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communities. It would require Internet 
Service Providers with more than 
50,000 subscribers to provide residential 
customers, free or at cost, with soft-
ware or other filtering systems that 
will prevent minors from accessing in-
appropriate material on the Internet. A 
survey would be conducted at set inter-
vals after enactment to determine 
whether ISPs are complying with this 
requirement. The requirement that 
ISPs provide blocking software would 
become effective only if the majority 
of residential ISP subscribers lack the 
necessary software within set time pe-
riods. 

This Internet filtering proposal 
seems to be a sensible thing to do. As 
I said, it passed 100–0. Unfortunately, 
progress on this proposal has been 
stalled as the majority in Congress has 
refused to conclude the juvenile justice 
conference. This is just one of the 
many legislative proposals contained 
in the Hatch-Leahy juvenile justice 
bill, S. 254, designed to help and safe-
guard our children—which is why that 
bill passed the Senate by an over-
whelming majority over a year ago. 

I would like to see us go back to our 
filtering proposal. We have already 
voted on it. It is a workable solution. 
It would bring about what we want to 
do. 

I commend Senator MCCAIN for his 
leadership and dedication to the sub-
ject. I hope we will work together on 
the issue. We share an appreciation of 
the Internet as an educational tool, we 
appreciate it as a venue for free speech, 
but we also are concerned about pro-
tecting our children from inappropriate 
material whether they are at home, at 
school, or in the library. 

Ultimately, it is not going to be just 
a question of passing a law to do this. 
I suggest parents do with their children 
today what my parents did with my 
brother, sister, and me when we were 
growing up: Pay some attention to 
what their children read. 

I was fortunate. I began reading when 
I was 4, but I had parents who actually 
talked about what I might read. Par-
ents may want to spend some time on 
the Internet with their children. There 
is software that can help to protect 
their children, and parents should work 
with that. They ought to take a great-
er interest in what they are doing and 
not just assume Congress can somehow 
pass laws that keep getting knocked 
down, justifiably so, under the first 
amendment. Rather, they can work 
with the tools we can give for their 
children. 

I thank my dear friend from Min-
nesota for his courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask my colleagues, Senators SPECTER 
and HARKIN, are we to go until 12:30 
p.m. and then break for the caucuses; 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I can in 4 minutes 
start to describe a little bit of this 

amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that when we come back from the cau-
cuses, my amendment be in order. I 
will not be able to do this in 4 minutes. 
Other colleagues have spoken. 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, I understand the 
Senator requested when we come back 
at 2:15 p.m. that he be recognized to 
continue to speak on his amendment. 
The amendment has been laid down; is 
that correct? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct. 
Mr. HARKIN. I modify that unani-

mous consent request to ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senator 
finishes speaking on his amendment, 
Senator BINGAMAN be allowed to then 
offer his amendment at this point in 
time. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the se-
quencing suggested by the Senator 
from Iowa is fine. That will move the 
bill along. The Senator from Minnesota 
has laid down his amendment. We have 
a number of amendments pending at 
the present time. Subject to the wishes 
of the majority leader, it is our hope to 
vote late this afternoon on a number of 
amendments. That sequencing, as ar-
ticulated by Senator HARKIN, is fine. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to both of 
my colleagues, I appreciate there are a 
number of amendments. I will take 
time just to make sure colleagues 
know what this amendment is about. I 
do not intend to take a long time on 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
having been a teacher for years, in 1 
minute I do not know how to summa-
rize an amendment that is all about 
education and kids. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Thereupon, at 12:27 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
INHOFE). 

f 

THE DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 
2001—continued 

Mr. REID. I 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. 

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. 3631 
Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator from 

Minnesota be interested in entering 
into a time agreement on his amend-
ment? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league, I do not think it will probably 
be necessary. At least on my part, I 
think within a half an hour I can make 
my case for the amendment. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator is agree-
able, we agree that his amendment will 
be debated for 45 minutes, 30 minutes 
to his side and 15 minutes in opposi-
tion. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would be pleased to accommodate my 
colleague. 

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that that be the case. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from New Hamp-
shire, I would like to send an amend-
ment to the desk that I ask be laid 
aside, if I could. 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This is just an 
amendment to be filed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be numbered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I could clar-
ify—— 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object, are you requesting there be no 
second degrees? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct. 
Mr. GREGG. Or you just filed one? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I 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. 
Mr. GREGG. 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. GREGG. Mr. President, I have no 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota that there be no sec-
ond degrees to his amendment as part 
of the language which was just agreed 
to relative to the timeframe on his 
amendment. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President and 
colleagues—Democrats and Repub-
licans alike—just for a little bit of con-
text for this amendment, this amend-
ment deals with an increase in funding 
not to where we should be but at least 
a step forward for the title I program. 

When the HELP Committee author-
ized the title I program, we actually 
voted to increase the authorization of 
title I to $15 billion. The interesting 
thing is that every Democrat and every 
Republican on the HELP Committee 
supported this increase. Every Demo-
crat and every Republican supported 
the increase to authorize up to $15 bil-
lion. 
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As a matter of fact, during the floor 

debate on May 1, the majority leader 
himself, Senator LOTT, said: 

This is a $15 billion reauthorization bill. 
Good work has been done by this committee. 

We have a budget resolution that 
doesn’t work. We are not able to ade-
quately fund important priorities. 
Given the emphasis on tax cuts, given 
the significant allocation of money for 
the Pentagon, we have robbed our-
selves of our capacity to invest in chil-
dren and in education. 

What this amendment does is essen-
tially say that the appropriation would 
go from $8.36 billion for title I up to $10 
billion for title I. Right now, all we 
have in this appropriations bill is a $400 
million increase, when the HELP Com-
mittee authorized $15 billion. We are 
trying to bump up the appropriation so 
we can do better for our children. 

What I was saying on the floor ear-
lier is important: The title I program is 
one of the heart-and-soul Federal pro-
grams. This is targeted money that 
goes to primarily low- and moderate- 
income communities and low- and 
moderate-income students. It is assist-
ance for the schools and the school dis-
tricts for more reading instruction, for 
afterschool programs, for prekinder-
garten programs, for more teaching as-
sistance. It is a very important pro-
gram. The title I program has made a 
difference, even as severely under-
funded as it is. 

