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put aside partisan tricks and the pri-
vatization plan, and I call on my col-
leagues to join me in opposing privat-
ization and work to protect Social Se-
curity and the promise to America’s
seniors.

————

PRIVATIZATION OF SOCIAL
SECURITY

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, if you
loved what happened to the people who
invested their retirement savings in
Enron stock, look out. House Repub-
licans have something even better as a
sequel, the privatization of Social Se-
curity. They can retitle it all they
want as personal retirement accounts
or personal choice or individual invest-
ing options, but it all means the same
thing, privatization, taking your hard
earned money from Social Security
and giving it to the same people who
brought us Enron and Global Crossing.
No more guaranteed retirement income
for seniors, but guaranteed instability.

Should Ken Lay and Ivan Boesky and
Michael Milliken be deciding your per-
sonal retirement future? Democrats
say no. Republicans say yes. Oppose
the Republican efforts to privatize so-
cial security. It is your money and do
not let them forget it.

When Social Security was started in
1935, 40 percent of Americans were
dying in a state of poverty. We have
not come very far. Today a full 33 per-
cent of Americans rely on Social Secu-
rity for their only source of income in
retirement years.

———
BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to have voted for a successful bi-
partisan welfare reform in 1996. That
bill has worked to get people off of wel-
fare roles into work, and many of them
out of poverty.

Now we have a Republican bill that is
coming to the floor later today that
threatens that very success because it
omits three important things. One, in-
stead of emphasizing work it empha-
sizes simply knocking people off the
welfare roles. We want to give a credit
to States to get people into jobs, not
just off welfare.

Secondly, we need to emphasize child
care. I support more work for welfare
families. If they are going to work
more, their children are going to need
more child care. We have 12,757 chil-
dren on the waiting list today in Indi-
ana for child care.

Thirdly, we emphasized mothers, sin-
gle mothers and welfare reform in 1996.
We largely left out fathers. We should
be able to offer an amendment to make
fathers, noncustodial parents get back
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into the workplace. Let us work with
that much maligned body on the other
side to get real reform that continues
the bipartisan success of 1996.

———————

FROM WELFARE TO WORK

(Ms. HART asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, we have the
opportunity now to reauthorize one of
the most successful pieces of legisla-
tion this House has ever passed, the
welfare reform legislation. I think it is
important to focus on one point that
has come to be a part of this reauthor-
ization, improvement in this bill. It is
one that will be so very helpful to fam-
ilies across the United States who are
struggling to move from welfare to
work, welfare to independence, welfare
to hope for the future. And one of those
situations that we have identified that
we are improving greatly in this bill is
the opportunity for moms to go to
work, and that is because we are add-
ing significant amounts of resources
for them to get good safe child care for
their children.

There have been so many children
elevated from poverty because of the
welfare reform. We are only going to
improve those figures by doing what we
are doing here today. And one of the
best parts, one that I am very proud to
have been part of, is where we will now
give more moms the opportunity to
move into the independence of work
because we are going to help them with
safe and competent child care.

———

SUCCESS FOR AMERICA’S
CHILDREN

(Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, we are going to go tackle the
welfare reform debate here, and there
is one very important element and that
focuses on children. The real success of
welfare reform has been to move people
from helplessness to hope and move
children out of poverty. There are 3
million fewer children today in poverty
because their moms have gotten a job
to be able to support their family. We
are going to build on that today by
adding $2 billion more into child care
and giving States the flexibility to
move that money from folks who are
on welfare to folks who are the low in-
come working poor to support their re-
turn to work.

This is a great day for America, a
great celebration of all that we have
achieved for America’s children and we
will build on that success.

———

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY,
WORK, AND FAMILY PROMOTION
ACT OF 2002
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to House Resolution 422 I call up the
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bill (H.R. 4737) to reauthorize and im-

prove the program of block grants to

States for temporary assistance for

needy families, improve access to qual-

ity child care, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 422, the bill is
considered read for amendment.

The text of H.R. 4737 is as follows:

H.R. 4737

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 ‘“‘Personal Re-
sponsibility, Work, and Family Promotion
Act of 2002".
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amendment or repeal shall be considered to
be made to a section or other provision of
the Social Security Act.

SEC. 4. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Program established by the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104-193) has succeeded in moving fami-
lies from welfare to work and reducing child
poverty.

(A) There has been a dramatic increase in
the employment of current and former wel-
fare recipients. The percentage of working
recipients reached an all-time high in fiscal
yvears 1999 and 2000. In fiscal year 1999, 33 per-
cent of adult recipients were working, com-
pared to less than 7 percent in fiscal year
1992, and 11 percent in fiscal year 1996. All
States met the overall participation rate
standard in fiscal year 2000, as did the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

(B) Earnings for welfare recipients remain-
ing on the rolls have also increased signifi-
cantly, as have earnings for female-headed
households. The increases have been particu-
larly large for the bottom 2 income quintiles,
that is, those women who are most likely to
be former or present welfare recipients.

(C) Welfare dependency has plummeted. As
of September 2001, 2,103,000 families and
5,333,000 individuals were receiving assist-
ance. Accordingly, the number of families in
the welfare caseload and the number of indi-
viduals receiving cash assistance declined 52
percent and 56 percent, respectively, since
the enactment of TANF. These declines have
persisted even as unemployment rates have
increased: unemployment rates nationwide
rose 25 percent, from 3.9 percent in Sep-
tember 2000 to 4.9 percent in September 2001,
while welfare caseloads continued to drop by
7 percent.

(D) The child poverty rate continued to de-
cline between 1996 and 2000, falling 21 percent
from 20.5 to 16.2 percent. The 2000 child pov-
erty rate is the lowest since 1979. Child pov-
erty rates for African-American and His-
panic children have also fallen dramatically
during the past 6 years. African-American
child poverty is at the lowest rate on record
and Hispanic child poverty has had the larg-
est 4-year decrease on record.

(E) Despite these gains, States have had
mixed success in fully engaging welfare re-
cipients in work activities. While all States
have met the overall work participation
rates required by law, in 2000, in an average
month, only about ¥5 of all families with an
adult participated in work activities that
were countable toward the State’s participa-
tion rate. Eight jurisdictions failed to meet
the more rigorous 2-parent work require-
ments, and about 20 States are not subject to
the 2-parent requirements, most because
they moved their 2-parent cases to separate
State programs where they are not subject
to a penalty for failing the 2-parent rates.

(2) As a Nation, we have made substantial
progress in reducing teen pregnancies and
births, slowing increases in nonmarital
childbearing, and improving child support
collections and paternity establishment.

(A) The teen birth rate has fallen continu-
ously since 1991, down a dramatic 22 percent
by 2000. During the period of 1991-2000, teen-
age birth rates fell in all States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Vir-
gin Islands. Declines also have spanned age,
racial, and ethnic groups. There has been
success in lowering the birth rate for both
younger and older teens. The birth rate for
those 15-17 years of age is down 29 percent
since 1991, and the rate for those 18 and 19 is
down 16 percent. Between 1991 and 2000, teen
birth rates declined for all women ages 15—
19—white, African American, American In-
dian, Asian or Pacific Islander, and Hispanic
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women ages 15-19. The rate for African
American teens—until recently the highest—
experienced the largest decline, down 31 per-
cent from 1991 to 2000, to reach the lowest
rate ever reported for this group. Most births
to teens are nonmarital; in 2000, about 73 per-
cent of the births to teens aged 15-19 oc-
curred outside of marriage.

(B) Nonmarital childbearing continued to
increase slightly in 2000, however not at the
sharp rates of increase seen in recent dec-
ades. The birth rate among unmarried
women in 2000 was 3.5 percent lower than its
peak reached in 1994, while the proportion of
births occurring outside of marriage has re-
mained at approximately 33 percent since
1998.

(C) The negative consequences of out-of-
wedlock birth on the mother, the child, the
family, and society are well documented.
These include increased likelihood of welfare
dependency, increased risks of low birth
weight, poor cognitive development, child
abuse and neglect, and teen parenthood, and
decreased likelihood of having an intact
marriage during adulthood.

(D) An estimated 23,900,000 children do not
live with their biological father. 16,000,000
children live with their mother only. These
facts are attributable largely to declining
marriage rates, increasing divorce rates, and
increasing rates of nonmarital births during
the latter part of the 20th century.

(E) There has been a dramatic rise in co-
habitation as marriages have declined. Only
40 percent of children of cohabiting couples
will see their parents marry. Those who do
marry experience a 50 percent higher divorce
rate. Children in single-parent households
and cohabiting households are at much high-
er risk of child abuse than children in intact
married and stepparent families.

(F') Children who live apart from their bio-
logical fathers, on average, are more likely
to be poor, experience educational, health,
emotional, and psychological problems, be
victims of child abuse, engage in criminal
behavior, and become involved with the juve-
nile justice system than their peers who live
with their married, biological mother and fa-
ther. A child living in a single-parent family
is nearly 5 times as likely to be poor as a
child living in a married-couple family. In
married-couple families, the child poverty
rate is 8.1 percent, in households headed by a
single mother, the poverty rate is 39.7 per-
cent.

(G) Since the enactment of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996, child support collec-
tions within the child support enforcement
system have grown every year, increasing
from $12,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1996 to near-
ly $19,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2001. The num-
ber of paternities established or acknowl-
edged in fiscal year 2002 reached an historic
high of over 1,500,000—which includes a near-
ly 100 percent increase through in-hospital
acknowledgement programs to 688,510 in 2000
from 349,356 in 1996. Child support collections
were made in over 7,000,000 cases in fiscal
year 2000, significantly more than the almost
4,000,000 cases having a collection in 1996.

(3) The Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 gave
States great flexibility in the use of Federal
funds to develop innovative programs to help
families leave welfare and begin employment
and to encourage the formation of 2-parent
families.

(A) Total Federal and State TANF expendi-
tures in fiscal year 2000 were $24,000,000,000,
up from $22,600,000,000 for the previous year.
This increased spending is attributable to
significant new investments in supportive
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services in the TANF program, such as child
care and activities to support work.

(B) Since the welfare reform effort began
there has been a dramatic increase in work
participation (including employment, com-
munity service, and work experience) among
welfare recipients, as well as an unprece-
dented reduction in the caseload because re-
cipients have left welfare for work.

(C) States are making policy choices and
investment decisions best suited to the needs
of their citizens.

(i) To expand aid to working families, all
States disregard a portion of a family’s
earned income when determining benefit lev-
els.

(ii) Most States increased the limits on
countable assets above the former Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program. Every State has increased the vehi-
cle asset level above the prior AFDC limit
for a family’s primary automobile.

(iii) States are experimenting with pro-
grams to promote marriage and father in-
volvement. Over half the States have elimi-
nated restrictions on 2-parent families. Many
States use TANF, child support, or State
funds to support community-based activities
to help fathers become more involved in
their children’s lives or strengthen relation-
ships between mothers and fathers.

(4) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that increasing success in moving fam-
ilies from welfare to work, as well as in pro-
moting healthy marriage and other means of
improving child well-being, are very impor-
tant Government interests and the policy
contained in part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act (as amended by this Act) is in-
tended to serve these ends.

TITLE I—TANF
SEC. 101. PURPOSES.

Section 401(a)
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘increase’” and inserting ‘‘im-
prove child well-being by increasing’’;

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and serv-
ices” after ‘‘assistance’’;

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘parents
on government benefits’’ and inserting ‘‘fam-
ilies on government benefits and reduce pov-
erty”’; and

(4) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘two-par-
ent families” and inserting ‘‘healthy, 2-par-
ent married families, and encourage respon-
sible fatherhood”.

SEC. 102. FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS.

(42 U.s.C. 601(a)) is

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section
403(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)(A)) is
amended—

(1) by striking 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002 and inserting ‘2003 through
2007"’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘payable to the State for
the fiscal year’’ before the period.

(b) STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—
Section 403(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)) is
amended by striking subparagraphs (B)
through (E) and inserting the following:

‘“(B) STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—
The State family assistance grant payable to
a State for a fiscal year shall be the amount
that bears the same ratio to the amount
specified in subparagraph (C) of this para-
graph as the amount required to be paid to
the State under this paragraph for fiscal
yvear 2002 (determined without regard to any
reduction pursuant to section 412(a)(1)) bears
to the total amount required to be paid
under this paragraph for fiscal year 2002.

‘(C) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for
each of fiscal years 2003 through 2007
$16,566,542,000 for grants under this para-
graph.”’.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(c) MATCHING GRANTS FOR THE TERRI-
TORIES.—Section 1108(b)(2) (42 U.s.C.
1308(b)(2)) is amended by striking 1997
through 2002 and inserting ‘2003 through
2007°.

SEC. 103. PROMOTION OF FAMILY FORMATION
AND HEALTHY MARRIAGE.

(a) STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A) (42
U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(A)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“(vii) Encourage equitable treatment of
married, 2-parent families under the pro-
gram referred to in clause (i).”.

(b) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION GRANTS;
REPEAL OF BONUS FOR REDUCTION OF ILLEGIT-
IMACY RATIO.—Section 403(a)(2) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(2)) is amended to read as follows:

“2) HEALTHY  MARRIAGE PROMOTION
GRANTS.—
‘“(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall

award competitive grants to States, terri-
tories, and tribal organizations for not more
than 50 percent of the cost of developing and
implementing innovative programs to pro-
mote and support healthy, married, 2-parent
families.

“(B) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION ACTIVI-
TIES.—Funds provided under subparagraph
(A) shall be used to support any of the fol-
lowing programs or activities:

‘(i) Public advertising campaigns on the
value of marriage and the skills needed to in-
crease marital stability and health.

‘“(ii) Education in high schools on the
value of marriage, relationship skills, and
budgeting.

‘(iii) Marriage education, marriage skills,
and relationship skills programs, that may
include parenting skills, financial manage-
ment, conflict resolution, and job and career
advancement, for non-married pregnant
women and non-married expectant fathers.

‘“(iv) Pre-marital education and marriage
skills training for engaged couples and for
couples interested in marriage.

‘“(v) Marriage enhancement and marriage
skills training programs for married couples.

‘“(vi) Divorce reduction programs that
teach relationship skills.

“(vii) Marriage mentoring programs which
use married couples as role models and men-
tors in at-risk communities.

‘‘(viii) Programs to reduce the disincen-
tives to marriage in means-tested aid pro-
grams, if offered in conjunction with any ac-
tivity described in this subparagraph.

‘“(C) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for
each of fiscal years 2003 through 2007
$100,000,000 for grants under this paragraph.”’.

(c) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGIBLE
FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCIDENCE
OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOURAGE FOR-
MATION AND MAINTENANCE OF HEALTHY, 2-
PARENT MARRIED FAMILIES, OR ENCOURAGE
RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD.—Section
409(a)(T)(B)(1) (42 U.S.C. 609a)(M(B)(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

(V) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGI-
BLE FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCI-
DENCE OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOURAGE
FORMATION AND MAINTENANCE OF HEALTHY, 2-
PARENT MARRIED FAMILIES, OR ENCOURAGE RE-
SPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD.—The term ‘qualified
State expenditures’ includes the total ex-
penditures by the State during the fiscal
year under all State programs for a purpose
described in paragraph (3) or (4) of section
401(a).”.

SEC. 104. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT FOR POPU-
LATION INCREASES IN CERTAIN
STATES.

Section 403(a)(3)(H) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)(H))
is amended—

(1) in the subparagraph heading, by strik-
ing ‘‘OF GRANTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002’;
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(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘fiscal year
2002’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2002
through 2006°’;

(3) in clause (ii), by striking ‘2002’ and in-
serting ‘‘2006°’; and

(4) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘fiscal year
2002’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2002
through 2006’.

SEC. 105. BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT
ACHIEVEMENT.

(a) REALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—Section
403(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) is amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading, by striking
‘‘HIGH PERFORMANCE STATES” and inserting
“EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVEMENT’;

(2) in subparagraph (D)(ii)—

(A) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘equals
$200,000,000” and inserting ‘‘(other than 2003)
equals $200,000,000, and for bonus year 2003
equals $100,000,000’; and

(B) in subclause (II), by striking
‘$1,000,000,000” and inserting <$900,000,000";
and

(3) in subparagraph (¥), by striking
¢‘$1,000,000,000” and inserting ‘$900,000,000.
(b) BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT
ACHIEVEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(4) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(4)) is amended by striking subpara-
graphs (A) through (F) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
make a grant pursuant to this paragraph to
each State for each bonus year for which the
State is an employment achievement State.

“(B) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii) of
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall deter-
mine the amount of the grant payable under
this paragraph to an employment achieve-
ment State for a bonus year, which shall be
based on the performance of the State as de-
termined under subparagraph (D)(i) for the
fiscal year that immediately precedes the
bonus year.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The amount payable to a
State under this paragraph for a bonus year
shall not exceed 5 percent of the State fam-
ily assistance grant.

¢(C) FORMULA FOR MEASURING STATE PER-
FORMANCE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), not
later than October 1, 2003, the Secretary, in
consultation with the States, shall develop a
formula for measuring State performance in
operating the State program funded under
this part so as to achieve the goals of em-
ployment entry, job retention, and increased
earnings from employment for families re-
ceiving assistance under the program, as
measured on an absolute basis and on the
basis of improvement in State performance.

‘(i) SPECIAL RULE FOR BONUS YEAR 2004.—
For the purposes of awarding a bonus under
this paragraph for bonus year 2004, the Sec-
retary may measure the performance of a
State in fiscal year 2003 using the job entry
rate, job retention rate, and earnings gain
rate components of the formula developed
under section 403(a)(4)(C) as in effect imme-
diately before the effective date of this para-
graph.

‘(D) DETERMINATION OF STATE PERFORM-
ANCE.—For each bonus year, the Secretary
shall—

‘(i) use the formula developed under sub-
paragraph (C) to determine the performance
of each eligible State for the fiscal year that
precedes the bonus year; and

‘“(ii) prescribe performance standards in
such a manner so as to ensure that—

“(I) the average annual total amount of
grants to be made under this paragraph for
each bonus year equals $100,000,000; and

“‘(IT) the total amount of grants to be made
under this paragraph for all bonus years
equals $500,000,000.

‘“(E) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph:
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‘(i) BONUS YEAR.—The term ‘bonus year’
means each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

‘(i) EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVEMENT STATE.—
The term ‘employment achievement State’
means, with respect to a bonus year, an eli-
gible State whose performance determined
pursuant to subparagraph (D)(i) for the fiscal
year preceding the bonus year equals or ex-
ceeds the performance standards prescribed
under subparagraph (D)(ii) for such preceding
fiscal year.

“(F') APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for
fiscal years 2004 through 2008 $500,000,000 for
grants under this paragraph.

“(G) GRANTS FOR TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
This paragraph shall apply with respect to
tribal organizations in the same manner in
which this paragraph applies with respect to
States. In determining the criteria under
which to make grants to tribal organizations
under this paragraph, the Secretary shall
consult with tribal organizations.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
October 1, 2003.

SEC. 106. CONTINGENCY FUND.

(a) DEPOSITS INTO FUND.—Section 403(b)(2)
(42 U.S.C. 603(b)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking <1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
and 2002 and inserting ‘2003 through 2007"’;
and

(2) by striking all that
¢¢$2,000,000,000’ and inserting a period.

(b) GRANTS.—Section 403(b)(3)(C)(ii) (42
U.S.C. 603(b)(3)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking
“fiscal years 1997 through 2002’ and inserting
“fiscal years 2003 through 2007"’.

(c) DEFINITION OF NEEDY STATE.—Clauses
(i) and (ii) of section 403(b)(5)(B) (42 U.S.C.
603(b)(5)(B)) are amended by inserting after
€1996”° the following: ‘‘, and the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 as in effect during the cor-
responding 3-month period in the fiscal year
preceding such most recently concluded 3-
month period,”’.

(d) ANNUAL RECONCILIATION: FEDERAL
MATCHING OF STATE EXPENDITURES ABOVE
“MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT”’ LEVEL.—Section
403(b)(6) (42 U.S.C. 603(b)(6)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)@ii)—

(A) by adding ‘“‘and” at the end of sub-
clause (I);

(B) by striking ‘‘; and” at the end of sub-
clause (II) and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subclause (III);

(2) in subparagraph (B)({)(II), by striking
all that follows ‘‘section 409(a)(7)(B)(iii))”’
and inserting a period;

(3) by amending subparagraph (B)@ii)(I) to
read as follows:

“(I) the qualified State expenditures (as
defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)) for the fis-
cal year; plus’’; and

(4) by striking subparagraph (C).

(e) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN CHILD CARE
EXPENDITURES IN DETERMINING STATE COM-
PLIANCE WITH CONTINGENCY FUND MAINTE-
NANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—Section
409(a)(10) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(10)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(other than the expendi-
tures described in subclause (I)(bb) of that
paragraph)) under the State program funded
under this part’” and inserting a close paren-
thesis; and

(2) by striking ‘‘excluding any amount ex-
pended by the State for child care under sub-
section (g) or (i) of section 402 (as in effect
during fiscal year 1994) for fiscal year 1994,”.
SEC. 107. USE OF FUNDS.

(a) GENERAL RULES.—Section 404(a)(2) (42
U.S.C. 604(a)(2)) is amended by striking ‘in
any manner that’’ and inserting ‘‘for any
purposes or activities for which”’.

(b) TREATMENT OF INTERSTATE
GRANTS.—

follows

IMMI-
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Q) STATE PLAN PROVISION.—Section
402(a)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(B)) is amended
by striking clause (i) and redesignating
clauses (ii) through (iv) as clauses (i)
through (iii), respectively.

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 404 (42 U.S.C.
604) is amended by striking subsection (c).

(c) INCREASE IN AMOUNT TRANSFERABLE TO
CHILD CARE.—Section 404(d)(1) (42 U.S.C.
604(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘30"’ and in-
serting ‘50",

(d) INCREASE IN AMOUNT TRANSFERABLE TO
TITLE XX PROGRAMS.—Section 404(d)(2)(B) (42
U.S.C. 604(d)(2)(B)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENT.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the applicable percent is
10 percent for fiscal year 2003 and each suc-
ceeding fiscal year.”.

(e) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY OF STATES
To USkE TANF FuNDS CARRIED OVER FROM
PRIOR YEARS TO PROVIDE TANF BENEFITS
AND SERVICES.—Section 404(e) (42 U.S.C.
604(e)) is amended to read as follows:

““(e) AUTHORITY TO CARRYOVER OR RESERVE
CERTAIN AMOUNTS FOR BENEFITS OR SERVICES
OR FOR FUTURE CONTINGENCIES.—

‘(1) CARRYOVER.—A State or tribe may use
a grant made to the State or tribe under this
part for any fiscal year to provide, without
fiscal year limitation, any benefit or service
that may be provided under the State or
tribal program funded under this part.

“(2) CONTINGENCY RESERVE.—A State or
tribe may designate any portion of a grant
made to the State or tribe under this part as
a contingency reserve for future needs, and
may use any amount so designated to pro-
vide, without fiscal year limitation, any ben-
efit or service that may be provided under
the State or tribal program funded under
this part. If a State or tribe so designates a
portion of such a grant, the State shall, on
an annual basis, include in its report under
section 411(a) the amount so designated.”.
SEC. 108. REPEAL OF FEDERAL LOAN FOR STATE

WELFARE PROGRAMS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606) is
repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)) is
amended by striking paragraph (6).

(2) Section 412 (42 U.S.C. 612) is amended by
striking subsection (f) and redesignating sub-
sections (g) through (i) as subsections (f)
through (h), respectively.

(3) Section 1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘406,”.

SEC. 109. UNIVERSAL ENGAGEMENT AND FAMILY
SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) MODIFICATION OF STATE PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section  402(a)(1)(A) (42 TU.S.C.
602(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking clauses
(ii) and (iii) and inserting the following:

“(ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiv-
ing assistance under the program to engage
in work or alternative self-sufficiency activi-
ties (as defined by the State), consistent
with section 407(e)(2).

‘“(iii) Require families receiving assistance
under the program to engage in activities in
accordance with family self-sufficiency plans
developed pursuant to section 408(b).”".

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY SELF-SUFFI-
CIENCY PLANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(b) (42 U.S.C.
608(b)) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLANS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a grant
is made under section 403 shall—

‘““(A) assess, in the manner deemed appro-
priate by the State, of the skills, prior work
experience, and employability of each work-
eligible individual (as defined in section
407(b)(2)(C)) receiving assistance under the
State program funded under this part;

‘“(B) establish for each family that includes
such an individual, in consultation as the
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State deems appropriate with the individual,
a self-sufficiency plan that specifies appro-
priate activities described in the State plan
submitted pursuant to section 402, including
direct work activities as appropriate de-
signed to assist the family in achieving their
maximum degree of self-sufficiency, and that
provides for the ongoing participation of the
individual in the activities;

‘(C) require, at a minimum, each such in-
dividual to participate in activities in ac-
cordance with the self-sufficiency plan;

‘(D) monitor the participation of each
such individual in the activities specified in
the self sufficiency plan, and regularly re-
view the progress of the family toward self-
sufficiency;

‘(E) upon such a review, revise the self-suf-
ficiency plan and activities as the State
deems appropriate.

‘(2) TiIMING.—The State shall comply with
paragraph (1) with respect to a family—

‘“(A) in the case of a family that, as of Oc-
tober 1, 2002, is not receiving assistance from
the State program funded under this part,
not later than 60 days after the family first
receives assistance on the basis of the most
recent application for the assistance; or

‘“(B) in the case of a family that, as of such
date, is receiving the assistance, not later
than 12 months after the date of enactment
of this subsection.

‘(3) STATE DISCRETION.—A State shall have
sole discretion, consistent with section 407,
to define and design activities for families
for purposes of this subsection, to develop
methods for monitoring and reviewing
progress pursuant to this subsection, and to
make modifications to the plan as the State
deems appropriate to assist the individual in
increasing their degree of self-sufficiency.

‘(4) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in
this part shall preclude a State from requir-
ing participation in work and any other ac-
tivities the State deems appropriate for
helping families achieve self-sufficiency and
improving child well-being.”’.

(2) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO ESTABLISH
FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN.—Section
409(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(3)) is amended—

(A) in the paragraph heading, by inserting
‘““OR  ESTABLISH FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY
PLAN’’ after “RATES’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting
408(b)”’ after ‘407(a)’’.

SEC. 110. WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 407 (42 U.S.C. 607)
is amended by striking all that precedes sub-
section (b)(3) and inserting the following:
“SEC. 407. WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIRE-

MENTS.

‘‘(a) PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENTS.—
A State to which a grant is made under sec-
tion 403 for a fiscal year shall achieve a min-
imum participation rate equal to not less
than—

‘(1) 50 percent for fiscal year 2003;

¢“(2) 55 percent for fiscal year 2004;

““(3) 60 percent for fiscal year 2005;

‘“(4) 65 percent for fiscal year 2006; and

¢“(6) 70 percent for fiscal year 2007 and each
succeeding fiscal year.

“(b) CALCULATION  OF
RATES.—

‘(1) AVERAGE MONTHLY RATE.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a), the participation rate
of a State for a fiscal year is the average of
the participation rates of the State for each
month in the fiscal year.

¢“(2) MONTHLY PARTICIPATION RATES; INCOR-
PORATION OF 40-HOUR WORK WEEK STANDARD.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the participation rate of a State
for a month is—

‘(i) the total number of countable hours
(as defined in subsection (c¢)) with respect to
the counted families for the State for the
month; divided by

o

‘or
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‘(i) 160 multiplied by the number of
counted families for the State for the month.

*(B) COUNTED FAMILIES DEFINED.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In subparagraph (A), the
term ‘counted family’ means, with respect to
a State and a month, a family that includes
a work-eligible individual and that receives
assistance in the month under the State pro-
gram funded under this part, subject to
clause (ii).

‘(i) STATE OPTION TO EXCLUDE CERTAIN
FAMILIES.—At the option of a State, the term
‘counted family’ shall not include—

“(I a family in the first month for which
the family receives assistance from a State
program funded under this part on the basis
of the most recent application for such as-
sistance; or

““(IT) on a case-by-case basis, a family in
which the youngest child has not attained 12
months of age.

¢‘(iii) STATE OPTION TO INCLUDE INDIVIDUALS
RECEIVING ASSISTANCE UNDER A TRIBAL FAM-
ILY ASSISTANCE PLAN OR TRIBAL WORK PRO-
GRAM.—At the option of a State, the term
‘counted family’ may include families in the
State that are receiving assistance under a
tribal family assistance plan approved under
section 412 or under a tribal work program to
which funds are provided under this part.

¢(C) WORK-ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL DEFINED.—
In this section, the term ‘work-eligible indi-
vidual’ means an individual—

‘(i) who is married or a single head of
household; and

‘“(ii) whose needs are (or, but for sanctions
under this part that have been in effect for
more than 3 months (whether or not con-
secutive) in the preceding 12 months or
under part D, would be) included in deter-
mining the amount of cash assistance to be
provided to the family under the State pro-
gram funded under this part.”.

