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September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1162 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 1162 proposed to 
H.R. 2360, a bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1162 proposed to H.R. 
2360, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1200 
At the request of Mr. BYRD, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE), the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. DODD), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) 
and the Senator from Maryland (Ms. 
MIKULSKI) were added as cosponsors of 
amendment No. 1200 proposed to H.R. 
2360, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2006, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. KOHL, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 1200 proposed to H.R. 2360, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1202 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the 

names of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) and the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
1202 intended to be proposed to H.R. 
2360, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2006, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1205 
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1205 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 2360, a bill making appro-
priations for the Department of Home-
land Security for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses. 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 1205 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 2360, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1206 
At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 1206 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 2360, a 
bill making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1211 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 1211 intended to be 
proposed to H.R. 2360, a bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of 

Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2006, and for 
other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1215 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 1215 proposed to 
H.R. 2360, a bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. CORZINE: 
S. 1381. A bill to require the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission to consider 
certain criteria in relicensing nuclear 
facilities, and to provide for an inde-
pendent assessment of the Oyster 
Creek Nuclear Generating Station by 
the National Academy of Sciences be-
fore any relicensing of that facility; to 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to help 
ensure the safety of the Nation’s oldest 
nuclear power plants before they re-
ceive a renewed license to operate. 

The Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating 
Station in Lacey, NJ, has operated for 
35 years and is the oldest nuclear facil-
ity in the country. It provides approxi-
mately ten percent of New Jersey’s 
electricity, powering 600,000 homes. 
Oyster Creek also provides high paying 
jobs for 450 New Jerseyans. While the 
plant is an important source of energy 
and jobs for New Jerseyans, serious en-
vironmental, health, and safety con-
cerns must be taken into account be-
fore the plant is relicensed. Three and 
a half million Americans live within a 
fifty-mile radius of this plant. Congress 
must recognize that it is imperative 
that the safety, performance and reli-
ability of this plant be assessed by an 
independent entity before it is reli-
censed. 

I have been very clear about my sup-
port for an independent review of Oys-
ter Creek’s safety and security as part 
of the relicensure process. Such an as-
sessment would have to go beyond 
what is currently studied by the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
when it reviews a license renewal. Un-
fortunately, when the NRC decides 
whether to renew a plant’s license, it 
does not subject that application to the 
same thorough analysis that would be 
applied to a new power plant’s applica-
tion. 

In particular, a plant’s emergency 
plan is not evaluated by the NRC when 
it considers a license renewal. This is 
surely unacceptable. 

The legislation I am introducing 
would require the NRC to withhold re-
licensing of the Oyster Creek Station 
until the National Academy of 
Sciences provides an independent as-
sessment of safety performance, along 
with recommendations for relicensing 
and relicensing conditions. The assess-

ment must identify health risks, vul-
nerability to terrorist attacks, evacu-
ation plans, population increases, abil-
ity to store nuclear waste, safety and 
security records, and the impact of a 
nuclear accident. The NRC would not 
be allowed to grant the license until it 
gives appropriate consideration to the 
recommendations in the report. This is 
important not just for New Jersey as it 
applies to Oyster Creek, but for all nu-
clear plants across the country. 

In addition, the bill requires NAS to 
review and recommend what the life 
expectancy of nuclear plants should be 
that are designed like Oyster Creek. 

Most public officials do not have the 
training or knowledge base needed to 
make an independent assessment re-
garding the safety and security of a nu-
clear power plant. This is why it is so 
critical that policymakers solicit the 
independent and unbiased opinion of 
experts who are able to thoroughly as-
sess whether the Oyster Creek nuclear 
power plant would be able to operate 
without fail throughout the duration of 
a new license. 

This Nation needs a plan for a sound 
energy future. Such a plan must ad-
dress the increasing role for clean, re-
newable energy. The plan, however, 
must ensure that nuclear power plants 
such as Oyster Creek operate safely 
and only as long as they are needed. 

If New Jersey’s energy future is left 
up to chance, it could leave my State 
more reliant on coal-fired energy im-
ported from other States over a re-
gional grid that is unable to handle 
bulk power transfers of such a mag-
nitude. The obvious end result of such 
reliance on distantly generated and 
transported energy is more air pollu-
tion and more blackouts. 

Considering that New Jersey already 
suffers from the health effects of out- 
of-State air pollution and is still 
smarting from the 2003 blackout, we 
should know better than to let this 
happen. 

A mistake in this matter has dev-
astating potential consequences for 
New Jersey. An independent assess-
ment of the safety of Oyster Creek is a 
significant step to ensure the safety of 
the 3.5 million residents who live in the 
vicinity of the plant. This additional 
layer of safety will help ensure that if 
Oyster Creek is relicensed, it will have 
passed a stringent, independent assess-
ment of its safety. New Jersey should 
not expect anything less when it comes 
to the safety of its citizens. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
crucial piece of legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1381 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Oyster 
Creek Nuclear Generating Station Reli-
censing Act of 2005’’. 
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SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating 

Station, which has been in operation for 
more than 35 years, is the oldest nuclear fa-
cility in the United States; 

(2) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
more than 3,500,000 people reside within a 50- 
mile radius of the Station; 

(3) nuclear power facilities have been iden-
tified as targets for terrorist attacks; 

(4) it is necessary to assess the safety, per-
formance, and reliability of the oldest oper-
ating reactor in the United States; and 

