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luncheons. We expect to have addi-
tional items to present to the Senate
upon our return.

I again call attention of Members to
the report of the Parliamentarian on
those amendments that are subject to
rule XVI. It will be my intention when
we return to ask that the Chair rule
that rule XVI applies to those amend-
ments, and that they be declared out of
order.

——

RECESS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to the previous order, I ask that we
stand in recess.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:39 p.m.,
recessed until 2:16 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
INHOFE).

———

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001—Contin-
ued

AMENDMENT NO. 3308

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the pending business is the Boxer
amendment, with 4 minutes equally di-
vided

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes equally divided.

Mr. STEVENS. Senator BOXER.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the chairman
for his graciousness. I urge my col-
leagues to vote affirmatively on this. I
hope we can get a very overwhelming
vote.

My amendment simply protects chil-
dren at the Department of Defense
housing or playgrounds, day-care fa-
cilities, schools, from poisonous and
toxic materials. It is consistent with
the DOD guidelines. Frankly, it seems
to me we should all support it. Basi-
cally, the guidelines say they will stay
away from these poisons when they do
routine spraying.

We ought to codify this because there
is a little bit of ambiguity. I am very
proud of the Department of Defense in
so many areas that deal with children.
For example, child care centers at the
Department of Defense are the best in
the world, truly, and certainly are a
model for so many other child care cen-
ters in our country. However, it did
take some horrible mistakes before
that was straightened out. We don’t
want to have a horrible mistake, a mis-
taken spraying. We want to make sure
it is done right.

I am very pleased that the EPA is
supporting this amendment. They
helped with it. We spoke a number of
times with Colonel Driggers who said
he believed this was, in fact, consistent
with the DOD written guidelines. It
could be that they would rather not
have us do this. I think it would be
good for this Senate to go on record
stating that for routine spraying
against pests in these areas, let’s use
the less toxic materials. If there is an
emergency, an outbreak of something
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horrible such as encephalitis, we make
room for that. We certainly have a
clear exception in emergency situa-
tions. We are talking about routine sit-
uations.

We have seen Administrator Brown-
er, with bipartisan support, ban some
of the very harsh pesticides. I think we
can work very well together in a bipar-
tisan way to stop the routine spraying
of these dangerous toxins.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, last
evening 1 did offer to accept this
amendment. It does have some prob-
lems, and in conference we will try to
work out those problems.

I do believe that the use of pesticides
approved by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency should be assured so
that military children and those on
military bases can have the same pro-
tections, protecting the food supplies
of the commissaries and populated fa-
cilities on a military base. I think the
preparation of homes, for instance, be-
fore they are occupied certainly re-
quires the type of spraying approved by
the EPA.

We will make certain there is full
protection for those in the military. As
I understand it, this is an amendment
that is designed to prevent the use of
the pesticides that would not be sub-
ject to approval by the EPA. I intend
to support the amendment.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPEC-
TER) is necessary absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 84,
nays 14, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 124 Leg.]

YEAS—84
Abraham Dorgan Lincoln
Akaka Durbin Lott
Ashcroft Edwards Lugar
Baucus Feingold Mack
Bayh Feinstein McCain
Bennett Fitzgerald McConnell
Biden Frist Mikulski
Bingaman Gorton Moynihan
Boxer Graham Murkowski
Breaux Grams Murray
Brownback Grassley Reed
Bryan Gregg Reid
Bunning Harkin Robb
Burns Hatch Roberts
Byrd Helms Roth
Campbell Hollings Santorum
Chafee, L. Hutchison Sarbanes
Cleland Inouye Schumer
Cochran Jeffords Shelby
Collins Johnson Smith (OR)
Conrad Kennedy Snowe
Coverdell Kerrey Stevens
Craig Kerry Thomas
Crapo Kohl Thurmond
Daschle Lautenberg Torricelli
DeWine Leahy Warner
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Domenici Lieberman Wyden
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NAYS—14
Allard Hutchinson Sessions
Bond Inhofe Smith (NH)
Enzi Kyl Thompson
Gramm Landrieu Voinovich
Hagel Nickles

NOT VOTING—2

Rockefeller Specter

The amendment (No. 3308) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
awaiting the offering of other amend-
ments on the Defense appropriations
bill. There is no order, as I understand
it, agreed upon between the leaders for
another amendment to be offered at
this time. So for any Senator who has
an amendment to this bill, this is a
good time to come and offer the
amendment. We can have a debate on
it.

