring for kids meet minimum stand-
ards. | don’t think that’s too much to
expect.

In fact, | think every parent with a
child in day care would expect no less.
Parents who drop their children off
every morning want to know that their
kids will be safe. They want to be sure
that they are not leaving their child at
some fly-by-night, shoddy, unsafe,
unhealthy day care center.

So, | just urge my colleagues to
think about what is being proposed
here.

I add one point, | do not know how
we can, in fact, have the kind of bill we
want without this amendment. | think
it is very important. | yield the floor.

Mr. DODD. | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, | rise in
strong support, and as an original co-
sponsor, of the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

I agree with much of what is in the
welfare legislation before us today and
I plan to vote on it. We owe it to the
low-income families of this country to
end a welfare system that keeps them
down rather than helps them up. We
owe it to the taxpayers to spend their
money in a way that strengthens their
communities. We owe it to ourselves to
be honest when we have failed—as we
have with our current welfare system.
And we owe it to this country to de-
velop a welfare system that respects
and encourages this Nation’s long-
standing values of work and family. 1
think this bill, on the whole, does that,
and that is why | support it.

But before we send this bill out of the
Senate, there is room for improvement.
One of my chief concerns with this bill
is the unwise elimination of the bipar-
tisan, minimal Federal standards that
govern the quality of child care. We
ought to be doing exactly the opposite.
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Not only does the repeal of safety
standards jeopardize quality of care for
children from welfare families, it
threatens child care safety for all chil-
dren. Children of families from all in-
come levels benefit from the current
health and safety standards.

We need to return welfare to the
States because the Federal program
has proven itself a disaster. But turn-
ing the program over does not mean
turning our backs on the people and
communities welfare is meant to help.
We still have a responsibility at the
Federal level to make sure that State-
run welfare systems are able to succeed
where the Federal system so dismally
failed.

And that means doing everything we
can to keep the national economy
healty—so there are jobs for welfare re-
cipients to move into. And that means
strengthening our child care infra-
structure—so there are safe and stimu-
lating places for the children of welfare
recipients to spend their days as their
parents go back to work.

As States begin to move mothers off
the welfare rolls and into jobs, the de-
mand for child care is going to soar.
Preliminary estimates done for the
city of Milwaukee have shown that
welfare reform will create the demand
for 8,000 new child care slots—child
care that does not exist today. Already
in the State of Wisconsin, there are al-
most 6,500 children from 4,000 families
on waiting lists for child care.

At the Federal level, there is much
we can do to start putting a broader
child care infrastructure in place. But
one thing | know we cannot do is move
backward and eliminate the minimal
Federal standards that now regulate
the quality of child care.

At the very heart of the welfare de-
bate is the Government’s responsibility
to the impoverished children of this
county. We failed them with our cur-
rent welfare system, and today we
rightly admit that failure and ask the
States to try and do better. As we turn
welfare over to the States, we cannot
fail those children again by ignoring
the real need they have for protection
and education while their parents
work. We can—and should—turn over
welfare. But we cannot turn away from
the children who need and deserve
quality day care.

I ask my colleagues to support the
Dodd amendment.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President. | rise
today as a proud cosponsor of Senator
DobD’s amendment to restore child
care health and safety standards to
this welfare reform bill. During consid-
eration of last year’s welfare reform
bill, I worked with my distinguished
colleague from Connecticut to add cru-
cial child care funds to the welfare re-
form bill. In fact, the $3 billion in child
care funds which we succeeded in add-
ing to the bill resulted in an over-
whelming vote of 87 to 12 in favor of
the bill.

I am pleased to join my colleague
once again, as we consider a new wel-
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fare reform bill almost one year later,
on another important child care issue.
Maintaining health and safety stand-
ards for federally subsidized child care
is a basic issue of accountability for
Federal dollars. But above all, it is
about guaranteeing the safety of this
Nation’s youngest and most vulnerable
children. The amendment is a signifi-
cant step toward ensuring that Amer-
ican children from low-income and
working families receive safe child
care.

These health and safety standards
were created as part of the child care
and development block grant in 1990,
with broad support from President
Bush, Congress, and the Nation’s Gov-
ernors. The 1990 legislation did not dic-
tate regulations governing child care
facilities. Instead, it required child
care facilities receiving Federal funds
to meet basic requirements set by the
states in three areas: building premises
safety; prevention of infectious dis-
eases; and training for child care pro-
viders.

Again, | emphasize that these health
and safety standards are set by the
States. And because they are set by the
States, they allow States the same
State flexibility that motivates this
welfare reform bill.

Six years after the creation of these
health and safety standards, we know
that they work to protect this Nation’s
children. For example, California pro-
tects children through Trustline, which
institutes background checks for pro-
viders that are exempt from State li-
censing requirements. Through these
background checks, the State found
that 5 percent of these providers had
criminal records—of which 60 percent
involved child abuse convictions.

Yet despite their proven success, this
welfare bill does not contain these cru-
cial protections for children. Instead, it
simply requires States to certify that
they have State licensing requirements
for child care. However, a significant
percentage of child care facilities are
exempt from State licensing require-
ments. In fact, only 9 States require all
family child care homes to be regu-
lated regardless of size. The children
who attend these exempted facilities
would do so with no assurances that
these facilities met even minimal
health and safety requirements. And
yet Federal funds would pay for this
potentially substandard care where
children are offered no protections for
their health and safety.

This does not make sense. After all,
we offer consumers protection when
they buy food and cars, use public
transportation on our highways, and
have their hair cut. It does not make
sense that this bill would leave the
Federal Government with no way to
ensure that children receiving public
child care funds are in minimally
healthy and safe settings.

