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week, and there are many who believe
these bombings were intended to dis-
rupt her visit. Mr. President, this de-
liberate act of violence against Israel
will not deter us in any way from mov-
ing forward with the peace process—in-
deed, it will only strengthen our re-
solve. It is critical that America con-
tinue to play a major role in the peace
process. We will not allow terrorists to
set the agenda for the peace process.
We will not allow cowards to strangle
the prospects for peace in the Middle
East.

In these difficult times, the need for
strong American leadership becomes
ever clearer. That is why | am very
pleased that Secretary Albright has de-
cided to proceed with her planned visit
to the Middle East. It is my profound
hope that her efforts can jump start
the ailing peace process.

I believe Mr. Arafat and the Palestin-
ian Authority must both agree to fully
engage in the peace process and take
dramatic steps to halt these terrorist
attacks if they wish to continue to re-
ceive financial assistance from the
United States. Unless such action is
taken in the immediate future, | will
steadfastly support cutting any and all
aid to the Palestinian Authority. It is
truly unconscionable that American
money, given in good faith, be used to
aid those who would conspire with ter-
rorists.

Israel’s greatest responsibility is to
protect her citizens. Mr. Arafat must
understand that a true peace can be
achieved only when lIsraeli citizens are
secure in their homes, in their places of
worship, and on their streets. They de-
serve no less.

I wish to express my sincere condo-
lences to the Israeli people on this
senseless tragedy.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 1079
(Purpose: To increase the amounts made
available to carry out title 11l of the Older

Americans Act of 1965)

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, |
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
laid aside. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. D’AMATO]
proposes an amendment numbered 1079.

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 45, line 13, strike “‘$854,000”” and in-
sert ‘‘$854,074,000 (and an additional amount
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of $40,000,000 that shall be used to carry out
title 111 of such Act)”.

On page 85, line 19, strike ““$30,500,000”" and
insert ““$70,500,000"".

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, |
thank Chairman SPECTER and the
ranking minority member, Senator
HARKIN, for their incredible steward-
ship and leadership in developing the
1998 Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, Education appropriations bill. It
is one of the most difficult bills that
we have to deal with because the needs
are so great; the needs for increased
medical research, for research in all of
the areas, whether it be for breast can-
cer, whether it be for kidney programs,
whether it be for the programs for
AIDS research.

Encompassed in this is how do we
share the resources which are so lim-
ited? So it really comes down to, unfor-
tunately, choices, of not giving suffi-
cient funding to some of the most criti-
cally important areas affecting our
health, affecting infants, and affecting
all of our populations.

But there is another population that
continues to grow, a population that
has not, unfortunately, had their needs
met, too. That is our senior citizens.
That is why | rise today, on behalf of
America’s elderly citizens, to increase
the title 11l of the Older Americans
Act. | offer an amendment that would
increase it by $40 million, for a total of
$893 million. The current Older Ameri-
cans Act funding includes a 2-percent
increase. That is 15 percent. That is a
cost-of-living increase over last year’s
allocation.

Most people would say, ‘““Well, that’s
not bad in these times of austerity.”” |
agree. But | think we have to look at
the problem. The primary goal of these
community services is to keep mil-
lions—millions—of frail elderly people
living independent in their own homes,
in their own apartments, for as long as
possible, allowing them to avoid unnec-
essary institutionalization and saving
billions of dollars, not to mention im-
proving their quality of life.

So the Older Americans Act provides
a whole variety of programs, home and
community-based services to the elder-
ly, including congregate and home-de-
livered meals—Meals on Wheels; we
have heard of that—transportation so
that seniors do not live as shut-ins so
they have an opportunity to come to-
gether with friends and neighbors, sen-
ior employment, senior centers, adult
day care and other services.

Three of these services account for
more than two-thirds of the title Il
funding: Congregate meals, that is $250
million; home-delivered meals, $134
million; and transportation, $63 mil-
lion. No one can deny the incredible
needs and the fact that, if anything,
they grow and grow.

The face of America’s population, Mr.
President, is changing. It is growing
older. Believe it or not, those elderly
people who are 85 years of age or older
are growing faster than any others.
They are growing at a faster rate—85
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and older. So when we talk about the
needs of the frail elderly and keeping
them from being institutionalized, this
is becoming an increasing problem.

The elderly population over age 85
will increase by 36 percent by the year
2005. Think of that; an incredible 36
percent. That is going to call for in-
creased services, increases well beyond
what we can imagine and envision
today. And unless we do, we are talk-
ing about a vulnerable population.
They will have no other alternatives in
many cases than to be institutional-
ized. | suggest not only the quality of
life of the seniors then becomes de-
graded to the extent that we do not
even like to think about it, but the
cost factors will become incalculable.

The typical Older Americans Act par-
ticipant, Mr. President, to get a profile
of who is that person, is a woman over
75, living on a very limited fixed in-
come, who needs daily help in prepar-
ing meals or weekly transportation to
a doctor.