The leadership has announced—at
least the Republican leader has an-
nounced he wants to complete action
on this bill tonight. To do that, we are
going to have to make progress with
the amendments. There are several
pending amendments on both sides. So
we urge Senators to come and cooper-
ate with the managers of the bill so we
can dispose of this legislation by the
end of this session tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, we
have done a pretty good job on our side
of the aisle. We literally only have a
handful of amendments left. I think
you should spend more time urging
Members on your side of the aisle. We
only have one amendment that is going
to take any amount of time. The Sen-
ator offering that amendment has been
tied up in hearings all day and has been
unavailable.

Senator BOXER has offered three
amendments. She has said she will be
back in an hour to offer her last one.
As I say, we have just a few amend-
ments. So I think if you can get rid of
a lot on your side, we might be able to
make some more progress. We are lit-
erally down to maybe seven or eight
amendments on our side.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for his explanation
and his cooperation with the managers
in the handling of the bill. We are
equal opportunity expediters here. We
want to expedite action on both sides
of the aisle. I am sure the Senator un-
derstands that.

So we are working hard to try to get
Senators to come to the floor now to
continue the presentation of amend-
ments, if they have them, on the bill.

In the meantime, Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3366, AS MODIFIED
(Purpose: To reduce the total amount pro-
vided for procurement by $1,000,000,000 in
order to provide $922,000,000 for grants
under part A of title I of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965)

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send a modified amendment to the
desk, and I ask unanimous consent I be
allowed to modify amendment 3366.

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

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3366, as modified.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 109 of the substituted original
text, between lines 11 and 12, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 8126. The total amount appropriated
by title III for procurement is hereby reduce
by $1,000,000,000.

(b) There is hereby appropriated for the
Department of Education for the fiscal year
ending on September 30, 2001, $922,000,000 to
enable the Secretary of Education to award
grants under part A of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 6311 et seq.).

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this Defense appropriations bill before
us is a $3 billion increase over the ad-
ministration’s request. It is almost $20
billion more than we appropriated last
year. Although for the past 2 years we
have been focused on the readiness cri-
sis—I think an important focus—the
largest increase this year is not for
personnel or operations or mainte-
nance but for the procurement of weap-
ons. This bill increases the amount of
money for procurement of weapons al-
most 11 percent over last year. Let me
just remind my colleagues that at the
end of the cold war, a somewhat dif-
ferent era, this appropriations alto-
gether is 2.5 times the military budgets
of Russia and China and the six coun-
tries deemed to be the greatest threats
to our Nation.

At a time when others recognize that
the potential military threats to na-
tional security have declined dramati-
cally, we have not. At a time when oth-
ers want to put more emphasis on not
just military readiness, which we must
have, but other diplomatic solutions,
multilateral efforts, we have not.

What I am doing in this amendment
altogether is calling for a transfer
across the board from this additional
money for procurement, the 11-percent
increase—a budget, again, that is $3
billion above what the President him-
self requested. I am saying we ought to
take about $922 million, not quite $1
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billion —I am trying to keep this
amendment consistent with budgetary
rules—and transfer that to education
for kids. It is not a lot of money, but it
would make a huge difference. Part of
what I am talking about is basically a
transfer of a little less than $1 billion
from the Pentagon to the Department
of Education, specifically focused on
the title I program.

By transferring to title I this $1 bil-
lion, which ends up to be about $922
million after taking into account the
costs of this reduction, this amend-
ment is one step toward restoring some
Federal funding for education that I
think is very consistent with the defi-
nition of national security.

I define national security as, for sure,
military readiness. But I also define
national security as the security of our
local communities. That includes mak-
ing sure we do the very best by our
children. That includes making sure
that we as a nation do everything we
can to live up to our national vow of
equal opportunity for every child.

