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lacked the independence from the bu-
reaucracy it needs to fix the problems,
and because we believe the agency
needs input from outside its own head-
quarters.

I assume the administration agrees
with this observation, because it, too,
has proposed an oversight board. The
problem with the administration’s
board is that its members would come
from the same bureaucracies that cre-
ated the problem we heard about last
week. Taxpayers would have no input
except through an advisory panel, and
the board they propose would have lit-
tle real power. In fact, all 14 expert
witnesses, as I said earlier, testifying
before the Ways and Means Committee
said they do not support the adminis-
tration’s IRS governance proposals.

The administration contends our
oversight board would consist of self-
interested CEO’s. This is quite simply,
and quite directly, false, and the ad-
ministration knows it. They have read
our bill. They know what is in it. And
they continue to describe it inac-
curately in order to get people to pre-
sume they should oppose it.

Our proposal is for a nine-member
board, two of whom will be the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and a represent-
ative of Treasury employees. The other
seven could be anyone who the Presi-
dent appoints and the Senate con-
firms—anyone. A small business owner
in Lincoln, NE, can be on this board, as
a taxpayer advocate from anywhere in
America. ‘‘CEO’’ does not appear in our
bill. I do not know where the adminis-
tration has concocted this ruse, unless
they fear that CEO’s are who this ad-
ministration will appoint.

The administration also claims a
board run by taxpayers is a recipe for
conflicts of interest. At root, this is an
argument that the vast majority of
taxpayers who do not work for the Gov-
ernment lack the necessary moral rec-
titude to participate in reforming the
Government that belongs to them, and
I strongly disagree. Americans who
work and pay taxes in the private sec-
tor contribute to Government all the
time. In fact, one of them is the Sec-
retary of the Treasury today. He ran
one of Wall Street’s most elite firms. I
presume that whatever mechanism has
been sufficient to protect him against
conflicts of interest would also be suffi-
cient to guard against conflicts of in-
terest by members of this board.

Finally, it seems to me the adminis-
tration is intent, perhaps determined,
on preserving the basic structure of the
status quo. They wish to strand the
IRS in the labyrinth that is the Treas-
ury Department’s bureaucracy and is
the same bureaucracy that has failed
to run the IRS in a manner that gives
citizens confidence.

The problems at the IRS are not this
administration’s fault alone, but I can-
not help but observe that if the Treas-
ury Department had done a great job
running the IRS the last 5 years, I
might be more convinced that they
ought to keep running it. But the sim-

ple truth is, they haven’t. Perhaps the
best summary of the administration’s
proposal is this: If you like the service
you get from the IRS now, you’ll love
the administration’s IRS protection
bill.

Having responded in kind, Mr. Presi-
dent, I still hope the administration
will start participating in this debate
constructively. I still believe we can
work out our differences, which are not
great, as long as they begin to tell the
truth about Senator GRASSLEY’s and
my plan.

Regardless, Congress needs to pro-
ceed as quickly as possible to enact
changes in the law which will result in
the best practices being applied to the
operations of the IRS. Americans want
an IRS that can quickly answer the
question, How much do I owe; an IRS
that is customer oriented to those pay-
ers willing to voluntarily comply as is
a commercial bank to its customers; an
IRS that knows it had better be right
when it comes after a taxpayer for col-
lection, otherwise it will pay for
wrongly accusing a taxpayer of being
delinquent.

In the interest of those Americans
who voluntarily comply but who strug-
gle with a complicated code, a confus-
ing service policy, incompatible infor-
mation systems, and the fear that they
could be the next in line for harass-
ment, the time has come for Congress
to act.

Mr. President, it is time the IRS
starts working for the American tax-
payer. To further delay is to ask mil-
lions to suffer unnecessarily. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Who seeks time?

Mr. FAIRCLOTH addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.
f
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The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr.
President.

