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(F) to carry out the Educational Research,

Development, Dissemination, and Improve-
ment Act;

(G) to carry out the National Education
Statistics Act of 1994;

(H) to carry out section 10601 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965;

(I) to carry out section 2102 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; or

(J) to carry out part K of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965; or

(2) 50 percent of the amount appropriated
under title III under the headings ‘‘Rehabili-
tation Services and Disability Research’’ and
‘‘Vocational and Adult Education’’.

(c) Each local educational agency shall
conduct a census to determine the number of
kindergarten through grade 12 students
served by the local educational agency not
later than 21 days after the beginning of the
school year. Each local educational agency
shall submit the number to the Secretary.

(d) The Secretary shall determine the
amount awarded to each local educational
agency under this section as follows:

(1) First, the Secretary, using the informa-
tion provided under subsection (c), shall de-
termine a per child amount by dividing the
total amount of funds described in sub-
section (b), by the total number of kinder-
garten through grade 12 students in all
States.

(2) Second, the Secretary, using the infor-
mation provided under subsection (c), shall
determine the baseline amount for each local
educational agency by multiplying the per
child amount determined under paragraph (1)
by the number of kindergarten through
grade 12 students that are served by the local
educational agency.

(3) Lastly, the Secretary shall compute the
amount awarded to each local educational
agency as follows:

(A) Multiply the baseline amount deter-
mined under paragraph (2) by a factor of 1.1
for local educational agencies serving States
that are in the least wealthy quintile of all
States as determined by the Secretary on
the basis of the per capita income of individ-
uals in the States.

(B) Multiply the baseline amount by a fac-
tor of 1.05 for local educational agencies
serving States that are in the second least
wealthy such quintile.

(C) Multiply the baseline amount by a fac-
tor of 1.00 for local educational agencies
serving States that are in the third least
wealthy such quintile.

(D) Multiply the baseline amount by a fac-
tor of .95 for local educational agencies serv-
ing States that are in the fourth least
wealthy such quintile.

(E) Multiply the baseline amount by a fac-
tor of .90 for local educational agencies serv-
ing States that are in the wealthiest such
quintile.

(e) If the total amount of funds made avail-
able to carry out this section is insufficient
to pay in full all amounts awarded under
subsection (d), then the Secretary shall rat-
ably reduce each such amount.

(f) If the Secretary determines that a local
educational agency has knowingly submitted
false information under subsection (c) for
the purpose of gaining additional funds
under this section, then the local edu-
cational agency shall be fined an amount
equal to twice the difference between the
amount the local educational agency re-
ceived under subsection (d), and the correct
amount the local educational agency would
have received if the agency had submitted
accurate information under subsection (c).

(g) In this section—
(1) the term ‘‘local educational agency’’

has the meaning given the term in section
14101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965;

(2) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Education; and

(3) the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the
several States of the United States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, the United States Virgin Islands, the
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia, and the Repub-
lic of Palau.

f

NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT OF
HEARING

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce for the public
the postponement of a hearing sched-
uled before the full Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

The hearing was to take place Tues-
day, September 16, 1997, at 10 a.m. in
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC. The
purpose of the hearing was oversight of
Federal outdoor recreation policy. The
hearing will be rescheduled for a later
date.

For further information, please call
Kelly Johnson at (202) 224–3329.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

INCOME AVERAGING FOR
FARMERS

∑ Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
heard some good words about a provi-
sion of the tax bill from the folks back
home during August recess, and I want
to pass on their comments.

The subject was income averaging for
farmers. The tax bill restored this im-
portant financial management tool. I
commend Senator SHELBY and Senator
BURNS for their fine leadership on this
bill.

The American farmer is the most ef-
ficient food producer in the world. The
average farmer grows food and fiber for
close to 130 people. The people of the
United States thus enjoy the most
plentiful and affordable food supply in
the world.

However, the American farmer faces
numerous obstacles, from unpredict-
able weather to natural disasters, from
outbreaks of insects and disease to ex-
cessive Government regulations.

As a farmer for more than 50 years, I
know that there is one constant in
farming, and that is unpredictability.

For many years, the American farm-
er was permitted to average his income
over a 2-year period, and this brought
some predictability to their Federal in-
come taxes. It meant that farmers were
allowed to moderate the tax effects of
the natural boom and bust cycle that is
so familiar to many farmers.

The 1986 Tax Reform Act, however,
abolished income averaging for farm-
ers. The tax bill reduced the number of
tax brackets and cut the top rate to 28
percent. Of course, just 7 years later,
the number of brackets jumped and the
top rate soared to 39.6 percent.