This amendment is all about our pri-
orities. I look at the budget and I see a
mismatch between some of our na-
tional ideals and goals in the speeches
we give of what we say we care about
and our actual spending priorities. The
Senate committee reported out an edu-
cation bill that would increase overall
appropriations for education by $4.65
billion from fiscal year 2000 to fiscal
year 2001. At the same time, the De-
partment of Defense appropriations bill
increased spending by $20 billion— Edu-
cation, $4.65 billion; Department of De-
fense, $20 billion.

We lead the world in our spending on
defense, which is fine, but at the same
time, we rank tenth in the world when
it comes to education spending. Over
the past 20 years, the Department of
Education share of the Federal budget
has shrunk from 2.5 to 2 percent. Dur-
ing the same time, the Federal share of
education dollars has shrunk from 12
cents to 7 cents on the dollar. This is
not the direction in which we need to
be moving.

People we represent in our States are
focused on education. They think we
ought to be doing better. I understand
full well, I say to my colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans, much of K-12 is
State government spending. But we
can be and should be a real player in
certain decisive areas. We should be
putting much more into early child-
hood development so children come to
kindergarten ready to learn. We should
be doing much better by way of funding
the IDEA program. There is probably
not a school board or school district in
the country that does not believe this
is an unfunded mandate, where they
are called upon to meet children’s spe-
cial needs or called upon to support
children with special needs but they do
not get the Federal funding to which
they are entitled.

The other critical program is the
title I program. Actually, there is not
a more important program than title 1.
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We had an amendment to double the
authorization for title I, part A, to $15
billion. Senator HARKIN was one of the
leaders on that. It passed the HELP
committee with the support of every
Democrat and every Republican Sen-
ator, but I think we were only able to
raise the appropriation by several mil-
lion dollars, as I remember it, I say to
my colleague Senator HARKIN.

I want to transfer $1 billion to the
title I program, and I want to talk
about why. But first of all, when it
comes to our priorities, when it comes
to our commitment to education as op-
posed to just a commitment on the
Pentagon budget, let me remind my
colleagues, in a recent bipartisan poll:
60 percent of the American people say
we spend too little on education; 40
percent of the people in our country
say education should be the top fund-
ing priority in this year’s budget; 75
percent of the American people say
they would be willing to pay higher
taxes to improve education; and 83 per-
cent of Americans say we should equal-
ize funding across districts, even if it
means we should transfer funds from
wealthy to poor districts.

It is absolutely amazing, the support
that is out there. The title I program is
a key investment, and we ought to be
doing much better. Title I provides as-
sistance to students who face the
greatest educational barriers. They are
the students whose parents have not
had the educational opportunities or
the luck in their life that many of us
have had. Many of their parents are il-
literate. Many of the parents of the
students are poor. These are the stu-
dents struggling to meet academic
challenges. These are the children, the
most vulnerable children, who need and
deserve the support. Title I is used to
fund the types of programs for these
kids, for just such youth. We know
they work.

As an example, 100 percent of major
city schools use title I funds to provide
professional development and new
technology for students. We have been
saying on the floor of the Senate and
back in our States that the most im-
portant thing we can do to improve
education is to have good teachers.
That also includes good teachers for
these children who are in the title I
program.

We have been talking about the dig-
ital divide. We have been saying it is
not right that in this country, those
school districts, those wealthy commu-
nities, can be wired; they have access
to the best technology. Those students
will be equipped and they will be ready
to do well. Students who come from
poor districts and come from lower-in-
come families, in those lower-income
districts with less property wealth,
they do not have access to this kind of
technology. Title I money is used for
that. Mr. President, 97 percent of the
major city schools use title I money to
support afterschool activities.

We have been through this debate.
You can go to any neighborhood. I do
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not think, I say to Senator HARKIN, it
is just in the cities. I think it also ap-
plies to the smaller towns and rural
communities. You can talk to the reli-
gious community; You can talk to the
law enforcement community; You can
talk to parents; You can talk to teach-
ers; You can talk to support staff; You
can talk to youth workers; They will
all say: We need to have some positive
programs and activity and support for
kids after school, especially when
many of them go home and both par-
ents are working. We need to do that.
Ninety percent of these schools use
title I funds to support family, literacy
and summer school programs, and 68
percent use title I funds to support pre-
school programs. Title I has shown
some strong success, despite its under-
funding.