The managers are here to accept
amendments to the District of Colum-
bia appropriations bill, and I remind all
Senators that we intend to complete
action on the bill today. I encourage
any Member to come to the floor im-
mediately if you have any amendments
or to advise the staff if you intend to
offer an amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I will yield to the

ranking member on this bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized.
Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,

Mr. President. I just want to reiterate
to our side that if there are amend-
ments, we are here, and we are very
hopeful to move this bill through. The
chairman and I work well together. We
are just waiting for colleagues from
both sides. We think this is an impor-

tant bill. We think there are a lot of
good things, and we want to move
them forward. We are hoping people
will come down at this time.

I ask unanimous consent to speak as
in morning business for up to 12 min-
utes.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. If I do see colleagues
who are here to offer amendments to
this bill, I hope they will let me know,
and I will make my remarks brief.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM IS A
PRESSING MATTER

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I was
listening to the news this morning, and
the reporter said, ‘‘The Senate has
agreed to set aside campaign finance
reform and go to more pressing mat-
ters.’’

I thought to myself, campaign fi-
nance reform is a pressing matter. It
seems to me there can be no more
pressing matter. We ought to deal with
this issue of campaign finance reform
and let the chips fall.

We have a lot of parliamentary
games being played. One of my col-
leagues, Senator DORGAN, said earlier
that if the American public was listen-
ing this morning and heard somebody
say, ‘‘There is a poison pill on a tree
that has been filled,’’ the public would
not really understand what we were
talking about. When we talk about a
poison pill, we are talking about an ob-
jectionable amendment that is extra-
neous to what we are trying to do being
offered in an attempt to kill the under-
lying bill. Filling the tree means using
a parliamentary tactic to prevent op-
ponents of an amendment from offering
any changes to that amendment. So I
apologize to the American public if
they tuned in and heard somebody
talking about a tree being filled with
poison pills because it does get confus-
ing.

But the matter is not that confusing.
The matter is, how do we finance our
campaigns, and can we improve that
system? I think all of America is cry-
ing out, ‘‘Yes, we can improve it.’’ Only
a few say, ‘‘Don’t touch it, it is great,
and money is speech.’’

Now, it is true that a divided Su-
preme Court did equate spending as
much money as you have with the
right of free speech. But that was a
close call. It seems to me our Founders
would be turning in their graves if they
believed at the time they stood up for
free speech that it really meant ‘‘only
if you are rich,’’ because, folks, that is
what it is about.

I am proud of my colleagues, RUSS
FEINGOLD and JOHN MCCAIN, for press-
ing this matter across party lines, and
standing up for campaign finance re-
form. I am proud of both of them be-
cause it is not easy. The status quo
around here is what people like the
best.

I have to tell you, when I think about
speech, I think about both sides of it. If
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you have an independently wealthy bil-
lionaire running against you in a State
like California, and he writes checks
every day and bashes you on television
every day and bashes the other oppo-
nents that he is running against every
day, I believe we should ask, what
about the free speech rights of the op-
ponents? What about the speech of the
other people that are drowned out be-
cause of money? If you equate money
and speech, it seems to me you are say-
ing someone who is wealthy has more
speech rights than someone who is not.

This is not the American way. We are
all created equal. That is the basis of
who we are as a nation. I really hope
that we can get past this notion that
money is speech and that we will move
forward with a comprehensive bill.

My one disappointment with the sub-
stitute pending before the Senate, is
that it is not as comprehensive as the
first version of the McCain-Feingold
bill. However, I respect the judgement
of the Senators that it would be best at
this time to zero in on two horrible
abuses of the system.

One abuse is the soft money abuse,
which means unregulated dollars of
any amount that flow into political
parties. We have seen the hearings that
are going on by this U.S. Senate and
over in the House. If anything, we
come away with this: Let’s put an end
to soft money. We could point fingers
all day—this politician, that politician,
where the calls were made, who made
them—but I guarantee that gets us no-
where. The issue is the system. There
will be enough examples around from
both parties. This is not the problem.