(5) an independent assessment of the Sta-
tion will help in determining whether the 
Station can continue to maintain adequate 
levels of safety. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 

means the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
(2) STATION.—The term ‘‘Station’’ means 

the Oyster Creek Nuclear Generating Sta-
tion. 
SEC. 4. RELICENSING CRITERIA FOR NUCLEAR 

FACILITIES. 
Section 182 of the Atomic Energy Act of 

1954 (42 U.S.C. 2232) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘e. In determining whether to approve an 
application for relicensing, the Commission 
shall evaluate the facility with respect to— 

‘‘(1) the health risks, vulnerability to ter-
rorist attack, evacuation plans, surrounding 
population increases, ability to store nuclear 
waste, and safety and security record of the 
facility; and 

‘‘(2) the impact of a nuclear accident at the 
facility.’’. 
SEC. 5. INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT OF STATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall not 
relicense the Station until— 

(1) a date that is not earlier than 90 days 
after the date on which the Commission re-
ceives the report described in subsection (b); 
and 

(2) the Commission has given appropriate 
consideration to the recommendations in the 
report. 

(b) ASSESSMENT BY NATIONAL ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES.—The Commission shall enter into 
an agreement with the National Academy of 
Sciences to submit to the Commission a re-
port that includes, with respect to the Sta-
tion— 

(1) an independent assessment of safety 
performance; and 

(2) recommendations with respect to— 
(A) whether the Station should be reli-

censed by the Commission; and 
(B) conditions for relicensing the Station. 
(c) INCLUSIONS.—In preparing the report 

under subsection (b), the National Academy 
of Sciences, in accordance with any applica-
ble regulations issued by the Commission, 
shall— 

(1) provide an independent assessment of 
whether the Station conforms to the design 
and licensing bases of the Station, including 
appropriate reviews at the site and corporate 
offices of the Station; 

(2) provide an independent assessment of 
the operational safety performance of the 
Station, including an identification of risk 
factors, as the National Academy of Sciences 
determines to be appropriate; 

(3) provide an independent assessment of— 
(A) the health risks, vulnerability to ter-

rorist attack, evacuation plans, surrounding 
population increases, ability to store nuclear 
waste, and safety and security record of the 
Station; and 

(B) the impact of a nuclear accident at the 
Station; 

(4) evaluate the effectiveness of licensee 
self-assessments, corrective actions, and im-
provement plans at the Station; 

(5) determine any cause of a safety problem 
at the Station; 

(6) assess the overall performance of the 
Station; and 

(7) assess, and provide recommendations 
regarding, the optimal life expectancy of— 

(A) the Station; and 
(B) nuclear facilities that are similar in de-

sign to the Station, as determined by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. 

(d) ACCESS.—The Chairperson of the Com-
mission shall issue such regulations as are 
necessary to ensure appropriate access to the 
National Academy of Sciences to carry out 
this section, as determined by the Chair-
person. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
mission shall submit to Congress the report 
of the National Academy of Sciences de-
scribed in subsection (b). 

By Mr. COLEMAN (for himself 
and Mr. LUGAR): 

S. 1383. A bill to seek urgent and es-
sential institutional reform at the 
United Nations; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise to 
join Senator NORM COLEMAN in intro-
ducing the United Nations Manage-
ment, Personnel, and Policy Reform 
Act of 2005. 

United Nations reform is not a new 
issue. The structure and role of the 
United Nations have been debated in 
our country almost continuously since 
the U.N. was established in 1945. But in 
2005, we may have a unique oppor-
tunity to improve the operations of the 
UN. The revelations of the Oil-For- 
Food scandal and the urgency of 
strengthening global cooperation to ad-
dress terrorism, the AIDS crisis, nu-
clear proliferation, and many other 
international problems have created 
momentum in favor of constructive re-
forms at the UN. 

We have ample evidence that the 
United Nations is in need of reform. 
The Foreign Relations Committee held 
the first Congressional hearing on the 
UN’s Oil-for-Food scandal a year ago 
last April. Since that time, through 
the work of Paul Volcker, Senator 
COLEMAN, and many others, we have 
learned much more about the extent of 
the corruption and mismanagement in-
volved. 

Senator COLEMAN’s hard work as a 
Member of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and as the Chairman 
of the Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations has pro-
vided the Senate with extensive knowl-
edge of what went wrong in the Oil-for- 
Food Program. We have combined ef-
forts to offer the Senate a top-down/ 
bottom-up comprehensive look at what 
needs to be reformed if the United Na-
tions is going to be a highly effective 
institution in this century. I would 
like to thank staff on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee and the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations who 
have collaborated for many hours dur-
ing the past several weeks as we have 
finalized this bill. 

We know that billions of dollars that 
should have been spent on humani-

tarian needs in Iraq were siphoned off 
by Saddam Hussein’s regime through a 
system of surcharges, bribes, and kick-
backs. This corruption depended upon 
members of the UN Security Council 
who were willing to be complicit in 
these activities. It also depended on UN 
officials and contractors who were dis-
honest, inattentive, or willing to make 
damaging compromises in pursuit of a 
compassionate mission. 

The diminishment of UN credibility 
from corruption in the Oil-for-Food 
Program and other scandals is harmful 
to U.S. foreign policy and to efforts 
aimed at coordinating a stronger glob-
al response to terrorism. The capabili-
ties possessed by the United Nations 
depend heavily on maintaining the 
credibility associated with countries 
acting together in a well-established 
forum with well-established rules. 
Profiteering, mismanagement, and bu-
reaucratic stonewalling squander this 
precious resource. At a time when the 
United States is appealing for greater 
international help in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and in trouble spots around the 
world, a diminishment of UN credi-
bility reduces U.S. options and in-
creases our own burdens. 