(b) RECALIBRATION OF CASELOAD REDUCTION
CREDIT.—Section 407(b)(3)(A)(ii) (42 TU.S.C.
607(b)(3)(A)(ii)) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(ii) the average monthly number of fami-
lies that received assistance under the State
program funded under this part during—

‘(1) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2003, fis-
cal year 1996;

“(II) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2004,
fiscal year 1998;

‘“(III) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2005,
fiscal year 2001; or

“(IV) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2006 or
any succeeding fiscal year, the then 4th pre-
ceding fiscal year.”.

(c) SUPERACHIEVER CREDIT.—Section 407(b)
(42 U.S.C. 607(b)) is amended by striking
paragraphs (4) and (5) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘“(4) SUPERACHIEVER CREDIT.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The participation rate,
determined under paragraphs (1) and (2) of
this subsection, of a superachiever State for
a fiscal year shall be increased by the lesser
of—

‘(i) the amount (if any) of the super-
achiever credit applicable to the State; or

‘(ii) the number of percentage points (if
any) by which the minimum participation
rate required by subsection (a) for the fiscal
year exceeds 50 percent.

‘‘(B) SUPERACHIEVER STATE.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), a State is a super-
achiever State if the State caseload for fiscal
year 2001 has declined by at least 60 percent
from the State caseload for fiscal year 1995.

“(C) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—The super-
achiever credit applicable to a State is the
number of percentage points (if any) by
which the decline referred to in subpara-
graph (B) exceeds 60 percent.

‘(D) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph:

‘(1) STATE CASELOAD FOR FISCAL YEAR
2001.—The term ‘State caseload for fiscal year
2001’ means the average monthly number of
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families that received assistance during fis-
cal year 2001 under the State program funded
under this part.

‘(i) STATE CASELOAD FOR FISCAL YEAR
1995.—The term ‘State caseload for fiscal year
1995 means the average monthly number of
families that received aid under the State
plan approved under part A (as in effect on
September 30, 1995) during fiscal year 1995.”.

(d) COUNTABLE HOURS.—Section 407 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is amended by striking
subsections (c) and (d) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

““(c) COUNTABLE HOURS.—

‘(1) DEFINITION.—In subsection (b)(2), the
term ‘countable hours’ means, with respect
to a family for a month, the total number of
hours in the month in which any member of
the family who is a work-eligible individual
is engaged in a direct work activity or other
activities specified by the State (excluding
an activity that does not address a purpose
specified in section 401(a)), subject to the
other provisions of this subsection.

‘“(2) LIMITATIONS.—Subject to such regula-
tions as the Secretary may prescribe:

“(A) MINIMUM WEEKLY AVERAGE OF 24 HOURS
OF DIRECT WORK ACTIVITIES REQUIRED.—If the
work-eligible individuals in a family are en-
gaged in a direct work activity for an aver-
age total of fewer than 24 hours per week in
a month, then the number of countable
hours with respect to the family for the
month shall be zero.

“(B) MAXIMUM WEEKLY AVERAGE OF 16
HOURS OF OTHER ACTIVITIES.—An average of
not more than 16 hours per week of activities
specified by the State (subject to the exclu-
sion described in paragraph (1)) may be con-
sidered countable hours in a month with re-
spect to a family.

‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of para-
graph (1):

““(A) PARTICIPATION IN QUALIFIED ACTIVI-
TIES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If, with the approval of
the State, the work-eligible individuals in a
family are engaged in 1 or more qualified ac-
tivities for an average total of at least 24
hours per week in a month, then all such en-
gagement in the month shall be considered
engagement in a direct work activity, sub-
ject to clause (iii).

‘(i) QUALIFIED ACTIVITY DEFINED.—The
term ‘qualified activity’ means an activity
specified by the State (subject to the exclu-
sion described in paragraph (1)) that meets
such standards and criteria as the State may
specify, including—

“(I) substance abuse counseling or treat-
ment;

‘“(IT) rehabilitation treatment and services;

‘“(IIT) work-related education or training
directed at enabling the family member to
work;

‘(IV) job search or job readiness assist-
ance; and

(V) any other activity that addresses a
purpose specified in section 401(a).

“‘(iii) LIMITATION.—

‘“(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subclause (II), clause (i) shall not apply to a
family for more than 3 months in any period
of 24 consecutive months.

‘“(II) SPECIAL RULE APPLICABLE TO EDU-
CATION AND TRAINING.—A State may, on a
case-by-case basis, apply clause (i) to a
work-eligible individual so that participa-
tion by the individual in education or train-
ing, if needed to permit the individual to
complete a certificate program or other
work-related education or training directed
at enabling the individual to fill a known job
need in a local area, may be considered
countable hours with respect to the family of
the individual for not more than 4 months in
any period of 24 consecutive months.
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‘(B) SCHOOL ATTENDANCE BY TEEN HEAD OF
HOUSEHOLD.—The work-eligible members of a
family shall be considered to be engaged in a
direct work activity for an average of 40
hours per week in a month if the family in-
cludes an individual who is married, or is a
single head of household, who has not at-
tained 20 years of age, and the individual—

‘(i) maintains satisfactory attendance at
secondary school or the equivalent in the
month; or

‘‘(ii) participates in education directly re-
lated to employment for an average of at
least 20 hours per week in the month.

“(d) DIRECT WORK ACTIVITY.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘direct work activity’ means—

‘(1) unsubsidized employment;

‘“(2) subsidized private sector employment;

““(3) subsidized public sector employment;

‘“(4) on-the-job training;

‘‘(5) supervised work experience; or

‘(6) supervised community service.’’.

(e) PENALTIES AGAINST INDIVIDUALS.—Sec-
tion 407(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 607(e)(1)) is amended
to read as follows:

‘(1) REDUCTION OR TERMINATION OF ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), if an individual in a family re-
ceiving assistance under a State program
funded under this part fails to engage in ac-
tivities required in accordance with this sec-
tion, or other activities required by the
State under the program, and the family
does not otherwise engage in activities in ac-
cordance with the self-sufficiency plan estab-
lished for the family pursuant to section
408(b), the State shall—

‘(i) if the failure is partial or persists for
not more than 1 month—

““(I) reduce the amount of assistance other-
wise payable to the family pro rata (or more,
at the option of the State) with respect to
any period during a month in which the fail-
ure occurs; or

“(IT) terminate all assistance to the fam-
ily, subject to such good cause exceptions as
the State may establish; or

‘‘(ii) if the failure is total and persists for
at least 2 consecutive months, terminate all
cash payments to the family including quali-
fied State expenditures (as defined in section
409(a)(7)(B)(1)) for at least 1 month and there-
after until the State determines that the in-
dividual has resumed full participation in
the activities, subject to such good cause ex-
ceptions as the State may establish.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—In the event of a con-
flict between a requirement of clause (i)(II)
or (ii) of subparagraph (A) and a requirement
of a State constitution, or of a State statute
that, before 1966, obligated local government
to provide assistance to needy parents and
children, the State constitutional or statu-
tory requirement shall control.”.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 407(f) (42 U.S.C. 607(f)) is amend-
ed in each of paragraphs (1) and (2) by strik-
ing ‘“‘work activity described in subsection
(d)”’ and inserting ‘‘direct work activity”’.

(2) The heading of section 409(a)(14) (42
U.S.C. 609(a)(14)) is amended by inserting ‘‘OR
REFUSING TO ENGAGE IN ACTIVITIES UNDER A
FAMILY  SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN’  after
“WORK”’.

SEC. 111. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 409(a)(7)
U.S.C. 609(a)(7)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘fiscal
year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003’ and
inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006,
2007 or 2008°’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)(ii)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘preceding’’ before ‘‘fiscal
year’’; and

(B) by striking
through 2002,”’.

(42
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(b) STATE SPENDING
HEALTHY MARRIAGE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 404 (42 U.S.C. 604)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

(1) MARRIAGE PROMOTION.—A State, terri-
tory, or tribal organization to which a grant
is made under section 403(a)(2) may use a
grant made to the State, territory, or tribal
organization under any other provision of
section 403 for marriage promotion activi-
ties, and the amount of any such grant so
used shall be considered State funds for pur-
poses of section 403(a)(2).”.

(2) FEDERAL TANF FUNDS USED FOR MAR-
RIAGE PROMOTION DISREGARDED FOR PURPOSES
OF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—
Section 409(a)(T)(B)(1) (42 U.S.C.
609(a)(7)(B)(1)), as amended by section 103(c)
of this Act, is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(VI) EXCLUSION OF FEDERAL TANF FUNDS
USED FOR MARRIAGE PROMOTION ACTIVITIES.—
Such term does not include the amount of
any grant made to the State under section
403 that is expended for a marriage pro-
motion activity.”.

SEC. 112. PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.

(a) STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a) (42 U.S.C.
602(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by redesignating clause (vi) and clause
(vii) (as added by section 103(a) of this Act)
as clauses (vii) and (viii), respectively; and

(ii) by striking clause (v) and inserting the
following:

‘(v) The document shall—

“(I) describe how the State will pursue
ending dependence of needy families on gov-
ernment benefits and reducing poverty by
promoting job preparation and work;

‘“(IT) describe how the State will encourage
the formation and maintenance of healthy 2-
parent married families, encourage respon-
sible fatherhood, and prevent and reduce the
incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies;

“(IIT) include specific, numerical, and
measurable performance objectives for ac-
complishing subclauses (I) and (II), and with
respect to subclause (I), include objectives
consistent with the criteria used by the Sec-
retary in establishing performance targets
under section 403(a)(4)(B) if available; and

‘“(IV) describe the methodology that the
State will use to measure State performance
in relation to each such objective.

‘“(vi) Describe any strategies and programs
the State may be undertaking to address—

“(I) employment retention and advance-
ment for recipients of assistance under the
program, including placement into high-de-
mand jobs, and whether the jobs are identi-
fied using labor market information;

“(II) efforts to reduce teen pregnancy;

“(IIT) services for struggling and non-
compliant families, and for clients with spe-
cial problems; and

“(IV) program integration, including the
extent to which employment and training
services under the program are provided
through the One-Stop delivery system cre-
ated under the Workforce Investment Act of
1998, and the extent to which former recipi-
ents of such assistance have access to addi-
tional core, intensive, or training services
funded through such Act.”’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking clause
(iii) (as so redesignated by section 107(b)(1) of
this Act) and inserting the following:

‘‘(iii) The document shall describe strate-
gies and programs the State is undertaking
to engage religious organizations in the pro-
vision of services funded under this part and
efforts related to section 104 of the Personal
Responsibility and Work  Opportunity
Reconcilation Act of 1996.

ON  PROMOTING
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‘‘(iv) The document shall describe strate-
gies to improve program management and
performance.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘“‘and trib-
al” after ‘‘that local”.

(b) CONSULTATION WITH STATE REGARDING
PLAN AND DESIGN OF TRIBAL PROGRAMS.—
Section 412(b)(1) (42 TU.S.C. 612(b)(1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of subpara-
graph (E);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(@) provides an assurance that the State
in which the tribe is located has been con-
sulted regarding the plan and its design.”’.

(c) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Section 413
(42 U.S.C. 613) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

(k) PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.—The
Secretary, in consultation with the States,
shall develop uniform performance measures
designed to assess the degree of effective-
ness, and the degree of improvement, of
State programs funded under this part in ac-
complishing the purposes of this part.”.

(d) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES.—Section
413(d)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘long-term private sector jobs’ and
inserting ‘‘private sector jobs, the success of
the recipients in retaining employment, the
ability of the recipients to increase their
wages’’.

SEC. 113. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.

(a) CONTENTS OF REPORT.— Section
411(a)(1)(A) (42 TU.s.C. 61l(a)(D)(A)) is
amended—

(1) in clause (vii), by inserting ‘‘and minor
parent’’ after ‘‘of each adult’’;

(2) in clause (viii), by striking ‘“‘and edu-
cational level’;

(3) in clause (ix), by striking ¢, and if the
latter 2, the amount received’’;

(4) in clause (x)—

(A) by striking ‘‘each type of’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘and, if
applicable, the reason for receipt of the as-
sistance for a total of more than 60 months’’;

(5) in clause (xi), by striking the subclauses
and inserting the following:

‘“(I) Subsidized private sector employment.

‘(IT) Unsubsidized employment.

‘“(IIT) Public sector employment, super-
vised work experience, or supervised commu-
nity service.

‘“(IV) On-the-job training.

(V) Job search and placement.

‘“(VI) Training.

‘“(VII) Education.

‘“(VIII) Other activities directed at the pur-
poses of this part, as specified in the State
plan submitted pursuant to section 402.°’;

(6) in clause (xii), by inserting ‘‘and
progress toward universal engagement’’ after
‘“‘participation rates’’;

(7) in clause (xiii), by striking ‘‘type and”’
before ‘“‘amount of assistance’’;

(8) in clause (xvi), by striking subclause
(II) and redesignating subclauses (III)
through (V) as subclauses (II) through (IV),
respectively; and

(9) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(xviii) The date the family first received
assistance from the State program on the
basis of the most recent application for such
assistance.

‘“(xix) Whether a self-sufficiency plan is es-
tablished for the family in accordance with
section 408(b).

‘“(xx) With respect to any child in the fam-
ily, the marital status of the parents at the
birth of the child, and if the parents were not
then married, whether the paternity of the
child has been established.”.

(b) USE OF SAMPLES.—Section 411(a)(1)(B)
(42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(B)) is amended—
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(1) in clause (i)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘a sample’ and inserting
‘“‘samples’’; and

(B) by inserting before the period ‘*‘, except
that the Secretary may designate core data
elements that must be reported on all fami-
lies”; and

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘funded under
this part” and inserting ‘‘described in sub-
paragraph (A)”.

(c) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME IN-
ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—Section
411(a) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (5);

(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-
graph (5); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) (as so
redesignated) the following:

‘“(6) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME IN-
ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—The report
required by paragraph (1) for a fiscal quarter
shall include for each month in the quarter
the number of families and total number of
individuals that, during the month, became
ineligible to receive assistance under the
State program funded under this part (bro-
ken down by the number of families that be-
come so ineligible due to earnings, changes
in family composition that result in in-
creased earnings, sanctions, time limits, or
other specified reasons).”.

(d) REGULATIONS.—Section 411(a)(7)
U.S.C. 611(a)(7)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and to collect the nec-
essary data’ before ‘‘with respect to which
reports’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘subsection” and inserting
‘“‘section’’; and

(3) by striking “‘in defining the data ele-
ments’’ and all that follows and inserting °°,
the National Governors’ Association, the
American Public Human Services Associa-
tion, the National Conference of State Legis-
latures, and others in defining the data ele-
ments.”.

(e) ADDITIONAL REPORTS BY STATES.—Sec-
tion 411 (42 U.S.C. 611) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (e); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

““(b) ANNUAL REPORTS ON PROGRAM CHARAC-
TERISTICS.—Not later than 90 days after the
end of fiscal year 2004 and each succeeding
fiscal year, each eligible State shall submit
to the Secretary a report on the characteris-
tics of the State program funded under this
part and other State programs funded with
qualified State expenditures (as defined in
section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). The report shall in-
clude, with respect to each such program,
the program name, a description of program
activities, the program purpose, the program
eligibility criteria, the sources of program
funding, the number of program bene-
ficiaries, sanction policies, and any program
work requirements.

“(c) MONTHLY REPORTS ON CASELOAD.—Not
later than 3 months after the end of a cal-
endar month that begins 1 year or more after
the enactment of this subsection, each eligi-
ble State shall submit to the Secretary re-
port on the number of families and total
number of individuals receiving assistance in
the calendar month under the State program
funded under this part.

“(d) ANNUAL REPORT ON PERFORMANCE IM-
PROVEMENT.—Beginning with fiscal year 2004,
not later than January 1 of each fiscal year,
each eligible State shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report on achievement and improve-
ment during the preceding fiscal year under
the numerical performance goals and meas-
ures under the State program funded under
this part with respect to each of the matters
described in section 402(a)(1)(A)(v).”.

(42
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(f) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS BY THE
SECRETARY.—Section 411(e), as so redesig-
nated by subsection (e) of this section, is
amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘and each fiscal year thereafter’’
and inserting ‘“‘and by July 1 of each fiscal
year thereafter’’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘families
applying for assistance,” and by striking the
last comma; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and
other programs funded with qualified State
expenditures (as defined in section
409(a)(7)(B)(1))” before the semicolon.

(g) INCREASED ANALYSIS OF STATE SINGLE
AUDIT REPORTS.—Section 411 (42 U.S.C. 611)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

¢“(f) INCREASED ANALYSIS OF STATE SINGLE
AUDIT REPORTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 3 months after a
State submits to the Secretary a report pur-
suant to section 7502(a)(1)(A) of title 31,
United States Code, the Secretary shall ana-
lyze the report for the purpose of identifying
the extent and nature of problems related to
the oversight by the State of nongovern-
mental entities with respect to contracts en-
tered into by such entities with the State
program funded under this part, and deter-
mining what additional actions may be ap-
propriate to help prevent and correct the
problems.

¢“(2) INCLUSION OF PROGRAM OVERSIGHT SEC-
TION IN ANNUAL REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—
The Secretary shall include in each report
under subsection (a) a section on oversight of
State programs funded under this part, in-
cluding findings on the extent and nature of
the problems referred to in paragraph (1), ac-
tions taken to resolve the problems, and to
the extent the Secretary deems appropriate
make recommendations on changes needed
to resolve the problems.”.

SEC. 114. DIRECT FUNDING AND ADMINISTRA-
TION BY INDIAN TRIBES.

(a) TRIBAL FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—
Section 412(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 612(a)(1)(A)) is
amended by striking ‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002 and inserting ‘2003 through
2007,

(b) GRANTS FOR INDIAN TRIBES THAT RE-
CEIVED JOBS FUNDS.—Section 412(a)(2)(A) (42
U.S.C. 612(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking
41997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002’ and in-
serting ‘2003 through 2007"’.

SEC. 115. RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NA-
TIONAL STUDIES.

(a) SECRETARY’S FUND FOR RESEARCH, DEM-
ONSTRATIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—
Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613), as amended by
section 112(c) of this Act, is further amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘(1) FUNDING FOR RESEARCH, DEMONSTRA-
TIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the
Treasury of the United States not otherwise
appropriated, there are appropriated
$102,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2007, which shall be available to the
Secretary for the purpose of conducting and
supporting research and demonstration
projects by public or private entities, and
providing technical assistance to States, In-
dian tribal organizations, and such other en-
tities as the Secretary may specify that are
receiving a grant under this part, which
shall be expended primarily on activities de-
scribed in section 403(a)(2)(B), and which
shall be in addition to any other funds made
available under this part.

‘(2) SET ASIDE FOR DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS FOR COORDINATION OF PROVISION OF
CHILD WELFARE AND TANF SERVICES TO TRIBAL
FAMILIES AT RISK OF CHILD ABUSE OR NE-
GLECT.—
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‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made
available under paragraph (1) for a fiscal
year, $2,000,000 shall be awarded on a com-
petitive basis to fund demonstration projects
designed to test the effectiveness of tribal
governments or tribal consortia in coordi-
nating the provision to tribal families at
risk of child abuse or neglect of child welfare
services and services under tribal programs
funded under this part.

‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—A grant made to such
a project shall be used—

‘(i) to improve case management for fami-
lies eligible for assistance from such a tribal
program;

‘‘(i1) for supportive services and assistance
to tribal children in out-of-home placements
and the tribal families caring for such chil-
dren, including families who adopt such chil-
dren; and

‘“(iii) for prevention services and assist-
ance to tribal families at risk of child abuse
and neglect.

‘(C) REPORTS.—The Secretary may require
a recipient of funds awarded under this para-
graph to provide the Secretary with such in-
formation as the Secretary deems relevant
to enable the Secretary to facilitate and
oversee the administration of any project for
which funds are provided under this para-
graph.”.

(b) FUNDING OF STUDIES AND DEMONSTRA-
TIONS.—Section 413(h)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(h)(1))
is amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by striking ‘1997 through 2002’ and
inserting ‘2003 through 2007"’.

(¢) REPORT ON ENFORCEMENT OF CERTAIN
AFFIDAVITS OF SUPPORT AND SPONSOR DEEM-
ING.—Not later than March 31, 2004, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General, shall
submit to the Congress a report on the en-
forcement of affidavits of support and spon-
sor deeming as required by section 421, 422,
and 432 of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996.

(d) REPORT ON COORDINATION.—Not later
than 6 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health
and Human Services and the Secretary of
Labor shall jointly submit a report to the
Congress describing common or conflicting
data elements, definitions, performance
measures, and reporting requirements in the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 and part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act, and, to
the degree each Secretary deems appro-
priate, at the discretion of either Secretary,
any other program administered by the re-
spective Secretary, to allow greater coordi-
nation between the welfare and workforce
development systems.

SEC. 116. STUDIES BY THE CENSUS BUREAU AND
THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE.

(a) CENSUS BUREAU STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 414(a) (42 U.S.C.
614(a)) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau of the Cen-
sus shall implement a new longitudinal sur-
vey of program dynamics, developed in con-
sultation with the Secretary and made avail-
able to interested parties, to allow for the
assessment of the outcomes of continued
welfare reform on the economic and child
well-being of low-income families with chil-
dren, including those who received assist-
ance or services from a State program fund-
ed under this part, and, to the extent pos-
sible, shall provide State representative
samples. The content of the survey should
include such information as may be nec-
essary to examine the issues of out-of-wed-
lock childbearing, marriage, welfare depend-
ency and compliance with work require-
ments, the beginning and ending of spells of
assistance, work, earnings and employment
stability, and the well-being of children.”’.
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(2) APPROPRIATION.—Section 414(b) (42
U.S.C. 614(b)) is amended by striking 1996,”
and all that follows through ‘2002 and in-
serting ‘2003 through 2007°.

(b) GAO STUDY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall conduct a study to
determine the combined effect of the phase-
out rates for Federal programs and policies
which provide support to low-income fami-
lies and individuals as they move from wel-
fare to work, at all earning levels up to
$35,000 per year, for at least 5 States includ-
ing Wisconsin and California, and any poten-
tial disincentives the combined phase-out
rates create for families to achieve independ-
ence or to marry.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this subsection,
the Comptroller General shall submit a re-
port to Congress containing the results of
the study conducted under this section and,
as appropriate, any recommendations con-
sistent with the results.

SEC. 117. DEFINITION OF ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 419 (42 U.S.C. 619)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(6) ASSISTANCE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘assistance’
means payment, by cash, voucher, or other
means, to or for an individual or family for
the purpose of meeting a subsistence need of
the individual or family (including food,
clothing, shelter, and related items, but not
including costs of transportation or child
care).

‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘assistance’
does not include a payment described in sub-
paragraph (A) to or for an individual or fam-
ily on a short-term, nonrecurring basis (as
defined by the State in accordance with reg-
ulations prescribed by the Secretary).”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 404(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 604(a)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘assistance’ and in-
serting ‘“‘aid”.

(2) Section 404(f) (42 U.S.C. 604(f)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘assistance’ and inserting
“benefits or services’.

(3) Section 408(a)(5)(B)(i) (42 TU.S.C.
608(a)(5)(B)(1)) is amended in the heading by
striking ‘‘ASSISTANCE’ and inserting ‘‘AID”’.

(4) Section 413(d)(2) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘assistance’ and in-
serting ‘“‘aid”.

SEC. 118. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.

(a) Section 409(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 609(c)(2)) is
amended by inserting a comma after ‘‘appro-
priate’.

(b) Section 411(a)(1)(A)({i)(III) (42 U.S.C.
611(a)(1)(A)({1)(IIT)) is amended by striking
the last close parenthesis.

(c) Section  413()(2)(A) (42 U.s.C.
613(j)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section”
and inserting ‘‘sections’’.

(d)(1) Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613) is amended
by striking subsection (g) and redesignating
subsections (h) through (j) and subsections
(k) and (1) (as added by sections 112(c) and
115(a) of this Act, respectively) as sub-
sections (g) through (k), respectively.

(2) Each of the following provisions is
amended by striking ‘413(j)”’ and inserting
“413(1):

(A) Section 403(a)(5)(A)({i)(III) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(A)(i1)(IID)).

(B) Section  403(a)(5)(F) (42 U.S.C.
603(a)(5)(F)).

(C) Section 403(a)(5)(G)(i) (42 TU.S.C.
603(a)(5)(G)(i1)).

(D) Section 412(a)(3)(B)(iv) (42 U.S.C.
612(a)(3)(B)(iv)).

SEC. 119. FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘“‘Promotion and Support of Re-
sponsible Fatherhood and Healthy Marriage
Act of 2002”.
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(b) FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 117. FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV (42 U.S.C. 601-
679b) is amended by inserting after part B
the following:

“‘PART C—FATHERHOOD PROGRAM
“‘SEC. 441. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

‘“‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that
there is substantial evidence strongly indi-
cating the urgent need to promote and sup-
port involved, committed, and responsible
fatherhood, and to encourage and support
healthy marriages between parents raising
children, including data demonstrating the
following:

““Y(1) In approximately 90 percent of cases
where a parent is absent, that parent is the
father.

‘“4(2) By some estimates, 60 percent of chil-
dren born in the 1990’s will spend a signifi-
cant portion of their childhood in a home
without a father.

““4(3) Nearly 75 percent of children in sin-
gle-parent homes will experience poverty be-
fore they are 11 years old, compared with
only 20 percent of children in 2-parent fami-
lies.

‘““(4) Low income is positively correlated
with children’s difficulties with education,
social adjustment, and delinquency, and sin-
gle-parent households constitute a dispropor-
tionate share of low-income households.

‘“¢(6) Where families (whether intact or
with a parent absent) are living in poverty,
a significant factor is the father’s lack of job
skills.

‘“%(6) Children raised in 2-parent married
families, on average, fare better as a group
in key areas, including better school per-
formance, reduced rates of substance abuse,
crime, and delinquency, fewer health, emo-
tional, and behavioral problems, lower rates
of teenage sexual activity, less risk of abuse
or neglect, and lower risk of teen suicide.

(7 Committed and responsible fathering
during infancy and early childhood contrib-
utes to the development of emotional secu-
rity, curiosity, and math and verbal skills.

“48) An estimated 24,000,000 children (33.5
percent) live apart from their biological fa-
ther.

“““9) A recent national survey indicates
that of all children under age 18 not living
with their biological father, 29 percent had
not seen their father even once in the last 12
months.

‘“‘(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this part
are:

‘“Y(1) To provide for projects and activities
by public entities and by nonprofit commu-
nity entities, including religious organiza-
tions, designed to test promising approaches
to accomplishing the following objectives:

‘““‘(A) Promoting responsible, caring, and
effective parenting through counseling, men-
toring, and parenting education, dissemina-
tion of educational materials and informa-
tion on parenting skills, encouragement of
positive father involvement, including the
positive involvement of nonresident fathers,
and other methods.

‘“4(B) Enhancing the abilities and commit-
ment of unemployed or low-income fathers
to provide material support for their fami-
lies and to avoid or leave welfare programs
by assisting them to take full advantage of
education, job training, and job search pro-
grams, to improve work habits and work
skills, to secure career advancement by ac-
tivities such as outreach and information
dissemination, coordination, as appropriate,
with employment services and job training
programs, including the One-Stop delivery
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system established under title I of the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998, encouragement
and support of timely payment of current
child support and regular payment toward
past due child support obligations in appro-
priate cases, and other methods.

““Y(C) Improving fathers’ ability to effec-
tively manage family business affairs by
means such as education, counseling, and
mentoring in matters including household
management, budgeting, banking, and han-
dling of financial transactions, time manage-
ment, and home maintenance.

‘“¢(D) Encouraging and supporting healthy
marriages and married fatherhood through
such activities as premarital education, in-
cluding the use of premarital inventories,
marriage preparation programs, skills-based
marriage education programs, marital ther-
apy, couples counseling, divorce education
and reduction programs, divorce mediation
and counseling, relationship skills enhance-
ment programs, including those designed to
reduce child abuse and domestic violence,
and dissemination of information about the
benefits of marriage for both parents and
children.

‘““(2) Through the projects and activities
described in paragraph (1), to improve out-
comes for children with respect to measures
such as increased family income and eco-
nomic security, improved school perform-
ance, better health, improved emotional and
behavioral stability and social adjustment,
and reduced risk of delinquency, crime, sub-
stance abuse, child abuse and neglect, teen
sexual activity, and teen suicide.

“¢(3) To evaluate the effectiveness of var-
ious approaches and to disseminate findings
concerning outcomes and other information
in order to encourage and facilitate the rep-
lication of effective approaches to accom-
plishing these objectives.

“‘SEC. 442. DEFINITIONS.

‘“‘In this part, the terms ‘‘Indian tribe”’
and ‘‘tribal organization’ have the meanings
given them in subsections (e) and (1), respec-
tively, of section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act.
“‘SEC. 443. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR SERVICE

PROJECTS.

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
make grants for fiscal years 2003 through
2007 to public and nonprofit community enti-
ties, including religious organizations, and
to Indian tribes and tribal organizations, for
demonstration service projects and activities
designed to test the effectiveness of various
approaches to accomplish the objectives
specified in section 441(b)(1).

¢““(b) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR FULL SERV-
ICE GRANTS.—In order to be eligible for a
grant under this section, except as specified
in subsection (c), an entity shall submit an
application to the Secretary containing the
following:

‘(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A statement
including—

‘“‘(A) a description of the project and how
it will be carried out, including the geo-
graphical area to be covered and the number
and characteristics of clients to be served,
and how it will address each of the 4 objec-
tives specified in section 441(b)(1); and

““Y(B) a description of the methods to be
used by the entity or its contractor to assess
the extent to which the project was success-
ful in accomplishing its specific objectives
and the general objectives specified in sec-
tion 441(b)(1).