Thirty-nine percent of the Older
Americans Act participants have in-
comes at or below the poverty level.

Among States, the poverty rates for
participants range from 17.2 to 86.9 per-
cent. Twelve States report at least half
of their participants have incomes at
or below the poverty threshold.

Mr. President, why is a $40 million
increase so desperately needed? Well,
despite the steady funding increases,
the effect of inflation and the tremen-
dous population growth have dimin-
ished the actual impact of the annual
appropriations increases. Over the past
15 years, there has been a 40-percent
loss in the program’s capacity to meet
the needs of older citizens due to a
combination of the following factors:
increased costs due to inflation, serv-
ing increased numbers of frail elderly
who need more, and reduced Federal
funding.

If inflation and the increasing age
population were accounted for from the
OAA'’s start in 1973, we would have had
to double the funding. So while the re-
quest for doubling the funding level in
1 year is unrealistic, certainly—cer-
tainly—the request that we put forth
at 5 percent, or $40 million, is one that
I believe is extremely conservative and
one that | hope we can meet.

Where do we find the funds? Let me
first say the committee has done an ex-
cellent job. It has identified funding,
an increased funding of $15 million, by
reducing the general administrative
costs, which amount to about $1 bil-
lion, the bureaucracy, the overhead for
administering these programs, for the
bureaucrats here in Washington and in
other areas. | believe that by a further
reduction by 5 percent, we can add $40
million. That is a very modest reduc-
tion as it relates to overhead. And that
is what we intend to do.

So what we are talking about is mak-
ing more resources available for peo-
ple, the frail elderly, people who need
it, a population that averages 75 years
of age, a population that continues to
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increase, as opposed to decreasing re-
sources for bureaucrats.

I believe in the days of computeriza-
tion, et cetera, and effective efficiency,
we can do that. We can actually in-
crease the services with less people by
way of attrition, by way of maximizing
the efficiency and the effectiveness
that one person today can bring to the
work force by use of the computer that
can do the work of two or three or four.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). Is there a sufficient second?
There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1079, AS MODIFIED

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | be allowed to
submit a modification to the amend-
ment which | have offered.

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

The amendment (No. 1079), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 45, line 13, strike ““$854,074,000"" and
insert ““$894,074,000"".

On page 85, line 19, strike ““$30,500,000"" and
insert ““$70,500,000"".

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that this matter be
laid aside and be voted on at 5:30.

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

Mr. D’AMATO. | thank the Chair and
thank my colleagues for their patience.

Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the
Chair.

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 1080

(Purpose: To increase funding for the Pub-
lic Charter Schools Program under Part C of
Title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1976)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
have an amendment which | send to
the desk at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
set aside. The clerk will report the
amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], for himself and Mr. CoATS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1080.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 50, line 9, strike ‘'$1,271,000,000"
and insert °‘1,256,987,000"’, and on line 10,
strike ‘*$530,000,000”” and insert *‘$515,987,000"".

On page 53, line 12, strike, ‘‘$310,000,000"
and insert ‘*285,000,000"".

On page 59, line 12, strike, ‘$362,225,000.””
and insert ‘352,225,000, of which $40 million
shall be made available to carry out Part A
of Title X of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.”

On page 59, line 14, after “‘said Act’ insert
‘“, $100,000,000 shall be available to carry out
part C of Title X of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965,”.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
am proud to rise today to offer an
amendment, along with my good friend
and colleague Senator CoATs from Indi-
ana, which would increase our invest-
ment in one of the most promising en-
gines of education reform in America
today, which is the charter school
movement. This amendment would in-
crease funding for the charter school
grant program from the current level
of $51 million up to $100 million for fis-
cal year 1998.

Mr. President, we recognize that this
is a sizable jump in funding, but let me
put it in context and then go on to ex-
plain why we believe it is more than
warranted.

Earlier this week, on Tuesday of this
week, my friend and mentor, Bill Ben-
nett, wrote a column on the op-ed page
of the Wall Street Journal in which he
began with some startling numbers.
“This morning,” that is Tuesday morn-
ing, “a record 52 million children will
walk into America’s classrooms. And
this year Americans will spend more
than a quarter of a trillion dollars try-
ing to educate them.”

So when we think, as this amend-
ment would do, Mr. President, of tak-
ing the $51 million the Federal Govern-
ment now invests in charter schools
and raising it to $100 million—a sizable
jump; just about doubling it—let us put
it in the broader context of the quarter
of a trillion dollars that is being spent
every year in this country to educate
our children. This additional $50 mil-
lion, | think, provides enormous hope
that the remaining quarter of a trillion
dollars will be better spent.

Dr. Bill Bennett went on to say that
these numbers alone ensure that edu-
cation will be at or near the top of the
national political agenda, and indeed,
in addition to this, there is greater po-
litical emphasis on social issues. Edu-
cation is how many people talk about
the condition of our children, cultural
decline, and the Nation’s moral well-
being.