So if we get exercised about these
hearings—and I have seen colleagues
here who are very exercised about
them—they should go over to JOHN
MCCAIN and RUSS FEINGOLD and tell
them they are on their side. There
ought to be some controls on the soft
money contribution, and those controls
are now pending before the Senate. The
second area of abuse tackled by the
McCain-Feingold bill is the so-called
issues advocacy advertisements. This is
where you take an organization with
endless sums of money to put into an
attack ad against the candidate they
don’t like.

Under current law, individuals can
only give $1,000 in the primary and
$1,000 in the general to the candidate,
but issues advocacy has grown into
huge loophole. These so-called issues
ads are not regulated at all and men-
tion candidates by name. They directly
attack candidates without any ac-
countability. It is brutal. I have seen
them. I have seen them from both
sides.

I can tell you, it is totally unfair and
totally unregulated and vicious. It is
vicious. We have an opportunity in the
McCain-Feingold bill to stop that and
basically say, if you want to talk about
an issue, that is fine, but you can’t
mention a candidate. If this is truly
issue advocacy, you can’t mention a
candidate a few weeks before the elec-
tion.

If you want to talk about an issue
day and night, talk about the issue,
whether it is choice, the environment,
health care, gun control—talk about it.
But once you attack a candidate, that
is not an issue ad. This is what the
Feingold-McCain will go after.

I think we owe a great big thank you
to those two colleagues for pushing
this and moving this. I have to say that
I am very disappointed at some of the
debate, because one of our colleagues
who is leading the charge against this
says, ‘‘We are going to kill this bill and
we’re going to be proud to kill this
bill.’’

I don’t know why someone would feel
proud to kill a reform bill that the
American people want to see us do. I
don’t think it is a proud moment. I
don’t think it will be a proud moment
if we can’t move this forward.

I am both hopeful and fearful at this
point. Hopeful because, as long as we
are here in this body and this measure
is pending and the people are listening,
there will be an outcry for reform; but
I am fearful because of some of the
statements I have heard.

Let me close by saying what it is like
to run in a State like California. I am
told by the people with the calculators
that if you figure out how much a can-
didate from California needs to raise in
6 years to run for the U.S. Senate, you
would have to raise $10,000 every day, 7
days a week, in order to meet your
budget. That is not right. That is not
the way I think the American people
want us to spend our time. I also don’t
think the American people want to
make this an exclusive club for multi-
millionaires.

If we get to that stage where every-
one here is independently wealthy and
they really don’t understand what life
is all about, I think we will lose a very
special aspect of what a representative
democracy is.

I am hopeful we will rise to the occa-
sion. We have done it before in this
body. We have a chance to do it again.
I see the Senator from Minnesota is on
his feet, and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. While we are wait-
ing for amendments, I ask if I could
have up to 15 minutes to speak as in
morning business.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to pick up on some comments
made by the Senator from California.
First of all, I express my disappoint-
ment that we are really not debating
this campaign finance reform bill.
There are a lot of games that are being
played right now.

What we have—my colleague from
California was saying there is no rea-
son to talk about filling up the tree
and poison pill provisions—but what we
have going on here is an amendment
introduced by the majority leader that
has an Orwellian title called the Pay-
check Protection Act. It is really kind

of a union label working people gag
act. In any case, it is a killer amend-
ment and has no business being on this
bill.

Senator DASCHLE, the minority lead-
er, has said if the majority leader
wants to have a debate on this division
provision, we will deal with it sepa-
rately. We will agree to a debate on it.
We will have amendments and we will
deal with it.

But what is going on right now is
that this amendment and this effort to
fill up the tree means that there is no
way in which other Senators can intro-
duce amendments. For that matter, I
don’t see us having much of a debate. I
am hopeful we will get back to this de-
bate.