¢“‘(2) EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS.—A
demonstration of ability to carry out the
project, by means such as demonstration of
experience in successfully carrying out
projects of similar design and scope, and
such other information as the Secretary may
find necessary to demonstrate the entity’s
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capacity to carry out the project, including
the entity’s ability to provide the non-Fed-
eral share of project resources.

‘“(3) ADDRESSING CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—A description of
how the entity will assess for the presence
of, and intervene to resolve, domestic vio-
lence and child abuse and neglect, including
how the entity will coordinate with State
and local child protective service and domes-
tic violence programs.

‘“‘(4) ADDRESSING CONCERNS RELATING TO
SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND SEXUAL ACTIVITY.—A
commitment to make available to each indi-
vidual participating in the project education
about alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs, and
about the health risks associated with abus-
ing such substances, and information about
diseases and conditions transmitted through
substance abuse and sexual contact, includ-
ing HIV/AIDS, and to coordinate with pro-
viders of services addressing such problems,
as appropriate.

¢“‘(5) COORDINATION WITH SPECIFIED PRO-
GRAMS.—An undertaking to coordinate, as
appropriate, with State and local entities re-
sponsible for the programs under parts A, B,
and D of this title, including programs under
title I of the Workforce Investment Act of
1998 (including the One-Stop delivery sys-
tem), and such other programs as the Sec-
retary may require.

‘“‘(6) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An
agreement to maintain such records, make
such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits as the Secretary may find
necessary for purposes of oversight of project
activities and expenditures.

¢““(T) SELF-INITIATED EVALUATION.—If the
entity elects to contract for independent
evaluation of the project (part or all of the
cost of which may be paid for using grant
funds), a commitment to submit to the Sec-
retary a copy of the evaluation report within
30 days after completion of the report and
not more than 1 year after completion of the
project.

¢“¢(8) COOPERATION WITH SECRETARY’S OVER-
SIGHT AND EVALUATION.—An agreement to co-
operate with the Secretary’s evaluation of
projects assisted under this section, by
means including random assignment of cli-
ents to service recipient and control groups,
if determined by the Secretary to be appro-
priate, and affording the Secretary access to
the project and to project-related records
and documents, staff, and clients.

‘“‘(c) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR LIMITED
PURPOSE GRANTS.—In order to be eligible for
a grant under this section in an amount
under $25,000 per fiscal year, an entity shall
submit an application to the Secretary con-
taining the following:

‘““(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description
of the project and how it will be carried out,
including the number and characteristics of
clients to be served, the proposed duration of
the project, and how it will address at least
1 of the 4 objectives specified in section
441(b)(1).

‘““(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Such information
as the Secretary may require as to the ca-
pacity of the entity to carry out the project,
including any previous experience with simi-
lar activities.

‘“‘(3) COORDINATION WITH RELATED PRO-
GRAMS.—As required by the Secretary in ap-
propriate cases, an undertaking to coordi-
nate and cooperate with State and local enti-
ties responsible for specific programs relat-
ing to the objectives of the project including,
as appropriate, jobs programs and programs
serving children and families.

‘““(4) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An
agreement to maintain such records, make
such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits as the Secretary may find
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necessary for purposes of oversight of project
activities and expenditures.

¢“¢(5) COOPERATION WITH SECRETARY’S OVER-
SIGHT AND EVALUATION.—An agreement to co-
operate with the Secretary’s evaluation of
projects assisted under this section, by
means including affording the Secretary ac-
cess to the project and to project-related
records and documents, staff, and clients.

) CONSIDERATIONS IN AWARDING
GRANTS.—

‘(1) DIVERSITY OF PROJECTS.—In awarding
grants under this section, the Secretary
shall seek to achieve a balance among enti-
ties of differing sizes, entities in differing ge-
ographic areas, entities in urban and in rural
areas, and entities employing differing meth-
ods of achieving the purposes of this section,
including working with the State agency re-
sponsible for the administration of part D to
help fathers satisfy child support arrearage
obligations.

‘““(2) PREFERENCE FOR PROJECTS SERVING
LOW-INCOME FATHERS.—In awarding grants
under this section, the Secretary may give
preference to applications for projects in
which a majority of the clients to be served
are low-income fathers.

‘“‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—

““41) IN GENERAL.—Grants for a project
under this section for a fiscal year shall be
available for a share of the cost of such
project in such fiscal year equal to—

“““(A) up to 80 percent (or up to 90 percent,
if the entity demonstrates to the Secretary’s
satisfaction circumstances limiting the enti-
ty’s ability to secure non-Federal resources)
in the case of a project under subsection (b);
and

““(B) up to 100 percent, in the case of a
project under subsection (c).

¢““(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Fed-
eral share may be in cash or in kind. In de-
termining the amount of the non-Federal
share, the Secretary may attribute fair mar-
ket value to goods, services, and facilities
contributed from non-Federal sources.

“‘SEC. 444. MULTICITY, MULTISTATE DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECTS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may
make grants under this section for fiscal
years 2003 through 2007 to eligible entities
(as specified in subsection (b)) for 2
multicity, multistate projects dem-
onstrating approaches to achieving the ob-
jectives specified in section 441(b)(1). One of
the projects shall test the use of married
couples to deliver program services.

“““(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An entity eligi-
ble for a grant under this section must be a
national nonprofit fatherhood promotion or-
ganization that meets the following require-
ments:

‘(1) EXPERIENCE WITH FATHERHOOD PRO-
GRAMS.—The organization must have sub-
stantial experience in designing and success-
fully conducting programs that meet the
purposes described in section 441.

“42) EXPERIENCE WITH MULTICITY,
MULTISTATE PROGRAMS AND GOVERNMENT CO-
ORDINATION.—The organization must have ex-
perience in simultaneously conducting such
programs in more than 1 major metropolitan
area in more than 1 State and in coordi-
nating such programs, where appropriate,
with State and local government agencies
and private, nonprofit agencies (including
community-based and religious organiza-
tions), including State or local agencies re-
sponsible for child support enforcement and
workforce development.

e APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—In
order to be eligible for a grant under this
section, an entity must submit to the Sec-
retary an application that includes the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) QUALIFICATIONS.—
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‘“‘(A) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—A demonstration
that the entity meets the requirements of
subsection (b).

‘“4(B) OTHER.—Such other information as
the Secretary may find necessary to dem-
onstrate the entity’s capacity to carry out
the project, including the entity’s ability to
provide the non-Federal share of project re-
sources.

‘““(2) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description
of and commitments concerning the project
design, including the following:

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A detailed description
of the proposed project design and how it
will be carried out, which shall—

‘“‘(1) provide for the project to be con-
ducted in at least 3 major metropolitan
areas;

‘“¢(ii) state how it will address each of the
4 objectives specified in section 441(b)(1);

‘“¢(iii) demonstrate that there is a suffi-
cient number of potential clients to allow for
the random selection of individuals to par-
ticipate in the project and for comparisons
with appropriate control groups composed of
individuals who have not participated in
such projects; and

‘“‘(iv) demonstrate that the project is de-
signed to direct a majority of project re-
sources to activities serving low-income fa-
thers (but the project need not make services
available on a means-tested basis).

¢ “(B) OVERSIGHT, EVALUATION, AND ADJUST-
MENT COMPONENT.—An agreement that the
entity—

‘“‘(1) in consultation with the evaluator se-
lected pursuant to section 445, and as re-
quired by the Secretary, will modify the
project design, initially and (if necessary)
subsequently throughout the duration of the
project, in order to facilitate ongoing and
final oversight and evaluation of project op-
eration and outcomes (by means including,
to the maximum extent feasible, random as-
signment of clients to service recipient and
control groups), and to provide for mid-
course adjustments in project design indi-
cated by interim evaluations;

€¢(ii) will submit to the Secretary revised
descriptions of the project design as modified
in accordance with clause (i); and

‘“‘(iii) will cooperate fully with the Sec-
retary’s ongoing oversight and ongoing and
final evaluation of the project, by means in-
cluding affording the Secretary access to the
project and to project-related records and
documents, staff, and clients.

¢“¢(3) ADDRESSING CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—A description of
how the entity will assess for the presence
of, and intervene to resolve, domestic vio-
lence and child abuse and neglect, including
how the entity will coordinate with State
and local child protective service and domes-
tic violence programs.

‘“‘(4) ADDRESSING CONCERNS RELATING TO
SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND SEXUAL ACTIVITY.—A
commitment to make available to each indi-
vidual participating in the project education
about alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs, and
about the health risks associated with abus-
ing such substances, and information about
diseases and conditions transmitted through
substance abuse and sexual contact, includ-
ing HIV/AIDS, and to coordinate with pro-
viders of services addressing such problems,
as appropriate.

¢“¢(5) COORDINATION WITH SPECIFIED PRO-
GRAMS.—An undertaking to coordinate, as
appropriate, with State and local entities re-
sponsible for the programs funded under
parts A, B, and D of this title, programs
under title I of the Workforce Investment
Act of 1998 (including the One-Stop delivery
system), and such other programs as the Sec-
retary may require.

¢““(6) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An
agreement to maintain such records, make
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such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits (in addition to those required
under the preceding provisions of paragraph
(2)) as the Secretary may find necessary for
purposes of oversight of project activities
and expenditures.

‘“‘(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants for a project
under this section for a fiscal year shall be
available for up to 80 percent of the cost of
such project in such fiscal year.

‘““(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Fed-
eral share may be in cash or in kind. In de-
termining the amount of the non-Federal
share, the Secretary may attribute fair mar-
ket value to goods, services, and facilities
contributed from non-Federal sources.

“‘SEC. 445. EVALUATION.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, directly
or by contract or cooperative agreement,
shall evaluate the effectiveness of service
projects funded under sections 443 and 444
from the standpoint of the purposes specified
in section 441(b)(1).

“““(b) EVALUATION METHODOLOGY.—Evalua-
tions under this section shall—

‘““(1) include, to the maximum extent fea-
sible, random assignment of clients to serv-
ice delivery and control groups and other ap-
propriate comparisons of groups of individ-
uals receiving and not receiving services;

‘“4(2) describe and measure the effective-
ness of the projects in achieving their spe-
cific project goals; and

¢“4(3) describe and assess, as appropriate,
the impact of such projects on marriage, par-
enting, domestic violence, child abuse and
neglect, money management, employment
and earnings, payment of child support, and
child well-being, health, and education.

‘“‘(c) EVALUATION REPORTS.—The Secretary
shall publish the following reports on the re-
sults of the evaluation:

““41) An implementation evaluation report
covering the first 24 months of the activities
under this part to be completed by 36 months
after initiation of such activities.

‘“4(2) A final report on the evaluation to be
completed by September 30, 2010.
“‘SEC. 446. PROJECTS OF NATIONAL

CANCE.

‘“‘The Secretary is authorized, by grant,
contract, or cooperative agreement, to carry
out projects and activities of national sig-
nificance relating to fatherhood promotion,
including—

¢“‘(1) COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN-
FORMATION.—Assisting States, communities,
and private entities, including religious or-
ganizations, in efforts to promote and sup-
port marriage and responsible fatherhood by
collecting, evaluating, developing, and mak-
ing available (through the Internet and by
other means) to all interested parties infor-
mation regarding approaches to accom-
plishing the objectives specified in section
441(b)(1).

‘““(2) MEDIA CAMPAIGN.—Developing, pro-
moting, and distributing to interested
States, local governments, public agencies,
and private nonprofit organizations, includ-
ing charitable and religious organizations, a
media campaign that promotes and encour-
ages involved, committed, and responsible
fatherhood and married fatherhood.

¢“43) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Providing
technical assistance, including consultation
and training, to public and private entities,
including community organizations and
faith-based organizations, in the implemen-
tation of local fatherhood promotion pro-
grams.

‘““(4) RESEARCH.—Conducting research re-
lated to the purposes of this part.

“‘SEC. 447. NONDISCRIMINATION.

‘““‘The projects and activities assisted

under this part shall be available on the

SIGNIFI-
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same basis to all fathers and expectant fa-
thers able to benefit from such projects and
activities, including married and unmarried
fathers and custodial and noncustodial fa-
thers, with particular attention to low-in-
come fathers, and to mothers and expectant
mothers on the same basis as to fathers.
“‘SEC. 448. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS; RESERVATION FOR CERTAIN
PURPOSE.

‘“‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2003 through 2007 to carry out
the provisions of this part.

“““(b) RESERVATION.—Of the amount appro-
priated under this section for each fiscal
year, not more than 15 percent shall be avail-
able for the costs of the multicity, multi-
county, multistate demonstration projects
under section 444, evaluations under section
445, and projects of national significance
under section 446.°.

‘“(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF EFFECTIVE DATE
PROVISIONS.—Section 116 shall not apply to
the amendment made by subsection (a) of
this section.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 2 of
such Act is amended in the table of contents
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 116 the following new item:

‘“Sec. 117. Fatherhood program.’’.

SEC. 120. STATE OPTION TO MAKE TANF PRO-
GRAMS MANDATORY PARTNERS
WITH ONE-STOP EMPLOYMENT
TRAINING CENTERS.

Section 408 of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 608) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“(h) STATE OPTION TO MAKE TANF PRroO-
GRAMS MANDATORY PARTNERS WITH ONE-STOP
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING CENTERS.—For pur-
poses of section 121(b) of the Workforce In-
vestment Act of 1998, a State program funded
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act shall be considered a program re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(B) of such section,
unless, after the date of the enactment of
this subsection, the Governor of the State
notifies the Secretaries of Health and Human
Services and Labor in writing of the decision
of the Governor not to make the State pro-
gram a mandatory partner.’.

SEC. 121. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.

It is the sense of the Congress that a State
welfare-to-work program should include a
mentoring program.

TITLE II—CHILD CARE
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Caring for
Children Act of 2002”.

SEC. 202. GOALS.

(a) GoALs.—Section 658A(b) of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9801 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘encour-
age’ and inserting ‘‘assist”’,

(2) by amending paragraph (4) to read as
follows:

‘“(4) to assist State to provide child care to
low-income parents;’’,

(3) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (7), and

(4) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(b) to encourage States to improve the
quality of child care available to families;

‘“(6) to promote school readiness by encour-
aging the exposure of young children in child
care to nurturing environments and develop-
mentally-appropriate activities, including
activities to foster early cognitive and lit-
eracy development; and’’.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
658E(c)(3)(B) of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858c(c)(3)(B)) is amended by striking
‘““through (5)” and inserting ‘‘through (7).
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SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 658B of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘is” and inserting ‘‘are’,
and

(2) by striking ‘“$1,000,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years 1996 through 2002’ and inserting
‘$2,300,000,000 for fiscal year 2003,
$2,500,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, $2,700,000,000
for fiscal year 2005, $2,900,000,000 for fiscal
year 2006, and $3,100,000,000 for fiscal year
2007°.

SEC. 204. APPLICATION AND PLAN.

Section 658E(c)(2) of the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858C(c)(2)) is amended—

(1) by amending subparagraph (D) to read
as follows:

‘(D) CONSUMER AND CHILD CARE PROVIDER
EDUCATION INFORMATION.—Certify that the
State will collect and disseminate, through
resource and referral services and other
means as determined by the State, to par-
ents of eligible children, child care providers,
and the general public, information
regarding—

‘(i) the promotion of informed child care
choices, including information about the
quality and availability of child care serv-
ices;

‘“(i1) research and best practices on chil-
dren’s development, including early cog-
nitive development;

‘(iii) the availability of assistance to ob-
tain child care services; and

‘“(iv) other programs for which families
that receive child care services for which fi-
nancial assistance is provided under this sub-
chapter may be eligible, including the food
stamp program, the WIC program under sec-
tion 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, the
child and adult care food program under sec-
tion 17 of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act, and the medicaid and
CHIP programs under titles XIX and XXI of
the Social Security Act.”, and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (H) the
following:

¢(I) COORDINATION WITH OTHER EARLY CHILD
CARE SERVICES AND EARLY CHILDHOOD EDU-
CATION PROGRAMS.—Demonstrate how the
State is coordinating child care services pro-
vided under this subchapter with Head Start,
Early Reading First, Even Start, Ready-To-
Learn Television, State pre-kindergarten
programs, and other early childhood edu-
cation programs to expand accessibility to
and continuity of care and early education
without displacing services provided by the
current early care and education delivery
system.

“(J) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS.—Dem-
onstrate how the State encourages partner-
ships with private and other public entities
to leverage existing service delivery systems
of early childhood education and increase
the supply and quality of child care services.

“(K) CHILD CARE SERVICE QUALITY.—

‘“(i) CERTIFICATION.—For each fiscal year
after fiscal year 2003, certify that during the
then preceding fiscal year the State was in
compliance with section 658G and describe
how funds were used to comply with such
section during such preceding fiscal year.

‘“(ii) STRATEGY.—For each fiscal year after
fiscal year 2003, contain an outline of the
strategy the State will implement during
such fiscal year for which the State plan is
submitted, to address the quality of child
care services in child care settings that pro-
vide services for which assistance is made
available under this subchapter, and include
in such strategy—

‘“(I) a statement specifying how the State
will address the activities described in para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 658G
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“(II) a description of quantifiable, objec-
tive measures for evaluating the quality of
child care services separately with respect to
the activities listed in each of such para-
graphs that the State will use to evaluate its
progress in improving the quality of such
child care services;

“(III) a list of State-developed child care
service quality targets for such fiscal year
quantified on the basis of such measures; and

““(IV) for each fiscal year after fiscal year
2003, a report on the progress made to
achieve such targets during the then pre-
ceding fiscal year.

“(iii) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subparagraph shall be construed to re-
quire that the State apply measures for eval-
uating quality to specific types of child care
providers.

‘(L) ACCESS TO CARE FOR CERTAIN POPU-
LATIONS.—Demonstrate how the State is ad-
dressing the child care needs of parents eligi-
ble for child care services for which financial
assistance is provided under this subchapter
who have children with special needs, work
nontraditional hours, or require child care
services for infants or toddlers.”.

SEC. 205. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY
OF CHILD CARE.

Section 658G of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858e) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 658G. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUAL-
ITY OF CHILD CARE SERVICES.

““A State that receives funds to carry out
this subchapter for a fiscal year, shall use
not less than 6 percent of the amount of such
funds for activities provided through re-
source and referral services or other means,
that are designed to improve the quality of
child care services for which financial assist-
ance is made available under this sub-
chapter. Such activities include—

‘(1) programs that provide training, edu-
cation, and other professional development
activities to enhance the skills of the child
care workforce, including training opportu-
nities for caregivers in informal care set-
tings;

‘(2) activities within child care settings to
enhance early learning for young children, to
promote early literacy, and to foster school
readiness;

‘“(3) initiatives to increase the retention
and compensation of child care providers, in-
cluding tiered reimbursement rates for pro-
viders that meet quality standards as defined
by the State; or

‘“(4) other activities deemed by the State
to improve the quality of child care services
provided in such State.”.

SEC. 206. REPORT BY SECRETARY.

Section 658L of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858j) is amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 658L. REPORT BY SECRETARY.

‘‘(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than Oc-
tober 1, 2004, and biennially thereafter, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and
Pensions of the Senate a report that con-
tains the following:

“(1) A summary and analysis of the data
and information provided to the Secretary in
the State reports submitted under section
658K.

‘(2) Aggregated statistics on the supply of,
demand for, and quality of child care, early
education, and non-school-hours programs.

‘(3) An assessment, and where appropriate,
recommendations for the Congress con-
cerning efforts that should be undertaken to
improve the access of the public to quality
and affordable child care in the United
States.
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‘““(b) COLLECTION OF INFORMATION.—The
Secretary may utilize the national child care
data system available through resource and
referral organizations at the local, State,
and national level to collect the information
required by subsection (a)(2).

SEC. 207. DEFINITIONS.

Section 658P(4)(B) of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42
U.S.C. 9858N(4)(B)) is amended by striking
‘85 percent of the State median income” and
inserting ‘“‘income levels as established by
the State, prioritized by need,”.

SEC. 208. ENTITLEMENT FUNDING.

Section 418(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 618(a)(3)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F') and inserting ‘‘; and”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(G) $2,917,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2003 through 2007.”.

TITLE III—TAXPAYER PROTECTIONS
SEC. 301. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME FOR
INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS OF
INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to items specifically excluded
from gross income) is amended by inserting
after section 139 the following new section:
“SEC. 139A. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME

FOR INTEREST ON OVERPAYMENTS
OF INCOME TAX BY INDIVIDUALS.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, gross income shall not include inter-
est paid under section 6611 on any overpay-
ment of tax imposed by this subtitle.

‘“(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply in the case of a failure to claim items
resulting in the overpayment on the original
return if the Secretary determines that the
principal purpose of such failure is to take
advantage of subsection (a).

‘“(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR DETERMINING MODI-
FIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—For purposes
of this title, interest not included in gross
income under subsection (a) shall not be
treated as interest which is exempt from tax
for purposes of sections 32(i)(2)(B) and 6012(d)
or any computation in which interest ex-
empt from tax under this title is added to ad-
justed gross income.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of such Code is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 139 the fol-
lowing new item:

“Sec. 139A. Exclusion from gross income for
interest on overpayments of in-
come tax by individuals.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to interest
received after December 31, 2006.

SEC. 302. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUNNING
OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL UN-
DERPAYMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
67 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to interest on underpayments) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 6603. DEPOSITS MADE TO SUSPEND RUN-
NING OF INTEREST ON POTENTIAL
UNDERPAYMENTS, ETC.

‘“(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE DEPOSITS OTHER
THAN AS PAYMENT OF TAX.—A taxpayer may
make a cash deposit with the Secretary
which may be used by the Secretary to pay
any tax imposed under subtitle A or B or
chapter 41, 42, 43, or 44 which has not been
assessed at the time of the deposit. Such a
deposit shall be made in such manner as the
Secretary shall prescribe.

‘“(b) NO INTEREST IMPOSED.—To the extent
that such deposit is used by the Secretary to
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pay tax, for purposes of section 6601 (relating
to interest on underpayments), the tax shall
be treated as paid when the deposit is made.

‘‘(c) RETURN OF DEPOSIT.—Except in a case
where the Secretary determines that collec-
tion of tax is in jeopardy, the Secretary shall
return to the taxpayer any amount of the de-
posit (to the extent not used for a payment
of tax) which the taxpayer requests in writ-
ing.

“(d) PAYMENT OF INTEREST.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section
6611 (relating to interest on overpayments), a
deposit which is returned to a taxpayer shall
be treated as a payment of tax for any period
to the extent (and only to the extent) attrib-
utable to a disputable tax for such period.
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, rules similar to the rules of section
6611(b)(2) shall apply.

¢‘(2) DISPUTABLE TAX.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘disputable tax’ means the
amount of tax specified at the time of the de-
posit as the taxpayer’s reasonable estimate
of the maximum amount of any tax attrib-
utable to disputable items.

‘“(B) SAFE HARBOR BASED ON 30-DAY LET-
TER.—In the case of a taxpayer who has been
issued a 30-day letter, the maximum amount
of tax under subparagraph (A) shall not be
less than the amount of the proposed defi-
ciency specified in such letter.

‘(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
paragraph (2)—

‘“(A) DISPUTABLE ITEM.—The term ‘disput-
able item’ means any item of income, gain,
loss, deduction, or credit if the taxpayer—

‘“(i) has a reasonable basis for its treat-
ment of such item, and

‘“(ii) reasonably believes that the Sec-
retary also has a reasonable basis for dis-
allowing the taxpayer’s treatment of such
item.

“(B) 30-DAY LETTER.—The term ‘30-day let-
ter’ means the first letter of proposed defi-
ciency which allows the taxpayer an oppor-
tunity for administrative review in the In-
ternal Revenue Service Office of Appeals.

‘“(4) RATE OF INTEREST.—The rate of inter-
est allowable under this subsection shall be
the Federal short-term rate determined
under section 6621(b), compounded daily.

““(e) USE OF DEPOSITS.—

‘(1) PAYMENT OF TAX.—Except as otherwise
provided by the taxpayer, deposits shall be
treated as used for the payment of tax in the
order deposited.

‘“(2) RETURNS OF DEPOSITS.—Deposits shall
be treated as returned to the taxpayer on a
last-in, first-out basis.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subchapter A of chapter 67 of
such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:

‘“Sec. 6603. Deposits made to suspend running
of interest on potential under-
payments, etc.”’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to deposits made
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) COORDINATION WITH DEPOSITS MADE
UNDER REVENUE PROCEDURE 84-58.—In the case
of an amount held by the Secretary of the
Treasury or his delegate on the date of the
enactment of this Act as a deposit in the na-
ture of a cash bond deposit pursuant to Rev-
enue Procedure 84-58, the date that the tax-
payer identifies such amount as a deposit
made pursuant to section 6603 of the Internal
Revenue Code (as added by this Act) shall be
treated as the date such amount is deposited
for purposes of such section 6603.

SEC. 303. PARTIAL PAYMENT OF TAX LIABILITY

IN INSTALLMENT AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
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(1) Section 6159(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (relating to authorization of
agreements) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘satisfy liability for pay-
ment of”’ and inserting ‘‘make payment on”’,
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘full or partial’’ after ‘‘fa-
cilitate”.

(2) Section 6159(c) of such Code (relating to
Secretary required to enter into installment
agreements in certain cases) is amended in
the matter preceding paragraph (1) by insert-
ing ““full” before ‘‘payment’’.

(b) REQUIREMENT TO REVIEW PARTIAL PAY-
MENT AGREEMENTS EVERY TWO YEARS.—Sec-
tion 6159 of such Code is amended by redesig-
nating subsections (d) and (e) as subsections
(e) and (f), respectively, and inserting after
subsection (c¢) the following new subsection:

‘(d) SECRETARY REQUIRED TO REVIEW IN-
STALLMENT AGREEMENTS FOR PARTIAL COL-
LECTION EVERY TwWO YEARS.—In the case of
an agreement entered into by the Secretary
under subsection (a) for partial collection of
a tax liability, the Secretary shall review
the agreement at least once every 2 years.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to agree-
ments entered into on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

TITLE IV—CHILD SUPPORT
SEC. 401. FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS FOR LIM-
ITED PASS THROUGH OF CHILD SUP-
PORT PAYMENTS TO FAMILIES RE-
CEIVING TANF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) (42 U.S.C.
657(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘sub-
ject to paragraph (7)” before the semicolon;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(7) FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS FOR LIMITED
PASS THROUGH OF CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS
TO FAMILIES RECEIVING TANF.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), a State shall not be
required to pay to the Federal Government
the Federal share of an amount collected
during a month on behalf of a family that is
a recipient of assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under part A, to the extent
that—

‘““(A) the State distributes the amount to
the family;

‘“(B) the total of the amounts so distrib-
uted to the family during the month—

‘(i) exceeds the amount (if any) that, as of
December 31, 2001, was required under State
law to be distributed to a family under para-
graph (1)(B); and

‘‘(ii) does not exceed the greater of—

“(I) $100; or

“(II) $50 plus the amount described in
clause (i); and

‘(C) the amount is disregarded in deter-
mining the amount and type of assistance
provided to the family under the State pro-
gram funded under part A.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to
amounts distributed on or after October 1,
2004.

SEC. 402. STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ALL
CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO FAM-
ILIES THAT FORMERLY RECEIVED
TANF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) (42 U.S.C.
657(a)), as amended by section 401(a) of this
Act, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘¢, except as
provided in paragraph (8),” after ‘‘shall’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(8) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ALL
CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO FAMILIES THAT
FORMERLY RECEIVED TANF.—In lieu of apply-
ing paragraph (2) to any family described in
paragraph (2), a State may distribute to the
family any amount collected during a month
on behalf of the family.”’.
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to
amounts distributed on or after October 1,
2004.

SEC. 403. MANDATORY REVIEW AND ADJUST-
MENT OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS
FOR FAMILIES RECEIVING TANF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(a)(10)(A)(1) (42
U.S.C. 666(a)(10)(A)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘parent, or,” and inserting
“parent or’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘upon the request of the
State agency under the State plan or of ei-
ther parent,”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2004.

SEC. 404. MANDATORY FEE FOR SUCCESSFUL
CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR
FAMILY THAT HAS NEVER RECEIVED
TANF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 454(6)(B)
U.S.C. 654(6)(B)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ““(i)”” after “(B)”’;

(2) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as
subclauses (I) and (II), respectively;

(3) by adding ‘‘and” after the semicolon;
and

(4) by adding after and below the end the
following new clause:

‘“(ii) in the case of an individual who has
never received assistance under a State pro-
gram funded under part A and for whom the
State has collected at least $500 of support,
the State shall impose an annual fee of $25
for each case in which services are furnished,
which shall be retained by the State from
support collected on behalf of the individual
(but not from the 1st $500 so collected), paid
by the individual applying for the services,
recovered from the absent parent, or paid by
the State out of its own funds (the payment
of which from State funds shall not be con-
sidered as an administrative cost of the
State for the operation of the plan, and shall
be considered income to the program);’.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
457(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 657(a)(3)) is amended to
read as follows:

¢(3) FAMILIES THAT NEVER RECEIVED ASSIST-
ANCE.—In the case of any other family, the
State shall distribute to the family the por-
tion of the amount so collected that remains
after withholding any fee pursuant to sec-
tion 454(6)(B)(ii).”.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2003.