Dr. Bennett goes on to cite a number
of hopeful signs of reform and progress
occurring in our education system, in-
cluding some of the superb experiments
that are now being tried with school
choice or school vouchers, school schol-
arships. But he also mentions charter
schools. | quote from his article. “Pub-
lic schools that are freed from many
regulations, in exchange for greater au-
tonomy and more accountability, are
flourishing. There are now more than
700 charter schools in 28 States.”

Mr. President, the goal of this
amendment is to help us open, help the
States, help individuals, help entre-
preneurs open hundreds of more char-
ter schools. This movement has quick-
ly become one of the most popular and
encouraging developments in the world
of education reform. Since the first
charter school opened in Minnesota in
1991, 29 States and the District of Co-
lumbia have enacted charter programs.
And as children head back to school
this month, it is expected that more
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than 700 charter schools will be in oper-
ation across the country, including a
whole new group in my own State of
Connecticut, practically tripling the
number of charters that were in exist-
ence just 2 years ago.

The appeal of this new breed of
schools is obvious. In the context of a
school system that is not adequately
educating too many of our children,
charters offer the promise of higher
standards, greater  accountability,
broader flexibility to innovate in the
classroom, and ultimately greater
choice, which is what more and more
parents want in public education. So
far the broad array of charter schools
already in business are delivering on
that potential. Parents give over-
whelmingly high marks to charter
schools for their responsiveness to
them, the parents, as customers. Sev-
eral independent studies show that
this, in turn, is helping to generate
greater parental involvement in the
education of their children.

These studies also show that charters
are effectively serving diverse popu-
lations, particularly many of the dis-
advantaged and at-risk children that
traditional public schools have strug-
gled to reach. While it is too soon to
determine what impact charter schools
are having on overall academic per-
formance, the early returns in places
like Massachusetts suggest that char-
ters are succeeding where it matters
most, in the classroom.

Perhaps the most powerful endorse-
ment of the charter school approach
came recently from the superintendent
of public schools for the Seattle public
school district, who suggested that the
city should consider making every
school in its district a charter school,
freeing the schools of the burdens of
the central bureaucracy, setting a se-
ries of standards of accountability that
would have to be met by those who run
the school in a given amount of time
and understanding that the charter is
not forever. The charter is only re-
newed if the goals set out within it are
realized.

The movement is being driven by a
growing legion of parents, educators,
business leaders and community activ-
ists who are convinced that alter-
natives in public education, including
charter schools, represent the future of
public education in America. But Con-
gress, to our credit, has made a valu-
able contribution to the growth of
charters through the Federal charter
grant program, which was authorized
in 1994 with broad bipartisan support. |
was privileged to be a cosponsor of that
legislation with Senator David Duren-
berger, the main sponsor, Senator from
Minnesota.

Over the last 3 years, the Federal
charter program has helped scores of
charter schools open. What do we do?
We defray the costs many groups face
in trying to start a school from
scratch. That is what the Federal
money goes to. Most States provide
charter schools, and this is the case in
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Connecticut, with a per pupil allot-
ment once they are in operation. But
charter operators have to scramble to
cover such startup expenses as plan-
ning a curriculum, leasing a building,
hiring a staff.

A survey of charter school operators
recently conducted by the Department
of Education highlighted this problem
showing that it was by far the biggest
obstacle to success that charter school
operators face. It is that obstacle that
this amendment intends to diminish.

As the charter movement expands,
the demand for this aid will only con-
tinue to grow with it. With the number
of charter schools mushrooming each
year, our ability to help them meet
their startup costs will quickly dimin-
ish, unless we increase the amount ap-
propriated, as this amendment would
do.

President Clinton recognized this
when he issued a challenge in the State
of the Union to double the funding for
the Federal charter program. That is
what we do, Senator COATs and I, in
this amendment.

By doubling funding for this pro-
gram, we would help scores of new
charter schools make the transition
from the drawing board to the black-
board, and provide thousands of addi-
tional students with an opportunity to
attend one of these innovative, per-
formance-based programs. Moreover,
we would also send a strong message to
charter advocates and to families in
general that the Federal Government
is committed to supporting the good
work that is happening at the State
and local level and that we are serious
about fundamentally improving public
education.

To make sure we spend this new
money wisely, Senator CoOATS and |
also intend to introduce legislation
this fall aimed at strengthening the
Federal charter program. From our ex-
perience to date, we have learned some
valuable lessons about how we can im-
prove this program to speed the devel-
opment of charter schools in partici-
pating States and to also encourage
nonparticipating States to join this
movement. The legislation we’re pre-
paring would use the new Federal fund-
ing to reward those States that are
most actively moving to create char-
ters. It would also tighten a few unin-
tended loopholes in the current law
that have allowed schools that are not
true charters to receive Federal aid
that was not intended for them.