The UN’s ability to organize burden 
sharing and take over missions best 
handled by the international commu-
nity is critical to the long-term success 
of U.S. foreign policy. As such, the 
United States must help achieve effec-
tive reform at the UN. 

Our legislation contains a com-
prehensive list of reforms that the 
United States must pursue at the 
United Nations. Some were espoused in 
the Gingrich–Mitchell UN reform 
study. Others have been proposed by 
our colleague on the House side, HENRY 
HYDE, and have already been adopted 
by the House of Representatives. Oth-
ers have emerged from the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee’s and the 
Permanent Subcommittee of Investiga-
tion’s examination of sound manage-
ment, personnel and oversight prac-
tices that can prevent past failures 
from reoccurring. 

The legislation includes a new UN 
procurement system that embodies the 
high standards required in modern gov-
ernments and private sector compa-
nies, including relevant standards con-
tained in the Foreign Corrupt Prac-
tices Act. It calls for a new Manage-
ment Performance Board to hold senior 
UN officials accountable and a Sanc-
tions Management Office to assist the 
Security Council in managing, moni-
toring, and overseeing UN sanctions 
programs. It calls for strengthened fi-
nancial disclosure requirements for UN 
personnel and the creation of an Office 
of Ethics to monitor the disclosure pol-
icy and enforce a code of ethics. On the 
UN budget, it supports sunset provi-
sions for all new programs mandated 
by the General Assembly and cost-cut-
ting measures such as greater use of 
the internet for public information, ex-
panding outsourcing of translation, 
and reducing the frequency of con-
ferences and international meetings. It 
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promotes whistle-blower protections 
for UN employees and strengthens the 
UN inspector general function carried 
out by the Office of International Over-
sight Services (OIOS). And it calls for 
the creation of a new Independent 
Oversight Board to ensure the integ-
rity and fiscal independence of the 
OIOS. 

The legislation also calls for reforms 
in the two functions, peacekeeping and 
humans rights protection, where the 
United Nations will need to be stronger 
and more effective over the next sev-
eral decades if it is to make a major 
contribution to international peace 
and security. 

This legislation would provide Presi-
dent Bush with Congressional support 
and flexibility as he moves to generate 
reforms at the UN. The bill establishes 
a comprehensive agenda for creating 
the kind of United Nations the Amer-
ican people can support. It does not im-
pose an artificial formula or rigid 
checklist of items that narrows our 
definition of success. Nor does it re-
quire mandated cuts in UN dues. In-
stead, the underlying premise of this 
legislation is that we want to give a 
President who knows how to achieve 
reform and is firmly committed to 
doing so the tools he needs to achieve 
our national objectives. 

We see President Bush’s pledge to 
seek reform reinforced by his deeds, in-
cluding his nomination of a reform- 
minded expert on UN affairs to be our 
ambassador at the United Nations and 
now his subsequent nomination of a 
trusted White House aide to be the As-
sistant Secretary for International Or-
ganizations at the State Department. 

The drive for reform at the UN is not 
going to occur in a national security 
vacuum. We will continue to have na-
tional security interests that are af-
fected by UN agencies and UN delibera-
tions. Without narrowing the Presi-
dent’s options, this legislation gives 
him the leverage he needs. If he be-
lieves that, despite our best efforts, the 
other member states of the UN do not 
share our views on the urgency for re-
form, this bill grants the President full 
authority to withhold 50 percent of our 
UN dues until reforms are imple-
mented. But it allows the President to 
make tactical judgments in the na-
tional security interest about how to 
apply leverage and about what methods 
to use in pursuing reform. 

Secretary General Kofi Annan has 
proposed a substantial reform plan 
that will provide a platform for further 
reform initiatives and discussions. 
Other member nations have ideas for 
reform as well. The United States must 
be a leader in the effort to improve the 
United Nations, particularly its ac-
countability. And this legislation pro-
vides the right balance, outlining the 
kinds of reforms that will make the 
United Nations an accountable, trans-
parent, and well-managed inter-
national organization, while giving the 
President the authority to withhold 
contributions if reform efforts fall 
short. 

I thank Senator COLEMAN for the ex-
pertise and leadership he has provided 
in crafting this legislation, and I ask 
my colleagues to give it their full sup-
port. 

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Mr. KENNEDY, and Ms. LAN-
DRIEU): 

S. 1385. A bill to amend part A of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to 
ensure fair treatment and due process 
protections under the temporary as-
sistance to needy families program, to 
facilitate enhanced data collection and 
reporting requirements under that pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, later 
this year the Senate may again con-
sider reauthorization of the 1996 Per-
sonal Opportunity and Work Responsi-
bility Reconciliation Act. This law 
ended the Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children program and created our 
current Federal welfare program, the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies (TANF) program. 

I supported the legislation that cre-
ated TANF because I believed that the 
welfare system was failing recipients 
and their families and that we needed 
to do better. Now, almost nine years 
later, poverty levels are again on the 
rise and it is clear that improvements 
need to be made to the TANF program 
in order to achieve the goal of breaking 
the cycle of poverty and moving recipi-
ents into well-paying, sustainable jobs. 

As we all know, each State’s welfare 
program is different, and the imple-
mentation of these programs often var-
ies from provider to provider and from 
county to county. While we encouraged 
State-level innovation with the 1996 
law and should continue to encourage 
it with our reauthorization legislation, 
we should also ensure that all State 
plans conform to uniform Federal fair 
treatment and due process protections 
for all applicants and clients. 