SEC. 405. REPORT ON UNDISTRIBUTED CHILD
SUPPORT PAYMENTS.

Not later than 6 months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall submit to
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate a report on the pro-
cedures that the States use generally to lo-
cate custodial parents for whom child sup-
port has been collected but not yet distrib-
uted. The report shall include an estimate of
the total amount of such undistributed child
support and the average length of time it
takes for such child support to be distrib-
uted. To the extent the Secretary deems ap-
propriate, the Secretary shall include in the
report recommendations as to whether addi-
tional procedures should be established at
the State or Federal level to expedite the
payment of undistributed child support.

SEC. 406. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO AS-
SIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j) (42 U.S.C.
653(j)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(7) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO-
SURE TO ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS.—
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‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State agency re-
sponsible for the administration of an unem-
ployment compensation program under Fed-
eral or State law transmits to the Secretary
the name and social security account num-
ber of an individual, the Secretary shall, if
the information in the National Directory of
New Hires indicates that the individual may
be employed, disclose to the State agency
the name, address, and employer identifica-
tion number of any putative employer of the
individual, subject to this paragraph.

‘“(B) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-
retary shall make a disclosure under sub-
paragraph (A) only to the extent that the
Secretary determines that the disclosure
would not interfere with the effective oper-
ation of the program under this part.

‘(C) USE OF INFORMATION.—A State agency
may use information provided under this
paragraph only for purposes of administering
a program referred to in subparagraph (A).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2003.

SEC. 407. DECREASE IN AMOUNT OF CHILD SUP-
PORT ARREARAGE TRIGGERING
PASSPORT DENIAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 452(k)(1) (42
U.S.C. 652(k)(1)) is amended by striking
€“$5,000”° and inserting ‘“$2,500°".

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
454(31) (42 U.S.C. 6564(31)) is amended by strik-
ing ““$5,000” and inserting ‘‘$2,500"".

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2003.

SEC. 408. USE OF TAX REFUND INTERCEPT PRO-
GRAM TO COLLECT PAST-DUE CHILD
SUPPORT ON BEHALF OF CHILDREN
WHO ARE NOT MINORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 464 (42 U.S.C. 664)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘(as
that term is defined for purposes of this
paragraph under subsection (c))’’; and

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘“(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), as used in’’ and inserting “‘In’’;
and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘(whether or not a
minor)”’ after ‘‘a child” each place it ap-
pears; and

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2004.

SEC. 409. GARNISHMENT OF COMPENSATION
PAID TO VETERANS FOR SERVICE-
CONNECTED DISABILITIES IN
ORDER TO ENFORCE CHILD SUP-
PORT OBLIGATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 459(h) (42 U.S.C.
659(h)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)(ii)(V), by striking
all that follows ‘“‘Armed Forces” and insert-
ing a semicolon; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(3) LIMITATIONS WITH RESPECT TO COM-
PENSATION PAID TO VETERANS FOR SERVICE-
CONNECTED  DISABILITIES.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this section:

‘“(A) Compensation described in paragraph
(1)(A)({i)(V) shall not be subject to with-
holding pursuant to this section—

‘(1) for payment of alimony; or

‘“(ii) for payment of child support if the in-
dividual is fewer than 60 days in arrears in
payment of the support.

‘(B) Not more than 50 percent of any pay-
ment of compensation described in para-
graph (1)(A)(i1)(V) may be withheld pursuant
to this section.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2004.

May 16, 2002

SEC. 410. IMPROVING FEDERAL DEBT COLLEC-
TION PRACTICES.

Section 3716(h)(3) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(3) In applying this subsection with re-
spect to any debt owed to a State, other than
past due support being enforced by the State,
subsection (c)(3)(A) shall not apply. Sub-
section (¢)(3)(A) shall apply with respect to
past due support being enforced by the State
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
including sections 207 and 1631(d)(1) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 407 and
1383(d)(1)), section 413(b) of Public law 91-173
(30 U.S.C. 923(b)), and section 14 of the Act of
August 29, 1935 (45 U.S.C. 231m).”".

SEC. 411. MAINTENANCE OF TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE FUNDING.

Section 452(j) (42 U.S.C. 652(j)) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or the amount appropriated
under this paragraph for fiscal year 2002,
whichever is greater,”” before ‘““which shall be
available”.

SEC. 412. MAINTENANCE OF FEDERAL PARENT
LOCATOR SERVICE FUNDING.

Section 4563(0) (42 U.S.C. 653(0)) is
amended—

(1) in the 1st sentence, by inserting ‘‘or the
amount appropriated under this paragraph
for fiscal year 2002, whichever is greater,”
before ‘‘which shall be available’’; and

(2) in the 2nd sentence, by striking ‘‘for
each of fiscal years 1997 through 2001”’.

TITLE V—CHILD WELFARE
SEC. 501. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO AP-
PROVE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.
Section 1130(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9(a)(2)) is

amended by striking 2002 and inserting

2007,

SEC. 502. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-
BER OF WAIVERS.

Section 1130(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9(a)(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘not more than 10”.
SEC. 503. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-

BER OF STATES THAT MAY BE
GRANTED WAIVERS TO CONDUCT
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON
SAME TOPIC.

Section 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“(h) No LIMIT ON NUMBER OF STATES THAT
MAY BE GRANTED WAIVERS TO CONDUCT SAME
OR SIMILAR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—The
Secretary shall not refuse to grant a waiver
to a State under this section on the grounds
that a purpose of the waiver or of the dem-
onstration project for which the waiver is
necessary would be the same as or similar to
a purpose of another waiver or project that
is or may be conducted under this section.”.
SEC. 504. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-

BER OF WAIVERS THAT MAY BE
GRANTED TO A SINGLE STATE FOR
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.

Section 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(1) No LIMIT ON NUMBER OF WAIVERS
GRANTED TO, OR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
THAT MAY BE CONDUCTED BY, A SINGLE
STATE.—The Secretary shall not impose any
limit on the number of waivers that may be
granted to a State, or the number of dem-
onstration projects that a State may be au-
thorized to conduct, under this section.”.
SEC. 505. STREAMLINED PROCESS FOR CONSID-

ERATION OF AMENDMENTS TO AND
EXTENSIONS OF DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS REQUIRING WAIVERS.

Section 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(j) STREAMLINED PROCESS FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF AMENDMENTS AND EXTENSIONS.—The
Secretary shall develop a streamlined proc-
ess for consideration of amendments and ex-
tensions proposed by States to demonstra-
tion projects conducted under this section.”.
SEC. 506. AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.

Section 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:
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“(K) AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—The Sec-
retary shall make available to any State or
other interested party any report provided to
the Secretary under subsection (£)(2), and
any evaluation or report made by the Sec-
retary with respect to a demonstration
project conducted under this section, with a
focus on information that may promote best
practices and program improvements.’’.

SEC. 507. TECHNICAL CORRECTION.

Section 1130(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1320a-9(b)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘422(b)(9)”’ and insert-
ing “422(b)(10)”’.

TITLE VI—_SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY

INCOME
SEC. 601. REVIEW OF STATE AGENCY BLINDNESS
AND DISABILITY DETERMINATIONS.

Section 1633 (42 U.S.C. 1383b) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“(e)(1) The Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity shall review determinations, made by
State agencies pursuant to subsection (a) in
connection with applications for benefits
under this title on the basis of blindness or
disability, that individuals who have at-
tained 18 years of age are blind or disabled as
of a specified onset date. The Commissioner
of Social Security shall review such a deter-
mination before any action is taken to im-
plement the determination.

“(2)(A) In carrying out paragraph (1), the
Commissioner of Social Security shall
review—

‘(i) at least 20 percent of all determina-
tions referred to in paragraph (1) that are
made in fiscal year 2003;

‘‘(ii) at least 40 percent of all such deter-
minations that are made in fiscal year 2004;
and

‘“(iii) at least 50 percent of all such deter-
minations that are made in fiscal year 2005
or thereafter.

‘“(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the
Commissioner of Social Security shall, to
the extent feasible, select for review the de-
terminations which the Commissioner of So-
cial Security identifies as being the most
likely to be incorrect.”.

TITLE VII—STATE AND LOCAL
FLEXIBILITY

PROGRAM COORDINATION DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECTS.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to establish a program of demonstration
projects in a State or portion of a State to
coordinate multiple public assistance, work-
force development, and other programs, for
the purpose of supporting working individ-
uals and families, helping families escape
welfare dependency, promoting child well-
being, or helping build stronger families,
using innovative approaches to strengthen
service systems and provide more coordi-
nated and effective service delivery.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ADMINISTERING SECRETARY.—The term
“administering Secretary’ means, with re-
spect to a qualified program, the head of the
Federal agency responsible for administering
the program.

(2) QUALIFIED PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘quali-
fied program’ means—

(A) a program under part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act;

(B) the program under title XX of such
Act;

(C) activities funded under title I of the
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, except
subtitle C of such title;

(D) a demonstration project authorized
under section 505 of the Family Support Act
of 1988;

(E) activities funded under the Wagner-
Peyser Act;

(F) activities funded under the Adult Edu-
cation and Family Literacy Act;
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(G) activities funded under the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act of 1990;

(H) activities funded under the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et
seq.), except that such term shall not
include—

(i) any program for rental assistance under
section 8 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f); and

(ii) the program under section 7 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437e) for designating public
housing for occupancy by certain popu-
lations;

(I) activities funded under title I, II, III, or
IV of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.); or

(J) the food stamp program as defined in
section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2012(h)).

(c) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The head
of a State entity or of a sub-State entity ad-
ministering 2 or more qualified programs
proposed to be included in a demonstration
project under this section shall (or, if the
project is proposed to include qualified pro-
grams administered by 2 or more such enti-
ties, the heads of the administering entities
(each of whom shall be considered an appli-
cant for purposes of this section) shall joint-
ly) submit to the administering Secretary of
each such program an application that con-
tains the following:

(1) PROGRAMS INCLUDED.—A statement
identifying each qualified program to be in-
cluded in the project, and describing how the
purposes of each such program will be
achieved by the project.

(2) POPULATION SERVED.—A statement iden-
tifying the population to be served by the
project and specifying the eligibility criteria
to be used.

(3) DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION.—A de-
tailed description of the project, including—

(A) a description of how the project is ex-
pected to improve or enhance achievement of
the purposes of the programs to be included
in the project, from the standpoint of qual-
ity, of cost-effectiveness, or of both; and

(B) a description of the performance objec-
tives for the project, including any proposed
modifications to the performance measures
and reporting requirements used in the pro-
grams.

(4) WAIVERS REQUESTED.—A description of
the statutory and regulatory requirements
with respect to which a waiver is requested
in order to carry out the project, and a jus-
tification of the need for each such waiver.

(5) COST NEUTRALITY.—Such information
and assurances as necessary to establish to
the satisfaction of the administering Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, that
the proposed project is reasonably expected
to meet the applicable cost neutrality re-
quirements of subsection (d)(4).

(6) EVALUATION AND REPORTS.—AnN assur-
ance that the applicant will conduct ongoing
and final evaluations of the project, and
make interim and final reports to the admin-
istering Secretary, at such times and in such
manner as the administering Secretary may
require.

(7) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN.—In the
case of an application proposing a dem-
onstration project that includes activities
referred to in subsection (b)(2)(H) of this
section—

(A) a certification that the applicable an-
nual public housing agency plan of any agen-
cy affected by the project that is approved
under section 5A of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c-1) by the Sec-
retary includes the information specified in
paragraphs (1) through (4) of this subsection;
and

(B) any resident advisory board rec-
ommendations, and other information, relat-
ing to the project that, pursuant to section
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5A(e)(2) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c-1(e)(2), is required to be
included in the public housing agency plan of
any public housing agency affected by the
project.

(8) OTHER INFORMATION AND ASSURANCES.—
Such other information and assurances as
the administering Secretary may require.

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The administering Sec-
retary with respect to a qualified program
that is identified in an application submitted
pursuant to subsection (¢) may approve the
application and, except as provided in para-
graph (2), waive any requirement applicable
to the program, to the extent consistent
with this section and necessary and appro-
priate for the conduct of the demonstration
project proposed in the application, if the ad-
ministering Secretary determines that the
project—

(A) has a reasonable likelihood of achiev-
ing the objectives of the programs to be in-
cluded in the project;

(B) may reasonably be expected to meet
the applicable cost neutrality requirements
of paragraph (4), as determined by the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget;
and

(C) includes the coordination of 2 or more
qualified programs.

(2) PROVISIONS EXCLUDED FROM WAIVER AU-
THORITY.—A waiver shall not be granted
under paragraph (1)—

(A) with respect to any provision of law re-
lating to—

(i) civil rights or prohibition of discrimina-
tion;

(ii) purposes or goals of any program;

(iii) maintenance of effort requirements;

(iv) health or safety;

(v) labor standards under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938; or

(vi) environmental protection;

(B) with respect to section 241(a) of the
Adult Education and Family Literacy Act;

(C) in the case of a program under the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437 et seq.), with respect to any requirement
under section 5A of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437c—
1; relating to public housing agency plans
and resident advisory boards);

(D) in the case of a program under the
Workforce Investment Act, with respect to
any requirement the waiver of which would
violate section 189(i)(4)(A)(i) of such Act;

(E) in the case of the food stamp program
(as defined in section 3(h) of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(h)), with respect to
any requirement under—

(i) section 6 (if waiving a requirement
under such section would have the effect of
expanding eligibility for the program), 7(b)
or 16(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); or

(ii) title IV of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.);

(F') with respect to any requirement that a
State pass through to a sub-State entity part
or all of an amount paid to the State;

(G) if the waiver would waive any funding
restriction or limitation provided in an ap-
propriations Act, or would have the effect of
transferring appropriated funds from 1 ap-
propriations account to another; or

(H) except as otherwise provided by stat-
ute, if the waiver would waive any funding
restriction applicable to a program author-
ized under an Act which is not an appropria-
tions Act (but not including program re-
quirements such as application procedures,
performance standards, reporting require-
ments, or eligibility standards), or would
have the effect of transferring funds from a
program for which there is direct spending
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(as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) to another program.

(3) AGREEMENT OF EACH ADMINISTERING SEC-
RETARY REQUIRED.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—An applicant may not
conduct a demonstration project under this
section unless each administering Secretary
with respect to any program proposed to be
included in the project has approved the ap-
plication to conduct the project.

(B) AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO FUNDING
AND IMPLEMENTATION.—Before approving an
application to conduct a demonstration
project under this section, an administering
Secretary shall have in place an agreement
with the applicant with respect to the pay-
ment of funds and responsibilities required of
the administering Secretary with respect to
the project.

(4) COST-NEUTRALITY REQUIREMENT.—

(A) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law (except subparagraph
(B)), the total of the amounts that may be
paid by the Federal Government for a fiscal
year with respect to the programs in the
State in which an entity conducting a dem-
onstration project under this section is lo-
cated that are affected by the project shall
not exceed the estimated total amount that
the Federal Government would have paid for
the fiscal year with respect to the programs
if the project had not been conducted, as de-
termined by the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget.

(B) SPECIAL RULE.—If an applicant submits
to the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget a request to apply the rules of
this subparagraph to the programs in the
State in which the applicant is located that
are affected by a demonstration project pro-
posed in an application submitted by the ap-
plicant pursuant to this section, during such
period of not more than 5 consecutive fiscal
years in which the project is in effect, and
the Director determines, on the basis of sup-
porting information provided by the appli-
cant, to grant the request, then, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the
total of the amounts that may be paid by the
Federal Government for the period with re-
spect to the programs shall not exceed the
estimated total amount that the Federal
Government would have paid for the period
with respect to the programs if the project
had not been conducted.

(5) 90-DAY APPROVAL DEADLINE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If an administering Sec-
retary receives an application to conduct a
demonstration project under this section and
does not disapprove the application within 90
days after the receipt, then—

(i) the administering Secretary is deemed
to have approved the application for such pe-
riod as is requested in the application, ex-
cept to the extent inconsistent with sub-
section (e); and

(ii) any waiver requested in the application
which applies to a qualified program that is
identified in the application and is adminis-
tered by the administering Secretary is
deemed to be granted, except to the extent
inconsistent with paragraph (2) or (4) of this
subsection.

(B) DEADLINE EXTENDED IF ADDITIONAL IN-
FORMATION IS SOUGHT.—The 90-day period re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) shall not in-
clude any period that begins with the date
the Secretary requests the applicant to pro-
vide additional information with respect to
the application and ends with the date the
additional information is provided.

(e) DURATION OF PROJECTS.—A demonstra-
tion project under this section may be ap-
proved for a term of not more than 5 years.

(f) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—

(1) REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—Within 90 days after an admin-
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istering Secretary receives an application
submitted pursuant to this section, the ad-
ministering Secretary shall submit to each
Committee of the Congress which has juris-
diction over a qualified program identified in
the application notice of the receipt, a de-
scription of the decision of the administering
Secretary with respect to the application,
and the reasons for approving or dis-
approving the application.

(2) REPORTS ON PROJECTS.—Each admin-
istering Secretary shall provide annually to
the Congress a report concerning demonstra-
tion projects approved under this section,
including—

(A) the projects approved for each appli-
cant;

(B) the number of waivers granted under
this section, and the specific statutory provi-
sions waived;

(C) how well each project for which a waiv-
er is granted is improving or enhancing pro-
gram achievement from the standpoint of
quality, cost-effectiveness, or both;

(D) how well each project for which a waiv-
er is granted is meeting the performance ob-
jectives specified in subsection (c)(3)(B);

(E) how each project for which a waiver is
granted is conforming with the cost-neu-
trality requirements of subsection (d)(4); and

(F) to the extent the administering Sec-
retary deems appropriate, recommendations
for modification of programs based on out-
comes of the projects.

(g) AMENDMENT TO UNITED STATES HOUSING
AcT OF 1937.—Section 5A(d) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c-
1(d)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (18) as para-
graph (19); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (17) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘“(18) PROGRAM COORDINATION DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECTS.—In the case of an agency
that administers an activity referred to in
section 701(b)(2)(H) of the Personal Responsi-
bility, Work, and Family Promotion Act of
2002 that, during such fiscal year, will be in-
cluded in a demonstration project under sec-
tion 701 of such Act, the information that is
required to be included in the application for
the project pursuant to paragraphs (1)
through (4) of section 701(b) of such Act.”.
SEC. 702. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK

GRANT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 28. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK
GRANT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

‘‘(a) 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;

‘“(2) funds to operate an employment and
training program under subsection (g) for
needy individuals under the program; and

‘(3) funds for administrative costs incurred
in providing the assistance.

“(b) ELECTION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State may elect to
participate in the program established under
subsection (a).

‘(2) ELECTION REVOCABLE.—A State that
elects to participate in the program estab-
lished under subsection (a) may subsequently
reverse the election of the State only once
thereafter. Following the reversal, the State
shall only be eligible to participate in the
food stamp program in accordance with the
other sections of this Act and shall not re-
ceive a block grant under this section.

““(3) PROGRAM EXCLUSIVE.—A State that is
participating in the program established
under subsection (a) shall not be subject to,
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or receive any benefit under, this Act except
as provided in this section.

‘‘(c) LEAD AGENCY.—

‘(1) DESIGNATION.—A State desiring to par-
ticipate in the program established under
subsection (a) shall designate, in an applica-
tion submitted to the Secretary under sub-
section (d)(1), an appropriate State agency
that complies with paragraph (2) to act as
the lead agency for the State.

‘(2) DuTIES.—The lead agency shall—

‘““(A) administer, either directly, through
other State agencies, or through local agen-
cies, the assistance received under this sec-
tion by the State;

‘““(B) develop the State plan to be sub-
mitted to the Secretary under subsection
(d(@); and

‘(C) coordinate the provision of food as-
sistance under this section with other Fed-
eral, State, and local programs.

¢“(d) 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,
including—

‘‘(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 (2); and

‘(C) an assurance that the State will com-
ply with the requirements of the State plan
under paragraph (2).

‘“(2) 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
ineligible for food stamps under section 3(i);

‘(i) to administer an employment and
training program under subsection (g) for
needy individuals under the program and to
provide reimbursements to needy individuals
and families as would be allowed under sec-
tion 16(h)(3); and

‘‘(iii) to pay administrative costs incurred
in providing the assistance.

¢(C) ASSISTANCE FOR ENTIRE STATE.—The
State plan shall provide that benefits under
this section shall be available throughout
the entire State.

‘(D) NOTICE AND HEARINGS.—The State
plan shall provide that an individual or fam-
ily who applies for, or receives, assistance
under this section shall be provided with no-
tice of, and an opportunity for a hearing on,
any action under this section that adversely
affects the individual or family.

‘“(E) OTHER ASSISTANCE.—

‘(i) COORDINATION.—The State plan may
coordinate assistance received under this
section with assistance provided under the
State program funded under part A of title
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601
et seq.).

““(ii) PENALTIES.—If an individual or family
is penalized for violating part A of title IV of
the Act, the State plan may reduce the
amount of assistance provided under this
section or otherwise penalize the individual
or family.

‘“(F) ELIGIBILITY LIMITATIONS.—The State
plan shall describe the income and resource
eligibility limitations that are established
for the receipt of assistance under this sec-
tion.

‘“(G) RECEIVING BENEFITS IN MORE THAN 1
JURISDICTION.—The State plan shall establish
a system to verify and otherwise ensure that
no individual or family shall receive benefits
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under this section in more than 1 jurisdic-
tion within the State.

‘““(H) PrIvACcY.—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.

‘“(I) OTHER INFORMATION.—The State plan
shall contain such other information as may
be required by the Secretary.

¢“(3) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION AND PLAN.—
During fiscal years 2003 through 2007, the
Secretary may approve the applications and
State plans that satisfy the requirements of
this section of not more than 5 States for a
term of not more than 5 years.

‘‘(e) CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES.—No
funds made available under this section shall
be expended for the purchase or improve-
ment of land, or for the purchase, construc-
tion, or permanent improvement of any
building or facility.

“(f) BENEFITS FOR ALIENS.—No individual
shall be eligible to receive benefits under a
State plan approved under subsection (d)(3)
if the individual is not eligible to participate
in the food stamp program under title IV of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1601 et seq.).

‘(g) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.—Each
State shall implement an employment and
training program for needy individuals under
the program.

“(h) 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
(D).

¢“(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 (d)(3); 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 pay-
ments 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 payments to the State will be
made with respect to the program or activ-
ity) until the Secretary is satisfied that
there is no longer any failure to comply or
that the noncompliance will be promptly
corrected.

‘(B) OTHER SANCTIONS.—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 sanc-
tions described in subparagraph (A), impose
other appropriate sanctions, 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 sanction
being imposed under subparagraph (B).

¢“(3) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS .—The Sec-
retary shall establish by regulation proce-
dures for—

‘““(A) receiving, processing, and deter-
mining the validity of complaints con-
cerning any failure of a State to comply with
the State plan or any requirement of this
section; and

“(B) imposing sanctions under this section.

‘(i) PAYMENTS.—
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, the
Secretary shall pay to a State that has an
application approved by the Secretary under
subsection (d)(3) an amount that is equal to
the allotment of the State under subsection
(1)(2) for the fiscal year.

“(2) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary
shall make payments 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 FUNDS BY STATE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), payments to a State from
an allotment under subsection (1)(2) for a fis-
cal year may be expended by the State only
in the fiscal year.

‘(B) CARRYOVER.—The State may reserve
up to 10 percent of an allotment under sub-
section (1)(2) for a fiscal year to provide as-
sistance under this section in subsequent fis-
cal years, except that the reserved funds
may not exceed 30 percent of the total allot-
ment received under this section for a fiscal
year.

‘(4) PROVISION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE.—A
State may provide food assistance under this
section in any manner determined appro-
priate by the State to provide food assist-
ance to needy individuals and families in the
State, such as electronic benefits transfer
limited to food purchases, coupons limited to
food purchases, or direct provision of com-
modities.

‘(5) DEFINITION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE.—In
this section, the term ‘food assistance’
means assistance that may be used only to
obtain food, as defined in section 3(g).

“(j) AUDITS.—

‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—After the close of each
fiscal year, a State shall arrange for an audit
of the expenditures of the State during the
program period from amounts received under
this section.

‘(2) INDEPENDENT AUDITOR.—An audit
under this section shall be conducted by an
entity that is independent of any agency ad-
ministering activities that receive assist-
ance under this section and be in accordance
with generally accepted auditing principles.

‘“(3) PAYMENT ACCURACY.—Each annual
audit under this section shall include an
audit of payment accuracy under this sec-
tion that shall be based on a statistically
valid sample of the caseload in the State.

‘“(4) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 30 days
after the completion of an audit under this
section, the State shall submit a copy of the
audit to the legislature of the State and to
the Secretary.

‘“(6) REPAYMENT OF AMOUNTS.—Each State
shall repay to the United States any
amounts determined through an audit under
this section to have not been expended in ac-
cordance with this section or to have not
been expended in accordance with the State
plan, or the Secretary may offset the
amounts against any other amount paid to
the State under this section.

(k) 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).

“(1) ALLOTMENTS.—

‘(1) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section,
the term ’State’ means each of the 50 States,
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the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States.

“(2) STATE ALLOTMENT.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), from the amounts made
available under section 18 of this Act for
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to
each State participating in the program es-
tablished under subsection (a) an amount
that is equal to the sum of—

‘(i) the greater of, as determined by the
Secretary—

“(I) the total dollar value of all benefits
issued under the food stamp program estab-
lished under this Act by the State during fis-
cal year 2002; or

‘“(IT) 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 2000 through 2002; and

‘“(ii) the greater of, as determined by the
Secretary—

““(I) the total amount received by the State
for administrative costs and the employment
and training program under subsections (a)
and (h), respectively, of section 16 of this Act
for fiscal year 2002; or

““(IT) the average per fiscal year of the
total amount received by the State for ad-
ministrative costs and the employment and
training program under subsections (a) and
(h), respectively, of section 16 of this Act for
each of fiscal years 2000 through 2002.

‘(B) INSUFFICIENT FUNDS.—If the Secretary
finds that the total amount of allotments 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 allotments for the
fiscal year, the Secretary shall reduce the al-
lotments made to States under this sub-
section, on a pro rata basis, to the extent
necessary to allot under this subsection a
total amount that is equal to the funds that
will be made available.”.

TITLE VIII—ABSTINENCE EDUCATION

SEC. 801. EXTENSION OF ABSTINENCE EDU-
CATION FUNDING UNDER MATER-
NAL AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAM.

Section 510(d) (42 U.S.C. 710(d)) is amended
by striking “2002’ and inserting ‘2007".

TITLE IX—TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL
ASSISTANCE

ONE-YEAR REAUTHORIZATION OF
TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1925(f) (42 U.S.C.
1396r-6(f)) is amended by striking 2002 and
inserting ‘“2003"’.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
1902(e)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 139%a(e)(1)(B)) is
amended by striking 2002 and inserting
2003,

SEC. 902. ADJUSTMENT TO PAYMENTS FOR MED-
ICAID ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS TO
PREVENT DUPLICATIVE PAYMENTS
AND TO FUND A 1-YEAR EXTENSION
OF TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.

Section 1903 (42 U.S.C. 1396b) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(7), by striking ‘‘section
1919(g)(3)(B)”’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (x)
and section 1919(g)(3)(C)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(x) ADJUSTMENTS TO PAYMENTS FOR AD-
MINISTRATIVE COSTS TO FUND 1-YEAR EXTEN-
SION OF TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘(1) REDUCTIONS IN PAYMENTS FOR ADMINIS-
TRATIVE cosTs.—Effective for each calendar
quarter in fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year
2004, the Secretary shall reduce the amount
paid under subsection (a)(7) to each State by
an amount equal to 50 percent for fiscal year
2003, and 75 percent for fiscal year 2004, of

SEC. 901.
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one-quarter of the annualized amount deter-
mined for the medicaid program under sec-
tion 16(k)(2)(B) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977
(7 U.8.C. 2025(k)(2)(B)).

“(2)  ALLOCATION OF  ADMINISTRATIVE
cosTs.—None of the funds or expenditures
described in section 16(k)(5)(B) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(k)(5)(B)) may
be used to pay for costs—

“‘(A) eligible for reimbursement under sub-
section (a)(7) (or costs that would have been
eligible for reimbursement but for this sub-
section); and

‘“(B) allocated for reimbursement to the
program under this title under a plan sub-
mitted by a State to the Secretary to allo-
cate administrative costs for public assist-
ance programs;
except that, for purposes of subparagraph
(A), the reference in clause (iii) of that sec-
tion to ‘subsection (a)’ is deemed a reference
to subsection (a)(7) and clause (iv)(II) of that
section shall be applied as if ‘medicaid pro-
gram’ were substituted for ‘food stamp pro-
gram’.”’.

TITLE X—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 1001. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided, the amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on October 1, 2002.