We can begin strengthening this pro-
gram immediately by increasing our
investment in charter schools. And
that is the purpose of our amendment
today. To pay for this new investment,
we are proposing shifting a relatively
small amount of funds from three
broad-based Federal programs—the
title VI block grant account, Goals
2000, and the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Education. All three of these
programs are aimed at promoting edu-
cational reform and innovation, which
is the same exact mission of the char-
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ter school program. So in essence,
rather than cutting these three broad-
based accounts, our amendment would
simply earmark a fixed portion for a
highly effective, well-targeted, and
broadly supported program.

The three programs from which we
are shifting funding are all worthwhile
efforts. But we feel strongly by ear-
marking a relatively small amount
from them for the charter school pro-
gram, we will be getting the most bang
for the books.

We are convinced that the charter
movement, as charter expert Bruno
Manno of the Hudson Institute has
said, is arguably the most vibrant force
in public education today. It has man-
aged to bring together parents, edu-
cators, and political leaders from both
parties in support of an effort to inject
more choice, accountability, and com-
petition into our public schools, an ef-
fort that focuses first and foremost on
performance, not process—performance
in educating our children.

I hope we can come together our-
selves in a bipartisan fashion, as we did
in launching the Federal charter pro-
gram, to demonstrate our commitment
to these goals by passing this amend-
ment. | thank the managers of the bill
for the opportunity to speak on this
important issue, and would ask them
for their support.

Mr. President, let me discuss the
funding offsets for the Lieberman-
Coats charter school amendment.

The Lieberman-Coats amendment
would increase funding for the Federal
charter school grant program by $49
million. Here is a breakdown of how
this amendment is paid for: $25 million
would come from the title VI block
grant program that supports State and
local driven innovation efforts. This
would leave funding for this account at
$285 million; $14 million would come
from the Goals 2000 program. This
would leave funding for this account at
$515.9 million, which would still
amount to a $25 million increase over
the fiscal year 1997 level; and $10 mil-
lion would come from the Fund for the
Improvement of Education, a pool of
discretionary funds administered by
the Secretary of Education. This would
leave funding for this account at $40
million, the same amount appropriated
for fiscal year 1997.

All of these programs are broad-based
efforts aimed at promoting education
reform and innovation and lifting
standards. The charter school program
is dedicated to these same goals. So
rather than cutting the three programs
listed above, the Lieberman-Coats
amendment simply earmarks a fixed
portion of these accounts for arguably
the most promising education reform
and innovation initiative in the coun-
try.

I notice the presence on the floor of
my cosponsor and Senator STEVENS as
well. | yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the vote occur on
the pending D’Amato amendment at
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4:30 p.m. today, and that no amend-
ments be in order to the D’Amato
amendment.

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

The Senator from Indiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. COATS. | understand that short-
ly the Senator from Alaska will make
a proposal that is certainly acceptable
to Senator LIEBERMAN and I, and | will
be very brief in my comments.

I am pleased to join my colleague
from Connecticut in coauthoring and
cosponsoring this amendment to in-
crease funding for charter schools.
Clearly, we are in a situation where |
think there is a growing recognition
that the status quo in our public
schools is unacceptable, particularly
our public schools located in low-in-
come and urban areas. That status quo
has existed for quite some time.

It has been nearly 13 years since the
President’s commission reported about
mediocrity in public education. We
have seen numerous attempts both
through public policy and through
local initiatives to try to address the
mediocrity and improve educational
opportunities for our young people. We
have met considerable resistance from
the Federal Government, from the De-
partment of Education, because they
do not want to upset the status quo.
Yet parents are voting with their feet
and with considerable sacrifice and de-
manding at local and State levels that
change be made. They are demanding
alternatives.

Senator LIEBERMAN and | have ex-
plored a possibility of vouchers for low
income, providing parents who do not
have a choice, a choice that most of
the rest of us have, that if their failing
public school is not educating their
young people they would have some
means and wherewithal to utilize a
voucher to achieve a better education.

This is not that amendment. This is
an amendment that addresses another
alternative, a viable alternative called
charter schools that Senator
LIEBERMAN has said is being more and
more accepted throughout America.
Even the Department of Education, in
releasing its first formal report on the
study of charter schools, has some find-
ings indicating that charter schools
have racial compositions similar to
statewide averages, and in many cases
have a higher proportion of minority
students. So the charge that they are
just for a certain race or just for the
elite is not a well-founded charge.

Sixty percent of public charter
schools are new startups rather than
conversions of public and private
schools to charter status. They enroll
roughly the same percent of low-in-
come students on the average of other
public schools. So a lot of red herrings
about charter schools undermining the
effectiveness of public schools is not
proven.