One of the reasons I bring this 
amendment to the floor—I have contin-
ued, week after week, month after 
month, it seems year after year, to 
come to the floor and talk about the 
need to provide more funding for the 
title I program—is that right now this 
program is funded, maybe, at the 30–35 
percent level, so that 65 or 70 percent of 
the children who could benefit don’t 
benefit. These children come from pri-
marily low-income families. These are 
kids who have been severely disadvan-
taged. We are trying to give these 
schools and the teachers and, most im-
portantly, the children some additional 
help so they can do better. 

In my State of Minnesota, for exam-
ple, typically the situation is that if a 
school has less than 65 percent of the 
students on a free or reduced school 
lunch program—say it is only 60 per-
cent—there is no money for the school 
because we have run out of the money. 
We have run out of financial assist-
ance. 

The HELP Committee Democrats and 
Republicans are on record saying we 
ought to authorize this to $15 billion. 
The majority leader came out and said: 
Authorize the $15 billion; good work. 
But we have a budget resolution that 
has so constrained the work of appro-
priators that we have not made the in-
vestment in education. This is pre-
cisely the opposite direction of where 
Americans want us to go. People want 
more investment in education. Over 60 
percent of the American people say 
that we spend too little on education. 
The Federal share has gone from 12 
cents to 7 cents on the dollar. 

The title I program is a flexible pro-
gram that allows our school districts 
to use this money to provide help for 
these children so they can do better. 
One hundred percent of major city 
schools use title I funds to provide pro-
fessional development and new tech-
nology, 76 percent of title I funding to 
support afterschool activities. Ninety 
percent of the school districts use title 
I funds to support family literacy and 
summer school programs. Sixty-eight 
percent of the school districts use title 
I funds to support preschool programs. 
Again, if we look at Rand Corporation 
studies and others, they tell us that 
even as a vastly underfunded program, 
title I is making a difference. 

In my own home State of Minnesota, 
the Brainerd public school district, 
which is in greater Minnesota—that 
means outside the metro area—has a 70 
to 80 percent success rate in accel-
erating students in the bottom 20 per-
cent of their class to at least average 
in their classes following 1 year of title 
I-supported reading programs. 

We are funding title I at only one- 
third the level of what is needed to 
help children in this country. Forty 
percent of America’s fourth graders are 
still reading below grade level. Forty- 
eight percent of students from high-in-
come families will graduate from col-
lege; the percentage from low-income 
families who will graduate from college 
is 7 percent. At the very time that we 
know that a college education is the 
key to economic success, more than at 
any other time in the history of our 
country during the years of our lives, 
only 7 percent of children from low-in-
come families will graduate from col-
lege. 

There are dramatic differences in 
terms of the resources of school dis-
tricts. My friend Jonathan Kozol, who 
continues to write beautiful, powerful, 
and important books about children, 
sent me some figures from the New 
York metropolitan area where in the 
city maybe it is $8,000 per pupil per 
year that is spent, and in some of the 
suburbs it is as high as $23,000 per 
pupil. There are dramatic differences 
in terms of which schools are wired and 
which schools aren’t; which schools 
have the technology, which schools 
don’t; which schools can recruit teach-
ers and pay much better salaries, 
which schools can’t; which schools 
have the support services for students, 
which schools don’t; which schools 
have the best textbooks and the best 
lab facilities and which schools do not. 

I will only say this one more time be-
cause it sounds so much like preaching, 
but this is the best point I can make as 
a Senator. It came from my visit to the 
South Bronx to the Mott Haven com-
munity about 2 weeks ago with Jona-
than Kozol, meeting with the children 
at PS–30 and with Ms. Rosa, the prin-
cipal. My colleagues would love this 
woman. She will not give up on these 
children. 

I say to my colleagues, vote for this 
amendment for some additional help 

for title I which means additional help 
for these children, not because if you 
invest in these children when they are 
younger and give them this help they 
are more likely to graduate from high 
school, that is true; not because if they 
graduate from high school they are less 
likely to wind up in prison, that is 
true; not because if you invest in these 
children and provide a little bit more 
help, say, for example, in reading, that 
they are more likely to graduate and 
more likely to be productive and more 
likely to contribute to our economy, 
that is true. I am telling the Senate, 
this amendment deserves our support 
because the vast majority of these chil-
dren are all under 4 feet tall. They are 
all beautiful. They deserve our support, 
and we ought to be nice to them. That 
is why we should vote for this. 

I believe this is a theological, spir-
itual amendment. I do not understand 
how it can be that we are not investing 
more money in education and children. 
I cannot understand why, when we 
have some proven programs that are so 
targeted and so helpful to vulnerable 
children in this country, they are so 
vastly underfunded. I do not under-
stand our distorted priorities. 

We seem to have plenty of money for 
tax cuts, even tax cuts for wealthy and 
high-income families. We have plenty 
of money for the Pentagon. Fine. OK. 
But why can’t we, when we are talking 
about surpluses and about an economy 
that is booming, make more of an in-
vestment in programs that provide sup-
port for these children. 

What about our national vow of equal 
opportunity for every child? I don’t get 
it. I don’t get it any longer. I have been 
a Senator for almost 10 years. I do not 
understand how it can be, when the 
polls show that people want us to in-
vest more in education, when we have 
record economic performance and we 
are talking about surpluses and not 
deficits, and when we all go to schools 
and we are with children—and we all 
like to have our pictures taken with 
children—that we cannot make more of 
an investment in these children? 

I am not talking about a new pro-
gram. I am not talking about a pro-
gram that has not had a proven record 
of success. I am talking about the title 
I program. I am talking about a pro-
gram that is vastly underfunded. I am 
just saying we ought to at least get the 
appropriation up to $10 billion. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
just to hear what my colleagues might 
say in opposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. How much time is re-
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 15 min-
utes. The Senator from Minnesota has 
19 minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, let me 
make a couple of points on title I gen-
erally. Title I is one of those programs 
which was conceived as an excellent 
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idea and which has accomplished many 
things. Unfortunately, it hasn’t accom-
plished one of its most critical goals. 