I am deeply concerned that a client 
who applies for or receives benefits in 
one part of Wisconsin may not be get-
ting the same treatment as another ap-
plicant or client in a different part of 
my State. 

The bill that I introduce today, the 
Fair Treatment and Due Process Pro-
tection Act, would improve Federal 
fair treatment and due process protec-
tions for applicants to and clients of 
State TANF programs by addressing 
gaps in current law in three areas: ac-
cess to translation services and English 
as a Second Language education pro-
grams, sanction notification and due 
process protections, and data collec-
tion and analysis. I am pleased to be 
joined in this effort by the Senator 
from Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY and 
the Senator from Louisiana, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU. 

In order for low-income parents 
whose primary language is not English 
to understand their rights with respect 
to availability of benefits, to comply 
with Federal and State TANF program 

rules, and to move from welfare to 
work, we should ensure that trans-
lation services and English as a Second 
Language classes are available. 

My bill would require States to pro-
vide interpretation and translation 
services to low-income parents who do 
not speak English, and provides that 
the standards currently used in the 
food stamp program would be used to 
determine when the requirement to 
provide such services would be trig-
gered for TANF-funded programs. 

States would also be required to ad-
vise adults who lack English pro-
ficiency of available programs in the 
community to help them learn English, 
and to allow individuals who elect to 
enroll in such programs to participate 
in them. Individuals who participate in 
such activities on a satisfactory basis 
would be considered to be engaged in 
work activities and these activities 
would be counted towards the work 
participation rates. 

If we are not only to reduce the wel-
fare rolls but to reduce poverty and to 
ensure that low-income parents find 
sustainable jobs, we must ensure that 
these parents have access to education 
and training, including ESL classes, 
and that this training counts toward 
the work requirement. I support efforts 
to expand the number of activities that 
TANF clients are permitted to count as 
work, and my bill would add ESL class-
es to that list. 

In addition, I am concerned about re-
ports of unfair sanctioning and case 
closures across the country. We should 
make every effort to minimize dis-
crimination in the application of sanc-
tions and the termination of benefits. 
My bill would require that, prior to im-
posing a sanction, States inform indi-
viduals of the reasons for the sanction 
and what individuals may do to come 
into compliance with program rules to 
avoid the sanction. It also would stipu-
late that sanctions may not continue 
after individuals have come into com-
pliance with program rules, and that 
individuals be informed of all other 
services and benefits for which they 
may be eligible during the period of the 
sanction, and of their rights under ap-
plicable State and Federal laws. 

Finally, this bill would require 
States to perform enhanced data col-
lection and analysis so that we can get 
a better picture of the people who 
apply for and receive TANF benefits 
and those who leave the welfare rolls. 

I share the concern that has been ex-
pressed by a number of my constitu-
ents regarding the lack of comprehen-
sive, uniform data about State welfare 
programs, including information on 
those who apply for benefits and those 
who have left the welfare rolls. My bill 
would require States to collect and 
manage data in a uniform way; to 
disaggregate the data based on a larger 
number of subgroups, including race, 
ethnicity/national origin, gender, pri-
mary language, and educational level 
of recipient; to include information on 
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work participation and about appli-
cants who are diverted to other pro-
grams; and to track clients whose cases 
are closed. 

In addition, the Federal Department 
of Health and Human Services would be 
required to include a comprehensive 
analysis broken down by these same 
data groups in its annual report on the 
TANF program. The Department would 
also be required to perform a longitu-
dinal study of program outcomes that 
includes data on applicants for assist-
ance, families that receive assistance, 
and families that leave assistance dur-
ing the period of the study. The Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
would be required to protect the pri-
vacy of individuals and families apply-
ing for or receiving assistance under 
State TANF programs when data on 
such individuals and families is pub-
licly disclosed by the Secretary. 

These enhanced requirements are not 
meant to impose an additional burden 
on the States. Rather, they are in-
tended to measure the success of the 
program in a more comprehensive and 
transparent manner. 

This legislation is supported by the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
the Nation’s oldest and most diverse 
civil rights coalition. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of this legislation 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1385 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; 

REFERENCES. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Fair Treatment and Due Process Pro-
tection Act of 2005’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents; ref-

erences. 
TITLE I—ACCESS TO TRANSLATION 

SERVICES AND LANGUAGE EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 101. Provision of interpretation and 
translation services. 

Sec. 102. Assisting families with limited 
English proficiency. 

TITLE II—SANCTIONS AND DUE PROCESS 
PROTECTIONS 

Sec. 201. Sanctions and due process protec-
tions. 

TITLE III—DATA COLLECTION AND 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Sec. 301. Data collection and reporting re-
quirements. 

Sec. 302. Enhancement of understanding of 
the reasons individuals leave 
State TANF programs. 

Sec. 303. Longitudinal studies of TANF ap-
plicants and recipients. 

Sec. 304. Protection of individual privacy. 
TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 401. Effective date. 
(c) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise ex-

pressly provided, wherever in this Act an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the amendment or repeal 
shall be considered to be made to a section 

or other provision of the Social Security 
Act. 
TITLE I—ACCESS TO TRANSLATION SERV-

ICES AND LANGUAGE EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS 

SEC. 101. PROVISION OF INTERPRETATION AND 
TRANSLATION SERVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(a) (42 U.S.C. 
608(a) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(12) PROVISION OF INTERPRETATION AND 
TRANSLATION SERVICES.—A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403(a) for a fiscal 
year shall, with respect to the State program 
funded under this part and all programs 
funded with qualified State expenditures (as 
defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)), provide ap-
propriate interpretation and translation 
services to individuals who lack English pro-
ficiency if the number or percentage of per-
sons lacking English proficiency meets the 
standards established under section 272.4(b) 
of title 7 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(as in effect on the date of enactment of this 
paragraph).’’. 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(15) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO PROVIDE IN-
TERPRETATION AND TRANSLATION SERVICES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that a State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 in a fiscal year has violated 
section 408(a)(12) during the fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to 
the State under section 403(a)(1) for the im-
mediately succeeding fiscal year by an 
amount equal to up to 5 percent of the State 
family assistance grant. 