(b) EXCEPTION.—In the case of a State plan
under part A or D of title IV of the Social
Security Act which the Secretary deter-
mines requires State legislation in order for
the plan to meet the additional requirements
imposed by the amendments made by this
Act, the effective date of the amendments
imposing the additional requirements shall
be 3 months after the first day of the first
calendar quarter beginning after the close of
the first regular session of the State legisla-
ture that begins after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. For purposes of the pre-
ceding sentence, in the case of a State that
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of
the session shall be considered to be a sepa-
rate regular session of the State legislature.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 2
hours of debate on the bill, it shall be
in order to consider an amendment
printed in the House Report 107-466, if
offered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN) or a designee, which
shall be considered read, and shall be
debatable for 1 hour, equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) each will control 25
minutes; the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BOEHNER) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) each will
control 20 minutes; the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZzIN) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
each will control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there will be a number
of claims made on the floor during the
debate of this particular piece of legis-
lation. The one thing I hope people
keep in mind is that it is my fervent
hope that the goals of the legislation
are supported by all. It is always pos-
sible to argue emphasis, direction,
focus, degree of emphasis.

When we debated this bill repeatedly
in 1996, there were some rather dra-
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matic claims made by its opponents
about dire and Draconian cir-
cumstances that would form a dark
cloud over America if the legislation
passed. I happen to believe one of the
bright points of the Clinton adminis-
tration was his willingness after re-
peated offers to sign the 1996 legisla-
tion. Oftentimes claims are made with-
out the ability to determine whether or
not the, if you will, experiment was
going to be successful or not. I think
there is no question that the general
shift in emphasis from welfare to work
has been a success.

Has it been an unqualified success?
No, but it clearly has been a success,
and what we are embarking on now is
an attempt to put legislation together
that will focus on areas that need
greater attention to maximize the op-
portunity to move people from poverty
to productive work, from welfare to a
respect for those basic, tantamount,
underlying American concepts, and
there is no area more important than
focusing on the people who are on wel-
fare and the needs they have to be able
to assist themselves. Education, and,
especially for women who have young
children, having available child care
are absolutely critical components
that need to be focused on in this reau-
thorization of the program.

And I am pleased to say that in both
the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee and now additionally on the
floor, these areas of concern have been
focused on.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN) may control the
time.

There was no objection.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I am
one of those who supported the welfare
reform bill in 1996, and I think we made
the right decision in 1996. I am proud of
the progress that we have made for
people who are on welfare to try to get
them out of the need of cash assistance
and get them to real jobs. That is why,
Mr. Speaker, I am somewhat surprised
as I was listening to the Republican
leadership talk about the legislation
before us.

I was somewhat surprised because I
heard, on one hand, the Republican
leadership talk with pride of what we
have accomplished during the past 6
years, but then I look at the bill that
they have recommended, the under-
lying bill before us, and I see that they
scrap and dismantle the system that
we have put in place in 1996. They ig-
nore the lessons learned over the past 6
years.

Over the past 6 years we have learned
that if we give the States flexibility
and if we give the States the resources,
they can get the job done. Instead, the
bill before us is a Washington one-size-
fits-all, Washington-knows-best man-
date on the States.
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Every welfare recipient is not the
same. In some cases a welfare recipient
should go to work immediately, a tra-
ditional job. In other cases an indi-
vidual needs to have English pro-
ficiency. And in another case one may
need to deal with the overcoming of
disabilities. The States need the abil-
ity of flexibility to determine what is
best.

This bill does not do it. Instead, lis-
ten to what our States are saying. The
new requirements would require States
to take resources away from job train-
ing programs and child care programs
into workfare programs. The under-
lying Republican bill will require
States to develop workfare programs
denying people real jobs and the oppor-
tunity to move up in the workplace.

The New York Times said the House
bill would almost certainly force
States to make jobs in order to meet
the new Federal requirements.

Most disturbingly, the Republican
bill takes away the flexibility of the
States to provide educational services
to the people on welfare. They remove
education as one of the core ways of
meeting the work requirements.

Mr. Speaker, it is surprising to me
that all of us in this body talk about
education being our top priority. We
want for our own children, we want for
our own family maximum educational
opportunities. We want it to be the top
priority for everybody in this country
except the people on welfare. For them
education cannot be a high priority.
That is a mistake.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican friends
talk about the fact that we should not
be placing unfunded mandates on our
States. This is clearly an unfunded
mandate. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice has estimated that complying with
the new requirements in the Repub-
lican bill will cost the States anywhere
between $15 to $18 billion.
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Republicans have provided in their
bill $1 billion more in child care and a
promise of $1 billion in addition to that
over the next 5 years. The Congres-
sional Budget Office indicates that we
need $8 to $11 billion alone in child care
to meet these new requirements. It
does not add up.

For the people of Maryland, the pas-
sage of this bill will be an unfunded
mandate of $144 million. For the people
of my chairman’s State of California, it
will be a $2.5 billion unfunded mandate.

Mr. Speaker, we can do better. Later
in this debate, I will offer a substitute
that will correct these shortcomings;
and I hope that I will have support as
we move forward to the next level of
welfare reform. The underlying bill
does not do it. We can do better.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I had not expected in the very first
comments to find out that, in fact,
misrepresentations are rampant on the
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floor of the House. What the Congres-
sional Budget Office said was, ‘‘Because
the TANF program affords States such
broad flexibility, new requirements
would not be considered,”” would not be
considered, ‘‘intergovernmental man-
dates as defined by the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act.”

The CBO said they are not unfunded
mandates, and now to focus on an area
that I think is absolutely critical to
the success of this program, which is
the expansion in this bill of child care
support of between 2 and $4 billion ad-
ditional to the underlying almost-$5
billion contained in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes of my
time to the gentlewoman from Wash-
ington (Ms. DUNN), a member of the
Ways and Means Committee; and I ask
unanimous consent that she control
the 10 minutes of time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

In 1996 we made historic changes to
the welfare system. We transformed
the welfare system from a permanent
entitlement that tolerated an average
of 13 years of government dependence
to a temporary assistance program
that gave people the opportunity to
start working, gain the necessary
skills to retain a job and to become
self-sufficient.

This year we have a chance to build
upon those successes while improving
the program to further assist individ-
uals and families move out of poverty.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, one realistic
way to look at the reauthorization
that we are debating today is that
when we reform such a massive pro-
gram as welfare, as we did in 1996,
there are some people who may fall
through the cracks. That, Mr. Speaker,
is exactly what we are analyzing in our
changes to the bill today, and we have
been told by welfare recipients in those
early days of 1995 and 1996 that pro-
viding adequate child care services
would help them move from welfare on
to work. In fact, that if they did not
have to worry about their children
being well taken care of, they could
focus all their energies and their skills
on what for some was to be a brand-
new job.

In fact, child care spending has more
than tripled under welfare reform, ris-
ing from $3 billion in 1995 to $9.4 billion
in the year 2000. Equipped with more
funding and greater flexibility to
transfer money out of the block grant
for child care, States have been able to
provide more quality child care options
so working mothers can concentrate on
these new jobs.

However, Mr. Speaker, our job is not
done. As we increase the working hours
from 30 to 40 and as more single moth-
ers and dads participate in jobs on
weekends and evenings, we must en-
sure that they can access quality and
affordable child care services.
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In my State, we are finding that
child care for infants, children with
disabilities and during evening and
weekend hours is expensive and scarce.
That is why our bill provides an addi-
tional $2 billion over 5 years for child
care despite its already historically
high levels. Further, we add report lan-
guage asking States to pay special at-
tention to the needs to expand child
care options for infants, children with
disabilities and during evenings and
weekends.

I hope my colleagues will support
this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN), a distin-
guished member of our committee.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, first
of all, let me say that my under-
standing is what CBO said is that it
would not be an unfunded mandate,
only because my colleagues are asking
the States or the States would have to
make cuts in other programs. I can tell
my colleagues, in Florida, they are al-
ready in so much trouble they have
been cutting these programs for the
last couple of weeks because they have
no money; and I would say to the last
speaker, she is talking about $289 mil-
lion in Washington. In Florida, we are
looking at $311 million in an unfunded
mandate.

I think it is interesting that we are
having this conversation. I, like the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN)
and others, also supported this bill in
1996; and, yes, I too am very proud that
we have given hope and that we have
given the opportunity for people to go
back to work and have dignity. But I
also want to remind my colleagues
that welfare reform is about children.
That is what welfare reform is, chil-
dren, what happens to their safety net.

In the Republican bill that we are
looking at today, we would increase
child care funding by $1 billion over the
next 5 years. Let me just say to my
colleagues, just in my State alone, in
Florida, it would require an additional
$155.5 million over 5 years in child care
funding.

The Republican bill doubles work
hours for mothers with children under
the age of six from 20 to 40. This means
that young children will spend more
time in child care. Yet the bill offers
insufficient child care funding. How do
we ensure that they receive adequate
care? More importantly, when will
these working mothers be able to spend
quality time with their children?

H.R. 4737 fails to answer those ques-
tions. If that is not a reason enough to
vote against H.R. 4737, listen to what
the St. Petersburg Times said: ‘“Even
the Nation’s Republican governors are
chafing under the prospect, for fear the
new mandates will prove difficult to
meet and counterproductive to the goal
of pulling recipients out of poverty, not
merely putting them to work. After 5
years, Congress should be solidifying
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welfare reform’s successes, not exacer-
bating its weaknesses.”

The Democratic substitute solidifies
those successes.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

I will remind the gentlewoman from
Florida that the number that we are
increasing child care by is not $1 bil-
lion over 5 years, it is $2 billion over 5
years, and that the States are provided
with very liberal waiver authority to
handle anything that might be a prob-
lem to them in their States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from  Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT), a lawyer herself, a leader in
the State senate before she came to us.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Washington
(Ms. DUNN) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure
that I join the Republican women of
the House in strong support of H.R.
4737. This bill keeps our commitment
to America’s kids and to America’s
great promise of welfare reform; and
with the addition of at least $2 billion,
one in mandatory spending and one in
discretionary spending, at least, and
extra funding for child care and devel-
opment block grants, a very good bill
has become even better.

Why is that? Well, more funding
means more Kkids covered. More kids
covered means more parents working,
and that is our ultimate objective, to
give every American the opportunity
to work and to gain dignity and self-re-
spect that comes with providing for
their own family.

The past 6 years of welfare reform
have shown us what works and what
does not. When I meet with former wel-
fare recipients throughout my congres-
sional district, each and every one tells
me that their success simply would not
have been possible without child care
assistance.

I thank all my colleagues who have
worked so hard to include this extra $2
billion-plus in the bill for American
kids.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), a distinguished member
of the Committee on Ways and Means
and on the Subcommittee on Human
Resources.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, this
whole issue of how much money, I do
not know how the American people fol-
low it, but the fact is that the bill
makes mandatory $1 billion for child
care. Any additional money is subject
to appropriation. That second billion
dollars is not guaranteed, and we have
a terrible budget mess. Those of us sit-
ting on the Budget Committee know
that, and the fact is that even that $2
billion is not going to cover the $11 bil-
lion in child care that is needed to hold
the line.

In the State of Washington, my dis-
tinguished colleague from the State of
Washington, when she votes for this, is
putting a $280 million unfunded man-
date on our State, in a State where
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they are already $1 billion in the hole.
The gentlewoman from Illinois, she
stands up here and blithely puts $322
million on the Illinois State legisla-
ture; they must fund this because they
have to have a program for people for
more than 30 hours.

That means make-work programs.
Never mind what happens to kids and
whether they get taken care of or not.
We are going to be back to CETA jobs.
I do not think there is anybody left in
here except a few of us who remember
CETA jobs in the 1960s. My colleagues
are going to be putting States and
counties and cities to making work
programs, and my colleagues can stand
up here and say that they have all of
this in here and all this flexibility. If
this was such a flexible bill, I would
like to understand why it is they took
away vocational training. What pos-
sible reason could they take vocational
training out as one of the work activi-
ties? Do my colleagues not think peo-
ple ought to train to get a better job or
do they want them all to work as
maids in hotels or something at a $7-
an-hour job with no child care and no
health care benefits? That is what my
colleagues call lifting them out of pov-
erty.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds.

I will remind the gentleman from
Washington State that we have ex-
tended the ability to transfer funds
from one portion of the TANF dollars
that are granted to the States into
child care or any other area. In 1996,
there was a 30 percent exchange. Now
it is a 50 percent exchange. One of the
cores of this bill is the flexibility for
States to use money in a way that will
make their programs the most effec-
tive.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON), who is formerly a cabinet
Secretary for families and children.

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague from
the State of Washington for yielding
me the time. I thank her for her leader-
ship in bringing focus to the problem of
child care and the challenge of child
care so that we can build on the suc-
cess that we have already achieved
with welfare reform.

There are 2.3 million fewer children
who are in poverty today because their
moms have gotten good jobs. There are
almost 2 million children who are not
hungry today because they have been
raised out of poverty and their parents
can afford food. That is because of wel-
fare reform.

Funding for child care from the Fed-
eral Government has tripled over the
last 5 years, and that is at the same
time that welfare caseloads have been
cut in half, so that there is more
money per child, and States have been
allowed to move that money from
those on welfare to the low-income
working poor so that they can afford
high quality child care.

We are not satisfied with the success
we have already seen. We want to build
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on this success and add more money
into child care and focus on a couple of
things.

The real key I believe is quality,
quality child care. So that we have
trained providers, we are paying close
to or at or above market rates. We
have a stable nurturing workforce and
stimulating settings for kids so that
those who are growing up in poverty,
those whose parents are working off
welfare have a fair start at the starting
gate of life.

This $2 billion I hope States will use
to increase what they pay for child
care because so many of our States are
underpaying what it really costs, and
kids whose parents are working their
way off welfare often do not have ac-
cess to the best child care settings.

This bill will also allow States to
move more of this money from those
on welfare where they have reduced the
rolls to those who never were on wel-
fare but are the low-income working
poor.

Child care keeps America working.
Child care is everybody’s business, and
most of our businesses understand
that. I commend the gentlewoman
from Washington and my colleagues in
bringing an emphasis, and increased
funding to child care in this country.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me just point out to the gentle-
woman from New Mexico that voting
for this bill will cost the citizens of her
State an extra $100 million.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, parents
at every economic level sometimes
must balance the demands of being a
good parent with being a good em-
ployee. This is especially challenging
when it is a minimum-wage job with no
health insurance and a single parent.

This partisan bill focuses solely on
the work aspect, forgetting the value
of parenting, not only for our children,
who lose irreplaceable opportunities,
but for communities, who suffer and
bear the burden of neglected children
having children of their own and com-
mitting adult crimes.

When asked how much of an invest-
ment in our children is required to sat-
isfy the new requirements of this new
law, the Bush administration responds
basically, ‘‘don’t know and don’t care.”
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But the Republican Congressional
Budget Office was forced to estimate
this cost of meeting our children’s
child care needs. It says, at a min-
imum, $8 billion is required, while the
House Republican leadership provides
only $1 billion.

Additionally, this bill provides noth-
ing, zero, zip—to meet rising child care
costs, to transform the frequently poor
quality of child care from what is too
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often unskilled, minimum wage work-
ers baby-sitting our children into what
should be early educational opportuni-
ties so that the children can hope for a
better future than that of their par-
ents.

With 40,000 Texas children already
waiting for child care assistance, and
so many of our neighbors confronting a
true child care crisis in our State, the
members of the Human Services Com-
mittee of the Texas House of Rep-
resentatives, chaired by Representative
Elliott Naishtat, have rejected the un-
reasonable provisions of this bill. Our
excellent Texas Center for Public Pol-
icy Priorities has explained the exten-
sive harm that this bill will wreak.

This legislation claims to honor fa-
therhood, motherhood and matrimony,
but actually it threatens our neighbor-
hoods by failing to give the state the
means to provide the support that fam-
ilies need to feed, to clothe, and to
raise our next generation of Ameri-
cans.

We cannot afford the true cost of ne-
glecting these children. This bill may
be good electioneering but it does too
little for our country’s future. Unless
we reject this grossly deficient ap-
proach, we will reap tomorrow the bit-
ter harvest that the bill’s deliberate
neglect of these needy children sows
today.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from West
Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO), a leader in her
State legislature who has been very ef-
fective in increasing the child care sup-
port in this bill by $2 billion.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleagues for joining in the discus-
sion on the much-needed increase in
child care funding that is provided
through H.R. 4737.

When a mom is going to work for the
first time, and she has children, she is
thinking to herself, I want to con-
centrate on my job, I want to do the
best thing I can do, but a part of her
mind is thinking about her children be-
cause she is a good mom and she is try-
ing to do the best for them. The best
way to ensure her success in the work
force and her success with her family is
good solid child care.

As a representative of an economi-
cally distressed State, I know that
thousands of parents in my district de-
pend on subsidized child care. In my
home State of West Virginia, 85 per-
cent of the children in child care are in
subsidized child care. I am from a rural
State. It is tremendously expensive for
parents to transport their children and
to provide child care in rural States.

Today, there are over 13,000 parents
and children who benefit from this in
West Virginia, and this increase will
ensure that more parents will have the
opportunity to benefit. Parents are in
desperate need to find quality, safe,
and affordable child care for their chil-
dren. H.R. 4737 will continue high lev-
els of support for child care while add-
ing, at a minimum, $2 billion in addi-
tional funds for child care over 5 years.
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Let us ensure the success of the par-
ents and the children and their futures.
I urge all my colleagues to stand up
and support this increased funding for
child care. Parents and children alike
need it.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
point out to the gentlewoman from
West Virginia that by voting for this
bill her State will actually have $78
million less in resources to deal with
the problems of child care.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZ-
KA), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means and one of the individ-
uals who helped us craft the substitute.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, welfare
programs come in various sizes and
shapes. There are good welfare pro-
grams and bad welfare programs. A few
weeks ago the Congress passed a farm
bill, a farm bill that was signed by the
President this last weekend. That bill
increased farm spending $180 billion, an
increase of almost 80 percent, giving
growers in this country, large cor-
porate farmers, up to $360,000 a year of
taxpayer money. Under a loophole in
the bill, they can get as high as $700,000
per year.

Mr. Speaker, welfare to corporate
farmers and agribusiness is good wel-
fare. However, welfare to poor people is
not good welfare. That is bad welfare.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for the welfare
bill back in 1996, and when I did so I in-
dicated to the Members that my major
reservations were that we did not do
enough to promote education, and
clearly the child care funding was inad-
equate. Now, with 6 years experience,
we find out that that I was right. And,
the Republican bill does nothing to ad-
dress these two most serious concerns.

Yes, we have dramatically reduced
the welfare rolls over the last number
of years, but we have not reduced the
poverty rate. The Cardin substitute
truly does address the poverty rate.

Right now we say, get a job, and then
after you are done working and taking
care of your kids, you can also go to
school and that will be counted as
work. But we have put the cart before
the horse. Let us make sure that indi-
viduals get adequate training, be it a
GED, English as a second language, or
a vocational associate degree before
mandating the job. We are not going to
lift people out of poverty, forcing them
to go right to work to get the most me-
nial jobs that we have in this country.

So if my colleagues are really intent
on lifting the poverty rate and helping
these individuals, vote for the Cardin
substitute, which does address edu-
cation and provides for adequate child
care.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time we have re-

maining?
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentlewoman from

Washington has 2 minutes remaining.
Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
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(Ms. GRANGER), who is the former
Mayor of Fort Worth and who has
worked with many folks who have been
forced to go on welfare. She brings
great knowledge to our effort today.

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
talking today more as a single parent
myself, who worked very hard to sup-
port my children from the time they
were tiny, and I know that quality
child care is absolutely necessary, first
of all to meet the needs of the children,
but to meet the financial needs of the
family.

A job well done adds dignity to the
individual but it adds stability to the
family. I know we are setting the bar
high for welfare recipients. They can
make that bar if we provide quality
child care, and we are doing that at
more than double what we did, a min-
imum of $2 billion.

But after my children were grown
and my business was successful, I
served as mayor of my city, so I under-
stand local control, and the flexibility
that we are allowing under this bill is
extremely important so that States
can move the funds where they are
needed most. It will allow the States to
make their individual decisions.

We have made great progress in wel-
fare, moving people off the rolls, but
what is important is the hope we see in
the faces of those children and those
parents.

I strongly support this legislation. I
think it is very important, this min-
imum of $2 billion, to add a sense of
hope to the lives of those people.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 12 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), a
distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise against the majority party’s pro-
posal. I read someplace, ““What does it
profit a great Nation to gain a whole
world and lose her soul?”’

This Republican proposal does not re-
flect the soul of America. It is out of
step and it is out of tune. This proposal
turns its back on the basic needs of our
poor, our mothers, and our dependent
children.

No one, but no one, wants to be on
welfare. People want to work. They
want to pay their own way. They want
training so they can secure a perma-
nent living wage job. Yet this bill
throws in the towel. It eliminates edu-
cation and job training from the list of
work opportunities. It does nothing to
promote job stability or reduce poverty
in our country.

We can spend hundreds, thousands,
billions of dollars on missiles, bombs,
and even tax breaks for the wealthy in-
dividuals, but when it comes to pro-
viding a helping hand to our poor and
our needy, Republicans want to pass
the buck.

When it comes to welfare of our citi-
zens, we must cross every T and dot
every I. Do we have the courage to put
people who have been left out and left
behind back on their feet? Do we have
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the courage to speak up and speak out
for what is morally right? Where is our
sense of what is fair? Where is our
sense of what is right?

My colleagues, please join me to vote
against this reckless bill. We can do
better. We must do better.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

I simply want to wrap up, with the
time we have left, to say that I think
it is very important for us to remember
what it is we are trying to do in this
welfare legislation.

In 1996, we talked to welfare moms
and dads. We said, what can we do to
help you bridge the gap between wel-
fare and work? And they said give us
the ability to know that our children
are well taken care of. Let us put the
full focus of our energy and our exper-
tise into going into a job that is going
to provide us greater self-respect,
greater dignity, and provide for our
children that one role model in their
life that might have a job.

We were successful there to the point
that, as we moved money into TANF,
we left, as of last September, $7.5 bil-
lion in TANF funds in States through-
out the Nation that they could move to
child care.

Child care was the answer then and it
continues to be the answer now. This is
why we are advocating an additional $2
billion to the $4.8 billion we spend each
year in dollars for child care.

I think it is our responsibility, Mr.
Speaker, to help people who want to
hold jobs know their children are taken
care of as they move into the work-
force. I recommend the support of this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
point out to my colleagues that less
than 20 percent of the children who are
federally eligible for child care assist-
ance are now being served under the
Republican bill. That number will even
get smaller.

Mr. Speaker, I am now pleased to
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), one of
the leaders for working people in this
country.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about
welfare reform, I would hope that we
would include in that discussion many
of the largest corporations in this
country who rip off tens of billions of
dollars from taxpayers every year in
subsidies, loan guaranties and tax
breaks, while then moving their fac-
tories and bank accounts to China,
Mexico or Bermuda.

But that is not what we are talking
about today. Today, we are talking
about low-income women and children.
We are talking about a severe crisis in
child care that leaves millions of
American families unable to afford
quality child care or, in some cases,
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any child care they can afford. We are
talking about child care workers who
are grossly underpaid, who are under-
trained, and who experience a huge
turnover rate to the detriment of
American babies. Today, we are talk-
ing about a child care situation that is
a disgrace and a shame to this Nation,
and I want anyone over there to deny
that reality.

And how have our Republican friends
responded to that situation? In real, in-
flation-accounted-for dollars, the
President has actually cut funding for
child care, while the House Repub-
licans have offered a proposal that is
totally inadequate. They have provided
hundreds of billions of dollars in tax
breaks for the richest people in this
country, but pennies for babies and for
the kids who are the future of America.

I urge a strong no vote on the Repub-
lican proposal.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

And, of course, the gentleman from
Vermont’s urging of a ‘‘no”’ vote is not
unexpected. He voted against the bill
in 1996. As a matter of fact, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
McDERMOTT) voted against the bill.
The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS) voted against the bill. There
were dire statements made then about
what was going to happen to those in-
dividuals on welfare.

But I do want to say that there are
some Members of the other party who
get it, or at least have been willing to
admit that they get it. For example, on
March 21, 1995, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) said, ‘“A Re-
publican welfare bill will throw mil-
lions of children out on the street with-
out doing anything to move people
from welfare to work.” This was a gen-
erally held assumption, based upon the
number of Members on that side of the
aisle who voted no.

To his credit, on May 9 of this year,
the gentleman from Missouri said
“Welfare reform has been a good effort.
A lot of people have gone back to work.
And so it is the right thing to do, to
ask them to go back to work and to
make them go back to work.”

So in terms of the fundamental
thrust of the bill, we are pleased that
people are beginning to back away
from the cataclysmic statements that
had been made.
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What we now hear is Members who
have voted against the bill com-
plaining about the Republican effort
because it is going to put approxi-
mately $4 billion additional monies
into child care when it should be $11
billion. It seems to me that the move-
ment in the direction that we are going
under the current circumstances is sig-
nificant and deserves support. But
sometimes some Members on the other
side of the aisle cannot bring them-
selves to admit that they were wrong.

The fact of the matter is they were
wrong. We are right, and we are con-
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tinuing to increase in those areas that
need increases. I suppose somebody on
the other side of the aisle could ask for
$100 billion in child care. The fact of
the matter is they cannot deny the fact
that this bill increases by almost $4
billion the amount that was in the bill.
That is undeniable. Those are the facts.
The program works, and we propose to
make it work better.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me point out to the
gentleman from California that I am
glad to see that he agrees with the fun-
damental thrust which his bill would
not try to fundamentally change a pro-
gram which I believe has been success-
ful.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN),
who is not only a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, but is also
one of the key architects of many of
the provisions in the Democratic sub-
stitute.

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

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
speak as a Member who worked a cou-
ple of years on welfare reform in the
mid-1990s, who worked on the legisla-
tion to make sure that it had adequate
health care and child care, and who
voted for the legislation. The majority
has apparently decided it wants a polit-
ical issue rather than a bipartisan
product. It did not seriously work with
any of us no matter how we voted in
1996. With none of us.

Mr. Speaker, the majority comes
here and talks about the past instead
of looking at the present and thinking
about the future. Shame.

As a result of the majority’s lack of
any bipartisan effort, they have a very
flawed product. Child care, there is a
billion guaranteed, that is all; and
Members come here saying something
else. Oh, and then they say let the
States transfer, even though they
know from the figures that more and
more States are using their TANF
funds, and they are not going to have
the monies to transfer, and their budg-
ets are in dire straits.

On health care, the bill does not do a
darn thing to improve it. In terms of
helping people move from welfare to
productive work and independence,
they clamp down on vocational edu-
cation. We have a President who says
education is the key; and then we come
to a welfare reform bill, and the major-
ity clamps down and takes back what
is in present law. Again, I say shame.

All right, so then the majority says,
and it looks like it is a clever political
approach, let us emphasize those peo-
ple who are on welfare and make sure
they are working. So they set up an in-
flexible proposition, and then the
States say, oh no, that is taking away
our flexibility. So then the majority
says, all right, 24 hours of work and 16
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hours, people can do essentially any-
thing they want with the 16 hours.
That is how they build flexibility into
their inflexible system. So anything
counts, and they vitiate their own
rhetoric.

Look, in a word, welfare reform is
much too important to simply maneu-
ver for political advantage this year or
simply talk about 5 years ago. It is too
important for a lot of pious platitudes.

The substitute is a serious effort to
address the needs of this new face of
welfare reform. We will present it
proudly; and we will say to the major-
ity, shame on them for not lifting one
finger to sit down with us to try to
work out a bipartisan product. Welfare
reform deserves much better than the
majority has given it.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I suppose as a rhetor-
ical device it is useful to come down
and point fingers and claim shame. Ac-
tually, the bill has been an enormous
success. It has reduced the rolls by
half; and yet President Bush has said
keep the funding at a steady level, i.e.,
fewer people same amount of money. In
this bill, we are putting more money
back in.

I guess when we take away from
them what they believe is their divine
right, to be for people in poverty, and
for women with children, and we actu-
ally show compassion and we actually
put money where our mouth is and we
actually put a program out that really
works instead of all of the rhetoric
that have been used for years about
wanting to help these people, and I
think helping people is moving them
from welfare to work, not saying how
desperate they are, making speeches on
the floor, and voting against programs
that actually work.

We have a program that actually
works. We are putting more money in
relative to the people available, and we
are putting even more money in with
this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER) and ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman con-
trol the balance of the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
Personal Responsibility, Work and
Family Promotion Act, which takes
the next step in welfare reform. During
the welfare debate in 1996, critics pre-
dicted 1 million children would be
forced into poverty and recipients
would be worse off. The opposite oc-
curred. Since 1996, nearly 3 million
children left poverty. Overall, 9 million
parents and children have left welfare
dependence and moved on to a better
life.

Today we will again hear from the
naysayers. They will say needy fami-
lies cannot work, they must collect
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welfare for more than 5 years, that it is
cruel to expect them to support them-
selves and their children like other
American families. We have heard it
all before.

The bill before us today builds on the
successful 1996 reforms. It recognizes
that work is the only true path from
poverty to self-sufficiency. It expects
more work and allows more education
and training to count as work. To sup-
port more work, we added $2 billion
over 5 years for more child care. We
also provided States more flexibility in
how they can spend cash welfare funds
on child care, including for low-income
families that have never been on wel-
fare.