When title I was originally created, 
the purpose was to get low-income chil-
dren into the educational system in 
schools which would have the capacity 
to teach them and the ability to teach 
them at a level that was equal with 
their peers. The concern was that 
many low-income children weren’t get-
ting fair treatment in the school sys-
tem. That was a good idea. Unfortu-
nately, the way it has worked out over 
the last 35 years, it has not proven to 
be such a great success. In the last 35 
years, we have spent $120 billion on 
title I, attempting to educate and give 
a better chance in life to low-income 
kids. The problem, however, is that we 
have accomplished very little. 

Most low-income kids today are not 
getting any better education than they 
were getting 10 years ago, 20 years ago. 
Their academic achievement levels are 
actually stagnant or they have 
dropped. We have seen that instead of 
improving the academic capability of 
these children, we continue to send 
these children through school systems 
that essentially end up passing them 
through the system and not giving 
them the skills they need to compete 
in America, to take part in the Amer-
ican dream. 

The statistics are fairly staggering. I 
think I have some of them here. Just 
off the top of my head—I believe I re-
call most of them—over 7,000 schools 
that have title I kids in them have 
been identified as failing—not by the 
Federal Government but by the school 
systems themselves, generally. We 
know that in our schools where we 
have children who are under title I, 
low-income kids, those children are 
learning at at least two grade levels 
less than their peers—in the area of 
math, for example. We know that chil-
dren in the third and fourth grades who 
are low-income are consistently at 
least a grade or two grades behind 
their peers. We know that low-income 
fourth graders are simply not able to 
compete with other fourth graders who 
are not low-income. We know that in 
our high schools we are seeing the 
child who has been a low-income child, 
who is qualified for title I dollars, who 
has gone through the system—it turns 
out that their skills are right at the 
bottom of their classes in many cases 
and as a matter of average. The 
achievement gap really has been dra-
matic. Yet we have spent all this 
money to try to improve their achieve-
ment. 

So we as Republicans, in the markup 
of the title I bill this year, the ESEA 
bill, attempted to try to address the 
problem. We put forward a whole series 
of ideas, the purpose of which was to 
improve the academic achievement of 
the low-income child. Instead of 
warehousing these children and moving 
them through the system, we would ac-
tually expect and demand that for 
these Federal dollars we received re-
sults. 

One of the suggestions we made was 
called Straight A’s, where we said to 
the local school districts: Your results 
on low-income kids hasn’t been that 
good; maybe it is because the programs 
are too categorical. We will let you 
merge them and put them into a flexi-
ble program. But if you take the 
money under this scenario, you have to 
prove there has been academic achieve-
ment by low-income kids; that the gap 
between low-income kids and kids who 
are not low-income is closing—not by 
reducing the abilities of the higher in-
come kids or the average children in 
the school system but by actually im-
proving the capability of the low-in-
come child. 

Another suggestion we made was 
called portability, where we said that 
the low-income child in a failing school 
should not have to stay in that school; 
They should be able to move to another 
public school system, and the dollars 
that are allocated for the purpose of 
trying to help that child out should fol-
low the child to the different school. 
That is called portability. 

The reason we suggested that is that 
the present title I program is struc-
tured so the money goes to the admin-
istrators and the schools; it doesn’t go 
to the kids. In fact, in cities such as 
Philadelphia, if you aren’t in a school 
where 70 percent of the kids are low in-
come, you get no dollars from title I. 
So maybe if you have a low-income 
child attending a school where, say, 50 
percent of the kids are low income, 
that school will get no title I money. 
That is true in a lot of different cities 
across this country. In fact, there is a 
threshold of 35 percent, I think, where, 
if you are in a school with only 35 per-
cent low-income kids, that school abso-
lutely gets no money. Other cities have 
adjusted that. In Philadelphia, as I 
said, it is up to 70 percent. 

The practical effect, under the law as 
presently structured, is that a lot of 
the dollars that should be going to 
children are not going to them. A lot of 
the low-income kids who should be get-
ting assistance dollars for tutorial help 
or special needs help are not getting 
them; those dollars don’t flow to that 
child. So we end up with a system 
where the dollars flow to the school 
and the administrators but not to the 
children. 

We suggested that we actually have 
the dollars go with the child, and if the 
child goes from school to school—or if 
they decide to do so and their parents 
want to get involved and make that de-
cision—let the dollars that are sup-
posed to support the child also go from 
school to school. 

We have put forward a whole lot of 
ideas. Those are only some of them. We 
also have something called ‘‘choice’’ 
for public schools, where parents will 
be able to move their children from 
school to school. We have the Teacher 
Empowerment Act, which affects the 
title I kids, which comes out of the 
ESEA bill, to try to improve teacher 
capability. We have a whole set of ideas 

to make title I work better. That is the 
bottom line. 

What the Senator from Minnesota 
has suggested is that in a program that 
has already spent $120 billion over 30 
years and has produced negative re-
sults in the area of academic achieve-
ment for children, it should today arbi-
trarily get an additional $10 billion. In 
this bill, we already increase that fund-
ing significantly. But this $10 billion 
should be on top of what is already in 
title I. 

Unfortunately, what would happen is 
the same thing that has happened to 
the $120 billion. It would end up being 
spent and going to bureaucracy and 
going into school systems. It would not 
necessarily end up giving children a 
better education—especially low-in-
come children—because we have al-
ready proven fairly definitively that 
the present system isn’t doing that. 

So rather than breaking the budget 
by adding $10 billion which is not off-
set—and it is subject to a budget point 
of order, by the way—what we should 
do is reform title I and reform the 
ESEA bill. We tried to do that. We 
brought the bill to the floor, and, un-
fortunately, a number of Senators 
wanted to put extraneous matter on it, 
and, as a result, it got all balled up and 
wasn’t able to be moved. But the point 
here is that until we get fundamental 
reform of title I and until we get funda-
mental reform under the new ESEA au-
thorization, putting another $10 billion 
into this system is not going to help. 

Therefore, I oppose this, first, on the 
budgetary grounds that it is not offset 
and therefore is a $10 billion increase 
that has no way to be paid for; second, 
on the grounds that it probably won’t 
accomplish what the sponsor would 
like to accomplish, which is to improve 
the achievement of low-income kids. 