‘‘(B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL-
URE.—The Secretary shall impose reductions 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a fis-
cal year based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.’’. 
SEC. 102. ASSISTING FAMILIES WITH LIMITED 

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 407(c)(2) (42 

U.S.C. 607(c)(2)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(E) INDIVIDUALS WITH LIMITED ENGLISH 
PROFICIENCY.—In the case of an adult recipi-
ent who lacks English language proficiency, 
as defined by the State, the State shall— 

‘‘(i) advise the adult recipient of available 
programs or activities in the community to 
address the recipient’s education needs; 

‘‘(ii) if the adult recipient elects to partici-
pate in such a program or activity, allow the 
recipient to participate in such a program or 
activity; and 

‘‘(iii) consider an adult recipient who par-
ticipates in such a program or activity on a 
satisfactory basis as being engaged in work 
for purposes of determining monthly partici-
pation rates under this section, except that 
the State— 

‘‘(I) may elect to require additional hours 
of participation or activity if necessary to 
ensure that the recipient is participating in 
work-related activities for a sufficient num-
ber of hours to count as being engaged in 
work under this section; and 

‘‘(II) shall attempt to ensure that any addi-
tional hours of participation or activity do 
not unreasonably interfere with the edu-
cation activity of the recipient.’’. 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)), as amended by section 101(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(16) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO PROVIDE IN-
TERPRETATION AND TRANSLATION SERVICES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that a State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 in a fiscal year has violated 
section 407(c)(2)(E) during the fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to 
the State under section 403(a)(1) for the im-

mediately succeeding fiscal year by an 
amount equal to up to 5 percent of the State 
family assistance grant. 

‘‘(B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL-
URE.—The Secretary shall impose reductions 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a fis-
cal year based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.’’. 
TITLE II—SANCTIONS AND DUE PROCESS 

PROTECTIONS 
SEC. 201. SANCTIONS AND DUE PROCESS PRO-

TECTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(a) (42 U.S.C. 

608(a)), as amended by section 101(a), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(13) SANCTION PROCEDURES.— 
‘‘(A) PRE-SANCTION REVIEW PROCESS.—Prior 

to the imposition of a sanction against an in-
dividual or family receiving assistance under 
the State program funded under this part or 
under a program funded with qualified State 
expenditures (as defined in section 
409(a)(7)(B)(i)) for failure to comply with pro-
gram requirements, the State shall take the 
following steps: 

‘‘(i) Provide or send notice to the indi-
vidual or family, and, if the recipient’s na-
tive language is not English, through a cul-
turally competent translation, of the fol-
lowing information: 

‘‘(I) The specific reason for the proposed 
sanction. 

‘‘(II) The amount of the proposed sanction. 
‘‘(III) The length of time during which the 

proposed sanction would be in effect. 
‘‘(IV) The steps required to come into com-

pliance or to show good cause for noncompli-
ance. 

‘‘(V) That the agency will provide assist-
ance to the individual in determining if good 
cause for noncompliance exists, or in coming 
into compliance with program requirements. 

‘‘(VI) That the individual may appeal the 
determination to impose a sanction, and the 
steps that the individual must take to pur-
sue an appeal. 

‘‘(ii)(I) Ensure that, subject to clause (iii)— 
‘‘(aa) an individual other than the indi-

vidual who determined that a sanction be 
imposed shall review the determination and 
have the authority to take the actions de-
scribed in subclause (II); and 

‘‘(bb) the individual or family against 
whom the sanction is to be imposed shall be 
afforded the opportunity to meet with the 
individual who, as provided for in item (aa), 
is reviewing the determination with respect 
to the sanction. 

‘‘(II) An individual to which this subclause 
applies may— 

‘‘(aa) modify the determination to impose 
a sanction; 

‘‘(bb) determine that there was good cause 
for the individual or family’s failure to com-
ply; 

‘‘(cc) recommend modifications to the indi-
vidual’s individual responsibility or employ-
ment plan; and 

‘‘(dd) make such other determinations and 
take such other actions as may be appro-
priate under the circumstances. 

‘‘(iii) The review required under clause (ii) 
shall include consideration of the following: 

‘‘(I) To the extent applicable, whether bar-
riers to compliance exist, such as a physical 
or mental impairment, including mental ill-
ness, substance abuse, mental retardation, a 
learning disability, domestic or sexual vio-
lence, limited proficiency in English, limited 
literacy, homelessness, or the need to care 
for a child with a disability or health condi-
tion, that contributed to the noncompliance 
of the person. 

‘‘(II) Whether the individual or family’s 
failure to comply resulted from failure to re-
ceive or have access to services previously 
identified as necessary in an individual re-
sponsibility or employment plan. 
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‘‘(III) Whether changes to the individual 

responsibility or employment plan should be 
made in order for the individual to comply 
with program requirements. 

‘‘(IV) Whether the individual or family has 
good cause for any noncompliance. 