This amendment simply ensures that
when Federal child care funds are used
they will not be in settings where poi-
sonous substances are within easy
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reach of children; where electrical out-
lets are left exposed and open; where
unfenced play areas expose children to
busy streets; where children are al-
lowed to go unimmunized; and where
child care providers have a criminal
record. How can we allow public
funds—taxpayer dollars—to be spent in
such a reckless and uncaring manner?

Finally, if we are talking about wel-
fare reform helping people become self-
sufficient, why wouldn’t we want to en-
sure that children get off to a good
start by having safe child care? Experts
believe that the first few years of life—
those years during which an increasing
number of children are in child care
—are the most crucial for a child’s de-
velopment. If children are to develop to
their full potential, we need to ensure
that they are cared for in safe environ-
ments by responsible adults who are
knowledgeable about child develop-
ment.

Research shows that unregulated
child care is generally of lower quality
than regulated care. This means that
children are less likely to receive the
care they need to enter school ready to
learn. The children that will receive
child care under this bill are some of
the most vulnerable children in our so-
ciety. They should not be placed at

greater developmental risk because
they begin life in substandard child
care.

As a Nation, it is the least we can do
to ensure that Federally funded child
care meets minimum health and safety
standards. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
INHOFE] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote ‘‘yea.”’

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] and
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
BRADLEY] are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 204 Leg.]

YEAS—96
Abraham Campbell Faircloth
Akaka Chafee Feingold
Ashcroft Coats Feinstein
Baucus Cochran Ford
Bennett Cohen Frahm
Biden Conrad Frist
Bingaman Coverdell Glenn
Bond Craig Gorton
Boxer D’Amato Graham
Breaux Daschle Gramm
Brown DeWine Grams
Bryan Dodd Grassley
Bumpers Domenici Gregg
Burns Dorgan Harkin
Byrd Exon Hatch
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Heflin Lieberman Rockefeller
Helms Lott Roth
Hollings Lugar Santorum
Hutchison Mack Sarbanes
Inouye McCain Shelby
Jeffords McConnell Simon
Johnston Mikulski Simpson
Kassebaum Moseley-Braun Smith
Kempthorne Moynihan Snowe
Kennedy Murkowski Specter
Kerrey Murray Stevens
Kerry Nickles Thomas
Kohl Nunn Thompson
Kyl Pell Thurmond
Lautenberg Pressler Warner
Leahy Reid Wellstone
Levin Robb Wyden
NOT VOTING—4
Bradley Inhofe
Hatfield Pryor

The amendment (No. 4902) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BREAUX. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, the time
to be charged equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LOTT. | want to say before | ask
this unanimous consent request that |
appreciate the cooperation, again, from
the Democratic leader. There has been
an effort on both sides to reduce the
number of amendments. We have not
been able to get it reduced as much as
we had hoped for on either side of the
aisle. We worked on it. We will con-
tinue working on it. We are trying to
accommodate as many Senators as we
possibly can, with a variety of personal
problems or needs, and to get our work
done. It is very hard to get both of
those done simultaneously. So we have
come up with a unanimous consent re-
quest that | think will allow us to do
our job and still allow for consider-
ation of as many Senators’ needs as
possible.

The summation of it is basically we
will begin now and continue to take up
as many as nine amendments tonight
for debate. Hopefully, some time limi-
tations could be agreed to on those. We
will begin voting at 9 a.m. tomorrow
morning on those amendments taken
up tonight. There will be a series of
votes on those amendments. Then we
will return to debate on amendments
throughout the afternoon tomorrow
and for 4 hours on Monday, at which
point we will turn to the agriculture
appropriations bill and make an effort
to complete that bill, if it is at all pos-
sible, on Monday. All time on all
amendments would be done Friday
afternoon and Monday, during that
time. Then we will go to the final votes
beginning at 9:30 on Tuesday and com-
plete action on the reconciliation bill.

The
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I think that is as fair a process as we
can come up with because we still have
13 hours of time remaining. We still
have a long list of amendments re-
maining. It does take time to debate
those amendments, though, so this will
allow us to have a substantial portion
of that time used up tonight. We are
going to be counting on Senators to
stay and offer those amendments. We
have offered at least three on our side
and six on the other side. We will have
the votes in the morning. | think that
is a fair arrangement.

I have submitted a unanimous-con-
sent request. The leader is reviewing
that now, and | think we can achieve
this.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent during the remainder of
the Senate’s consideration of S. 1956,
the following amendments be the only
amendments in order and those amend-
ments be subject to germane second de-
grees and all other provisions under
the statute remain in effect and any
rollcall votes ordered this evening with
respect to amendments offered tonight
occur at 9 a.m. on Friday, July 19, in a
stacked sequence, with 2 minutes for
debate to be divided equally prior to
each vote, and following the disposi-
tion of amendments the Senate proceed
to further debate on the remaining
amendments.

I further ask that following those
stacked votes on Friday, any addi-
tional rollcall votes ordered with re-
spect to the amendments be stacked in
the same fashion as described above be-
ginning at 9:30 on Tuesday, July 23, and
following disposition of the amend-
ments, the bill be advanced to third
reading and the Senate proceed imme-
diately to the House companion bill,
H.R. 3734, and all after the enacting
clause be stricken, the text of S. 1956 as
amended be inserted, and the bill be
immediately advanced to third reading
and final passage occur, all without
further action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object.

Mr. DOMENICI. | do not object, but |
ask if you could insert that time on the
amendments be no longer than 30 min-
utes, equally divided?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, |
think in some cases we are not going to
need 30 minutes. | know at least in one
case, the amendment to be offered by
the distinguished Senators from Dela-
ware and Pennsylvania, | think they
wanted 45 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. | withdraw that re-
quest. We will work on it.

Mr. DASCHLE. | woul