Until we require that low-income 
kids’ academic achievement goes up for 
the dollars we are spending on them 
and put in place systems that are going 
to give the local school districts the 
capacity of accomplishing that and to 
give them the flexibility of Straight 
A’s, or portability, or the parents the 
chance to participate through public 
school choice, there is really no point 
in making this type of huge increase in 
funding in this program—especially on 
top of the fact that this committee has 
already significantly increased funding 
for this program in this bill. 

Mr. President, I reserve my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

hope the Senator from New Hampshire 
and all Senators understand this point 
clearly. This amendment does not call 
for an additional $10 billion in appro-
priations. This amendment just simply 
says we should go from $8.36 billion to 
$10 billion—a slight increase. It is not 
an additional $10 billion. 

Second, my colleague from New 
Hampshire and every Republican Sen-
ator and every Democratic Senator on 
the health committee voted to author-
ize title I to $15 billion. 
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Can I repeat that? 
Every single Member of the health 

committee—Democrat and Republican 
alike—voted to authorize title I to $15 
billion, and the majority leader came 
out here on the floor and said: 

This is a $15 billion reauthorization bill; 
Good work has been done by this committee. 

If my colleague thought that the 
title I program was such a miserable 
failure—and I intend to certainly take 
that argument on in a moment since I 
don’t think there is a shred of evidence 
to support it—then I don’t understand 
why my colleague and all the Repub-
licans on the health committee and the 
majority leader said that they sup-
ported an authorization up to $15 bil-
lion. This amendment just tries to get 
it from $8.36 billion up to $10 billion. 

Third, in regard to the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, I sure 
would like for you folks to bring that 
bill out to the floor. I have been wait-
ing for my Republican colleagues to 
bring the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act to the floor. I have a lot 
of amendments. I am ready for the de-
bate on education. You pulled the bill 
from the floor, and I would love it if 
you would bring it back. 

My colleague, the Senator from New 
Hampshire, talks about how the title I 
program has been such a miserable 
failure. The largest gains in test scores 
over the past 30 years have been made 
by poor and minority students. One- 
third to one-half of the gap between af-
fluent whites and their poor and minor-
ity counterparts closed during this 
time. The Center on Education Policy 
2000 report, a study by the Rand Cor-
poration, linked these gains to title I 
and other investments in education 
and social programs. The final report 
of the National Assessment of Title I 
by the U.S. Department of Education 
showed that national assessment of 
education progress scores for 9-year- 
olds in the Nation’s highest poverty 
schools have increased over the past 10 
years by nine points in reading and 
eight points in math. 

The Council of Greater City Schools 
shows that 24 of the Nation’s largest 
schools were able to decrease the num-
ber of fourth grade title I students 
achieving in the lowest percentile by 14 
percent in reading, and 10 percent in 
math. 

I say to my colleague from New 
Hampshire that is pretty remarkable, 
given the fact we don’t even fund this 
program except at a 30-percent level. 
We severely underfund the program. 
We make hardly any investments in 
pre-K education. 

The Federal Government and the 
Senate ought to be a player in getting 
money to the local communities so we 
can have not custodial but develop-
ment child care—so that when children 
come to kindergarten they are not so 
far behind. 

We don’t make that investment. 
We don’t make the investment in 

health coverage. We still have millions 
of children without health care cov-

erage. When they come to school with 
abscessed teeth, they cannot learn. Is 
it any wonder? They live in commu-
nities where their parents can’t afford 
housing, and they have to move three, 
four, or five times a year because we 
don’t make the investment in afford-
able housing. 

My colleagues, in the face of our fail-
ure to do anything about the grinding 
poverty in the country, in the face of 
our failure to invest in the title I pro-
gram, in the face of our miserable fail-
ure to invest in education, my col-
league from New Hampshire comes out 
here and says this has been a miserable 
failure when I can cite reports showing 
that title I has made a real difference. 

Colleagues, 46 percent of title I funds 
go to the poorest 15 percent of all 
schools in America. 

When the Senator from New Hamp-
shire says—and I agree with him—that 
it is just outrageous if a school has a 
60-percent low-income population and 
there may be no money, this is why: 
Because it is so severely underfunded. 

We have one group of low-income 
children in a zero sum game relation-
ship to another group of low-income 
children. 

It is severely underfunded. Seventy- 
five percent of title I funds go to 
schools where the majority of children 
are poor. The General Accounting Of-
fice estimates that title I has increased 
funding to schools serving poor chil-
dren by 77 percent. It is going up. 

This is a targeted investment that 
can make a huge difference. Yet even 
with the increases, we are only reach-
ing one-third of the children who could 
use our help. 

By the way, I would like to say this 
to every Senator before you vote on 
this amendment. If your staff is look-
ing at this debate, and they are going 
to be reporting back to you on how to 
vote, I will tell you: Go back to your 
States and meet with the educators. 
Talk to people in your school districts. 
They will tell you they need more 
money for the title I program. They 
will tell you they are interested in a 
whole range of issues. Senator BINGA-
MAN is going to be talking about some 
of those. 

Again, just looking at where the 
money goes, 100 percent of the city 
schools use title I funds to provide pro-
fessional development and new tech-
nology. Does that sound like a flawed 
program? Ninety-seven percent use 
title I funds to support afterschool ac-
tivities. Does that sound like a mis-
take? Ninety percent of the school dis-
tricts use title I funds to support fam-
ily literacy and summer school pro-
grams. Do you want to vote against 
that? Sixty-eight percent use title I 
funds to support preschool programs. 
Do you want to vote against that? 

The title I program has been a re-
markably good program given the re-
alities of these children’s lives. 

I didn’t quite add it up. But I think 
what my colleague from New Hamp-
shire was saying is we spent $4 billion 

a year, or thereabouts, for title I pro-
grams over the last 30 years. I say to 
the Senator that is not a bad invest-
ment. The largest group of poor citi-
zens in the United States of America 
are poor children. There are 14 million 
poor children in America today. Twen-
ty percent of all the children in our 
country are growing up poor today. 
Fifty percent of those children are 
children of color. I don’t think it is too 
much to provide a little bit more help 
for these children. 

When you go to these schools, you 
meet people who do not give up. You 
meet principals and teachers who do 
not give up on these kids. You wonder 
how they do it. But they are so dedi-
cated. And the largest part of title I 
money goes to the children of the 
youngest ages. 