I want to be clear with people in the
country that the fact that you have a
campaign finance reform bill hanging
out there on the Senate calendar, I
guess starting at the end of last week
and yesterday, Monday, doesn’t nec-
essarily mean we have really a high-
quality debate. I am not even going to
speak that long because I want to wait
for colleagues to come out here on the
other side and have a full-scale debate
on this piece of legislation.

Mr. President, we are very close to
passing a reform bill. In many ways I
am pessimistic because I think this
amendment that the majority leader
has introduced is an amendment which
may very well destroy our chances for
passing reform legislation if it passes.
On the other hand, I think people in
the country are pretty smart about
this. I think they see it for what it is.
My hope is that there will be a few
more Republicans that will join Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Senator COLLINS and
Senator THOMPSON and Senator SPEC-
TER and we will have the ability to de-
feat this amendment and then go on to
the McCain-Feingold bill.

I am willing to admit people have dif-
ferent views about how to solve this
problem. I am convinced this is the
core problem. I don’t think there is a
more important issue. I think people in
the country know it. The problem is
that people hate this system and they
know it, and I think they believe that
Government too often responds to the
interests of the wealthy and powerful
and not them. I think they are prob-
ably right. Even though I think indi-
viduals here in the Senate and the
House have a highly developed sense of
public service, people can agree to dis-
agree, but systematically you have a
huge imbalance of power because this
whole political process has become too
dependent on the heavy hitters and the
investors and the givers and the people
who have a whole lot of money. That
tilts the system in a very dangerous di-
rection toward the very top of the pop-
ulation, and it leaves the vast majority
of people out.

It also means we have a very, if you
will, distorted debate on issues. I don’t
think it is any accident that ulti-
mately when it came down to how we
did deficit reduction, a good part of
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many of the areas we made reductions
in affected vulnerable people, low- and
moderate-income people who are not
the big givers. I don’t think it is any
accident we left most of the tax loop-
holes and tax deductions alone, because
then we would have had to take on the
big givers. I don’t think it is any acci-
dent that there are a whole lot of ques-
tions that deal with concentration of
power. I will take the telecommuni-
cations industry, since I think we made
a big mistake when we passed that
piece of legislation. I think the flow of
information in a democracy is the most
precious thing we have, but in a way
this whole issue of concentration of
power gets taken off the table.

I don’t think it is any accident when
we were debating universal health care
coverage very fine Senators would say
to me, ‘‘There is no way we can take on
the insurance industry given the power
of the insurance industry.’’

This is very corrupting in a very sys-
tematic way—not in an individual way,
but in a very systematic way. I just say
I think if we don’t get the job done or
if we don’t at least get half the job
done or if we at least don’t get a quar-
ter of the job done, I think people will
be disillusioned and they will have a
right to be. We will have given them
every justification, every reason for
being disillusioned with us.

Now, Senator MCCAIN and Senator
FEINGOLD are both close colleagues and
good friends. Senator FEINGOLD is my
colleague from the State of Wisconsin.
We have all worked together on these
reform issues. I was proud to be one of
the original cosponsors of the bill with
Senator THOMPSON. What we had was
an original—it’s a little like hot sauce;
we have the McCain-Feingold original
formula, and we have the McCain-
Feingold extra mild, which is the new
formulation. The extra mild is meant
to get us past the filibuster and any di-
version from the majority side, and I
hope it does. But I have to say that I
don’t even think the extra mild has
enough zing in it. I know this is a good-
faith effort to move us forward.

Let me talk in very concrete terms
about what all this means for people in
the country. I will get back to this in
a more extensive way when we have
the debate. What has already been
dropped out, I think, is a shame. I
think Senators FEINGOLD and MCCAIN
are disappointed, but they are trying
to move forward on some reform. What
has been dropped out of this is the
agreed-upon spending limits, reducing
the amount of money that is spent in
exchange for discount broadcast adver-
tising time and direct mailing ex-
penses.