The bill does more to promote
healthy marriage which will reduce
poverty and improve child well-being.
Too many children today are raised by
single parents, most often by single
mothers struggling mightily to get by.
Compared with children raised by mar-
ried parents, their children are at a dis-
advantage, including in terms of avoid-
ing poverty and welfare as adults. Pro-
moting stronger families will help
break the cycle of long-term welfare
dependence, and deserves our support.

This legislation allows for new State
flexibility, including under the State
flex provisions allowing social service
programs to be better aligned to better
serve needy families. Yet those who
now extol flexibility when it comes to
not expecting more work of welfare re-
cipients argue that governors cannot
be trusted with this expanded author-
ity. Truly amazing.

Mr. Speaker, in these and many
other ways, this legislation takes the
next step in helping millions of fami-
lies move from welfare to work. I urge
all Members to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman talked
about State flexibility; but if the ma-
jority is really interested in State
flexibility, why do they take away the
ability of States to provide educational
services for people on welfare?

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, here we
go again. Welfare reform is a serious
issue, and we should not play politics
with it. This is a bad bill, and Members
on the other side of the aisle know
that.

This President has put forth a bill
that will penalize those who are trying
so desperately to change their lives.
What do they mean by making a wel-
fare mother with children under 6 work
for 40 hours while they are trying to
get into training programs and change
their lives? We need to assess each in-
dividual and decide what they need. If
they need to be in school for 2 years be-
cause they dropped out early, if they
need counseling, if they need to have
an opportunity to have a substance
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abuse program to change their lives,
we should be doing that.

Instead, what we are doing is taking
away vocational education, doing noth-
ing to make sure that the health care
needs are taken care.

No, there is not enough money in this
budget for child care. Parents cannot
go to work and be trained without
child care. Yet there is a lot of money
in the bill, $300 million, to talk about
promoting marriage. Give me a break.
Let us give welfare recipients a chance
to become independent.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CAMP).

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, the 1996 wel-
fare law, which many of us here helped
write, really brought us unparalleled
success by almost any measure. If we
look at the fact that more parents are
working, child poverty has declined
sharply, dependence has declined dra-
matically, there is a 60 percent de-
crease in the case loads of welfare re-
cipients. This bill today builds on that
success and improves this legislation.

Let me just talk a little bit about
State flexibility because we have re-
ceived a letter, both the chairmen and
ranking members of the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on
Education and the Workforce from the
American Public Human Services Asso-
ciation, which is a bipartisan group of
welfare directors around the United
States complimenting us on the flexi-
bility in this bill for things like im-
proving and continuing the whole idea
of a TANF block grant contingency
fund; removing the restrictions on un-
obligated TANF funds; excluding child
care and transportation from the defi-
nition of assistance; creating State
rainy day funds for unobligated funds
under this bill; continuing the transfer
of 30 percent to the child care develop-
ment block grant; restoring full trans-
fer to the social services block grant;
and maintaining the TANF block grant
free from set-asides. These are some-
what technical provisions, but the
State welfare directors from around
the country have come together and
complimented this committee for put-
ting in these provisions which will
bring much more flexibility to this
bill. They say, ‘‘These provisions will
dramatically increase State and local
flexibility in the administration of the
TANF program.”’

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. This
will continue to build on the successes
we have had. I urge support for it.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I point out to the gen-
tleman from Michigan that the popular
10-10-10 program in Michigan would
not satisfy the requirements of this
bill. It would be an unfunded mandate
of $377 million to a State.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT).

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from California (Chairman
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THOMAS) has said we are asking for way
too much money. I saw in today’s
paper that the head of the Congres-
sional Budget Office, Mr. Crippen, has
decided not to go on for 4 years. I know
why, because they want to get rid of
him because it was his memo on Feb-
ruary 2, 2002, that says this bill is going
to cost between 8 and $11 billion in un-
funded liability.

We did not make that number up.
That came from the Congressional
Budget Office. The director is selected
by the majority, and they put him in.
Here he is. Now he gives them informa-
tion they do not want. The chairman is
ignoring 280,000 kids in California who
are not served.
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Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA).

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

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the Democratic
substitute and in opposition to the un-
derlying bill. Education and training
are the cornerstones upon which we on
this floor have built our future. This
bill should be stressing basic literacy,
English as a second language, GED
completion and on-the-job training
rather than cynically labeling them
welfare scholarships.

In my congressional district, I have
seen how education can bring economic
prosperity to one of the poorest regions
in the country. Our unemployment
rates have dropped from over 20 per-
cent to almost 10 percent. Only a few
days ago, the President signed the agri-
culture bill to restore access to food
stamps for legal permanent residents
and overcame the mean-spirited denial
of food for poor families that had been
in effect for 5 years.

The Democratic substitute provides
significant reforms as well as the re-
sources needed to implement them. I
urge my colleagues to vote for the
Democratic substitute and against the
Republican bill.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
Democratic substitute and in opposition to the
underlying bill. First, 1 want to commend my
colleagues GEORGE MILLER, PATSY MINK and
BEN CARDIN for their hard work and leadership
in drafting this substitute. We all agree that we
need to encourage work, but people need ac-
cess to real jobs that will lead them out of
poverty. The “make work” approach of
workfare in this Republican bill, has only led
people into working poor status, and has not
improved their economic situation.

Education and training are the cornerstones
upon which we on this Floor have built our fu-
ture. This bill should be stressing basic lit-
eracy, English-as-Second-Language, GED
completion, and on-the-job training rather than
cynically labeling them “welfare scholarships.”
In my congressional district, | have seen how
education can bring economic prosperity to
one of the poorest regions in the country. Our
unemployment rates have dropped from over
20 percent to almost 10 percent.
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Only a few days ago, the President signed
the Agriculture bill to restore access to food
stamps for legal permanent residents and
overcame the mean-spirited denial of food for
poor families that had been in effect for 5
years. Yet today we stand here ready to again
weaken this program purely for ideological
purposes.

The Republican “super waiver” provision
would undermine critical programs like the
Workforce Investment Program and the
Childcare Development block grant. Yet with-
out adequate childcare, transportation and
flexible work-hours, what mother can con-
centrate on work when their child is home
alone or in substandard childcare?

The Republican proposal is empty rhetoric
because it is critically underfunded. It puts ide-
ological sound bites over real welfare reform.
Even the Nation’s Governors have expressed
their reservations about the poor policy and
unfunded mandates in this bill. The Demo-
cratic substitute provides significant reforms as
well as the resources needed to implement
them. | urge my colleagues to vote for the
Democratic substitute and against the Repub-
lican bill.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY),
one of the real leaders on welfare re-
form, the architect of the Democratic
substitute.

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, 6 years
ago I voted against the welfare reform
bill because I had been a welfare moth-
er 35 years ago. I knew what we needed
to do to bring families out of poverty.
I was right. Unfortunately, we have not
brought families out of poverty. Yes,
indeed, we have gotten many, many
families to go to work. That is the
good side of what has gone on. But we
had a very good economy. When the
economy is dropping, families are los-
ing their jobs. But the worst thing
about taking women and their families
from welfare to work that we have ex-
perienced is they have gone from wel-
fare to poverty, and we are keeping
those families in poverty.

The reason I got off welfare is be-
cause I was educated. I had a good edu-
cation, I had good job skills, and I
could take advantage of that. We have
to provide just that for our families on
welfare. Then we will have a successful
welfare reform program.

| voted against the bill in 1996 because |
feared that moving from welfare to work would
leave mothers stuck in poverty—especially
during an economic downturn.

Well, 6 years we succeeded in doing just
that!! Women are working and women and
their families are living in poverty. We have to
learn from what didn’t work.

Now, we have a new bill . . . one that actu-
ally goes backwards on education . . . which,
of course, is the way to prepare for a good
job, one that pays a “living wage.”

And, then the Republicans demand mothers
with small children, under 6, go to work with-
out the child care they need . . . especially
child care for infants and parents working eve-
nings and weekends.
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H.R. 4737 improves nothing . . . it will do
one thing and one thing only—keep mothers
and their children in poverty.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. McCRERY), a very active
member of our subcommittee.

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, I want to respond briefly to the re-
marks by the gentleman from Wash-
ington about the unfunded mandates in
this bill. This is a report from the same
Congressional Budget Office dated May
13, 2002. CBO says the TANF grant pro-
gram, which is the subject of this bill,
affords States broad flexibility to de-
termine eligibility for benefits and to
structure the programs offered as part
of a State’s family assistance program.
Consequently, any new requirements to
the program as proposed by H.R. 4090
would not be intergovernmental man-
dates as defined in the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act to the States.

With respect to the question of
money, this chart clearly illustrates
that we are giving the States more
money for welfare on a per-family
basis. In 1996, the year prior to welfare
reform going into effect, States had
about $7,000 per family for welfare.
Next year under the first year in this
bill, States will have almost $16,000 per
family for welfare. Tell me how we are
shortchanging the States. They are
getting over twice as much money, and
that is not counting the $4 billion extra
we are giving them in child care. Give
me a break.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-

woman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.

Speaker, I rise in support of the Demo-
cratic substitute. Earlier this Congress
passed legislation that heavily sub-
sidized big farms and military con-
tracts. But when it comes to helping
poor women and children, the cupboard
is bare. How can my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle call themselves
pro-family when they do not ade-
quately fund training and education to
lift welfare recipients out of poverty?
How can they call themselves pro-fam-
ily when they do not provide adequate
funding for quality, affordable, avail-
able child care so that working moms
have a place for their children to go?
We need our families to thrive, not just
survive.

A welfare recipient wrote me earlier
this month and she said, ‘“When you
cut off money for education and train-
ing, you cut me off, too. You cut my
children and myself into a never ending
cycle of poverty.”

The Democratic substitute provides
support to lift families out of welfare.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened to my
colleagues talk on the other side of the
aisle about this bill. Let me at least
try to set the record straight. Our
chairman the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) said the funda-
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mental thrust of welfare is where we
need to continue. Yet the underlying
bill changes that. I do not understand
it. We trusted the States in 1996. Now
we do not trust the States. Now we
have to be prescriptive. We have to tell
them how to do it.

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
MCCRERY) said, well, they are going to
have plenty of money to do it. The
truth is the States are spending $2 bil-
lion more a year than they are cur-
rently getting from the Federal Gov-
ernment for their TANF programs. The
reason, quite frankly, and the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY)
did not tell the whole factual truth,
there are a lot more people receiving
TANF services than those in cash as-
sistance, and we should be proud of
that. We want people off of cash assist-
ance. We think the programs that lift
people out of poverty is where we
should go. They do not have the re-
sources.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) talks about flexibility in re-
sources. The States have far less flexi-
bility on providing educational serv-
ices for the people on welfare under the
Republican bill than current law. They
do not move ahead. They take away
the ability to have vocational edu-
cation for 1 year towards the work re-
quirements in the Republican bill.
Gone. Is that giving States additional
flexibility? No.

That is why the Congressional Budg-
et Office, our scorekeepers, tell us that
implementing this bill will cost our
States an extra $18 billion, $11 billion
in direct cost. That is the unfunded
mandate, whatever we want to call it.
It is going to cost our States more
money to implement the requirements.
We are being prescriptive. We are not
using the formula that worked 6 years
ago that I voted for, flexibility in re-
sources to States so they can work
with the people in their State to not
only get them off cash assistance but
to lift them out of poverty. We can do
better and we are going to have a
chance to do it when we offer the
Democratic substitute.

I urge my colleagues, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, look at the sub-
stitute. Support it. It is what we need
in order to live up to our commitment
to the people of our Nation.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SHAW), the
architect and chairman back in 1996 of
the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Florida
is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.
My congratulations to the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER) for tak-
ing what I think is an historic piece of
legislation and improving it.

In listening to the debate on the floor
today and late into last night, there
was an effort, I think, to rewrite his-
tory that was going on here on the
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floor of the House of Representatives. I
heard time and time again speakers
from this side of the aisle getting up
and talking about how President Clin-
ton had input into the bill and finally
he signed it after vetoing it three
times. That is simply not true. We
reached out time and time again to the
White House and we were met with si-
lence. They had no interest in working
with Republicans on welfare reform. It
was not until right before the election
that the President decided that it was
about time that he looked at this issue
that was very much on the conscience
of the American voters. On August 22,
1996, President Clinton did finally sign
a welfare reform bill.

This historic legislation has pulled 3
million children out of poverty when
we were hearing time and time again
from the other side of the aisle that
they were going to be sleeping on the
grates. Yes, half of the Democrats did
support us. That is a good thing, be-
cause that sent the message out that
America expected more of the poor, the
economic disadvantaged. But what is
separating us on this issue is that we
believe in the human spirit so strongly
that we feel that if we raise that level
of expectation that they will rise up to
meet it, and history tells us that we
were right.

We were absolutely right, because
what we did was take people out of a
life of dependence and made them role
models for their kids, and they did do
better. Now we expect the States to get
more of their people on the work rolls.
We have lowered the amount of people
on welfare across this country by over
50 percent, but we are not through. We
are going to do better. Together we
will do better.

Vote ‘‘yes’ on this bill and ‘‘no’” on
the substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 4737.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the 1996 welfare reform
law that we are reauthorizing today
has been an unprecedented success, one
of the most important pieces of social
policy since the civil rights legislation
of 1965.

Today with the Personal Responsi-
bility, Work, and Family Promotion
Act, we are set to build on that suc-
cess. The bill marks the beginning of a
second phase of reform that will help
even more Americans find productive
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jobs. My friends on the other side of
the aisle may say, ‘“‘The system is
working. Why fix it? Why argue with
success?”’

Here is why. Welfare caseloads have
fallen dramatically since 1996, but as
this chart right here shows, 58 percent
of TANF recipients still are not work-
ing for their benefits, according to the
Department of Health and Human
Services. And we all know that work is
essential to help people get the skills
that they need to move up the eco-
nomic ladder.

The bottom line is that approxi-
mately 2 million families remain on
welfare rolls today and we need to do
something about it. Earlier this
month, the Committee on Education
and the Workforce approved a bill in-
troduced by my friend, colleague and
subcommittee chairman the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON), the
Working Toward Independence Act,
which is now part of this overall Re-
publican bill. It strengthens work re-
quirements to ensure that we move
these welfare recipients on the path to
self-reliance. As Connecticut Governor
John Rowland has said, ‘“The most
compassionate way to break the cycle
of poverty, dependency and hopeless-
ness is through work.”

The bill requires welfare recipients
to participate in work activities for 40
hours a week. But within these new re-
quirements, there is significant flexi-
bility for States and recipients them-
selves. Welfare families will have 16
hours a week to pursue education and
job training. They can also attend
school full-time for up to 4 months dur-
ing a 2-year period. The measure also
increases the percentage of welfare
families in each State that must be en-
gaged in work activities; currently, 50
percent, moving to 70 percent by 2007.

Some have questioned whether
States can meet these new require-
ments, suggesting that we are setting
the bar too high. But I agree with
President Bush who said last week, “If
it brings dignity into someone’s life,
it’s not too high of a goal.”

And, remember, the bill gives States
5 years to comply with the new work
requirements. The bill also includes
significant funding increases for child
care, boosting discretionary spending
for the child care and development
block grant by $1 billion over 5 years.

In addition to this new money, it is
important to remember that States
have half of the caseloads they had in
1996, which means they have got twice
as much money available to spend on
work programs or on child care.
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H.R. 4737 also incorporates key ele-
ments of President Bush’s Good Start,
Grow Smart Plan to improve early
childhood education, and encourages
States to address the cognitive needs of
young children so they are develop-
mentally prepared to enter school.

Finally, the bill includes a promising
new plan to empower States and local-
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ities to develop innovative solutions to
help welfare recipients achieve inde-
pendence. It will give States and local
agencies the opportunity to integrate
certain welfare and workforce develop-
ment programs and try to improve
their efficiency.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like
to echo the sentiments of President
Bush when he said, ‘““No level of despair
should be acceptable in our society.”
With this bill today, we are going to
help some of the most vulnerable mem-
bers of our society achieve self-suffi-
ciency, and I urge my colleagues to
support the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks, and in-
clude extraneous material.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, what this debate has
come down to is a question of whether
or not those individuals who seek to
get off of welfare, whether or not those
individuals who seek to stay off of wel-
fare, who have been successful in escap-
ing the welfare system, whether or not
they will have the means to do so.
What this debate comes down to is
whether or not a single individual or a
family makes a decision about going to
work, about participating in the Amer-
ican economic system, whether or not
they will have the child care and the
training available so they can take the
best advantage of what this system has
to offer them.

Over the last 5 years we have learned
a great deal about welfare reform.
There are two things we have learned
that are absolutely crucial: First, that
good job training and extensive job
training in the beginning is better for
the employee as they go out on that
new job, it is better for their chance of
advancing to a second and better job,
and it is also better for the employer
because it reduces the amount of turn-
over that the employer must suffer
with the employment of individuals.
That is very important.

The second thing is that the biggest
barrier of people going to work is the
care of their children. We ask people on
welfare, we mandate that they must go
to work, and yet we tell middle class
women we want them to stay home and
we give them a tax credit to stay home
and take care of their child. So the per-
son who is on welfare is asking the
question, will my child be safe? Will
my child have a chance at child devel-
opment while I am working? This is
what every mother, every father, every
brother, every sister thinks about their
siblings and their children.

The Republican bill simply does not
provide the sufficient resources to the
States to provide quality child care for
those children and the needs that are
now presented today to this Nation,
not after you up the work requirement,
but today.
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Hundreds of thousands of children
are on a waiting list for child care, and
the Republicans want to continue to
tell us that all the care that is nec-
essary is available. Child care lists are
frozen. This debate is about whether or
not we will enable these individuals to
g0 to work with the security of mind
that their child is in a quality place-
ment and their child is receiving child
development while they try to engage
in the American economic system.

Mr. Speaker, the debate about welfare
should be a debate about how to move peo-
ple—mostly women with young children—from
dependency on government assistance to full-
time, permanent employment that lifts, and
keeps, the family out of poverty.

That is our goal for welfare reform.

Six years ago, Democrats and Republicans
agreed that the welfare system of the prior
half century was a failure. The new system
emphasized moving people from dependence
to jobs while providing them with education,
training, child care and the other supports that
most Americans recognize are essential to
achieving the goal.

There have been some successes: welfare
rolls are down—dramatically in some states.
But let us remember that cutting the rolls
alone was not the goal. The evidence gath-
ered in study after study documents that while
we have moved many off welfare, we have not
achieved the goals of promoting long-term
economic independence, jobs that lift and
keep families out of poverty, or improved living
standards for millions of children.

Since 1996, the welfare rolls have been cut
by over 50 percent nationally. But millions of
those who have left welfare remain des-
perately poor, dependent on food stamps,
WIC and other public assistance, raising chil-
dren in deep poverty with all of its harmful im-
pacts, and without the education, training or
child care that is necessary to move them to
real independence.

In one review of 900 former welfare families,
researchers concluded that most still live
below the poverty line and have been forced
to cut back on food to save money. Another
major review of seven Midwestern states also
concluded that many of the former recipients
remained in poverty while Indiana and Wis-
consin’s rolls grew by 13 percent last year. In
Michigan, 71 percent of those who combined
welfare and work, and nearly 50 percent of
those former recipients who worked full time,
remained poor with many unable to buy food,
pay utilities or rent or losing their phone serv-
ice. Those findings demonstrate clearly that
more must be done to move people off wel-
fare and into employment.

We should finish the job begun in 1996, by
directing the needed services to those who
must leave dependency while still holding
them accountable for achieving independence
from government aid. Instead, the bill before
us today—which we are denied the oppor-
tunity to improve—imposes costly new man-
dates on states without the federal support to
pay even a fraction of the additional burden. It
also imposes rigid welfare programs that are
fundamentally different than the programs the
Republicans have been heralding as great
successes. We need to make welfare reform
work, not punish the governors and the recipi-
ents alike because it hasnt moved fast
enough yet.
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The Republican bill takes a very different
approach: massive new work requirements
without adequate training, as well as other un-
funded mandates and punishing requirements
for state administrators and for welfare recipi-
ents alike—with little financial assistance for
either. And this Republican bill, unlike the
Democratic substitute, fails to protect working
men and women by fully applying our nation’s
civil rights, wage, and health and safety laws
to welfare recipients who are working. Nor
does the Republican bill protect those who
currently have jobs from being displaced by
subsidized welfare recipients. That is just
wrong.

This Republican bill tells the taxpayers of
California: you better raise taxes by $2.5 bil-
lion, or cut your already deeply reduced
spending, because you've got to pay billions
to comply with this new bill, or face more pun-
ishment. And don’t expect any additional help
for the 280,000 families already waiting for
child care, because the Republicans aren’t
going to give you more assistance.

But it isn't California. The Republican bill
tells Michigan to raise taxes or cut spending
by $377 million, a state that has already cut
more than half a billion in spending. The Re-
publican bill tells Pennsylvania: your bill is
$433 million; Ohio, it's $444 million; New Jer-
sey, $233 million; Connecticut, $133 million;
Texas, $688 million; Florida, $311 million; New
York, $1.2 billion. State after state, billions
upon billions in new mandates piled on by this
Republican bill that fails to fund them.

There is no evidence that the harsh and
rigid revisions dictated by the Republican bill
will increase the success of welfare reform;
but they will severely restrict the flexibility the
states have been able to use to meet the
needs of their residents, as 39 out of 44 states
agreed earlier this year.

Some will try to paint those who raise con-
cerns about education, training, workforce pro-
tections and child care as “soft on welfare re-
form.” The American people know better than
that. We are all for moving people from wel-
fare to work, from dependence to independ-
ence, from poverty to self-support. The Amer-
ican people also know we need to get people
the flexible tools they need to give them a fair
chance to succeed. This bill is grossly unfair,
it imposes billions in new costs to the states,
and we are not being given the opportunity to
improve it, and that is why we will oppose its
passage and support the Democratic sub-
stitute.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
21st Century Competitiveness.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4737, the Per-
sonal Responsibility, Work and Family
Protection Act. I want to thank the
leadership and in particular the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER)
and other members of the House Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce
who have devoted countless hours to
putting together a package that every
Member of this body should support.

Six years ago, the Nation’s welfare
rolls bulged with more than 5.1 million
individuals and families. Today, the
rolls have decreased tremendously. Be-
tween 1996 and this very day, over 3
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million people have left welfare for
work. Over 3 million former welfare re-
cipients know the satisfaction of earn-
ing a day’s pay for a day’s work.

As the debate goes forward on this
bill, it is important to remember that
the true benefactors of welfare reform
are young Americans. Because of wel-
fare reform, young Americans are able
to see their parents get up each morn-
ing and go to work. Without this very
basic ethic, those young people are at a
great disadvantage, and it becomes dif-
ficult for them to escape the cycle of
poverty in which their families have
lived for generations. H.R. 4737 helps
these families and builds on the success
of the 1996 welfare reform.

The work requirements were the cen-
terpiece to welfare reform. It is only
through work that individuals can get
out of poverty and lead productive
lives. The bill before us increases the
work requirements to 40 hours of work
per week. That is the bare minimum
that most Americans work every week.
That is only 10 hours more than the
current requirements.

For 24 hours, TANF recipients are re-
quired to be involved in direct work.
For 16 hours, they may take part in
educational or job training programs
that will lead to self-sufficiency and a
better life. The structure of the 16
hours is defined by the State.

Understanding that child care is
most important to helping families
leave welfare, H.R. 4737 increases the
already extremely high levels of fund-
ing for the Child Care Development
Block Grant. The high level of funding
is increased even as the number of fam-
ilies being served has dropped by over 3
million.

The bill also provides State flexi-
bility while maintaining State ac-
countability by permitting States or
local entities to integrate a broad
range of public assistance and work-
force development programs.

At the same time, it is important
that local areas created under the
Workforce Investment Act be heavily
involved in the process. Therefore, I am
pleased that the bill provides provi-
sions ensuring that local administering
entities join in the flexibility applica-
tion submitted to the Secretaries. This
will, in effect, give the locals veto au-
thority over provisions that they be-
lieve will not improve the quality or
effectiveness of the programs involved.

The results of welfare reform are
clear. The work requirement has led 3
million families to live independent of
government handouts. While it is im-
portant to talk about the significant
reduction in welfare caseloads, the goal
is not simply to move families off of
welfare; the goal is to help families be-
come self-sufficient, to end generations
and generations of welfare dependency.
As such, I strongly urge my colleagues
to support the bill.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Minnesota (Ms.
McCoLLUM).
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Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to inform the last speaker
that the unfunded mandate in this bill
would cost the State of California $2.5
billion.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle why would I,
as a Member of Congress, tell working
mothers to leave their small children
behind and go to work without pro-
viding them safe child care?

In Minnesota alone today there are
nearly 5,000 families on the waiting list
for child care. That is the entire popu-
lation of the City of St. Paul Park. The
Republican bill provides only a slight
increase in child care, not even enough
to keep up with inflation. It would re-
move only 300 of the 5,000 children from
Minnesota’s waiting list.

But then, wait. We are now doubling
work requirements for mothers with
children under the age of 6. This will
add thousands more families to our
waiting list, costing Minnesota more
than $100 million.

It is completely irresponsible to
think that Minnesota and other States
facing deficits will be able to provide
child care. We owe it to our children,
we owe it to their parents that they
have safe, reliable places for their chil-
dren to be while they are working.

I served in the Minnesota State-
house, where I worked on a bipartisan
effort after Congress passed the law 6
years ago. We had success. Minnesota
is cited as one of the most successful
programs and it is rated top in the Na-
tion for making families self-sufficient.

Today, I am being asked to vote on a
bill that seeks to undo the success in
Minnesota. The new Federal mandates
limit the flexibility and fail to provide
needed funding for these new require-
ments.

We cannot have it both ways. You
cannot have it both ways. You cannot
say you are trying to move people out
of poverty and then not give them the
means to accomplish that.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. ROU-
KEMA), who will be retiring, a long time
Member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the chairman for yielding me
time, and I certainly commend the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Chairman BOEHNER)
and the gentleman from California
(Chairman MCcKEON) for their hard
work and diligent leadership here.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has indi-
cated that I have had a long history
here in the Congress, certainly on this
committee. I go back to 1996 and the
welfare reform, and I have got to take
the credit for being one of the first, a
Northeast moderate Republican, one of
the first to be advancing welfare re-
form, and I think that bill has proven
its own success.
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But I would like to say that in ad-
dressing the need for welfare reform, at
that time and again today, I stress
what we need is what I call ‘‘tough
love,” and the tough love that is need-
ed is in this bill; namely, that the wel-
fare recipients must become more self-
sufficient while at the same time this
legislation is sensitive to the genuine
family needs and the needs for children
to be properly cared for and educated,
and I believe that this bill does that.

In fact, my amendment, only one of
the portions of the bill, but my amend-
ment, the self-sufficiency plan, gives
the authority to the States and the
welfare recipients to work together to
create these self-sufficiency plans and
to address any barriers that are there
that are preventing the families and
the children from getting the road map
that they need to this self-sufficiency,
and I am proud that that language is in
this bill.

The bottom line is that this bill may
not be perfect, it may not be, but it is
a significant reform building on the
successes of 1996, and passage of this
bill today is a vital step to completing
the task that we started in 1996 and to
restore public assistance to its original
purpose, providing a temporary safety
net for those in need, and genuine
tough love for all the little children.
And they are protected in this bill.

| rise in support of this bill. First and fore-
most, | would like to commend the Education
and Workforce Committee Chairman BOEHNER
and Subcommittee Chairman McKEON for their
leadership, hard work, and diligence on this
important issue. Of course, | commend the
President for making welfare reform a priority
for our nation.

INTRODUCTION

When we started down this road to welfare
reform years ago, the American people were
convinced that the welfare system was out of
control. They worried that we were wasting bil-
lions upon billions in hard-earned taxpayer
dollars to support a system that promoted
unhealthy, unproductive, dysfunctional families
and sentenced children to a lifetime of eco-
nomic, social, and emotional deprivation. In a
system like that, the children were the victims.

In addressing the need for reform we must
demonstrate what | characterize as a “tough
love” approach. Namely, “tough love” so that
welfare recipients can become more self-suffi-
cient while at the same time being sensitive to
genuine family needs and that the children are
properly cared for and educated.

The 1996 Welfare Reform Act was based
on the notion of individual responsibility. The
reforms restored public assistance to its origi-
nal purpose: a temporary safety net for those
in need—not a permanent way of life for gen-
erations of families. The 1996 Welfare Reform
Act was good policy, however we all agree
that we have much more to do. We must en-
sure that welfare recipients are self-sufficient
when they leave the system.

The bill before us today represents the next
phase of welfare reform. It continues to focus
on individual responsibility through work. It
provides the necessary mechanisms to help
welfare recipients independently support their
families when they leave the system. The bill
also recognizes that states need flexibility in
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creating the most effective welfare programs.
Finally, | am pleased with the increased fund-
ing for child care programs, which allows par-
ents to go to work while their children are pro-
vided with the care they need.

SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLANS

Too often, families with significant barriers
to full employment are not given appropriate
opportunities and adequate services to re-
move those barriers and allow them to be-
come successful and independent. | am
pleased that the bill before us today includes
language from an amendment | offered during
the Education Committee markup to ensure
that states and welfare recipients work to-
gether to define what barriers stand in the way
of permanent employment and subsequently
create “self-sufficiency plans” to address
these barriers. These plans will provide wel-
fare recipients the “road map” they need to
become independent of government assist-
ance when they leave the welfare rolls while
maintaining the proper focus on the purpose
of welfare—individual responsibility.

CONCLUSION

The bottom line is that this bill builds on our
past successes to ensure that those we move
off of welfare have sustainable job opportuni-
ties and the ability to secure a promising fu-
ture for their families. While this legislation is
not perfect it is significant reform. Passage of
this bill today is a vital step toward completing
the task we started in 1996 to restore public
assistance to its original purpose: providing a
temporary safety net for those in need, gen-
uine “tough love” for all the little children.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

| believe the bill before us today takes im-
portant steps to helping welfare recipients
achieve self-sufficiency. However, the bill falls
short in one critical way: it fails to ensure that
welfare recipients have the skills they need to
remain employed in the private sector.

It is of paramount importance that we allow
for the education and training of those moving
into the workforce. Education and training will
enable welfare individuals to hold sustainable
quality jobs, rather than menial, low-paying po-
sitions that will not provide independence from
government assistance when they leave the
welfare system.

Research supports the effectiveness of en-
suring that welfare recipients have the skills
they need to retain a quality occupation. In
one study by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services and the U.S. Department
of Education, individuals leaving welfare who
were most successful in sustaining employ-
ment were twice as likely to have a technical
or 2-year degree.

We must recognize that there are basic
skills necessary for the occupations that we
are hoping welfare recipients will enter into. In
fact, the Educational Testing Service reports
that nearly 70 percent of the jobs created
through 2006 will require workers with edu-
cation skills that are higher than the levels of
most current welfare recipients. As | am sure
all of my colleagues have heard, numerous
employers in technical fields and healthcare
are experiencing workforce shortages and
being forced to bring in immigrants to fill their
jobs.

Honestly, this makes no sense to me be-
cause we have a number of welfare recipients
in this country that could fill these positions if
they had the appropriate training. As | see it,
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proper training of welfare workers could have
a tremendous impact on welfare recipients
AND employers.

Current law allows for 12 months of voca-
tional training for 30 percent of the state’s wel-
fare population. While this was an important
first step, it did not allow for the education and
training of all welfare recipients. It also did not
take into account the range of programs of-
fered by community colleges that lead to qual-
ity occupations.

The bill before us today wisely removes the
30 percent limit in current law so that all wel-
fare recipients can participate in activities that
will help them improve their job training skills.
However, the bill falls short because it does
not allow for the full participation in these ac-
tivities for more than 4 months (one semester)
in a 2-year period. What this means is that a
person can receive up to 8 months (two se-
mesters) of education while they are on wel-
fare but this training can not be consecutive.
| do not believe that this is the best approach
for helping welfare recipients achieve inde-
pendence.

We should allow for one consecutive school
year of education and training to count as an
allowable work activity. This would only be a
minor change to the bill but it would achieve
the results we are hoping for.

After 1 year of training, welfare recipients
will be able to attain a skill or trade and then
move on to a good job. According to the
American Association of Community Colleges,
students can earn certificates at a community
college in 1 year if they attend College full
time. So by allowing a school year of edu-
cation, welfare recipients would have the po-
tential to receive an occupational certificate,
which would set them on their way toward
self-sufficiency.

| firmly believe that welfare families need
“tough love”. They need a system to provide
assistance when there is absolutely no other
alternative. But we need to ensure that gov-
ernment assistance is no longer a way of life.
And the best way to achieve true independ-
ence for families, we need to make sure they
have the skills to retain a job that pays
enough to support their family. Moving families
back and forth between work and education
without a true plan does not help them make
their own way in the world.

We must help welfare participants secure
high wages, benefits, and steady work by in-
vesting in their futures. And we must be real-
istic. Allowing welfare recipients to enroll in
education programs for a limited time is a nec-
essary step in the struggle to transition from
poverty to self-sufficiency.

STATE FLEXIBILITY

One of the hallmarks of the 1996 law is the
flexibility it gives states and localities. The bill
before us today offers states even more flexi-
bility, authorizing them to integrate a variety of
federal welfare and workforce investment pro-
grams and make them more efficient. While
providing flexibility to allow the states to be in-
novative in their welfare programs, the bill also
includes significant protections to ensure that
states and localities continue to comply with
federal civil rights, labor, and environmental
laws, and that no program will lose any fund-
ing.

gAs Chair of the Financial Services Sub-
committee on Housing, | want to take a mo-
ment to comment on the state flex proposal
and how it relates to the housing and home-
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less programs. Under this bill, states and/or
local governments are given the ability to seek
new and innovative solutions to old problems
of service delivery. Through the hearing in my
Subcommittee, we have heard time and time
again about the need for coordinated services.
Housing and homeless problems cannot be
solved merely with brick and mortar. Chances
are, if you are in need of housing, you also
are in need of a multitude of other services—
whether they be medical, food, transportation,
childcare or counseling. Programs that fall
under the jurisdiction of other agencies like
HHS.

The legislation we are considering today will
allow entities, such as the public housing au-
thority, and the local and state governments to
blend programs various programs to address
the problems of services delivery. An example
of this waiver could be a child-care center and
a local public housing agency jointly peti-
tioning the Federal Review Board to waive the
regulations and requirements of their applica-
ble programs to achieve a certain purpose.
H.R. 4735 will give community groups and
local and state entities the opportunity to cut
through some of the red tape that many hous-
ing organizations complain about when at-
tempting to blend programs from different
agencies.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK),
the subcommittee ranking member and
a wonderful worker on this issue.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, there is so much that
needs to be said about this issue, but I
would like to inform the last speaker
that the unfunded mandate in this bill
would cost the State of New Jersey
about $233 million. That is the finan-
cial aspect of it. The human aspect is
what I want to address.

The people that get up and say what
a wonderful thing has happened under
the 1996 bill because half of the fami-
lies have been removed from welfare,
we cannot deny those statistics, they
remain there. But what has happened
to those families? No one can tell us
whether indeed they are still working,
whether they are out of poverty. Most
of the figures we have seen is that
those that still work, work for min-
imum wage. I dare say that people
working for minimum wage are not out
of poverty. In fact, we have 38 million
people considered in poverty.

So, with the requirements today of
30-hours mandated work activity and
all of these rave reports about the suc-
cess of the program acknowledging
that the States have done most of this
good work, why in the world would the
Republicans now want to come and
make the work requirement tougher?
Why increase the 30 hours to 40 hours?
It pays no account to the 2 million
families that are on welfare today who
are struggling.

Most of those families come to the
welfare office with enormous stresses,

May 16, 2002

substance abuse, domestic violence,
mental illness in someone in their fam-
ily, extreme disability of a child, phys-
ical illness, perhaps illness of their
own, alcoholism. I think that what
they have put on are blinders to re-
ality.

Mr. Speaker, I urge this House to be
real, to take into account the real es-
sence of these families. They need help.
They do not need a requirement to do
40 hours of work. It is a struggle for
them to just stay alive and to maintain
their families.

I urge this House to consider the peo-
ple on welfare as real people, as our
neighbors and as our friends.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a list of groups opposed to H.R.
4731.

GROUPS OPPOSED TO H.R. 4737—AS OF 5/15/02

Alaska Federation of Natives

American Association of University Women

American Civil Liberties Union

American Federation of Government Em-
ployees

American Federation of Labor—Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO)

American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees

American Federation of Teachers

Americans for Democratic Action

American Jewish Committee

Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance

Asian Pacific American Legal Center

Association of University Centers on Disabil-
ities

Center for Community Change

Center for Women Policy Studies

Coalition on Human Needs

Coalition of Labor Union Women

Communication Workers of America

Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, Inc.

Friends Committee on National Legislation
(Quaker)

Hmong National Development, Inc.

International Brotherhood of
Workers

International Brotherhood of Teamsters

Jewish Council for Public Affairs

Jewish Labor Committee

Labor Council for Latin American Advance-
ment

Laborers International
America

Latino Coalition for Families

Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under
Law

Leadership Conference on Civil Rights

Mexican American Legal Defense and Edu-
cation Fund

National Alliance of Postal and Federal Em-
ployees

National Asian Pacific American Legal Con-
sortium

National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People

National Association for Equal Opportunity
in Higher Education

National Association of Counties

National Association of Human Rights
Workers

National Association of Social Workers

National Campaign for Jobs and Income Sup-
port

National Coalition for Women and Girls in
Education

National Council of Churches of Christ in the
USA

National Council of Jewish Women

National Council of LaRaja

National Education Association

National Employment Lawyers Association

National Federation of Filipino American
Associations

Electrical

Union of North
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National Gay and Lesbian Task Force

National Low Income Housing Coalition

National Partnership for Women & Families

National Urban League

National Women’s Law Center

National Workrights Institute

NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Jus-
tice Lobby

Organization of Chinese Americans

Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), Washington
office

Service Employees International Union

Southeast Asia Resource Action Center

Unitarian Universalist Association of Con-
gregations

United Auto Workers

United Food and Commercial Workers

United States Student Association

United Steelworkers of America

Washington Ethical Action Office

Welfare Law Center

Welfare-to-Work Project, The Legal Aid So-
ciety—Employment Law Center

Women Employed

Women’s International League for Peace and
Freedom, U.S. Section

Workmen’s Circle, Washington DC Area

| urge my colleagues to vote against H.R.
4737.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Education Reform.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman very much for this oppor-
tunity to speak to this bill.

Actually, this legislation did not
begin in 1996; it began in Washington in
1988 with a piece of legislation called
the Family Support Act of 1988. In re-
ality, for those who were in State legis-
latures or in the executive branch of
the States, as some of us were, it start-
ed earlier than that. It started in 1985,
when the States really began to look at
welfare reform, with governors like
Bill Clinton, for example, and Tommy
Thompson, who came along and got in-
volved in this.

Decisions were made there. They
were not made in Washington, D.C. It
was set up in such a way that people
would have the opportunity to be able
to be educated and go to work, and
eventually Washington went along
with it in 1988, and obviously we really
encompassed it in 1996.
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The arguments were the same then
as they are now. It is sort of like the
Star Wars business that was talked
about last night. It is a rerun, to a de-
gree; and the same people were saying
it will work and others were saying it
will not work. Yet, each and every
time, this program has worked. It is
the best social program in terms of im-
proving people’s lives that we have
ever had, probably in the history of the
Congress of the United States, or even
this country. Because indeed, if we go
out and talk to that 50 percent of the
people who in recent years have gone
off of welfare and we get their story as
to their opportunity to become self-suf-
ficient and to become independent, to
be able to live their own lives and
stand up for their families, we are
going to find out how supportive they
are of welfare reform.
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In this particular legislation there is
a lot of concern about where we are
going and what we are doing. There are
concerns about the 70 percent require-
ment, can we meet that. I believe that
we can. We have always met them be-
fore. Can the 40-hour work week with
26 hours of work and 14 hours of other
activities be met? I believe that we can
do that as well.

One of the areas is child care. I intro-
duced an amendment in the com-
mittee, and we were able to get it done,
to add $200 million. Later it was
worked out that we would have $2 bil-
lion more for child care. About 62 per-
cent of all children in this country who
are not in school yet are in child care.
How do we take care of that? If one
looks at this chart, we get some idea of
where we are going and why we are
adding $2 billion to the $4.8 billion of
the direct child care here. We are going
to find that when we look at all of the
discretionary funds, the transfers from
the TANF block grant, a lot of which
goes to child care now, what the States
do, and then add in Head Start at the
bottom, we get to a point of $18.272 bil-
lion that goes into child care in the
United States today. That is a large
number, and it will be a large increase
over what was there before; and my
judgment is it is something we are
going to be able to live with.

So I totally support this legislation.
I believe it will work. I believe perhaps
some things need to be addressed, and
I think they will be in the Senate and
perhaps in conference; and one of those
is the transitional medical assistance,
a program that provides health cov-
erage for welfare recipients. I would
like to see that authorized for 5 years,
because if you go off of welfare you are
going to need that Medicaid assistance.
We did not quite complete that task,
but we can resolve that at a later time.
I believe that the State flexibility pro-
visions, frankly, were better before the
changes were made recently; and I
think there should be State flexibility
if we can possibly have it.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that as all of this
is looked at in terms of jurisdictional
aspects of what Congress is doing
versus what they are doing in the
States, we can give them the flexibility
to carry out what they have to do. I am
somewhat concerned about some of the
programs that we have with respect to
dealing with unplanned pregnancies
and achieving independence for work-
ing men and women. Abstinence edu-
cation I think is a very important part
of this effort. Yet the language in H.R.
4737 provides a simple solution to a
very complex problem and I think
probably needs some reworking.

Mr. Speaker, these are relatively
minor concerns. Overall, this is legisla-
tion which, in my view, each of us, and
I would appeal to those who, perhaps
because of procedural concerns are op-
posing it, but that each of us would
come forward in support. My col-
leagues will be proud of the fact that
they supported it and proudest yet
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when they go out and meet individuals
who have gotten off the rolls of wel-
fare.

I support this bill. This is the begin-
ning of the efforts to empower the next
generation of welfare-leavers, and I
hope this entire Congress can get be-
hind it and make sure we continue this
opportunity for those who live in our
districts around the country.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS).
(Mr. OWENS asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to begin by informing the gen-
tleman from Delaware that the un-
funded mandate in this bill would cost
the State of Delaware about $33 mil-
lion. I think it is important to note
these unfunded mandates and the high-
er costs. Maybe the Governors in the
States would like to have the farm sub-
sidy bill given to the States so that
they could have more flexibility there
and return the administration of the
TANF program strictly to the Federal
Government.

We had our previous speaker from
New Jersey, the gentlewoman from
New Jersey, who talked about tough
love. When she first spoke, I thought
she was talking about tough luck is
what we are offering to welfare recipi-
ents. In the case of the farm subsidy
bill, it is tough luck too if we get up to
$390,000 in taxpayer safety net benefits
if one is a farmer, and if that $390,000 a
year is not enough, then tough luck
after that. Consider the contrast.

Also, consider the fraud that per-
meates this legislation and the whole
process of discussion. If we really care
about children, if we care about getting
people out of poverty, then built into
the legislation there ought to be some
kind of punishment or incentives re-
lated to reducing the child care waiting
list. There ought to be an incentive for
reducing the child care waiting list.
The waiting list in New York is so
large, they will not even tell us what it
is; and yet New York City has one of
the best day care systems in the world,
one of the largest day care systems,
but still the waiting list is so long. The
waiting list in Georgia is 46,800; in Mis-
sissippi, 10,422; Ohio will not even tell
us what theirs is. North Carolina,
25,363. If we had some way to reward
them for reducing the waiting list,
then children would be better taken
care of. There is no real way to see
that that happens in the most basic
way, and that is in the area of day
care.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, the Children’s Defense
Fund, which so many of us remember
as the original individuals who doc-
tored the slogan ‘‘leave no child be-
hind” before it was so unceremoniously
expropriated by our President for an
education bill that he then went on and
left all the children behind because he
did not fund it, here we have a welfare
bill where they ask recipients to go to
work, but they do not give them the
tools to really go to work that gets
them out of poverty. I think that is
why it is necessary to vote against this
bill that the majority party is putting
forward and look more seriously at the
alternative being put in by the sub-
stitute by the Democrats.

Essentially, we need to expand the
educational opportunities for individ-
uals that are trying to move from wel-
fare to work to make sure that they
have the tools to get a job that pays
enough to lift their children out of pov-
erty. Vocational training, postsec-
ondary education, work study, intern-
ships, job training, English as a second
language, GED courses, basic adult lit-
eracy, these are all tools necessary for
people to be able to do work that, in
fact, will pay.

In my State of Massachusetts, we
have a business community that under-
stands this. In fact, a joint report
issued by the Massachusetts Taxpayer
Foundation and the United Way of
Massachusetts Bay concluded that at
no time in history have they had a
greater need for people with a basic
education, at least 2 years beyond high
school, in order to fulfill their needs
for employees to be productive and to
have an economy that really moves
forward. Their recommendation, as em-
ployers generally perceived as to be
more conservative than others, was
that we need a system that allows peo-
ple to have those educational tools so
that they can hire them now. It is not
enough to put them on a temporary
education program stretched out over 5
years so that some day down the road
they might get a certificate. Our indus-
tries in business need them to get it
sooner to put them to the level where
they can be productive and effective
for those companies now.

So we have both the business commu-
nity and others who are interested in
the welfare and well-being of these in-
dividuals, indicating that we have to
give them the kind of education that
really matters, have that educational
opportunity be 24 months, lift people
from poverty, and truly leave no child
behind. Just do not talk about it; do it.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS), a member of the committee.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me this time.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Taxpayers who object to paying for
able-bodied people to stay on welfare
should object to this bill, because what
it is going to lead to in the long run is
more people who are able-bodied being
back on public assistance.

The flaw in this bill is that it makes
mothers choose between pursuing their
higher education and taking care of
their children. Those mothers will
choose, and should choose, to take care
of their children. They will work
longer hours, but they will not pursue
a higher education because the child
care that would let them pursue that
higher education and take care of their
children is not guaranteed in this bill.

This bill will breed a new generation
of permanent low-income, public as-
sistance recipients. We should move be-
yond welfare to work, from poverty to
independence. Let us reject this bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON).

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. I commend him on
his hard work, and I rise in support of
H.R. 4737.

Mr. Speaker, I have to make an ob-
servation. The well-intended birth of
aid to families with dependent children
and welfare in the 1960s was a tem-
porary assistance to help Americans in
need. It became a generational entitle-
ment that trapped generations of
Americans in subsistence.

In 1996, Members on both sides of the
aisle voted for a bill that some called
at that time a bill that would increase
the welfare rolls, children in hunger
and in poverty. And today, 5 million
American families that were on welfare
are off and their self-esteem is high.
They are now the taxpayers that the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) referred to, who would have an-
swered his question with a resounding
no. They would have said yes, we do be-
lieve the rest of ours who are entrapped
in poverty should be uplifted like we
have been as well.

I find it unfortunate that Members of
this House would condemn a success
and try and make the fact that it is not
incrementally as good as they would
like it to be the reason why we ought
to go back to generational entrapment.

One last thing. We gave waivers to
States and Governors like Tommy
Thompson and Engler and others, and
they created programs that work.
There have been some questions about
waivers, but let me tell my colleagues
this. The creativity at the local level
in Georgia and in California and in Ha-
waii and Ohio has made the lives of
poor Americans richer and has made
welfare-to-work a reality. To that end
I would like to engage the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCKEON) in a col-
loquy to make sure the clarifications
are clear on the authority at the local
level.

Mr. Speaker, this bill stipulates that
the entity that administers a qualified
program must join in any application
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proposing to conduct a demonstration
program involving such a program. As
the gentleman knows, local business-
led workforce investment boards ad-
minister the adult dislocated worker
and youth employment training pro-
grams authorized by the Workforce In-
vestment Act.

Is it the gentleman’s intent that such
boards would need to be a party to any
application that is submitted to in-
clude WIA programs within a dem-
onstration project?

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ISAKSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. In order to coordi-
nate those activities funded under the
Workforce Investment Act that are ad-
ministered by local boards with one or
more other programs listed in this bill,
local boards and the entity that admin-
isters the other programs would need
to submit a joint application to the ap-
propriate Federal departments. As a re-
sult, local boards effectively can veto
demonstration projects that the board
believes do not enhance workforce de-
velopment and improved service deliv-
ery simply by choosing not to join in
the request. A State cannot seek to
waive provisions within the Workforce
Investment Act that impact the local
delivery system without approval of
the local boards.

I will submit for the RECORD a letter
from the National Association of Work-
force Boards supporting the protection
language included in the bill.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
WORKFORCE BOARDS,
Washington, DC, May 9, 2002.
Hon. HOWARD ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON,
House of Representatives, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCKEON: We are
writing on behalf of the Board of Directors of
the National Association of Workforce
Boards (NAWB) to express our support for
your efforts to establish increased linkages
between the Workforce Investment and
TANF systems. We appreciate your leader-
ship on this and other issues that will ensure
the continuation of a business-led system for
workforce development. NAWB’s Board sup-
ports the inclusion of waivers for WIA and
other related programs in the TANF reau-
thorization bill, provided these waivers meet
a set of critical principles.

First, the system of waivers needs to clear-
ly and carefully balance the interests of
local communities, where services are pro-
vided and accountability can best be brought
to bear, with state and federal interests. In
short, we strongly support your insistence
that any waivers must be subject to a joint
agreement between the state and the local
workforce board where the waiver would
apply. By requiring both state local board
approval of a proposed waiver you can ensure
that both sides will negotiate in good faith,
with the local workforce board representing
the interests of businesses, education and
service providers.

Second, we believe that a sound system of
waivers must protect the local strategic
planning and governance structure that was
set up through painstaking negotiations dur-
ing passage of the Workforce Investment
Act. That is to say that any system of waiv-
ers should reference or incorporate the provi-
sions in Section 189(i)(4)(i). In particular we
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are concerned that the waiver structure pro-
tect the authority vested in local boards, as
well as the local allocation of funding for the
workforce investment system.

Finally, the waiver system needs to be as
broad as politically possible. Congress needs
to ensure that the waivers include all major
federal legislation affecting education, work-
force and social service programs as it pro-
motes a workforce system that is focused on
the needs of both employers and jobseekers.

We believe that the so called ‘‘super waiv-
ers’” can succeed if they work to create a
level playing field between state and local
interests as communities grapple with how
best to balance their economic development,
education and life-long learning strategies.
If, on the other hand, waivers are merely a
way to shuffle which bureaucracy operates
which portion of the workforce development
“system” they will lead to disillusionment
among our business community about the
ability of public programs to respond to the
new economy. Because our members serve on
local workforce boards, they know first hand
how difficult it can be to drive quality and
flexibility in the public system. At the same
time, they realize that a system of voluntary
waivers offers a reasonable option to the
gridlock that has too often prevented pro-
gram integration.

In addition to the inclusion of WIA in the
waiver authority of the TANF reauthoriza-
tion legislation, we encourage you to retain
the positive provision of the addition of
TANF as a mandatory partner in the WIA
system that was added to H.R. 4092 during
Education and Workforce Committee consid-
eration. We would like to take this oppor-
tunity to support this provision, and urge
you to retain it as TANF reform legislation
is considered by the full House in the coming
weeks.

Again, we appreciate your continued ef-
forts on behalf of the workforce investment
system, and particularly in support of local
workforce investment boards. We would ap-
preciate the opportunity to review any pro-
posed language to see that it meets the needs
of local business-led boards and would be
happy to meet with you or otherwise com-
ment as you move forward on this issue.

Sincerely,
KAY GEORGE HOCH,
Chairman.
ROBERT KNIGHT,
President.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for the clarification,
and I thank the chairman for his dili-
gent work. I, for one, will vote in favor
of this bill to empower the American
people.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), a
member of the committee.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted my good friend from Georgia to
know that the unfunded mandate in
this bill would cost the State of Geor-
gia about $266 million, and Georgia has
16,000 children on the child care wait-
ing list.

The question before us is, Do we
stand for the dignity of the poor, or do
we believe in tough treatment for the
poor? Does Congress want to help poor
and low-income families, or does Con-
gress want to push them further into
poverty?

Today we are considering the major-
ity’s bill, which would push people fur-
ther into poverty. This bill proposes to
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reduce poverty while reducing welfare
rolls. After 5 years, welfare cash assist-
ance caseloads have decreased by near-
ly 50 percent; but overall, poverty has
declined by less than 2 percent. Do we
stand for a welfare system that gives
people a chance to pursue education
and training without additional make-
work mandates? Work is at the center
of the debate, but the majority bill will
not help people obtain and keep jobs
with decent wages.

The bill imposes new requirements
and decreases State flexibility. The
majority’s bill is not what the States
support; 41 of 47 States indicate that
the administration’s proposal, the
blueprint for this bill, would cause
them to make fundamental changes.
The NGA survey found that most
States would not be able to meet the
new requirements, so we do not stand
with the States.

Mr. Speaker, this bill encourages
work-fare programs that fail to in-
crease earnings and fail to increase em-
ployment.
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Recipients want real jobs not
workfare. So it is clear that the bill
does not stand with low income fami-
lies. So it does not seem that the ma-
jority bill has been crafted with any
key group of people in mind that im-
plement the law or are affected by it.
The bill shows it is crafted by those
who are posturing to look tougher on
the poor.

If States are forced to implement the
majority bill that will be workfare pro-
grams. Workfare is so overwhelmingly
bad. It overshadows nearly everything
else in the bill. Workfare meets the
need for a 25 percent increase in child
care, at the very least. This bill before
us does not even increase child care to
meet the current need, let alone a one-
quarter increase. Workfare undermines
efforts to place people in good jobs. It
undermines efforts to increase edu-
cation and job skills. Vote against this
bill.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the

gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY).
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker,

something is seriously wrong here.
Last week this House authorized a de-
fense bill that will cost $400 billion, a
record increase of $48 billion, this de-
spite the fact that the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Department of Defense has
testified publicly that the Department
cannot pass an audit and cannot track
$1.2 trillion in transactions.

The increase in the defense budget
alone is three times greater than the
cost of the welfare program, the major
program supposedly aimed at lifting
poor women and children out of pov-
erty, aimed at fostering responsibility.
We are demanding that poor women get
a job, any job, even as we lose track of
more than a trillion dollars? Bail out
the airlines, give huge subsidies to
farmers, offer a $254 million tax rebate
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to Enron? I am for accountability, but
for everyone. But the Republican wel-
fare bill is just mean. It makes it hard-
er for most people in need to achieve
self-sufficiency, something they want
even more than we want from them.

I say vote for the Democratic sub-
stitute. Vote no on the Republican bill.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. SULLIVAN), our newest
member.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I stand
before you to strongly encourage my
colleagues to support this bill.

Six years ago the Members of this
body united to pass a bill that revolu-
tionized the lives of welfare recipients.
In the 6 years since the passing of that
legislation America has witnessed a
huge decline in welfare dependence. We
must build upon those successes and
create new ways for people to become
independent and move from welfare to
jobs.

This bill is about three things: Com-
passion, work and marriage. Compas-
sion means encouraging work, which
leads to dignity, self-respect and self-
sufficiency. Compassion also means fo-
cusing on marriage as a key part of the
battle against poverty. Compassion in
the context of welfare reform means
that in the past 6 years over 3 million
children have been lifted out of the
depth of poverty. Now that is compas-
sion. It also means independence. By
focusing on work we not only help re-
duce caseloads but build people up to
be productive members of our society.

This bill directs funding from pro-
grams that encourage healthy stable
marriages. These programs include pre-
marital education and counseling as
well as research so we find more and
more ways to make shaky marriages
solid again for the sake of both the par-
ents and the children. It also promotes
responsible fatherhood, helping men in
particular be responsible, respectable
models for children.

The House must finish its work it
started 6 years ago. We must ensure
that success of welfare reform by pass-
ing this bill. We must have an oppor-
tunity to help people work and give
them self-dignity in the process. I be-
lieve this legislation will bring genuine
improvement in the lives of Americans
who are dependent on welfare. I urge
my colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. FORD),
a member of the committee.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, what we are trying to
do here is a good thing, and we are all
trying to build on the progress we in
the Congress and certainly President
Clinton made in reforming welfare.

I think one of the things we believe
the substitute will do is an improve-
ment on what the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) and some of my friends
on the other side are attempting to do,
is to allow for people to go to work and
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at the same time pursue some kind of
job training. Many of us know we will
vote on some kind of fast track or an-
ticipate voting on it soon, and one of
the things we are trying to do is ensure
there is a reasonable component to
help people get additional training for
those who may experience dislocations.
The same is true here, and that is why
we think the substitute is better.

Two, this is an enormous unfunded
mandate, as many of us know, and our
effort on this side is to try to alleviate
some of that pressure on the States. I
have been informed the State of Okla-
homa, this would cost them $78 mil-
lion. My home State of Tennessee, this
will cost us an additional $100 million
in funding when my State is facing a
$400 million budget shortfall. This is
not the way to go.

One of the things in which we hope
on this side is that people can find
ways to create that long-term suffi-
ciency. It is my hope that, although I
do not have enough time to say it, that
indeed my friends will support this sub-
stitute and urge my friend the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) to g0
back and negotiate a bill that makes
senses for all people, not just his party
in their reelection efforts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER) has
2% minutes remaining. The gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployer-Employee Relations of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, since 1996 nearly 9 million
people have gone from collecting wel-
fare checks to paychecks thanks to Re-
publicans. One shining example of the
success of welfare is a constituent of
mine I will call Janice. Janice is a sin-
gle mother of a 5-year-old. Last spring
she lost her job in the soft economy.
Thanks to welfare reform and the good
people at the Texas Workfare Center in
McKinney, Janice found a job and child
care, becoming self-sufficient with full
benefits and retirement after just 6
months.