I will repeat what I said before. Make 
the investment and provide the addi-
tional help for these children because 
they are small. They are little. Most of 
them are under 4 feet tall. They are 
beautiful. We ought to help them. 

I rest my case, although I reserve the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 5 min-
utes remaining. The Senator from Min-
nesota has 101⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota has made a couple 
of points to which I think I need to re-
spond. First, the reason the authoriza-
tion bill is not on the floor is because 
Senators from the other side decided to 
put a political agenda on that bill. The 
unanimous consents which were re-
quested by the majority leader to limit 
the number of amendments to that bill 
and make them education amendments 
and thus complete that bill were re-
jected by the other side. 

Second, yes, we strongly supported 
increasing funding for title I, if it was 
reauthorized under a bill which was 
student centered. The problem with the 
present law is it is not student cen-
tered. It is bureaucracy centered. 

I am not surprised the other side of 
the aisle is defending the bureaucracy- 
centered bill. It was their idea in the 
first place. Our position is we should 
look for academic achievement. We 
should not leave these children behind. 
The Senator says these are poor chil-
dren. Yes, they are poor children. 
Regretably, they are poor children 
caught in the cycle of poverty for gen-
eration after generation because their 
educational system has failed them for 
generation after generation, even 
though we spent $120 billion on title I. 
Child after child has come out of the 
system unable to compete with their 
peers because their academic achieve-
ment has been so low. 

What we suggest is a proposal which 
is child centered, which is flexible, 
which is targeted on academic achieve-
ment, and which has accountability 
standards which will work so these 
children are not left behind. 
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The Senator on the other side of the 

aisle makes the argument these chil-
dren are being left behind not only be-
cause they are educationally under-
funded but because they have all sorts 
of other concerns. Yes, there is no 
question about that. But when we look 
at school systems that work, because 
they demand achievement from the 
children they are serving, the same 
children, then we know success in this 
area is possible. We can look at our 
Catholic school systems in which the 
same population is served. Yet they ac-
complish good things with those stu-
dents’ academic achievement. 

The statement there has been a great 
increase in academic achievement 
among low-income kids is simply not 
accurate. What has happened is the 
academic achievement of low-income 
kids has finally gotten back to the 
level it was in 1992. From the period 
1992 to 1998, the gap in academic 
achievement between African Amer-
ican and white students actually grew. 
The same was the case for Hispanic 
students and white students; it actu-
ally grew in a number of the most crit-
ical States that have a large popu-
lation of African American and Span-
ish students. 

The simple fact is, we have not been 
serving these kids effectively. We do 
not have a program that serves these 
kids effectively. 

The Senator from Minnesota is right 
on one count. It is not $10 billion he is 
proposing this year, but over a 5-year 
budget it would add up to approxi-
mately $10 billion. I stand corrected. 

I join the Senator from Minnesota. If 
he is willing to put forward a program 
that is child centered, dedicated to 
academic achievement, giving the local 
schools accountability and flexibility, 
then we should talk about dramatic in-
creases in funding because we would 
get something for the dollars that 
would be effectively used. But to sim-
ply put more money in here on top of 
money that has been already increased 
outside the budget priorities which we 
have already set—and remember there 
are other major budget priorities in 
this bill that have been paid for, such 
as special needs, special ed kids—it is 
just not appropriate. That is why I op-
pose this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague for his remarks. I 
always enjoy discussions with him on 
education. I don’t want to try to score 
debate points. I cannot resist, though, 
saying to my colleague, on the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, 
when he says that we pulled the bill be-
cause the minority wanted to impose a 
political agenda, it is interesting; a po-
litical agenda means the minority 
wanted to put some amendments on 
this bill that they, the majority, didn’t 
want to have to vote on; therefore, it 
becomes a political agenda. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased 
to yield, if the Senator will be brief. I 
will yield on my time because I know 
he has no time. But I want to reserve a 
little time. 

Mr. GREGG. I wonder if the Senator 
believes campaign finance and gun 
issues, which are not relevant to 
schools, are issues which we should 
have been debating on the ESEA bill or 
should we hold them for another agen-
da? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 9 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
say to my colleague from New Hamp-
shire, first of all, the campaign finance 
reform amendment of course was initi-
ated by Senator MCCAIN, a well-known 
Republican, and Senator FEINGOLD, a 
well-known Democrat. I support the 
amendment. Do you want to know 
something. The more I think about it, 
the more I think it is very relevant to 
education, because I think if we don’t 
clean up this sick system, the way in 
which big money dominates, then we 
are never going to have Senators vot-
ing for children and education. They 
are going to continue to vote for the 
big, huge, economic interests. So I say, 
actually I can’t think of a more impor-
tant amendment to an education bill. 

This is the debate we have been hav-
ing. The Senate, over the years, has 
been a very special institution. Part of 
it is because of the Senators’ right to 
debate and the Senators’ right to intro-
duce amendments. That is what the 
Senate is about. It is not a political 
agenda, I say to my colleague. It is just 
an agenda that makes my colleague 
from New Hampshire and other Repub-
licans uncomfortable. They don’t want 
to vote on campaign finance reform or 
sensible gun control measures. I would 
argue, in case anybody has taken a 
look at violence in the schools, that 
sensible gun control amendments are 
very relevant to the lives of children, 
very relevant to education. 

As to the title I program, I want to 
respond to my colleague’s comments 
about the achievement of low-income 
children. Honest to goodness, first my 
colleague came out and said it has been 
a miserable failure; it hasn’t work. 
Then I cited study after study showing 
title I has made a difference. Then my 
colleague retreats and comes back with 
another argument which is: Well, yes, 
low-income children are now doing bet-
ter in some of the reading scores and 
mathematics scores, but they are only 
getting back to the 1993 level. 

The truth is, here you have a title I 
program that is vastly underfunded— 
30-percent level. Here you have a House 
of Representatives and Senate, too 
dominated by the way in which money 
dominates politics, that have been un-
willing to make the investment in chil-
dren, unwilling to make the invest-
ment in their skills and intellect and 
character and, I argue, the health of 

children, and therefore there are too 
many poor children. I think it is a 
scandal that the poorest group of citi-
zens in America today is children. Too 
many children literally grow up under 
the most difficult circumstances. 
Therefore, is anybody surprised the 
title I program does not perform a mir-
acle? 