In other words, the very part of the
legislation that actually would have
reduced the amount of money spent in
our races, Senate and House races, has
been taken out. Actually, the one pro-
vision of this bill that I think would
have led to a more level playing field
has been taken out already. I think
that is a shame. The reason that I got

so involved in this whole debate about
reform from the word go was because I
just think an obscene amount of money
is spent. The reason I got involved was,
back in 1989 and part of 1990, it was so
disillusioning to me to have just about
everybody I talked to tell me I didn’t
have a chance to win because I didn’t
have access to the money. That is all
people would talk about.

Actually, the provision of this legis-
lation that directly deals with our rais-
ing money and our spending money in
our campaigns and the connection to
how we vote—even though I think all
of us hope there is no connection, it
certainly looks that way to people—
has already been taken out. What is in
this piece of legislation that I think is
important—there is one provision I dis-
agree with. In the aggregate we have
now raised the amount of money indi-
viduals can contribute from $25,000 to
$30,000 a year. I would not raise individ-
ual contributions at all. I think that
just intensifies the problem of those
people who have the big bucks being
able to contribute more. Most people in
North Carolina or Kansas or Minnesota
cannot afford to contribute $100 a year
much less collectively $30,000 a year.

But we are now down to, as I said, an
extra mild version. It doesn’t have
enough zing in it, from my point of
view. But I understand it would rep-
resent a step forward if we keep it in-
tact. Part of that deals with the un-
regulated money, the soft money, that
goes to parties. I think it is terribly
important to prohibit that because ob-
scene amounts of money have been
spent. We really saw that in the Presi-
dential election. It essentially has be-
come such a loophole that it has made
people utterly disgusted with the sys-
tem. A lot of what people have read
about and heard about on TV has to do
with soft money.

There’s a second part which my col-
league was talking about, independent
expenditures. It’s the issue advocacy
ads, which are terribly important to
talk about because this is a huge loop-
hole. If this gets stripped out of this
piece of legislation, we will be making
a huge mistake. I don’t need to tell the
people in Minnesota who followed the
last election because there was about a
million dollars spent on issue ads. They
essentially run these ads on television
and they bash you if you are a Demo-
crat or a Republican—it depends who is
doing it. They just don’t say vote
against you. There is no spending lim-
its at all. So a huge problem, again, is
with the unregulated money, which can
be the soft money, which means that
people can be contributing huge
amounts of money to this, obscene
amounts, which is used to buy elec-
tions.

What this piece of legislation says is
you can’t do those ads. It becomes ex-
press advocacy if you do it in a 60-day
period prior to the election and you use
the name of the candidate. This is the
bright-line test, which makes a whole
lot of sense. You can’t have perfection

here. But if you drop that provision—
and I know a lot of colleagues want to
drop that provision—then what you
will do is stop the soft money to the
parties; it is just like Jello, you push
in and it will all shift over to these
issue advocacy ads. You will have all
sorts of groups and organizations, and
some you might like and some the
Chair might like, some the Senator
from North Carolina might like, some I
would not like, but that is beside the
point. You are going to have the same
unregulated, obscene amount of
money, no accountability, being spent
in these elections, adding to the dis-
illusionment of the people and used, by
the way, for these attack ads, where
they have been raising millions of dol-
lars figuring out how to rip their oppo-
nent to shreds or how to prevent them-
selves from being ripped up into shreds.
Hundreds of millions of dollars are
spent like this, and it does not add one
bit of information for one citizen in the
United States. No wonder people hate
this system. We ought to really try to
build a little bit more accountability
into this.

Well, Mr. President, these are impor-
tant provisions that we are talking
about here. I think that this represents
a huge step forward. Mr. President,
what I would worry about—and I will
sort of finish up this way—is these
three scenarios, and when we get into
the debate, I can go into all of them in
more specifics. One scenario is that we
have the majority leader’s amendment.
It really is, as my colleague said, ex-
traneous to this legislation. We can
have a separate debate on it later on. It
is really essentially a union gag, work-
er gag amendment. It is harsh. It
should not be on this bill. If it passes—
and I think we can have the votes to
defeat it—then we reach a huge im-
passe. I suppose that people can think
we have a clever strategy here. But
most people in the country know this
is nothing more than an effort to way-
lay the whole reform effort. It won’t
work. We are only a vote or two away
from defeating it. I think we can have
Republicans and Democrats join to-
gether to do that.