‘‘(V) Whether the State’s sanction policies 
have been applied properly. 

‘‘(B) SANCTION FOLLOW-UP REQUIREMENTS.— 
If a State imposes a sanction on a family or 
individual for failing to comply with pro-
gram requirements, the State shall— 

‘‘(i) provide or send notice to the indi-
vidual or family, in language calculated to 
be understood by the individual or family, 
and, if the individual’s or family’s native 
language is not English, through a culturally 
competent translation, of the reason for the 
sanction and the steps the individual or fam-
ily must take to end the sanction; 

‘‘(ii) resume the individual’s or family’s 
full assistance, services, or benefits provided 
under this program (provided that the indi-
vidual or family is otherwise eligible for 
such assistance, services, or benefits) once 
the individual who failed to meet program 
requirements that led to the sanction com-
plies with program requirements for a rea-
sonable period of time, as determined by the 
State and subject to State discretion to re-
duce such period; 

‘‘(iii) if assistance, services, or benefits 
have not resumed, as of the period that be-
gins on the date that is 60 days after the date 
on which the sanction was imposed, and end 
on the date that is 120 days after such date, 
provide notice to the individual or family, in 
language calculated to be understood by the 
individual or family, of the steps the indi-
vidual or family must take to end the sanc-
tion, and of the availability of assistance to 
come into compliance or demonstrate good 
cause for noncompliance with program re-
quirements.’’. 

(b) PENALTY.—Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)), as amended by section 102(b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(17) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO FOLLOW 
SANCTION PROCEDURES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that a State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 in a fiscal year has violated 
section 408(a)(13) during the fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to 
the State under section 403(a)(1) for the im-
mediately succeeding fiscal year by an 
amount equal to up to 5 percent of the State 
family assistance grant. 

‘‘(B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL-
URE.—The Secretary shall impose reductions 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a fis-
cal year based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.’’. 

(c) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT TO DESCRIBE 
HOW STATES WILL NOTIFY APPLICANTS AND 
RECIPIENTS OF THEIR RIGHTS UNDER THE PRO-
GRAM AND OF POTENTIAL BENEFITS AND SERV-
ICES AVAILABLE UNDER THE PROGRAM.—Sec-
tion 402(a)(1)(B)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(1)(B)(iii)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, 
and will notify applicants and recipients of 
assistance under the program of the rights of 
individuals under all laws applicable to pro-
gram activities and of all potential benefits 
and services available under the program’’ 
before the period. 

(d) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE NOTICE TO 
APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS OF RIGHTS AND 
OF POTENTIAL PROGRAM BENEFITS AND SERV-
ICES, AND TO TRAIN PROGRAM PERSONNEL TO 
RESPECT SUCH RIGHTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(a) (42 U.S.C. 
608(a)), as amended by subsection (a), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(14) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE NOTICE TO 
APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS OF RIGHTS AND OF 
POTENTIAL PROGRAM BENEFITS AND SERVICES, 
AND TO TRAIN PROGRAM PERSONNEL TO RE-

SPECT SUCH RIGHTS.—A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 shall— 

‘‘(A) notify each applicant for, and each re-
cipient of, assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part or under a pro-
gram funded with qualified State expendi-
tures (as defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)) of 
the rights of applicants and recipients under 
all laws applicable to the activities of such 
program (including the right to claim good 
cause exceptions to program requirements), 
and shall provide the notice— 

‘‘(i) to a recipient when the recipient first 
receives assistance, benefits, or services 
under the program; 

‘‘(ii) to all such recipients on a semiannual 
basis; and 

‘‘(iii) orally and in writing, in the native 
language of the recipient and at not higher 
than a 6th grade level, and, if the recipient’s 
native language is not English, through a 
culturally competent translation; and 

‘‘(B) train all program personnel on a reg-
ular basis regarding how to carry out the 
program consistent with such rights.’’. 

(2) PENALTY.—Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)), as amended by subsection (b), is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(18) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO PROVIDE NO-
TICE TO APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS OF RIGHTS 
AND OF POTENTIAL PROGRAM BENEFITS AND 
SERVICES, AND TO TRAIN PROGRAM PERSONNEL 
TO RESPECT SUCH RIGHTS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that a State to which a grant is made 
under section 403 in a fiscal year has violated 
section 408(a)(14) during the fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to 
the State under section 403(a)(1) for the im-
mediately succeeding fiscal year by an 
amount equal to up to 5 percent of the State 
family assistance grant. 

‘‘(B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL-
URE.—The Secretary shall impose reductions 
under subparagraph (A) with respect to a fis-
cal year based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.’’. 

TITLE III—DATA COLLECTION AND 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 301. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS. 

Section 411(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘(except for information relating to 
activities carried out under section 
403(a)(5))’’ and inserting ‘‘, and, in complying 
with this requirement, shall ensure that 
such information is reported in a manner 
that permits analysis of the information by 
race, ethnicity or national origin, primary 
language, gender, and educational level, in-
cluding analysis using a combination of 
these factors, and that all data, including 
Federal, State, and local data (whether col-
lected by public or private local agencies or 
entities that administer or operate the State 
program funded under this part) is made pub-
lic and easily accessible’’; 

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

‘‘(v) The employment status, occupation 
(as defined by the most current Federal 
Standard Occupational Classification sys-
tem, as of the date of the collection of the 
data), and earnings of each employed adult 
in the family.’’; 

(C) in clause (vii), by striking ‘‘and edu-
cational level’’ and inserting ‘‘, educational 
level, and primary language’’; 