I point out to my colleagues that this
amendment is a matter of priorities.

Again, there is an 11-percent increase
in procurement, $3 billion more in this
budget than the administration even
asked. I am not talking about readi-
ness programs. I am talking about a
different world in which we live. When
are we going to reorder some of our pri-
orities and put just a little bit more of
this investment in our children? When
are we going to do better by children in
our country?

Right now this title I program—
which can be so important for edu-
cational development, can be so impor-
tant in making sure these kids get the
help they need, can be so important in
making sure their parents become lit-
erate so they can help them read at
home, can be so important for after-
school programs, can be so important
in trying to make sure that when these
kids come to Kkindergarten they are
ready to learn—right now we fund the
title I program at a 30-percent level.
That is to say, over 70 percent of the
kids who could benefit do not benefit
because there is no money. In my State
of Minnesota, in our cities, after you
get to schools that do not have 65 per-
cent of the kids who are low income
but only have 60 percent of the Kkids
who are low income, they do not get
title I money whatsoever because we
have run out of funds.

Yet consider this: The largest gains
in test scores over the past 30 years
have been made by poor and minority
students. One-third to one-half the gap
between affluent whites and their poor
minority counterparts has closed dur-
ing this time—again because of the spe-
cial help from the title I program.

A study by the Rand Corporation
linked these gains to title I and other
investments in these programs that
give these kids more assistance. The
final report of the ‘“‘National Assess-
ment of Title I’ by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education showed that the
NEAP, National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress, scores for 9-year-
olds in the Nation’s highest poverty
schools have increased over the past 10
years by 9 points in reading and 8
points in math. The Council of Greater
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City Schools shows that 24 of the Na-
tion’s largest schools were able to de-
crease the number of fourth grade title
I students achieving in the lowest
quartile by 14 percent in reading and 10
percent in math in part due to the sup-
port of title I dollars.

In my State of Minnesota, for exam-
ple, the Brainerd Public School Dis-
trict has a 70- to 80-percent success
rate in accelerating students in the
bottom 20 percent of their class to the
average of their class following 1 year
of title I-supported reading programs.

This is a successful program that di-
rects resources to the poorest school
districts in America. Forty-six percent
of title I funds go to the poorest 15 per-
cent of all schools in our country, ac-
cording to a GAO report. Seventy-five
percent of title I funds go to schools
where the majority of children are
poor, according to the U.S. Department
of Education report.

The General Accounting Office esti-
mates that title I has increased fund-
ing to schools serving poor children by
77 percent, and yet we fund this at
about one-third of the level that is
needed and it is unconscionable.

Yesterday I was in New York City. I
went to a school, P.S. 30, in the Mott
Haven community in the south Bronx,
one of the poorest communities in the
United States of America. I went there
because I have such great respect for
the work of Jon Kozol. Jon Kozol wrote
a book called ‘“‘Amazing Grace: The
Lives of Children and the Conscience of
a Nation.” Now he has written another
book, ‘‘Ordinary Resurrections.” It is a
book full of hope. It is about three chil-
dren and it is about this special school.
The principal’s name is Miss Rosa,
Aida Rosa, who came from Puerto Rico
3 years ago. Her friends keep telling
her to retire, but this woman will not
give up on these children.

When one visits such a school, part of
the trip is inspiring and part of it is in-
dignation swelling inside, which is why
I am here.

It is inspiring that Miss Rosa will not
give up on these kids. I say to my col-
leagues, not one child in the classes I
visited was white. Not one child I met
comes from a family with an income
over $10,000 a year. There are families
in America—maybe some of our fami-
lies—who spend that much on one va-
cation. These children come from fami-
lies with incomes of less than $10,000 a
year. They are Latino Latina. They are
African American. They are poor.
About 30 percent of these children suf-
fer from asthma. One can see the
pumps they carry because they have
these asthma attacks. Thirty to 35 per-
cent of these children suffer from asth-
ma. It is no wonder. There is an incin-
erator a block away. The air is so pol-
luted. This happens in a lot of poor
communities.

Miss Rosa does not give up on these
children, the teachers do not give up on
these children, and Jonathan Kozol
does not give up on these children. My
point is it is inspiring, but these chil-
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dren could do much better if we would
get the resources to the schools.