The second scenario I worry about as
well, which is an already stripped-down
version of McCain-Feingold, you will
have the 60-day accountability on the
issue ads taken out. You will raise
campaign contributions and you will
wind up with a piece of legislation that
will have a fine-sounding acronym,
that made-for-Congress look, but as a
matter of fact, it will just shift the
amount of money, spent in a different
way. It will be an obscene amount of
money. It will still undercut democ-
racy. You will still have all of this
money spent, and when people in the
country find out that not much really
has changed, they will be furious, dis-
couraged, disengaged, and none of us
benefit. I hope that doesn’t happen.

The third thing that could happen is
that the McCain-Feingold, what I
called extra mild, the new formulation,
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will pass. Again, there is not enough
zing in it, from my point of view, but I
think it would represent a step for-
ward. I mean, the provisions in the
McCain-Feingold extra mild would be a
step forward. It would be a reform ef-
fort. It would build some more ac-
countability into the system. It would
lessen some of the money that was
spent, and I think it would give people
some confidence that we are serious in
this Congress about trying to change
this system, this mix of money and pol-
itics, which so severely undercuts de-
mocracy.

Now, a final point, if I have 2 minutes
left. There is a whole lot of energy
around the country at the State level.
I mean, Vermont just passed a clean
money election option. Maine passed
it. I know that Massachusetts is going
to deal with this question. This is an
effort that I love. I have introduced a
bill with Senators KERRY, BIDEN, and
GLENN which basically says we are
going to get all of the private money
out, the big dollars out, and I think ul-
timately this is the direction we have
to go in. I will tell you something. Peo-
ple around the country at the State
level are saying yes to that.

So, colleagues, people are serious
about reform. This is one of those mo-
ments in time. As the Senator from
Minnesota, I am very discouraged that
we are not out here debating this. Let’s
finish this appropriations bill that my
colleagues from North Carolina and
California are managing, the D.C. ap-
propriations bill, and let’s have the de-
bate on campaign finance reform. Let’s
not have amendments out here that are
nothing less than an effort to destroy
this reform effort. Let’s debate the
stripped-down McCain-Feingold meas-
ure and get on and pass the reform bill.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
f

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

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

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Vermont 40
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 40
minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
don’t anticipate taking very long. I
want to raise a very important issue
relative to the District of Columbia.
First of all, I want to commend the
subcommittee chairman. I served just
ahead of him in that capacity. I know
of the tremendous responsibility he
has, and I have admired the way he has
been handling his job. I have also ad-
mired the way they have put the bill
together this year to help the city of
Washington.

But there are problems that are real-
ly beyond the possibility of the sub-
committee to correct. These are what I
want to discuss today. First of all, let

us remember what the important is-
sues facing this Nation are and reflect
and look at the District of Columbia
with respect to those. The District of
Columbia, as we all know, is the Na-
tion’s Capital. But I think sometimes
we Members have a tendency to forget
that we are responsible now for the
city of Washington. We, in 1974, turned
the city over to home rule. As that ex-
perience turned out to be rife with dif-
ficulty for the residents of D.C., Con-
gress made efforts to become more vig-
orously involved with the city’s gov-
ernance. By getting more directly in-
volved, particularly with regard to the
education system, we therefore made
ourselves, the Members of this body
and the House, directly responsible to
the people of the District of Columbia.
And furthermore, we became more di-
rectly responsible to the people of the
Nation overall that we would have to
do what is necessary to make this Cap-
ital a capital we can all be proud of.