The Hudson Institute, located in In-
dianapolis, has undertaken a very sig-
nificant and comprehensive study of
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charter schools called Charter Schools
in Action. Their research has involved
visiting 14 States, 60 schools, and visit-
ing thousands of teachers and students.
The key findings are that three-fifths
of charter school students rate their
charter school teachers as better. Over
two-thirds of parents say the charter
school is better than the child’s pre-
vious school with respect to class size
and school size. Over 90 percent of the
teachers are satisfied with their char-
ter school educational philosophy,
their size, colleagues and students. And
among students who said they were
failing at their previous school, more
than half are now doing excellent or
good work.

The gains were dramatic, most dra-
matic for minority and low-income
youngsters, and were confirmed by
their parents.

In summary, the Hudson Institute
study found charter schools point to
important ways to improve and re-
invent public education as a whole. The
implications from the success of char-
ter schools indicate that successful
public schools should be consumer-ori-
ented, diverse results oriented and pro-
fessional places that also function as
media institutions in their area.

Because of the tremendous success of
charter schools in the past 6 years, |
joined Senator LIEBERMAN in an at-
tempt to double the funding. As Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN pointed out, they offer
great accountability, broader flexibil-
ity for classroom innovation, and ulti-
mately more choice in public edu-
cation.

Senator LIEBERMAN and | have ad-
dressed what we think are some offsets
to provide for this doubling of funding
to encourage charter schools. There
has been some concern about where
that funding comes from. | think there
are some creative, innovative, and use-
ful offsets, but it would engender con-
siderable debate and discussion and
might undermine this effort. Senator
STEVENS has found, | think, a very ac-
ceptable way to address this, and | ap-
preciate his involvement and his ef-
forts and his support for this.

With that, | thank my colleague,
Senator LIEBERMAN from Connecticut,
for his initiatives, and | am pleased to
join him in this.

| yield the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
pending Lieberman-Coats amendment
is a good one. We see no reason to take
further time on it because the House
bill does have the $75 million for char-
ter schools. The effect of this amend-
ment would be to increase it to that
amount.

It is the intention of the chairman of
the subcommittee, Senator SPECTER, to
notify the House that in conference we
will recede to the House on this item.

| appreciate the indulgence of the
two Senators, Senator LIEBERMAN and
CoAaTs, and ask under the cir-
cumstances that they accept our word
that will be the amount of money pro-
vided for charter schools under this bill
when it comes out of conference.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Alaska very
much for his statement. The willing-
ness of the Senate conferees to yield to
the House on this would accomplish an
enormous step forward in Federal sup-
port of the charter school movement.
There is no need to take any more time
of the Senate. Obviously, the word of
the Senator from Alaska is bankable. |
thank him for that.

I thank my colleague from Indiana
and | appreciate very much another ex-
pression of bipartisan support for this
educational reform movement that is
sweeping America. With our help, it
will help it even more with this addi-
tional amount of money.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | wish
to compliment and congratulate the
Senators from Connecticut, Indiana,
and Alaska for not only their support
for charter schools but also for the ad-
ditional funding, because this is a suc-
cess story. There are successes in com-
munities all across the country. The
number of charter schools has ex-
ploded. | think there are over 700 now,
and growing.

A lot of States are looking to see how
can we improve our schools, how can
we make education better. Charter
schools have been a proven success.

I compliment my colleagues for bi-
partisan work in making a real addi-
tion to a proven success story and im-
proving education.

AMENDMENT NO. 1080 WITHDRAWN

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment is withdrawn.

The amendment (No. 1080) was with-
drawn.

The

AMENDMENT NO. 1081
(Purpose: To limit the use of taxpayer funds
for any future International Brotherhood
of Teamsters leadership election)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
pending amendments are set aside.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Nick-
LES], for himself, and Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes
an amendment numbered 1081.

Mr. NICKLES. | ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 25, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

SEC. (a) IN GENERAL.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), none of the funds
made available under this Act, or any other
Act making appropriations for fiscal year
1998, may be used by the Department of
Labor or the Department of Justice to con-
duct a rerun of a 1996 election for the office
of President, General Secretary, Vice-Presi-
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dent, or Trustee of the International Broth-
erhood of Teamsters.

(b) EXCEPTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the submission to
Congress of a certification by the President
of the United States that the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters does not have
funds sufficient to conduct a rerun of a 1996
election for the office of President, General
Secretary, Vice-President, or Trustee of the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, the
President of the United States may transfer
funds from the Department of Justice and
the Department of Labor for the conduct and
oversight of such a rerun election.

(2) REQUIREMENT.—Prior to the transfer of
funds under paragraph (1), the International
Brotherhood of Teamsters shall agree to
repay the Secretary of the Treasury for the
costs incurred by the Department of Labor
and the Department of Justice in connection
with the conduct of an election described in
paragraph (1). Such agreement shall provide
that any such repayment plan be reasonable
and practicable, as determined by the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of Treasury,
and be structured in a manner that permits
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters
to continue to operate.