In my state of Minnesota, it is the
same thing with Jackson Elementary
School in St. Paul. I can think of ele-
mentary schools, junior high schools,
and high schools I have visited. I visit
a school every 2 weeks in my State.
Over and over what these teachers say
and what these principals say is: We
are doing our best. Do not give up on
any of these children. We know what
works. We make sure when these chil-
dren come to school they know they
are loved. We hold them to high stand-
ards and expect them to do well. Never
give up on them. Make sure that teach-
ers are free to teach, and make sure we
have an environment that emphasizes
education and does not sell one child
short.

We sell these children short. I do not
understand our priorities. I do not un-
derstand why our commitment to edu-
cation is such a small percentage of
our Federal budget.

I do not understand how we can take
a program such as the title I program—
which is so important for low-income
children and could make such a posi-
tive difference in their lives, would get
more resources to some of these
schools and some of these men and
women who are teachers and principals
and should be famous for the work they
do—and fund it at a 30-percent or 35-
percent level. I do not think it does
any harm to who we are or what we are
about as a nation to take less than $1
billion out of the procurement budget
across the board and put it into the
title I program.

We ourselves, as I said, in the Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, voted to double the amount of
money for title I. Yet we barely added
any additional dollars to this critically
important program.

The Nation’s poorest schools are dra-
matically underfunded, they are dra-
matically understaffed, and they are
dramatically under resourced. Title I
helps get some of those resources to
these communities. If title I was fully
funded, Minnesota would receive about
$160 million more to educate needy stu-
dents and almost 240,000 more students
could be served. I am on the floor of
the Senate to fight for these children
in my State. Whatever the final vote
is, if I can speak for a program that
could make a difference in the lives of
240,000 more students in the State of
Minnesota who are low-income Kids,
then I am going to do so, whether there
is 1 vote for this amendment or wheth-
er there are 100 votes for this amend-
ment.

I do not understand our priorities.
Whatever happened to our national
vow of equal opportunity for every
child? How can we be talking today
about how we are going to have tests
and we are going to hold everybody ac-
countable, but we do not make sure
these children have the same oppor-
tunity to do well on these tests?

Why are we not investing in the
achievement and the future of all the
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children in our country? It is heart-
breaking to visit these schools. It is in-
spiring but, at the same time, I come
back to the Senate and say to myself:
What can I do? When I visit these
schools and meet these kids in any
given class—yesterday I said to a lot of
the teachers, to Miss Rosa, and others
in the Mott Haven community in south
Bronx, New York City: In the State of
Minnesota—they did not believe it—in
the cities of St. Paul and Minneapolis,
we have many of the same populations.

The majority of our students are not
white, Caucasian. In any given class,
kids come from homes where different
languages are spoken. Four or five dif-
ferent languages are spoken in the
homes from which these kids come.
There are some 90 different languages
and dialects that are spoken in chil-
dren’s homes in Minneapolis and 70 in
St. Paul. These children are also dis-
proportionately low income, and they
need the additional support if they are
going to make it. It would seem to me
we ought to make sure of that.

I am heavily influenced by the work
of Jonathan Kozol. I love Jonathan’s
work over the years. He said something
in his book that I am going to say on
the floor of the Senate in my own
words because I do this all the time. I
will come to the floor of the Senate,
and I will say: Come on, less than $1
billion to the title I program, which is
so underfunded in all of our States and,
I say to my colleague from Montana,
the rural communities.

I made a big mistake of not talking
about greater Minnesota or rural
America. We do not have the funding.
Every teacher and every educational
assistant and every principal and every
parent who cares about education in
these communities will tell you they
do not have the funding and that we
should do better.