The title I program does not mean 
those children succeed, I say to my col-
league from Iowa, who come from poor 
communities, whose parents are not 
high income, who had none of the en-
couragement, none of the great pre-
school programs other children have, 
who live in families who have to move 
four times because they cannot afford 
the housing, who live in neighborhoods 
where there is too much violence, who 
don’t have an adequate diet, who don’t 
have adequate health care. Guess what, 
those children don’t yet do as well in 
reading scores and mathematics scores. 
And you want to pin that on the title 
I program, even though the title I pro-
gram has helped them do a little bet-
ter? 

If any Senator wants to vote against 
this amendment on the basis of that 
kind of argument, so be it. But I cer-
tainly hope you will not. 

Finally, I get a little nervous with all 
this discussion about accountability 
and achievement because I think my 
good friend from New Hampshire has 
the causality backwards. He is putting 
the cart before the horse. Absolutely, 
let’s put the focus on achievement. 
Let’s put the focus on accountability. 
But this is my question. Don’t you 
think, at the same time that we put 
the focus on the achievement, and the 
same time we put the focus on the ac-
countability, we also need to make 
sure every child has the same oppor-
tunity to achieve? Why is it my col-
leagues are so silent on that point? 
They want to rush to vouchers, they 
want to rush to privatizing education, 
they want to rush to saying all these 
children have to achieve and we are 
going to hold everybody accountable if 
your children don’t achieve. But they 
don’t want to make sure every child 
has the same opportunity to achieve. 

Let’s not hold our children respon-
sible for our failure to invest in their 
achievement and their future. This 
title I program is but one small pro-
gram that doesn’t lead to heaven on 
Earth, but makes it a little bit better 
Earth on Earth for some of these chil-
dren. 

I say to my colleagues, I think we 
ought to vote for this amendment. I 
think we ought to do better by these 
children. This amendment, in its own 
small way, just going from $8.3 billion 
to $10 billion, not even close to the $50 
billion that the HELP Committee 
unanimously voted to authorize appro-
priations up to, at least makes a bit of 
a difference. 

Your school districts are for this, 
your principals and teachers in the 
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trenches are for this, and most impor-
tantly, we ought to provide these chil-
dren with some additional help. They 
deserve it. 

I yield the floor, and I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

Mr. GREGG. How much time is re-
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire has 1 minute remaining. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 3 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire 30 seconds of 
my time. 

Mr. GREGG. That is very generous of 
the Senator from Minnesota. I appre-
ciate it. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield the Sen-
ator from Iowa 1 minute of my time. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, did I un-
derstand the Senator from Minnesota 
to say he would be willing, if I were to 
propound a unanimous consent request 
that we go to the ESEA bill with 5 
amendments on both sides, that the 
amendments be relevant, and we have 
final passage—the Senator would agree 
to that? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is an easy 
question. 

Mr. REID. Was this a unanimous con-
sent request? 

Mr. GREGG. I was asking if he was 
agreeing that would be an acceptable 
approach. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. My answer would 
certainly be no, since I talked about 
what the Senate was about and talked 
about those other amendments are ter-
ribly important amendments that af-
fect the lives of children. 

Mr. GREGG. I simply state the rea-
son we do not have the authorization 
levels we should have on the ESEA is 
that we have not passed ESEA, and the 
reason we have not passed ESEA is 
that we have been unable to debate on 
this floor the issue of education. We 
have had debate on the issue of cam-
paign finance, on the issue of guns, on 
the issue of prescription drugs, but not 
on the issue of education, which is too 
bad, because the bill out of committee 
was a good bill and, by the way, it did 
not demand the States do anything. It 
set up a set of options for the States 
which the States could then follow. 
They could choose to use portability, 
they could choose to use Straight A’s 
or they could choose the present law. It 
gave the States total flexibility. The 
goal was to get the academic achieve-
ment of low-income kids up. That 
should be our goal as a Senate, and 
that was our goal when we reported out 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. HARKIN. How much time is re-
maining, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 21⁄2 minutes. 
The Senator from New Hampshire has 
16 seconds remaining. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for yielding me a little bit 

of time. I appreciate what the Senator 
from Minnesota said a while ago. He is 
absolutely right. We are blaming these 
kids. 

Title I: Do my colleagues know how 
much each kid gets from title I? Some-
where between $400 and $600 a year. Go 
to the best schools in America in high- 
income areas where they have nice 
houses and high incomes. Do my col-
leagues know what they are spending 
on kids there? Six to eight thousand 
dollars. Yet we are going to put $400 to 
$600 into some of the kids who have the 
poorest lives. 

As the Senator said, they move 
around a lot. They have been denied 
the opportunity since they have been 
born, and we expect all these great re-
sults from $400 to $600 per student. 

If the Senator from New Hampshire 
wants to propose we spend $6,000 on 
each one of those poor kids, then 
maybe we will see them start to ad-
vance more rapidly, but on $400 to $600 
we are not going to do it. The Sen-
ator’s amendment would only get that 
up just a little bit more. We are still 
way behind in what we ought to be 
doing in this country to help low-in-
come students attain the same oppor-
tunity in education as kids from bet-
ter, higher income areas are getting. 
The Senator from Minnesota is right 
on with this amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. How much time do 
I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 30 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield 30 seconds 
to my colleague from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. This abundance of gen-
erosity has carried me away. I yield my 
time back if the Senator wishes to 
yield his time back, even the addi-
tional time the Senator has yielded. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. GREGG. I raise a point of order 
against the pending WELLSTONE amend-
ment No. 3631 in that it violates the 
Budget Act. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I move to waive 
the Budget Act and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the vote in re-
lation to this motion occur at 5 p.m. 
and that there be 4 minutes equally di-
vided for explanation prior to the vote. 

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

Mr. GREGG. I move to table the mo-
tion to waive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire moves— 

Mr. GREGG. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we need to 
make sure we understand what is hap-
pening here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator raising an objection? 

Mr. REID. There is nothing pending. 
Mr. HARKIN. He asked unanimous 

consent to set the amendment aside. 
Mr. REID. I do not object to that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be set aside. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. The Senator from New Hampshire 
asked to set the amendment aside, and 
the time was set for a vote. 

Mr. GREGG. On the motion to waive 
the point of order. 