Further, the American farmer faced
another major change, the 1996 farm
bill. The new farm bill abolished the
traditional price deficiency payments—
the price supports that guaranteed a
certain farm income—and it set the
farm programs on a market-oriented
path.

The increased exposure of the farmer
to the risks of the markets and the
risks of the elements, coupled with tax
rates that approach 40 percent, under-
score the need to restore income aver-
aging.

It is difficult for the small farmer to
create a farm business plan that can
anticipate the surges and dives in in-
come that are part of farm life. It is
tough to plan for tax management due
to the uncertainties of farm oper-
ations.

The farmer struggles to pay his bills,
much less save, in a bad year, and he
faces high tax rates in his good years.
As a result, compared to people who
earn stable incomes, farmers pay taxes
at a higher cumulative rate.

Mr. President, the farmer is the
backbone of this Nation, and he keeps
us fed. He is essential to our Nation
and to the health of rural commu-
nities.

The current Tax Code and regulatory
requirements are burdens that plague
North Carolina farmers and all Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers.

The Tax Code needs to reflect their
contributions to our health and our
balance of trade. This provision will be
a real help for farmers and farm com-
munities across this Nation. It will
save American farmers more than $150
million, and, more important, it will
save some farms and the families who
work them from financial ruin in the
rough years inherent in agriculture.

That’s good for farmers and good for
America.∑
f

HONORING RICHARD B. MCCALL

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize a remarkable public
servant from my home State of Con-
necticut—Richard B. McCall, who this
past month left the Connecticut De-
partment of Motor Vehicles after 31
years of working as the head of its
Handicapped Driver Training Program.

The Connecticut DMV’s Handicapped
Driver Training Program is the only
one in the country where a licensed
state agency provides free driver train-
ing for the handicapped. It began in
1945, in order to meet the needs of dis-
abled World War II veterans, and for
more than five decades this program
has helped handicapped residents of
Connecticut to function as independent
and productive members of society. No
individual is more closely linked to
this program and its long-term success
than Dick McCall.

Since taking charge of the program
in 1966, Mr. McCall has personally
helped to train more than 3,500 Con-
necticut residents with disabilities who
now hold driver’s licenses. He made
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sure that anyone who wanted to drive
would receive an evaluation and have a
fair chance to get a license.

Performing his duties required great
diligence, patience, and compassion.
Mr. McCall would sometimes make as
many as 50 trips to a trainee’s house,
while preparing him or her for a test.
In addition, he made himself available
to help his students at all times includ-
ing nights and weekends.

Dick McCall’s attitude toward his job
has been described as a one-man cru-
sade to give people with disabilities an
opportunity for equality and personal
freedom. Mr. McCall recognized that
the ability to drive brings with it the
dignity of having a job or just being
able to drive to the supermarket, li-
brary, or church. Dick McCall felt that,
short of curing their disability, the
greatest gift that he could give to
these people was mobility and inde-
pendence, and he worked tirelessly to
help as many people as was humanly
possible.

While Dick McCall is ending his ca-
reer with the DMV, he is by no means
retiring from public service. He has
taken a job with the Easter Seals,
where he will continue working with
people with disabilities.

Too often, the work of people like
Dick McCall goes unnoticed by society
at large. However, the thousands of
people whose lives have been touched
by Dick McCall recognize the sacrifices
that he has made in his life, and his
work has earned him the nickname
‘‘Saint Richard.’’ I would like to per-
sonally commend him for his ongoing
career of public service. He is truly an
inspiration to all those people who
have been fortunate enough to know
him, and I wish him only the best in
his future endeavors.∑
f

MCCAIN-FEINGOLD CAMPAIGN
FINANCE REFORM LEGISLATION

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to announce my support for the
McCain-Feingold campaign finance re-
form legislation currently being con-
sidered by the Congress.

I am cosponsoring the McCain-
Feingold bill because I believe this
Congress must address the issue of
campaign finance reform. The Amer-
ican public and the people in my State
of North Dakota are demanding that
we clean up the system and that we
clean it up now. Day after day, they
read another story in the newspaper
about the ever-increasing, and often
unregulated, money flowing into cam-
paigns, all the while seeing a Congress
that appears unable or unwilling to
tackle the problem. The time has come
for us to do the job we were sent here
to do and enact meaningful, com-
prehensive reform.

Mr. President, the current system of
electing Members of Congress is badly
in need of reform. Elections are too
long, too negative, and too expensive.
Voter participation continues to drop
to new lows, and far too often, the bulk

of the debate the American public sees
takes place in 30-second attack ads.
And the costs of running for office are
exploding. The average Senate race in
1996 cost $3.6 million. Twenty years
ago, the average Senate race cost just
$609,100. The cost of a race for the
House of Representatives has increased
sixfold over the last 20 years, from $99
million in 1976 to $626 million in 1996.