But here is my point today. I could
come out here on the floor and say:
With this additional money for title I,
if we make the investment in these
children, who are, by definition, low-in-
come children, then we will save
money later on because fewer of them
will drop out of school—and that is
true—and we will save money because
fewer of them will turn to alcohol and
drugs—and that is true—and we will
save money because they will be more
economically successful and more pro-
ductive—and that is true—and we will
save money by investing a little more
money in the title I program because
fewer of these children will wind up
dropping out of school and ending up in
prison—and that is true. But you want
to know something. We ought to spend
this additional money, $1 billion, or a
little less than $1 billion, in title I for
another reason: Many of these children
are little children; They are under 4
feet tall, and we should be nice to
them. We should care about them. We
should get some resources into these
schools, even if it is not in our self-in-
terest. We should do it because it is the
right thing to do. That is why we
should do this.
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Forget all the arguments about in-
vestment and how it will help our econ-
omy. I came out here earlier and said:
We should consider this in a national
security framework. No. I scratch ev-
erything I said, though keeping it in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. We should
transfer this small amount of money
from this Pentagon budget to the title
I program because we should care
about these children. We should care
about them. We should be nice to them.
We should want them to do well.

Many of them come from neighbor-
hoods with some pretty difficult cir-
cumstances in their lives. I say to my
colleagues, you might have wanted to
spend a little time in the Mott Haven
community yesterday. It is incredible,
some of the difficult conditions in
which children not only survive but
flourish. Why don’t we just give them a
little more assistance?

I really believe this is an important
amendment. I want to again summa-
rize for my colleagues a little bit of
what I am trying to say. Again, please
remember that it is one thing to talk
about a readiness crisis. The big in-
crease was in procurement. Less than a
$1 billion cut in procurement is hardly
anything when it comes to the Pen-
tagon budget. This appropriations bill
is $3 billion more than the administra-
tion’s budget request.

This year, the education bill has an
overall appropriation for education of
$4.65 billion—an increase. At the same
time, the Pentagon budget goes up $20
billion.

I say to all of my colleagues, I think
this is an important amendment. All of
us know of the title I program. All of
us know the difference it can make in
children’s lives. All of us say we care
about these children. This is an oppor-
tunity to basically match our vote
with our rhetoric. This is, I will admit,
a reordering-of-priorities amendment
on a small scale because, after all, this
is $3 billion the administration didn’t
want. This bill is close to $300 billion.
Can’t we take $1 billion of this and do
a little bit better by way of title I?

I will not end my remarks because 1
want to wait to hear what my col-
leagues say. But I will kind of finish up
this part of my statement with a point
that I do not like to make but I believe
strongly about. So I am going to do it.
I will say, some of my colleagues that
I see on the floor—Senator INOUYE and
Senator BURNS—and Senator INOUYE I
especially believe I know well and
know what he cares about—I do not
think this applies to either one of my
colleagues, regardless of how they vote;
it can’t because I know what Senator
INOUYE, in particular, is about. But, in
general—so let me say this is not ex-
actly just in relation to this amend-
ment—I find that people in politics, in
both parties, will relish having a
chance to have a photo taken of them
reading with a child. We are all for the
children, and we say they are 100 per-
cent of our future, but we are a dollar
short when it comes to making the in-
vestment in their lives.
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In particular, the unfinished agenda
is poor children in America. It is in-
credible, but we have some 14 million
poor children in our country today
with its booming economy. Many of
them, disproportionately, are of color.
Many of them are in our inner cities.
Some are in our inner suburbs, and
some are in our rural areas. Many of
the parents of these children didn’t
have the money to put them into the
best developmental child care. They
didn’t have the great prekindergarten
teachers. Some children did. And their
parents—a single parent or both par-
ents—are both working long hours.
They don’t have the money.

They can’t spend $10,000, $12,000,
$14,000 a year for great child care. They
come to Kkindergarten behind. They
have not had some of the benefits that
come from a family where your parents
have more of an education and a much
higher income. But you want to know
something. I saw it yesterday in P.S.
30. I saw it yesterday in the Mott
Haven community. I see it in Min-
nesota. Those children have the most
beautiful eyes. They have the greatest
determination. They are full of excite-
ment and they are full of hope. They
believe in the American dream, even
though they never say it that way. By
the time they are in high school, most
of it is gone. I think we ought to be
doing better. I think these children
ought to figure into our priorities.

We all know the title I program is
vastly underfunded. It is an embarrass-
ment. Can’t we at least put another
$922 million in this next year? Can’t we
do a little bit better by these children?