(3) REPAYMENT PLAN.—The International
Brotherhood of Teamsters shall submit to
the President of the United States, the Ma-
jority and Minority Leaders of the Senate,
the Majority and Minority Leaders of the
House of Representatives, and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, a plan for the
repayment of amounts described in para-
graph (2), at an interest rate equal to the
Federal underpayment rate established
under section 6621(a)(2) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 as in effect for the calender
quarter in which the plan is submitted, prior
to the expenditure of any funds under this
section.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the
amendment | send to the desk on be-
half of myself and Senator JEFFORDS is
an amendment that deals with the po-
tential rerun of the 1996 Teamsters
election. | think most of my colleagues
are aware the Teamsters election,
which was held in 1996, has now been
held invalid, at least by the adminis-
trator overseeing the election who de-
termined that there was fraud, that
there was corruption, and that there
needed to be another election. She has
now made that petition before the U.S.
district court. The court will rule on
that. My guess is she will probably
order another election.

The purpose of this is to ensure that
taxpayers won’t pay for the next elec-
tion. To give my colleagues a little his-
tory of how the U.S. taxpayers paid for
the last one, | have heard estimates of
around $22 million. | also heard more
than $22 million, maybe higher or clos-
er to $28 or $29 million, but the tax-
payers paid millions of dollars, $20 mil-
lion-some for the 1996 Teamsters elec-
tion.

Now it seems that the Federal over-
seer of that election says it was not
fair, it was not right, there was corrup-
tion, it needs to be held over again.

The purpose of this amendment is to
say that taxpayers will not pay for it
again. | might mention, somebody said
why would taxpayers pay for it in the
first place? Mr. President, 99 percent of
all union elections that are held in this
country, the U.S. taxpayer does not
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pay for. There was a 1989 decree with
the Teamsters and the Justice Depart-
ment entered into in 1989 that called
for the elections both in 1991 and 1996.
The 1991 election, | might mention, had
oversight by the Federal Government
but was not paid for by the Federal
Government. Actually, the Teamsters
paid for the 1991 election.

With Federal Government oversight,
no allegations of improprieties or cor-
ruption were made. It was a good elec-
tion. The 1996 election, however, pro-
vided for in the decree, provided that
the taxpayers would pay for the 1996
election. Now the overseer of that elec-
tion said, wait a minute, there was
fraud, we will have to have another
election.

The purpose of this amendment is,
let’s not pay for it, let the Teamsters
pay for it. Somebody said, well, maybe
they do not have the money, it could
cost several million. | heard it could
cost $10 million, it might cost $20 mil-
lion. Who knows? | think they will be
more frugal if they are paying for it.
Certainly, they are capable of paying
for it. In the event they do not have
the money, our amendment allows for
the taxpayers to pay for it, but we have
to be paid back.

Again, | think taxpayers did not get
their money’s worth out of the 1996
election. If you paid $20 million-some
and you find there was rampant cor-
ruption, fraud, and abuse to the extent
we have to have another election—we
should not let that happen again.

So, that is the purpose of my amend-
ment. | think it is a fair amendment. It
is in accord with the 1989 decree or-
dered in the past. | urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

| ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 1082 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1081

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 1082
to amendment No. 1081.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end thereof, insert the following:

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the obligations of the United
States under the consent decree in United
States v. International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, 88 Civ. 4486 (DNE) (S.D.N.Y.), or any
court orders thereunder.

Mr. KENNEDY. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just
for the benefit of the membership, to
describe where we are, the amendment
that | have offered would include the
Nickles amendment, but it would also
add to the Nickles amendment: ‘“‘Noth-
ing in this section shall be construed to
affect the obligations of the United
States under the consent decree’ en-
tered into in United States v. Team-
sters, decided in 1989.”

So, effectively, the Nickles amend-
ment would be perfected with the Ken-
nedy amendment. All we are saying
with the Kennedy amendment would be
that nothing in the Nickles amend-
ment would eliminate the obligations
of the United States that was a part of
a consent decree that was signed in
1989 because we are not operating in a
vacuum here today with regard to the
Teamsters elections. We are basically
operating on the basis of a consent de-
cree that was signed by the previous
administration, signed by the Bush ad-
ministration, and supported by the
Bush administration.

All that we are saying is that what-
ever decision that is going to be made,
or whatever language would be in-
cluded in the Nickles amendment, it
will not be contrary to what was
agreed to by the United States, agreed
to by the U.S. Government and the pre-
vious administration and adhered to by
the courts. We don’t know what the fu-
ture is going to bring with regard to
any potential future election or what
the allocation of responsibility would
be in terms of who would be responsible
to pay for various aspects of the elec-
tion. We don’t prejudge that. All we are
saying is that nothing in the Nickles
amendment will, in any way, under-
mine the responsibilities of the United
States, which 1 believe is a solemn
agreement and a solemn commitment,
and that has been accepted in the
courts of law by the United States.