Can you be proud of the United
States Capital when the top issue in
this Nation right now is education and
here in Washington we continue to
have some of the lowest educational
scores and standards in the country?
We are doing our jobs as leaders in a
major metropolitan area; how can we
turn this city into a model for the Na-
tion to show how we can take the cities
and help them become educational en-
terprises that are functioning well and
that are delivering our young people
into society with the skills they need
to be able to make this Nation strong?

This is a national problem of the
highest priority. But let us take a look
at the District of Columbia and where
we stand as far as what we are doing
for it and the distance that we have to
go. As I said, I had the job that the
Senator from North Carolina has, the
chairmanship of the subcommittee, and
I took that responsibility very, very se-
riously. Working with Congressman
GUNDERSON on the other side, we devel-
oped an educational program for the
city. We worked long and hard at it.
We got it approved, and it is in law. It
sets out the goals and methodology and
the means for us to take this city and
turn it from the worst—and I will ex-
plain that later—in educational results
of any city in this country.

Second—and I will talk about that
even more quickly—we also have about
the worst infrastructure of any school
system in this country—the worst. So
if we are going to make real progress in
turning this education system around
we have a long way to go.

We set the framework a couple years
ago when we took over the city. We
created, first, the Control Board, which
now has more of the mayoral respon-
sibilities, or is more analogous to a
board of aldermen. They then created a
school board to take a look and see
what they could do to take this city
and to change it into a city that we
could be proud of.

We have all recently noted that the
schools didn’t open on time. Children

were ready to come in, but the roofs
were leaking, books had not been deliv-
ered. What happened? We had an
amount of money for emergency re-
pairs that had been appropriated—but
that money, about $86 million came
from the remainder of existing funds,
and other one-time piece meal funding,
not through a dedicated, sustainable
revenue stream. It will just not be the
right way to go to meet the needs we
have, particularly with regard to infra-
structure.

Take a look at this chart. You can
see that if this situation is not the
worst in the Nation, it is pretty close.

Look at these statistics from a Gen-
eral Services Administration study,
which I will make a part of the
RECORD, which goes through these in-
frastructure categories item-by-item
to show where this city is.

Exterior walls: The national average
for having problems is 27 percent. We
have 72 percent of our exterior walls
and windows which are bad and not
meeting codes.

Next one: Roofs. This probably has
improved a little since we spent $70
million fixing roofs this fall. But a year
ago, only 27 percent of the schools in
this country had poor roofs—but in the
District we had 60-some percent of the
roofs that were not meeting code. This
does not mean they are beautiful; they
just do not meet the code and safety
violations.

Heating and ventilation, and air con-
ditioning: The national average, 36 per-
cent below code; Washington D.C., 66
percent.

Plumbing: Sixty-five percent of the
plumbing doesn’t meet code in D.C.’s
schools—65 percent.

Electrical and lighting: Fifty-three
percent of the District’s school’s are in
code violations in this category

Life safety codes: Fifty-one percent
of our schools are in violation of life
safety codes. Would you trust your own
children to that? I think not.

Power for technology: This is where
we are doing the best, fortunately. But,
still, 41 percent of the schools don’t
have power to utilize technology.

I am talking here about the Nation’s
Capital, the city that we would like to
point to to show as an example of how
a school system should be run.

Keep that in mind.
Let’s take a look at this next chart

to see what is going to happen.
For 3 years in a row we have had the

schools not opened on time because of
violations. Well, this is according to
the GSA. The amount of repairs, cost
of repairs to meet code, plus some
other essential repair: $2 billion—that
is with a ‘‘b’’—2 billion dollars’ worth
of repairs that are necessary in order
to get our schools in compliance with
the safety codes and other codes.

We managed to get $86 million avail-
able this year. That was the high point.
We put $50 million the year before. Di-
vide $86 million into $2 billion, and you
will see that somewhere between 20, 30,
or 40 years from now depending on
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