(D) in clause (viii), by striking ‘‘and edu-
cational level’’ and inserting ‘‘, educational 
level, and primary language’’; and 

(E) in clause (xi), in the matter preceding 
subclause (I), by inserting ‘‘, including, to 
the extent such information is available, in-

formation on the specific type of job, or edu-
cation or training program’’ before the semi-
colon; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 
subparagraph (C); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A), the 
following: 

‘‘(B) INFORMATION REGARDING APPLICANTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible State shall 

collect on a monthly basis, and report to the 
Secretary on a quarterly basis, 
disaggregated case record information on the 
number of individuals who apply for but do 
not receive assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part, the reason such 
assistance were not provided, and the overall 
percentage of applications for assistance 
that are approved compared to those that 
are disapproved with respect to such month. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENT.—In complying with 
clause (i), each eligible State shall ensure 
that the information required under that 
clause is reported in a manner that permits 
analysis of such information by race, eth-
nicity or national origin, primary language, 
gender, and educational level, including 
analysis using a combination of these fac-
tors.’’. 

SEC. 302. ENHANCEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING 
OF THE REASONS INDIVIDUALS 
LEAVE STATE TANF PROGRAMS. 

(a) CASE CLOSURE REASONS.—Section 
411(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)), as amended by 
section 301, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (C) (as 
redesignated by such section 301) as subpara-
graph (D); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) (as 
added by such section 301) the following: 

‘‘(C) DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE LIST 
OF CASE CLOSURE REASONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-
velop, in consultation with States and indi-
viduals or organizations with expertise re-
lated to the provision of assistance under the 
State program funded under this part, a 
comprehensive list of reasons why individ-
uals leave State programs funded under this 
part. In developing such list, the Secretary 
shall consider the full range of reasons for 
case closures, including the following: 

‘‘(I) Lack of access to specific programs or 
services, such as child care, transportation, 
or English as a second language classes for 
individuals with limited English proficiency. 

‘‘(II) The medical or health problems of a 
recipient. 

‘‘(III) The family responsibilities of a re-
cipient, such as caring for a family member 
with a disability. 

‘‘(IV) Changes in eligibility status. 
‘‘(V) Other administrative reasons. 
‘‘(ii) OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—The list re-

quired under clause (i) shall be developed 
with the goal of substantially reducing the 
number of case closures under the State pro-
grams funded under this part for which a 
reason is not known. 

‘‘(iii) PUBLIC COMMENT.—The Secretary 
shall promulgate for public comment regula-
tions that— 

‘‘(I) list the case closure reasons developed 
under clause (i); 

‘‘(II) require States, not later than October 
1, 2006, to use such reasons in accordance 
with subparagraph (A)(xvi); and 

‘‘(III) require States to report on efforts to 
improve State tracking of reasons for case 
closures, including the identification of addi-
tional reasons for case closures not included 
on the list developed under clause (i). 

‘‘(iv) REVIEW AND MODIFICATION.—The Sec-
retary, through consultation and analysis of 
quarterly State reports submitted under this 
paragraph, shall review on an annual basis 
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whether the list of case closure reasons de-
veloped under clause (i) requires modifica-
tion and, to the extent the Secretary deter-
mines that modification of the list is nec-
essary, shall publish proposed modifications 
for notice and comment, prior to the modi-
fications taking effect.’’. 

(b) INCLUSION IN QUARTERLY STATE RE-
PORTS.—Section 411 (a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
611(a)(1)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (xvi)— 
(A) in subclause (IV), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in subclause (V), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(VI) a reason specified in the list devel-

oped under subparagraph (C), including any 
modifications of such list.’’; 

(2) by redesignating clause (xvii) as clause 
(xviii); and 

(3) by inserting after clause (xvi), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(xvii) The efforts the State is under-
taking, and the progress with respect to such 
efforts, to improve the tracking of reasons 
for case closures.’’. 
SEC. 303. LONGITUDINAL STUDIES OF TANF AP-

PLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613) 

is amended by striking subsection (d) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(d) LONGITUDINAL STUDIES OF APPLICANTS 
AND RECIPIENTS TO DETERMINE THE FACTORS 
THAT CONTRIBUTE TO POSITIVE EMPLOYMENT 
AND FAMILY OUTCOMES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, directly 
or through grants, contracts, or interagency 
agreements, shall conduct longitudinal stud-
ies in at least 5, and not more than 10, States 
(or sub-State areas, except that no such area 
shall be located in a State in which a State-
wide study is being conducted under this 
paragraph) of a representative sample of 
families that receive, and applicants for, as-
sistance under a State program funded under 
this part or under a program funded with 
qualified State expenditures (as defined in 
section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The studies con-
ducted under this subsection shall— 

‘‘(A) follow families that cease to receive 
assistance, families that receive assistance 
throughout the study period, and families di-
verted from assistance programs; and 

‘‘(B) collect information on— 
‘‘(i) family and adult demographics (in-

cluding race, ethnicity or national origin, 
primary language, gender, barriers to em-
ployment, educational status of adults, prior 
work history, prior history of welfare re-
ceipt); 

‘‘(ii) family income (including earnings, 
unemployment compensation, and child sup-
port); 

‘‘(iii) receipt of assistance, benefits, or 
services under other needs-based assistance 
programs (including the food stamp program, 
the medicaid program under title XIX, 
earned income tax credits, housing assist-
ance, and the type and amount of any child 
care); 

‘‘(iv) the reasons for leaving or returning 
to needs-based assistance programs; 

‘‘(v) work participation status and activi-
ties (including the scope and duration of 
work activities and the types of industries 
and occupations for which training is pro-
vided); 

‘‘(vi) sanction status (including reasons for 
sanction); 

‘‘(vii) time limit for receipt of assistance 
status (including months remaining with re-
spect to such time limit); 

‘‘(viii) recipient views regarding program 
participation; and 

‘‘(ix) measures of income change, poverty, 
extreme poverty, food security and use of 

food pantries and soup kitchens, homeless-
ness and the use of shelters, and other meas-
ures of family well-being and hardship over a 
5-year period. 