Now, Mr. President, this amendment,
| believe, is basically a transparent at-
tempt to punish the Teamsters Union
for winning the UPS strike, and it
doesn’t deserve really to pass. This
issue is no light matter. The amend-
ment would require the Federal Gov-
ernment to abdicate its responsibility
under the court-approved consent or-
dered and signed by the Justice Depart-
ment under the Bush administration. If
the Federal Government abdicates this
responsibility, it could be subject to
contempt proceedings in the Federal
court.

The amendment would deny Federal
funds to oversee the forthcoming
Teamsters election, which had been or-
dered after the 1996 election was nul-
lified by the Government-appointed
election officer. That election was paid
for by Federal dollars. The Federal
Government agreed to fund that elec-
tion under a 1989 consent order in the
Federal court of New York City that
resolved a racketeering suit brought by
the Government. The suit was a cul-
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mination of over 30 years of effort to
eliminate organized crime from the
leadership of the Teamsters Union.
Congress has been heavily involved in
that process. From the McClellan com-
mittee hearings in 1957 to the Senate
permanent subcommittee investigation
hearings in 1994, we have worked to re-
duce the influence of organized crime
in the union and in the industry where
its members work.

In 1988, the Justice Department,
under President Bush, sued the Team-
sters under the Federal racketeering
laws. The charge was that the union
was dominated by organized crime.
That was settled in 1989. The court-ap-
proved consent order was designed to
rid the union of officers with ties to or-
ganized crime and to create a new,
open and democratic structure in the
union. The consent order provided that
the 1991 election for Teamster offices
would be supervised by a court-ap-
pointed election officer. The consent
order also required the 1996 election to
be supervised by the election officer.

Let me quote the union-defendant’s
consent to the election officer, at Gov-
ernment expense, to supervise the 1996
elections on page 16 of the consent
order:

In accord with that decree, the election of-
ficer supervised the 96 election, at Govern-
ment expense. Late last month, the officer
ruled that the ’96 election must be rerun be-
cause of irregularities committed by con-
sultants to one of the candidates. The elec-
tion officer specifically refused to find that
any union officer or member committed any
misconduct and noted that Teamster Presi-
dent Ron Carey cooperated with the election
officer in a manner inconsistent with guilt.
Under the consent order, the Federal court
must formally order any rerun election that
is held. The court’s decision will be issued
later this month.

It is the consent order that obligated
the Government to pay for the 1996
election. Under the consent order, any
rerun of that election ordered by the
election officer should be Government-
funded. Yet, this amendment asks the
Government to walk away from that
clear obligation. If passed, the amend-
ment would order the Government to
subject itself to a contempt proceed-
ing. These financial obligations were
entered into by a Republican-con-
trolled Justice Department and a Re-
publican administration. They were
part of a comprehensive and successful
effort to root out organized crime from
the Teamsters Union and restore demo-
cratic process to that union.

It is an outrage to ask Congress to
abdicate our responsibility to help in
eliminating corruption in this union.
The heart of this amendment is an at-
tempt to punish the Teamsters for
their extraordinary success in the re-
cent UPS strike, in which the Team-
sters won 10,000 more permanent jobs
for their members, improved benefits
for all 185,000 UPS employees, and sen-
sitized the entire Nation to the gross
abuses in many workplaces that force
hard-working men and women into
part-time jobs with lower wages and
lower benefits than they deserve.
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Some of our Republican friends may
believe the Teamsters should be pun-
ished for these gains. | believe that
they deserve praise instead of punish-
ment. | urge my colleagues to give our
amendment the kind of support that it
deserves.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY. | am glad to.

Mr. NICKLES. In looking at your
amendment, you said that nothing in
this section should be construed to af-
fect the obligations under the consent
decree. I might agree to that part. But
then you also add, “‘or any court orders
thereunder.” What do you mean by
that last few words?

Mr. KENNEDY. | would expect that
what we would include in that is any
court orders that would be related
under the consent decree or that would
be related to the consent. Is there
something in particular—I would be
glad to attempt to define that, if the
Senator has some particular concerns
in some particular way. But it seems to
me to be fairly clear. Any of the orders
that would be a part of that consent
decree. Now that we are retained and
we are within the consent decree, there
would be any of the court orders with
regard to the various elections. And |
would expect that as we did before, we
would want to comply with the consent
decree in those areas.

Mr. NICKLES. I am just trying to
help a little bit. If the Senator will
drop those last few words, | might
agree to his amendment, because |
think our amendment is consistent
with the consent decree. But | may be
overly interpreting. | don’t know ex-
actly what the sentiment is for ‘“‘or any
court orders thereunder.” But it might
be hoped by the Teamsters, or some-
thing, they could go to court and find
some court that would say, yes, the
Federal Government should pay for a
rerun election. That is not covered.

I might tell my colleague that | have
done a little homework on this. The
rerun is not covered by the consent de-
cree. There certainly is no obligation
for taxpayers to pay for reruns, which
is not consistent with the statement of
the Senator from Massachusetts. That,
I think, is factual.