Mr. REID. He did not make his offer 
to table; is that right? 

Mr. GREGG. Correct. 
Mr. REID. We are soon going to pro-

ceed with an amendment by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. GREGG. That is correct. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 

make sure everyone understands the 
challenge made by the Senator from 
New Hampshire. We, the minority, are 
willing to take that at any time. There 
was an education bill on the floor that 
we did not have anything to do with 
pulling. We are willing to start debat-
ing the education bill 10 minutes from 
now, 10 days from now. We have a lot of 
things about which we want to talk re-
garding education. 

The Senator says there is something 
keeping this education bill from going 
forward. It is not our fault. We are 
willing to spend whatever time is nec-
essary to complete debate on the edu-
cation bill that was before this body 
for a short time earlier this year. We 
want to debate the education issue. 

For people to say it got pulled be-
cause we wanted to talk about cam-
paign finance reform, you bet we do. 
We still want to talk about campaign 
finance reform. But we want to talk 
about education issues also. The fact 
that we have an education bill on the 
floor does not mean we cannot talk 
about other issues. We would be willing 
to have the education bill come back, 
and we have a lot of education issues 
we would bring up immediately. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, did the 
unanimous consent request get ap-
proved and was the amendment laid 
aside? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both 
unanimous consent requests have been 
approved. The amendment was laid 
aside, and the vote is scheduled for 5 
o’clock. 

Mr. GREGG. If I may engage the as-
sistant leader from Nevada in a col-
loquy, I am interested in knowing 
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whether the assistant leader would 
agree to a unanimous consent request 
that would bring back the ESEA bill as 
reported out of committee with five 
relevant amendments on both sides, 
with a vote on final passage. If the Sen-
ator is agreeable to that, I am willing 
to walk down the hallway and probably 
get it signed onto by the majority lead-
er. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this is in-
teresting, I say to my friend from New 
Hampshire. We are in the Senate. My 
friend from New Hampshire has had 
wide experience in government. He 
served in the House of Representatives. 
We had the pleasure of serving to-
gether. He was Governor of the State of 
New Hampshire and has been a Senator 
for many years. He understands what 
the Senate is about as well as anybody 
in this Chamber. That is, we have had 
rules which have engaged this Senate 
for over 200 years, and they have 
worked well. We are the envy of the 
world, how our legislative body has 
worked for more than 200 years. 

What I am saying to my friend from 
New Hampshire is, yes, we are willing 
to bring the education bill back today, 
tomorrow, any other time, but we do 
not need these self-imposed con-
straints. We are not the House of Rep-
resentatives. We are the Senate. We 
have the ability to amend bills that 
come before this body. Had we been al-
lowed the opportunity to treat the ele-
mentary and secondary education bill 
as legislation has been treated for two 
centuries in this body, we would have 
been long since completed with that 
and would have been on to other issues. 

No one should think we are afraid to 
debate education issues. We have a lot 
of education issues to debate. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico and I have 
worked for 3 years on high school drop-
outs. I am not proud of the fact that 
the State of Nevada leads the Nation in 
high school dropouts. We lead the Na-
tion. But we are not the only State 
that has a problem. Every State in this 
Union has a problem with high school 
dropouts. 

In the United States, 3,000 children 
drop out of high school every day; 
500,000 a year. I want to talk on the El-
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act about what we can do to keep kids 
in school. 

The Senator from New Mexico will 
have an amendment that passed the 
Senate 3 years ago. Last year, on a 
strictly partisan vote, our amendment 
was killed in the Senate. Democrats 
voted for it. Republicans voted against 
our dropout amendment. It is really 
‘‘radical.’’ I am saying that face-
tiously. What it would do is create, in 
the Department of Education, a drop-
out czar, someone who could look at 
programs that are working around the 
country and have challenge grants in 
various States, if they were interested 
in the program. We would not jam any-
thing down anyone’s throat. A simple 
program such as that was defeated. 

We would be happy to ask unanimous 
consent—as Senator DASCHLE has done 

on other occasions—to resume consid-
eration of the elementary and sec-
ondary education bill, and that fol-
lowing the two amendments previously 
ordered, the Senate consider the fol-
lowing first-degree amendments, sub-
ject to relevant second-degree amend-
ments, and that they may be consid-
ered in an alternating fashion as the 
sponsors become available, and that 
they all be limited to 1 hour each 
equally divided in the usual form—— 

Mr. GREGG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion—— 
Mr. REID. I have not propounded my 

request yet, Mr. President. 
We would have Senator SANTORUM 

offer an amendment dealing with IDEA 
funding; Senator BINGAMAN, one on ac-
countability; Senator HUTCHISON, one 
on same-sex schools; Senator DODD, 
afterschool programs; Senator GREGG, 
afterschool programs; Senator HARKIN, 
school modernization; Senator VOINO-
VICH, IDEA funding; Senator MIKULSKI, 
dealing with technology; Senator STE-
VENS, physical education; Senator 
WELLSTONE, educational testing; Sen-
ator GRAMS, educational testing; Sen-
ator REED of Rhode Island, dealing 
with parents; Senator KYL, bilingual 
education; Senator LAUTENBERG, 
school safety, dealing with guns. We 
would be willing to do this right now. 
It would take about 10 or 12 hours. And 
I say—— 

Mr. GREGG. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. REID. There are Republicans and 

Democrats on this list. We would do it 
in alternating fashion. They believe 
strongly in their education issues. We 
believe strongly in our education 
issues. 

I say that is what we should do. That 
would bring the education issue to the 
forefront of this body, as it should have 
been brought to the forefront of this 
body a long time ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
Mr. GREGG. If we are going to pro-

pound unanimous-consent requests, I 
propound a unanimous consent request 
as follows: That we proceed to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
as reported out of the HELP Com-
mittee, at such time as the leader shall 
determine is appropriate, in consulta-
tion with the Democratic leader; that 
both sides be allowed to offer, I will 
make it seven amendments to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act; 
that the amendments shall be relevant, 
and that there shall be a vote on final 
passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well now, the Senator 
from New Hampshire said that he 
wanted a unanimous-consent request 

that we would go to ESEA, at a time to 
be determined by the majority lead-
er—— 

Mr. GREGG. In consultation—— 
Mr. HARKIN. In consultation with 

the minority leader. 
Well, we have asked the majority 

leader. The minority leader has pro-
pounded this unanimous consent re-
quest in the past. We are not running 
the floor. The Republicans are running 
the floor, not the Democrats. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, is debate 
appropriate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, having pro-
pounded the unanimous consent re-
quest, has the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. It is the Republican 

side that is running the floor that 
schedules the bills, not the Democrats. 