Mr. President, for now, I yield the
floor.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senators
BOXER and HARKIN be added as cospon-
sors of my amendment.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
have a parliamentary inquiry. If Sen-
ator STEVENS wishes to make a motion
to table, that would still be in order; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside temporarily so
I may offer my amendment.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Reserving the
right to object, I didn’t hear the re-
quest.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
set aside so I might offer another
amendment.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
object. I would like to work with the
Senator, but I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Iowa maintains the
floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, is the
pending amendment the Wellstone
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be set aside
and I call up my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3355
(Purpose: To limit the use of funds for pur-
chase and modification of Army High Mo-
bility Trailers, and for modification of

High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehi-

cles (HMMWYVs) to tow the trailers, until

the trailers are fully tested)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3355.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 109 of the substituted original
text, between lines 11 and 12, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 8126. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for the purchase or modification of
high mobility trailers for the Army before
the Secretary of the Army has determined
that the trailers have been thoroughly tested
as a system with the High Mobility Multi-
purpose Wheeled Vehicles that tow the trail-
ers, satisfy the applicable specifications, are
safe and usable, do not damage the vehicles
that tow the trailers, and perform the in-
tended functions satisfactorily.
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(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act may be obligated or expended for the
modification of Army High Mobility Multi-
purpose Wheeled Vehicles to tow trailers be-
fore the Secretary of the Army has deter-
mined that, with respect to the towing of
trailers, the vehicles have been thoroughly
tested as a system, satisfy the applicable
specifications, are safe and usable, are not
damaged by the towing of the trailers, and
perform the intended functions satisfac-
torily.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
proposing a very simple amendment.
All it says is the Department of De-
fense thoroughly test its trailers and
the trucks that pull them before they
spend more money to modify them or
to buy new ones.

I understand there is a rule XVI point
of order against the amendment. So I
will ask that it be withdrawn. But I
wanted to take the time to at least let
Senators know about and become
aware of a very interesting problem in
the Department of Defense which I
think is indicative of some larger prob-
lems that we have in terms of testing
and making sure that our weapons sys-
tems actually work before we spend
our taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars to
buy them.

For the next several minutes, I would
like to tell the story of the Army trail-
ers and why this amendment basically
just says we ought to test them to
make sure they work before we buy
them.

You would think this would be com-
mon sense. But 6,650 trailers that the
Army has purchased for more than $50
million are sitting in storage right
now. That is right, 6,550 trailers are
now in storage because the Army never
bothered to make sure they worked.
The fact is that this amendment, which
I think is necessary, says a lot about
how waste and abuse continues to
thrive at the Pentagon. I get nervous
about some of these skyrocketing pro-
curement budgets when I think about
how some of the money gets thrown
away. Let’s go through the story of the
trailers.

Most of what I am about to relate is
in a GAO report, which I requested last
year and which was published last
year.

In the 1980s, the Pentagon decided it
needed some trailers. I am talking
about trailers that you load up with
equipment, goods and stuff, and you
pull them behind a truck. In 1980, the
Pentagon decided that it needed some
trailers for its high mobility multipur-
pose wheeled vehicles, otherwise
known to all of us as humvees. That is
all these are—trailers to be pulled be-
hind some all-terrain trucks. I
wouldn’t think that would be too dif-
ficult. The Army found that the older
M101 trailers they had were unstable
with the humvees. So they set out to
buy some new trailers. In 1993, they
signed a contract for $50.6 million to
buy 7,563 new trailers.

In 1995, after a couple of years, they
tested the trailers and found a serious
problem. The trucks, as it turns out,
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were never designed to pull trailers.
When they tested the trailers, the rear
crossmembers of the trucks tended to
crack. They refer to this as ‘‘cata-
strophic failure.”” Despite this problem
of the trucks’ rear crossmembers
cracking, the Army decided that the
trailers had successfully completed
testing.

You may wonder: How could that
possibly be? Well, it was because they
met the contract performance require-
ments. Mind you, they didn’t work.
They destroyed the trucks that pulled
them. But they met the contract per-
formance requirements. So the Army
agreed to pay the contractor for the
trailers and to pay for the modifica-
tions that would be needed. You would
think in the contract specifications
they would have said that the trailers
should not damage the trucks pulling
them. But evidently they didn’t.

Then in late 1996, the