Mr. Speaker, she illustrates what
many of us have known all along, the
1996 Republican welfare reforms have
worked. Child poverty has fallen sharp-
ly. Nearly 3 million children are no
longer welfare kids, and that is because
more parents are working. Employ-
ment by mothers most likely to go on
welfare has risen by 40 percent. Welfare
caseloads have fallen by 9 million. Nine
million people. Is that not great news?
Nearly 50 percent of Texas welfare re-
cipients have left welfare because of
the successful model created by Con-
gress and enacted by then-Governor
George Bush.
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Critics ask if it is not broken, why
fix it. Well, even the best race cars go
for tune-ups, and that is what we are
doing with this bill. This bill requires
States to put 70 percent of their wel-
fare caseloads to work 40 hours a week,
16 of which can be used for education
and training. This bill encourages, not
discourages work. It reflects the Presi-
dent’s plan to encourage healthy, sta-
ble marriages.

Today we begin the next step in wel-
fare reform based on the President’s
priorities. This legislation will help
even more low income parents know
the dignity that comes with a pay-
check instead of a welfare check. By
passing this bill we can help even more
low income Americans improve their
lives for themselves and their children,
and that is what welfare reform is all
about.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY), a leader on this issue in our
committee and in the House and the
Nation.

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inform the last speaker that the
unfunded mandate in this bill would
cost the State of Texas about $688 mil-
lion and Texas has 37,000 children on
their child care waiting list.

This Republican bill does not reform
welfare. It deforms welfare. H.R. 4737
pushes more low income parents into
low paying workfare jobs while making
it impossible for them to get the edu-
cation they need to actually prepare
themselves for jobs that pay a liveable
wage, jobs that they can support their
families on.

H.R. 4737 doubles the number of hours
that mothers and children under the
age of 6 will have to work each week
and, even worse, this bill does not ade-
quately fund child care for the children
of all the new working parents that are
going to have to go into the working
world.

Mr. Speaker, I was a welfare mother
35 years ago. My children were 1, 3 and
5 years old. It was bad enough that
their father abandoned us, but the
worst thing about the whole situation
was trying to get adequate child care.
We had 13 different child care situa-
tions the first 12 months that I went to
work. That was the hell year of our
lives, and I am going to tell you, it is
a miracle that my children are so won-
derful. But it was not until our child
care situation settled down, and my
mother came to our town to take care
of them that my job grew. Within a
year of having stable child care, I be-
came an executive at the company that
I was working for.

I am telling you, child care is the es-
sential ingredient, along with edu-
cation, for getting moms off welfare
and out of poverty.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
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gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
Davis).

(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support today of this im-
portant Democratic substitute.

Mr. Speaker, as both a former social
worker and a former legislator in the
California State Assembly, I under-
stand firsthand the importance and the
significance of State flexibility in pro-
gram implementation. In particular, 1
would like to emphasize the impor-
tance of increasing access to edu-
cational and training opportunities for
welfare recipients.

We have heard a lot today about the
need for State flexibility, and I can tell
you from my personal experience serv-
ing in the State legislature that when
the 1996 welfare reform law went into
effect, that allowing State and local-
ities the room to tailor programs in
their regions and communities is abso-
lutely vital to the overall success of
the program.

Under the TANF structure that was
implemented in 1996, California was
permitted creativity in program design
and implementation to best meet the
needs of our welfare recipients. The
State legislature took advantage of
this flexibility by creating a structure
that rewarded work, included more op-
portunities for education and allowed
counties to adapt the program to local
economic needs and realities.

Please, a one-size-fits-all agenda does
not fit for all of Californians or all
Michiganites or Pennsylvanians. We
need more flexibility.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR), the former Whip of the Demo-
cratic party.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I read a
story of a woman in Pontiac, Michigan
with a 7-year-old son and through the
Michigan Family Independent Agency
she was able to enroll in a 6-month in-
formation training program in infor-
mation technology at her local com-
munity college. After completing her
training, she got a full-time job for a
local construction company at $11 an
hour. Now she is able to provide for her
son and for her family.

She would not have been able to do
this under this bill. Michigan has a
program. It is called 10-10-10, 10 hours
of work, 10 hours of class time, 10 hours
of study per week. It is a good pro-
gram. This bill basically says no to
that program. It eliminates it.

This bill is a step backwards because
it promotes workfare, make-work jobs
that do not teach skills, and that have
no workplace protections. It is a step
backwards because it does not provide
adequate funds to help families with
child care costs. It is a step backwards
because it forces States to abandon
successful programs like 10-10-10 in
Michigan, and it is a step backwards
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because it turns this assistance pro-
gram back into a handout and not a leg
up.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as we close this part of
the debate, I simply want to say that it
is rather interesting that the party
who took over the Congress on the the-
ory of a Contract on America, of no un-
funded mandates is about to foist onto
the States of this Nation billions of
dollars of additional costs.

Their answer is flexibility. Yes, those
States can choose to cut job training.
Those States can choose to cut edu-
cational benefits. Those States can
choose to cut child care. They can
choose to cut the quality of the child
care. They can choose to cut the TANF
grant to these families. That is not
flexibility. That is a failure to meet
the task at hand.

0 1245

While we increase the requirement of
people that need to go to work, and I
think we should, the fact of the matter
is we do not provide the States the
means to support those individuals
while they go to work and get off of
welfare.

This is an unfunded mandate, it is
that simple, because this bill, the Re-
publican bill before us, fails to meet
the demands that are going to be
placed upon the States to provide the
child care services.

The notion that somehow everybody
who left welfare is now out of poverty
and that children are out of poverty,
the average person leaving welfare left
and earned $12,000 a year. $12,000 a year,
Mr. Speaker. That does not sound like
we lifted them out of poverty.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of our time.

The success of the 1996 welfare re-
form law is beyond dispute. Even the
New York Times has called it, ‘““An ob-
vious success.”

The debate today has been how to
build on that success. We believe that
further flexibility to the States will, in
fact, be helpful to them to package
programs to meet the needs of each of
those individual families.

The discussion we have heard from
the other side about an unfunded man-
date is almost laughable. Today, we
have less than half the welfare caseload
we had in 1996. Yet the amount of
money being spent by the Federal Gov-
ernment for welfare block granting to
the States is the same amount of
money; and in the bill that we are pro-
posing building on that success, this
bill calls for $2 billion of additional aid
to go into child care.

We know that child care is, in fact, a
key component to help make this sys-
tem work and moving people from wel-
fare to work.
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In a recent speech in my home State
of Ohio, President Bush captured what
this issue is all about: dignity. It is
about helping welfare recipients
achieve independence, to become self-
reliant, and to be able to provide for
their own families.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
7zIN) and the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) each will control 15 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Liouisiana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in strong support of the
Personal Responsibility, Work and
Family Promotion Act of 2002.

Mr. Speaker, this bill extends fund-
ing for abstinence-only education and
reauthorizes transitional medical as-
sistance, two items of particular inter-
est to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

The 1996 welfare act included a per-
manent appropriation of $50 million
over 5 years for abstinence-only edu-
cation under title V of the Social Secu-
rity Act. With tight State budgets and
a requirement that States have to
match every $4 Federal with $3 of their
own, it is noteworthy that nearly all
the States of our Nation have partici-
pated in this block grant program.

The participation rates suggest high
State interest in using abstinence-only
education as one way to address teen
pregnancy and even more importantly,
in some cases, sexually transmitted
diseases.

Last month, my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Health, held a hearing
on abstinence-only education; and at
that hearing we learned some pretty
interesting things.

We learned that problems stemming
from increased sexual activity among
teens has not abated. Even though teen
birthrates have declined over the past
decade, we still have among the high-
est teen birthrates of any industri-
alized nation in the world. Sexually
transmitted diseases have grown dra-
matically. Every day in America 10,000
young people contract a sexually trans-
mitted disease; 2,400 become pregnant;
and 55 contract HIV.

In the 1960s really only two sexually
transmitted diseases were of real con-
cern. Now, our young people, senior
population as well, face a population of
sexually transmitted diseases that now
total 25; and these diseases primarily
infecting the young people happen to
be viral diseases such as human
papillomavirus, HPV virus, herpes and
chlamydia. These viral diseases are in-
curable. So while our generation was
concerned with basically two venereal
diseases, young Kkids today face 25,
some of which are totally incurable,
only managed.
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Chlamydia, for example, is a major
cause of infertility in young women. It
is asymptomatic in about 85 percent of
the affected women but can still cause
significant problems without the pres-
ence of noticeable symptoms. For ex-
ample, in the population of young peo-
ple entering the armed services, U.S.
Army recruits, for example, we discov-
ered that 9 percent of the female popu-
lation entering the U.S. Army, 9 per-
cent of these young women were af-
fected with chlamydia and did not even
know about it, and this is a sexually
transmitted disease that leads very
often to infertility in these young
women, who were shocked to discover
that they had this disease, apparently
having been taught all along that if
they protected themselves in so-called
safe sex that they would be safe, only
to discover to their great dismay that
they were now infected with an incur-
able disease that could possibly ruin
their chance of ever having a child.

Here is another number that shocked
us. Over 50 percent of the sexually-ac-
tive young women in this country be-
tween the ages of 18 and 22, over 50 per-
cent of sexually-active young women in
this category are infected with HPV.
HPV, the human papillomavirus, is a
precursor of cervical cancer. Fifty per-
cent of our young women are affected
by it, and here is the awful truth: there
is no evidence that condoms reduce the
sexual transmission of this infection.
And so all the work we do in this coun-
try of teaching safe sex and of being
careful if a child does become sexually
active has never conveyed the notion
to these young women that if they
took that course they could be sub-
jecting themselves to a disease that is
a Dprecursor to cervical cancer, and
they did not even know, perhaps, that
condoms are not a protection against
this disease.

These statistics are terrifying. They
show that the safer-sex model does not
solve the problem; and despite more
than 20 years of a variety of edu-
cational programs designed to promote
condom and contraceptive use, young
ladies are catching these incurable
viral diseases that can ruin their lives
and kill them, render them infertile
and, in effect, take away their chance
to ever be a mother.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this bill, which includes a 5-year ex-
tension of the abstinence-only edu-
cation. This bill maintains the status
quo. It extends the funding level of $50
million each year for the years 2003 to
2007.

New research is beginning to suggest
that abstinence-only education can ef-
fectively address the sexually trans-
mitted disease prevalence among
young people and the proportion of ba-
bies occurring to unmarried mothers,
the children that end up being the chil-
dren of poverty in America all too
often.

We must continue this effort begun
in 1996 and support abstinence-only
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education programs that empower stu-
dents to choose abstinence for them-
selves for receiving all the relevant
facts and information because absti-
nence in so many ways is a better
choice for them.

In 1996, the welfare reform law also
included a critical work support for
former welfare recipients, something
called ‘‘transitional medical assist-
ance.” Former welfare recipients typi-
cally enter the low-wage jobs that are
available in this country, and those
generally do not offer private health
insurance coverage. They offer cov-
erage but only at very expensive pre-
miums. Traditional medical assistance
extends up to 1 year of Medicaid cov-
erage to those individuals and their
families.

There is strong bipartisan support for
this assistance. We provided it in 1996.
We extended it in 2000 and 2001, and
this bill would extend it again this
year for another year. If we do not ex-
tend it, it is set to expire on September
30, 2002. This 1-year authorization, how-
ever, has a 5-year cost of $355 million.
And here is the awful truth: because
this money was not included in the
budget resolution, we have had to find
a way to pay for it.

As my colleagues know, under our
pay-go rule, if something is not funded
specifically in the budget resolution,
we have to find some other way of pay-
ing for it. Well, we have had to find
that money, and so this bill includes an
offset. We recognize the Medicaid budg-
et difficulties that many States are ex-
periencing, and we also understand
that important functions are funded
with Medicaid administrative costs;
and for that reason, the offset included
in this bill is merely a partial adjust-
ment that lasts only 2 years to pay for
this 1-year extension of this critical
program of health coverage, particu-
larly for women in welfare entering the
workforce.

Before 1996, a common cost of admin-
istering the food stamp program, Medi-
care and welfare were often charged to
the AFDC program, the predecessor of
our TANF program. These common
costs have been included in the cal-
culation of the States’ TANF fund. So
in effect, we are double-paying for ad-
ministrative costs of the States in
these programs. The offset we are talk-
ing about reduces this double payment,
this Federal reimbursement for admin-
istrative costs, to reflect the portion of
these costs that are indeed already in-
cluded in the TANF block grant the
States receive.

We fully corrected this double reim-
bursement for food stamps in 1998, but
we did not correct it for the Medicaid
program. In effect, the States are still
getting double the administrative cost
reimbursements for the Medicaid pro-
gram with Federal dollars, and we take
some of that back. We take half of it
back 1 year, three-quarters of it back
the next year for this 2-year take-back
in order to pay for this extraordinarily
important l-year extension of health
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care benefits to welfare folks entering
the workforce. So this partial adjust-
ment lasts only for 2 years.

Let me also say that we are all busy
seeing if we can find a better offset;
and if we can, in the process of negoti-
ating this bill with the Senate, we will
certainly look for one, but in the
meantime this is the offset that is
available. It is a partial one, only lasts
2 years; and it makes this incredibly
important program available.

Let me remind my colleagues, there
has been a lot of requests for us to do
a larger than 1-year extension. If a 1-
year extension costs 3556 and we did not
have the money for it except through
this offset, imagine trying to extend it
for longer than that at this time. Do
we intend to extend it again next year?
I can tell my colleagues all on the floor
that this program works. By extending
medical health coverage under Med-
icaid to folks leaving welfare and going
into work, we have encouraged more
and more people out of welfare and into
the dignity and self-worth of a paying
job and the independence that comes
with it; and we will work to extend this
program as long as it is necessary to
make sure that we continue the
progress we have seen in this vital ef-
fort in America.

So we have to recognize the careful
balance we have achieved with this off-
set and that 1-year reauthorization;
and again, I want to commit we will re-
visit the issue next year, and, as we
have in the past, continue our efforts
to extend this program as long as we
know it is working and as long as we
know it is valuable.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
full support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
our time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) will control the time for
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL).

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR).

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4737, the Republican
punishment bill that makes people
work 40 hours without a minimum-
wage guarantee.

Mr. Speaker, a half century ago, the old
miner's song captured the plight of the work-
ing underclass—"“16 tons and what do you
get, another day older and deeper in debt.”

Today, author Barbara Eisenreich in her
contemporary book, Nickel and Dimed—on
Not Getting by in America, reports ¥s of our
workforce toils for $8 an hour or less. Indeed,
the fastest growing segment of our job market
is part time jobs with no benefits.

Today, | rise in opposition to H.R. 4737, the
Republican’s punishment bill for needy, work-
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ing families. It's their latest gimmick to keep
our workforce’s pay scales down.

Essentially this bill assures that individuals
transitioning off welfare will be locked into the
lowest paying jobs, 40 hours a week, because
not only are Republicans not creating high
paying jobs—in fact since George Bush be-
came President we have lost 2 million more
good jobs across our Nation—but this bill de-
nies necessary education and training to help
workers gain some skills to negotiate troubled
employment waters.

Incredibly in this high tech age, this Repub-
lican bill restricts work-related training to no
more than 3 consecutive months over a 24-
month period. Punish them, indeed.

To vividly make my point: in the past 2 dec-
ades the poverty rate among working families
has shot up 50 percent. The Bush plan
doesn’t reverse it but makes it worse. Essen-
tially people in our country are working for less
because our good jobs—in textiles, steel,
automotive parts, electronics, and high tech—
are being exported to China, Mexico and Latin
America. We are seeing a race to the bottom
of the wage scale. Now we have a whole new
class of workers who are being relegated to fill
these low wage slots, with no hope for a living
wage. 16 tons and what have you got. Over
8 million children in the United States live in
poor families that work. Half of all parents in
working poor families lack health insurance.

Rather than produce a bill that links edu-
cation and training to create some hope of a
ladder of economic opportunity to true self suf-
ficiency, this bill subjugates them to a shadow
economy where even minimum wages are not
guaranteed. Under the Republican bill, 39
states could not fulfill the bill's work require-
ment without violating the current minimum
wage rate for a 2-person family.

Vote for the Democratic substitute as a life
preserver in most difficult economic waters.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

The President and House Repub-
licans’ message on welfare reform has
been loud and clear. States need great-
er flexibility, but when it comes to ab-
stinence education, they are unwilling
to afford that same flexibility. If
States want the Federal match, they
must do the Federal Government’s bid-
ding and use an abstinence-only cur-
riculum. In other words, Mr. Speaker,
schools cannot use these dollars to
teach kids about AIDS, about STDs, or
about birth control.

The substitute bill we are offering
today does not affect the ability of
States to use these grants for absti-
nence-only education if they choose to,
if that is the direction they want to
take. Our bill gives State and local sys-
tems the flexibility, a word that Re-
publicans use on this floor regularly,
the flexibility to provide additional in-
formation to students that can help
protect them against STDs and teen
pregnancy.

I would urge my colleagues to re-
member that more than 80 percent of
parents support comprehensive sex
education. Why is the Federal Govern-
ment not listening?

Regarding the transitional Medicaid
program, we support the extension of
transitional medical assistance which
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helps working families keep health in-
surance as they transition from welfare
to work. We should make this common-
sense program permanent, consistent
with the welfare bill.

O 1300

In the spirit of bipartisanship, we
agreed to a 1l-year extension in com-
mittee to ensure that this provision
even made it into the TANF bill.

I commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN),
who supported this measure despite the
fact that House Republican leadership
in the House Committee on the Budget
included no money for Medicaid, and I
appreciate the chairman’s comments
today that he would continue year
after year to authorize this. However,
Republican leadership has decided to
pay for transitional medical assistance
by cutting other parts of Medicaid.

The bill cuts payments to State Med-
icaid programs. Those dollars are crit-
ical. They fund activities like nursing
home outreach and oversight and anti-
fraud activities. States cannot afford
to lose them. Republican leadership
found more than $1.5 trillion in the
treasury to give tax cuts to the richest
people in this country, but they cannot
come up with $355 million to help wel-
fare families reenter and stay in the
workplace. Where, Mr. Speaker, are our
priorities?

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. UPTON).

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

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this legislation. As a
member of both the House Committee
on Energy and Commerce and the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, two of the three House commit-
tees with jurisdiction over welfare re-
form, I have worked very closely with
my colleagues and chairmen to further
strengthen this legislation so that so
many more families can know the ben-
efits of personal responsibility, work,
and stronger family units.

I would like to focus on two compo-
nents of this legislation today. The
first one is the Transitional Medical
Assistance. One of the most important
items in the welfare reform bill that we
passed in the Congress back in 1996 was
removing the incentive that folks had
which otherwise kept them on welfare
rather than trying to seek and gain
employment. Transitional Medical As-
sistance provided that bridge and the
safety net to encourage people to look
for work rather than stay on welfare.

When we passed reform in 1996, we
emphasized work and personal respon-
sibility. Important in this legislation is
an abstinence program. Sexually trans-
mitted diseases have reached epidemic
proportions in our country. In the
1960s, 1 in 47 sexually active teens were
infected with a sexually transmitted
disease. Today, it is 1 in 4. Please pass
this legislation.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS), a reg-
istered nurse and a very active advo-
cate for health care.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in opposition to this
bill and in support of the substitute.

In the last 6 years, welfare reform
has produced some real successes, and
now we have the opportunity to build
upon these achievements. TUnfortu-
nately, the underlying bill does not do
this, but the substitute does.

For example, we now know that for
single mothers with young children to
go to work, we must ensure that qual-
ity and affordable child care is avail-
able. And we should also ensure that
legal immigrants are afforded the same
safety net as other working families.
The substitute includes these impor-
tant provisions but the bill does not.

Mr. Speaker, the part of the bill I
wish to address is the funding for absti-
nence-only education. I directed a teen
parent and pregnancy program as part
of our local high school district in
Santa Barbara, California, and for sev-
eral years worked daily with teenagers
struggling with these very issues.
These teen parents were the first to
urge abstinence to their peers, to their
younger brothers and sisters, even
though they did not use that word. But
their message was all about knowledge,
comprehensive sex education. They did
not use that term either, but they did
know the power it gives when informa-
tion is not based on fear or incomplete
and half-truths.

Young people are quick to pick up on
these half-truths and shoddy argu-
ments, and then the trust is gone. This
bill sets aside $560 million for unproven
abstinence-only programs that do not
even ensure that the information they
contain is truthful or medically accu-
rate. And, unfortunately, some of these
abstinence-only programs use terror
tactics to try to keep teens from hav-
ing sex, they exaggerate the failure
rates of condoms, and some federally
funded programs denigrate women,
suggesting that they are not as smart
or as capable as men.

The substitute would allow States
the flexibility to support proven absti-
nence-based programs that are medi-
cally accurate. These comprehensive
programs will help to reduce teen preg-
nancy and will give our young people
real tools for success. So I urge my col-
leagues to learn from our teenage par-
ents and support the substitute.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield Y2 minute to the gen-
tleman from Rockwall, Texas (Mr.
HALL), our great friend.

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

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased that this legislation con-
tains a provision that extends funding
for abstinence-only education. It is a
provision that I originally cosponsored.
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This funding, a reauthorization of
the 1996 program, I think deserves to be
continued. Teen pregnancy is a prob-
lem that affects the entire country, not
just the young women who are forced
to make the difficult decisions at an
early age.

The number of teen pregnancies and
sexually transmitted diseases con-
tinues to increase despite the number
of family planning style sex education
programs that have been offered. It is
time to give another approach a chance
to succeed.

Abstinence-only education is a via-
ble, traditional program that only first
received funding in 1996. There are
more than 20 sources of funding for sex
education programs. Abstinence-only
has only two. Let us give this program
a chance to prove its effectiveness.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise today in the strongest oppo-
sition to this irresponsible Republican
welfare reform legislation which will
devastate poor families, especially
women and children.

We talk about family values a lot in
this place, so when we have a chance to
practice what we preach, we go in just
the opposite direction. This bill limits
access to education, does not ade-
quately increase child care for millions
of needy families, and does not make
poverty reduction a real goal of welfare
reform.

H.R. 4737 would double the amount of
time required for a parent on welfare
with children under the age of 6 to
work from 20 hours to 40 hours a week,
and yet we do not sufficiently increase
child care funding to care for these
children. What will happen to our chil-
dren? We will have more latchkey kids
at younger and younger ages because
their parents are working without the
child care they need.

We know that these children are
more at risk for future difficulties;
crime, drugs and teen pregnancy. This
goes totally counter to family values
preached by so many. Making welfare
recipients spend even more time away
from home and their children makes it
totally anti-family. It just does not
make any sense.

Real family values entails allowing
parents on welfare to go to school to
get better jobs and to take care of their
families. Unfortunately, or fortu-
nately, I have some experience in this
area. I can tell my colleagues from per-
sonal experience that education does
make a difference for those women on
welfare.

We must also educate young men and
women to prevent unwanted preg-
nancies, not to mention HIV and AIDS,
and yet the GOP welfare bill continues
the dangerous abstinence-only until
marriage program, which will prohibit
any mention of contraception, even in
the context of preventing HIV and
AIDS.
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For all these reasons and many,
many more we must defeat H.R. 4737.
We cannot continue to put our children
at risk. This will be the beginning of
the end for any hope for a successful
future. Vote ‘“‘no’’ on H.R. 4737.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Missouri (Ms. MCCARTHY), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

(Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to H.R.
4737, the bill before us today, and in
support of the Democratic alternative.

In a time when the States are al-
ready facing serious budget cuts, this
bill exacerbates their budget woes.
Missouri, my State, would have to
come up with over $316 million to im-
plement the mandates in this bill, but
it is already facing a $536 million budg-
et deficit. The bill before us inad-
equately funds many of the programs
and block grant monies States need in
order to carry out welfare reform and
improve upon it.

I supported the original welfare re-
form bill 5 years ago. I worked hard on
the issue of ending unfunded Federal
mandates in this House and was proud
when we adopted it into law, and I am
very chagrined and worried about what
we are attempting to accomplish in
this bill today.

The Democratic substitute provides
both inflationary increases in our
block grants and increases child care
funding by $11 billion over 5 years.

We must, if we are going to expect
our welfare recipients to stay in the
work force, provide these services.

The progress we have made as a result of
the 1996 Welfare Reform Act, which | sup-
ported, will be undermined by this measure. It
imposes up to $11 billion in unfunded man-
dates on the States over the next 5 years.
Missouri has been recognized nationally for its
creative community-based partnerships with
youth mentoring, before and after school pro-
grams, parenting classes and child develop-
ment classes, all of which foster independence
from public assistance and improve family
well-being. Missouri also makes excellent use
of case-by-case individual assessments, which
assists in making the transition to work by of-
fering job training, post secondary education,
and job placement services. H.R. 4737 takes
away Missouri’s flexibility in providing these
programs by eliminating educational and occu-
pational opportunities that contribute to the
outreach the State now provides.

The Democratic substitute provides both an
inflationary increase in the TANF block grant,
and additional $6 billion over 5 years, and in-
creases child care funding by $11 billion over
5 years. H.R. 4737 adds no new money for
childcare. My constituent Marcia, a mother of
three, came to Missouri's Department of Fam-
ily Services shortly after she and her family
moved to Missouri to escape an abusive hus-
band. The Democratic substitute gives Marcia
the comfort in knowing that while she is work-
ing to improve her family’s quality of life and
getting support for her abusive situation her
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children will be cared for. Without adequate
childcare, welfare recipients who find them-
selves in situations like Marcia’s will not be
able to meet the increased work requirements
mandated on them by H.R. 4737.

If my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
truly want self sufficiency | urge them to adopt
the Democratic substitute.

Mr. Speaker, stricter work requirements with
fewer resources is a losing equation for the
welfare mothers of Kansas City and for the
children of our Nation.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I will
limit myself here. The abstinence-only
education funds were first included as
part of the 1996 welfare reform law, and
something that I do not think has been
said to date is that 49 of the 50 States
have elected to participate in this pro-
gram.

During our hearing, we heard of a
program taking place in Miami-Dade
County, Florida, where the lady told us
that they have only a 1.1 percent teen
pregnancy rate. A 1.1 percent teen
pregnancy rate. By continuing this
funding for another 5 years, we can en-
courage the development of more suc-
cessful programs. It is really, really
critically important, as has already
been pointed out.

I would like to accent that absti-
nence-only programs do not, do not
prohibit educators from discussing the
facts about the effectiveness of contra-
ceptives, the spread of sexually trans-
mitted diseases, or any other topic
that might be raised. The only require-
ment is that the use of contraceptives
cannot be advocated. Only abstinence
can.

This is not a ‘“‘just say no” type of a
program. It is a program that is de-
signed for the overall individual. It
goes into character and all those dig-
nity types of areas.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Houston, 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. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Let me say that this legislation that
we now have before us, H.R. 4737, ren-
ders to those who have fallen upon bad
luck bad deeds. This bill should not be
passed, and let me just share with my
colleagues why.

First of all, this gives to many of the
States unfunded mandates. In my
State alone, Texas, $688 million will be
needed to implement this legislation,
and it is not funded. An additional $344
million for child care will be needed,
and it is not funded. Right now in the
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State of Texas we have some 37,000 who
are on the waiting list for child care.

With respect to the issue of absti-
nence, no one opposes it, but we like to
have the truth. Teenagers want to
know the whole truth and nothing but
the truth. This bill is limiting, and my
colleagues know that this is wrong.

In addition, we realize if young moth-
ers are to transition from work to em-
ployment that provides a career, they
need child care. We realize that in this
bill there is no real child care.

In my County of Harris, where it is
an enormously diverse community
with legal immigrants, this is a burden
upon our hospital system to discrimi-
nate against legal immigrants, tax-
paying, hardworking individuals. The
bill that we have before us discrimi-
nates against legal immigrants.

And let me also mention that this is
a midnight hour bill. This is a bill that
was brought to the floor without any-
one understanding what is in it. That is
why I support the substitute offered by
the Democrats.

I presented amendments that would
help to train teenage parents and give
them parenting skills and to provide
them with training on financial serv-
ices or how to deal with finances. That
was not ruled in order. I asked to have
an inflation factor in increasing the
amount of money to our welfare recipi-
ents if the economy went bad. Not al-
lowed. I asked to increase child care
dollars. Not allowed. I asked to deter-
mine whether this bill diminishes child
abuse or helps people get off welfare.
Not allowed.

This is a bad bill. We need to support
the Democratic substitute. It is a
shame we would rush to do this when
the legislation does not expire until
September 2002. I wonder why.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to oppose the adoption
of the Republican welfare bill. The bill restruc-
tures welfare to focus on caseload reductions
rather than poverty reduction. The Repub-
licans offer a bill that does not allow the
Democrats to provide one amendment. Demo-
crats care about our less advantaged Ameri-
cans. The bill would increase mandatory child
care funding by only $1 billion over the next 5
years. That's barely enough to keep pace with
inflation, and nowhere near enough to imple-
ment the bill's new participation requirements.
This funding at present does not provide child
care coverage to the 15 million children who
are now eligible for day care assistance but
who are not currently covered because States
lack sufficient resources. On Tuesday | at-
tempted to offer an amendment to the legisla-
tion that would increase funding to childcare
by 20 percent between fiscal years 2003 to
2007. The amendment was not accepted. The
Congressional Budget Office estimates that
the increased mandatory work hours imposed
on States by the legislation will cost St