So my point is, if the Senator would
delete those last few words ‘“‘or any
court orders thereunder,” | think |
could accept his amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. If there was any
court order affecting the 1996 elections
of Teamsters officers—| would like to
try a short quorum call to make sure
that would be language, which | think
appears to be to the Senator’s point,
and | think it would meet the objec-
tives. But maybe we could suggest a
short quorum call to make sure that
we have the language that conforms to
both of our understanding.

| suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE ELECTION IN LOUISIANA

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | was
distressed yesterday to hear comments
on the floor relative to the duty of the
U.S. Senate under the U.S. Constitu-
tion to determine—and we have the
sole authority under the Constitution
to determine—the issues as relating to
the presence or absence of that degree
of fraud or other conditions that would
affect the outcome of the election in
Louisiana. The subject has been dis-
cussed many times on the floor.

As chairman of the Rules Committee,
I have overall responsibility for the di-
rection and the daily conduct of this
investigation. | will later today either
address the Senate or put in the
RECORD a detailed accounting of every-
thing that I, the staff of the commit-
tee, and others have done since the last
time | reported to the Senate with re-
gard to this very important case. But |
wish to assure my colleagues that
while | regret that the Democrats de-
cided to walk out on the investigation
that the Republican majority of the
committee, and specifically myself, we
have continued to fulfill what | and
others regard as the bottom-line re-
sponsibility of the U.S. Senate, and
that is to go and look at every reason-
able source of potential evidence as it
relates to fraud in this election. This
has taken a great deal of time. | recog-
nize that it has stressed the patience of
many.

But if you look historically, as | have
done, at comparable situations when
the U.S. Senate has been faced with the
election problems, this case thus far is
relatively short in duration. Many
have gone for as much as 18 months to
over 2 years.

It is my hope and my expectation
that we can conclude this work in a
reasonable period of time. Under the
leadership of our distinguished major-
ity leader and, indeed, some on the
other side of the aisle, we were very
near to an agreement whereby both
sides concurred that this matter could
be concluded before late September—
this month. That fell by the wayside,
and | was then given the authority at
long last, although | had asked a num-
ber of times—it had been denied by the
Democrats—the authority to issue sub-
poenas. | received that authority from
the committee. Subpoenas  were
promptly issued. And | went to Louisi-
ana on two occasions and each time
conducted 2 full days of hearings. | re-
peat, 2 full days; 4 full days thus far of
hearings in Louisiana.

In response to those subpoenas, indi-
viduals without exception came in,
some voluntarily. Those individuals re-
sponded in large measure to the best of
their knowledge to each and every
question. Some equivocated. That is
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true in any trial. | used to be an assist-
ant U.S. attorney for 4 or 5 years, and
I have tried many cases. But | can
judge witnesses fairly well based on
that experience. | say on the whole the
witnesses were forthcoming in their
oral testimony.

Likewise, we issued subpoenas duces
tecum for records. We have in the pos-
session of the Senate now some four to
six cartons of records as a consequence
of those subpoenas issued in August.
Most of those records relate to the
gambling industry, which, according to
official records, put anywhere from $10
to $15 million into the elections taking
place on December 5 or 6 of 1996 be-
cause there was a referendum that af-
fected the gambling industry. They had
a right to participate and contribute
money to foster their interests in cer-
tain votes as related to the referen-
dum.

But anyway, that is a voluminous
amount of record material that must
be gone over carefully by Senate staff
and such other adjunct support as we
can get from the GAO. Much to my dis-
appointment, and despite the efforts of
the distinguished majority leader, my-
self, and others, the FBI pulled out
when the Democrats left. That left us
short-handed in the nature of support.
But we are doing our best. And despite
the efforts of majority leader, myself,
and others, the FBI still has not come
in to give any further help.

All of this is to say the buck stops
with me as the chairman. And I can, in
clearest of conscience, report to my
colleagues that | feel that the Rules
Committee, its staff, and the Repub-
lican Senators participating are fulfill-
ing the exact requirement placed upon
us by the U.S. Constitution.

| urge that the Members of this body
continue to allow that work to be done
in an orderly fashion as best we can,
given the extraordinary handicaps we
have, both financial, time and
staffwise, to do our work, to go over
the records we have.

I announced in Louisiana it would be
my judgment, subject to concurrence
of other members of the committee, to
have at least one more hearing, this
time here in the Rules Committee
room, at which time the gambling in-
dustry would be subpoenaed to come
and explain in detail the voluminous
amount of records we now have before
us. We need to ascertain whether or
not this sum of money, ranging from
$10 million to $15 million, was expended
in a proper way in accordance with
Federal and State law, or in fact did
some of it slip into areas which could
have generated fraud and, indeed, af-
fected the outcome of this election
through fraud.

So, Mr. President, | see the majority
leader now at this time and I, due to
time constraints, have to stop my re-
marks, but | will put in the RECORD
today, either orally or insert a more
complete dissertation, exactly what we
have done.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
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