Spending on Federal election cam-
paigns increased to an estimated $2.7
billion in the most recent election
cycle, a threefold increase over cam-
paign spending just 20 years ago, even
after adjusting for inflation.

Even worse, the money is increas-
ingly coming through channels de-
signed to skirt the Federal Election
Campaign Act. The use of soft money,
which I call legalized cheating, has
skyrocketed in the last 4 years. In the
1995–96 cycle, the two major parties
spent $263 million in soft money, com-
pared with $81 million in the 1993–94
cycle. That’s an increase of 224 percent.

Now, these contributions often come
in very large amounts, and are clearly
intended to have an impact on Federal
elections even as they are designed to
snake around the laws that are sup-
posed to regulate Federal elections. So
we have large chunks of money enter-
ing the system in ways that are largely
unlimited, unregulated, and undis-
closed. No wonder the American people
think the system is broken.

Just as our campaign law has been
stretched to the breaking point in
order to push more money into the sys-
tem, the protections in current law
have recently been handed a severe
blow by the Supreme Court. As a result
of a decision handed down last year,
independent expenditures that aren’t
really independent can be spent and
have a dramatic impact on elections
without any notion of what the source
of the money was.

These, and many other areas of cam-
paign spending cry out for reform and
this Congress must address it now.

McCain-Feingold is a strong step in
the right direction, and I am pleased to
serve as a cosponsor of the legislation,
consistent with the changes the spon-
sors announced on May 22. It includes
voluntary expenditure limits, with a
variety of carrots and sticks to encour-
age candidates to comply. It tightens
the definition of independent expendi-
ture in ways that will help make sure
the expenditures truly are independent.
It will prohibit the national political
parties from raising and spending soft
money to influence Federal elections.
And it makes a strong first step toward
controlling soft money spent by out-
side groups on so-called issue advocacy.

This last point is important, Mr.
President, so I want to take a moment
to elaborate. As currently defined
under FEC regulations, only commu-
nications which use such words as
‘‘vote for,’’ ‘‘elect,’’ ‘‘support,’’ ‘‘de-
feat,’’ ‘‘reject,’’ or ‘‘Smith for Con-
gress’’ are considered express advocacy
which must be paid for with money

raised in compliance with Federal elec-
tion law, that is, hard money.

This overly narrow definition of what
constitutes express advocacy has cre-
ated a giant loophole for attack ads.
Simply by avoiding the magic words I
mentioned above, corporations, unions,
and other special interest groups can
pay for brutal attack ads. Anyone who
has seen some of these ads can tell
they’re intended to influence the out-
come of Federal elections. And because
they can be paid for with soft money,
groups can raise money for them with-
out limits, buy them in the millions of
dollars, and never have to disclose
what they’re doing to the FEC.

This is a critical part of the soft
money puzzle, Mr. President, and
McCain-Feingold takes strong steps to
remedy it. Far from limiting discus-
sion of the issues as some of its critics
would suggest, this provision simply
says that if an ad is meant to influence
a Federal election, it should be paid for
with money raised under the purview
of Federal election law. It’s simple
common sense, and it’s a badly needed,
and long overdue, reform.

Now, I admit, there are several provi-
sions in the McCain-Feingold bill that
I would write differently and that I
hope we might change along the way.
I’d like to add a provision that provides
that the lowest television rate for po-
litical advertising will apply only to
commercials which are at least 1-
minute in length and in which the can-
didate appears 75 percent of the time.
The 30-second political attack ad does
little, if anything, to inform the public
about the issues and advance the de-
bate. And by appearing in the commer-
cials, candidates will be more account-
able for the ads and will likely be more
responsible about their content. When
selecting their leaders, the American
people deserve better than a ‘‘hit and
run’’ debate.

I would also like to add provisions
with greater inducements for can-
didates to participate in the voluntary
spending limit system, and with great-
er penalties if they choose not to, in
order to virtually require people to
adopt the limits for their campaigns. I
would like to encourage more partici-
pation in the process by ordinary citi-
zens by restoring an annual 100 percent
tax credit for the first $100 of contribu-
tions to congressional campaigns. And
I would like to see some changes in the
provisions dealing with political action
committees as well.

But having said that, I think this is
a worthy campaign finance reform pro-
posal and I am going to fight hard for
it. I want to get it passed, and get it
signed by the President. The American
people demand and deserve no less from
us.∑
f

RECENT BOMBINGS IN JERUSALEM

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
news from Israel is painful to all who
cherish the prophetic vision of peace in
the Holy Land. On Sunday, September
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