‘‘(3) COMPARABILITY OF RESULTS.—The Sec-
retary shall, to the extent possible, ensure 
that the studies conducted under this sub-
section produce comparable results and in-
formation. 

‘‘(4) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Not later than Oc-

tober 1, 2008, the Secretary shall publish in-
terim findings from at least 12 months of 
longitudinal data collected under the studies 
conducted under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS.—Not later than 
October 1, 2010, the Secretary shall publish 
findings from at least 36 months of longitu-
dinal data collected under the studies con-
ducted under this subsection.’’. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 411(b) (42 U.S.C. 

611(b)) is amended— 
(A) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘(including types of sanc-

tions or other grant reductions)’’ after ‘‘fi-
nancial characteristics’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘, disaggregated by race, 
ethnicity or national origin, primary lan-
guage, gender, education level, and, with re-
spect to closed cases, the reason the case was 
closed’’ before the semicolon; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) the economic well-being of children 

and families receiving assistance under the 
State programs funded under this part and of 
children and families that have ceased to re-
ceive such assistance, using longitudinal 
matched data gathered from federally sup-
ported programs, and including State-by- 
State data that details the distribution of 
earnings and stability of employment of such 
families and (to the extent feasible) de-
scribes, with respect to such families, the 
distribution of income from known sources 
(including employer-reported wages, assist-
ance under the State program funded under 
this part, and benefits under the food stamp 
program), the ratio of such families’ income 
to the poverty line, and the extent to which 
such families receive or received noncash 
benefits and child care assistance, 
disaggregated by race, ethnicity or national 
origin, primary language, gender, education 
level, whether the case remains open, and, 
with respect to closed cases, the reason the 
case was closed.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
411(a) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8); and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (6), the 
following: 

‘‘(7) REPORT ON ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF 
CURRENT AND FORMER RECIPIENTS.—The re-
port required by paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
quarter shall include for that quarter such 
information as the Secretary may specify in 
order for the Secretary to include in the an-
nual reports to Congress required under sub-
section (b) the information described in 
paragraph (5) of that subsection.’’. 
SEC. 304. PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL PRIVACY. 

Section 411 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 611) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(c) PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL PRIVACY.— 
With respect to any information concerning 
individuals or families receiving assistance, 
or applying for assistance, under the State 
programs funded under this part that is pub-
licly disclosed by the Secretary, the Sec-
retary shall ensure that such disclosure is 

made in a manner that protects the privacy 
of such individuals and families.’’. 

TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act take ef-
fect on October 1, 2005. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 196—WEL-
COMING THE PRIME MINISTER 
OF SINGAPORE ON THE OCCA-
SION OF HIS VISIT TO THE 
UNITED STATES, EXPRESSING 
GRATITUDE TO THE GOVERN-
MENT OF SINGAPORE FOR ITS 
STRONG COOPERATION WITH 
THE UNITED STATES IN THE 
CAMPAIGN AGAINST TERRORISM, 
AND REAFFIRMING THE COMMIT-
MENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
TO THE CONTINUED EXPANSION 
OF FRIENDSHIP AND COOPERA-
TION BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND SINGAPORE 
Mr. BOND (for himself and Ms. MUR-

KOWSKI) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 196 
Whereas Singapore is a great friend of the 

United States; 
Whereas the United States and Singapore 

share a common vision of promoting peace, 
stability, security, and prosperity in the 
Asia-Pacific region; 

Whereas Singapore is a member of the Pro-
liferation Security Initiative, an initiative 
launched by the United States in 2003 to re-
spond to the challenges posed by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
and a committed partner of the United 
States in preventing the spread of weapons 
of mass destruction; 

Whereas Singapore is a leader in the Radi-
ation Detection Initiative, an effort by the 
United States to develop technology to safe-
guard maritime security by detecting traf-
ficking of nuclear and radioactive material; 

Whereas Singapore will soon be a partner 
to the United States in the Strategic Frame-
work Agreement for Closer Cooperation in 
Defense and Security, an agreement which 
will build upon the already strong military 
relations between the United States and 
Singapore and expand the scope of defense 
and security cooperation between the 2 coun-
tries; 

Whereas Singapore responded quickly to 
provide generous humanitarian relief and fi-
nancial assistance to the people affected by 
the tragic tsunami that struck Southeast 
Asia in December 2004; 

Whereas Singapore has joined the United 
States in the global struggle against ter-
rorism, providing intelligence and offering 
political and diplomatic support; 

Whereas Singapore is the 15th largest trad-
ing partner of the United States and the first 
free trade partner of the United States in the 
Asia-Pacific region, and the United States is 
the second largest trading partner of Singa-
pore; 

Whereas the relationship between the 
United States and Singapore extends beyond 
the current campaign against terrorism and 
is reinforced by strong ties of culture, com-
merce, and scientific and technical coopera-
tion; and 

Whereas the relationship between the 
United States and Singapore encompasses al-
most every field of international coopera-
tion, including a common commitment to 
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