My friend from New Hampshire just 
said he would be willing to have seven 
amendments on either side. 

Mr. GREGG. Relevant. 
Mr. HARKIN. Oh, relevant amend-

ments. See, there you go. 
The last ESEA bill we had up was 4 

years ago. We had amendments offered 
on the Republican side that were not 
relevant. We didn’t say anything. We 
debated them. We debated them and we 
voted on them. Oh, but now they don’t 
want to do that. The Republicans say: 
It has to be relevant. And they will 
preclude us from offering amendments 
on that bill that are relevant—maybe 
not to education but relevant to what 
is happening in America today. Yet 
they do not want to do that. 

We would agree to time limits. Sen-
ator DASCHLE has here: 1 hour each, 
equally divided. That is 14 hours. In 14 
hours, we could be done with the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield without losing 
my right to the floor. 

Mr. GREGG. I would be willing to 
agree to time limits also: 1 hour on 
each relevant amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. All amendments that 
are offered here, seven on each side? 

Mr. GREGG. In my unanimous-con-
sent request. 

Mr. HARKIN. To these seven amend-
ments? 

Mr. GREGG. It is my unanimous-con-
sent request to which I am agreeing. 
You already have that in your request. 
I was just trying to be accommodating 
to your time constraints. 

Mr. HARKIN. You can have whatever 
seven you want, and we will take our 
seven amendments. 

Mr. GREGG. As long as they are rel-
evant. 

Mr. HARKIN. I reclaim my time. The 
Senator says: Relevant. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield 
without losing his right to the floor? 
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Mr. GREGG. I want to debate edu-

cation, not national policy. 
Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I yield without 

losing my right to the floor. 
Mr. REID. One of the amendments, 

the Senator is aware, the Lautenberg 
amendment, deals with gun safety. 

Are you aware there are precedents 
for gun control amendments to edu-
cation bills? In fact, is the Senator 
aware that in 1994, Senator GRAMM of 
Texas offered an amendment on man-
datory sentences for criminals who use 
guns, and it was put to a vote on the 
education bill that year? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend, doesn’t 

it seem logical and sensible to the Sen-
ator from Iowa that with all the deaths 
in schools related to guns, on an edu-
cation bill we should have a conversa-
tion about gun safety in schools? 

Mr. HARKIN. To this Senator, it 
makes eminently good sense. We are 
talking about education and safety in 
education. Senator LAUTENBERG has an 
amendment on gun safety. That is 
what the Republicans do not want to 
vote on. Yet the Senator from New 
Hampshire said: Relevant amendments. 
I am looking at the list of amendments 
we have. They all deal with education 
in one form or another. 

Mr. GREGG. Then the Senator should 
have no objection to my offer. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator from 
New Hampshire would agree that 
school safety and guns is a relevant 
amendment, we can make an agree-
ment right now. Will the Senator agree 
to that? 

Mr. GREGG. I do not make that rul-
ing. It would be up to the Parliamen-
tarian to determine what a relevant 
amendment is. 

Mr. HARKIN. No. A unanimous con-
sent that the Lautenberg amendment 
is relevant. 

Mr. GREGG. I will not make that de-
cision. The offer is very reasonable. We 
are willing to debate relevant amend-
ments on education. There are a lot of 
relevant amendments on education 
that deal with guns. All you have to do 
is make it relevant and you can involve 
a gun issue. There is no question, for 
example, if you want to offer an 
amendment that deals with using title 
I money for the purposes of allowing 
people to put in some sort of screening 
system for going into a school relative 
to guns, that is a very relevant amend-
ment, I would presume. But I am not 
the one who makes that decision. The 
Parliamentarian makes the decision. 

Mr. HARKIN. No. But a unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. GREGG. I am perfectly willing to 
make an adjustment, to give you a 
timeframe, so we can have a timeframe 
on the debate. We can have relevant 
amendments, 1 hour on each amend-
ment. I have gone up to seven amend-
ments now because the Senator from 
Nevada made a good case that we 
might not have gotten the amendment 
of the Senator from New Mexico into 
the mix. So that is seven amendments 

on each side and a vote on final pas-
sage—that is 14 hours—we vote on final 
passage, leaving it to the majority 
leader to call the issue to the floor. I 
think we could have a deal. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I find it 
interesting, my friend from New Hamp-
shire making this argument. Four 
years ago, when the Senator from 
Texas offered a gun amendment on the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, I didn’t hear a peep from my 
friend from New Hampshire, not a 
word. But now, when we want to ad-
dress the issue of school violence and 
guns, the Senator from New Hampshire 
says: Oh, well, now we can’t discuss 
that. It is not relevant. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
knows, as well as I do, there is no rule 
in the Senate that demands relevancy. 
That is the House. That is why we are 
the great deliberative body that we 
are. We can debate and discuss things. 
If the Senator wants to go back to the 
House, where they have a Rules Com-
mittee, and they only discuss issues 
that the Rules Committee says are rel-
evant—that is the House of Represent-
atives. This is the Senate. We do not 
have such a rule. Thank God we do not 
because it allows us, as Senators, to 
have the kind of open and free debate 
and discussion that I think distin-
guishes the Senate from the House of 
Representatives. That allows us a time 
to cool things down, as Thomas Jeffer-
son said. 

We are willing to bring up the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
and agree to a time limit. We could be 
done in 1 day. But the Republicans do 
not want to vote on the gun issue. 

They don’t want to have to belly up 
to the bar and vote to keep guns out of 
the hands of kids. They don’t want to 
have that amendment. Therefore, all of 
the rest of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act is held hostage 
by the refusal on the Republican side 
to allow even 1 hour of debate and an 
up-or-down vote on the Lautenberg 
amendment. That is the essence of it 
right now. As my friend from Nevada 
said, we are willing to go to the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
right now with a time limit, debate 
them, vote them up or down. It is the 
other side that won’t let that happen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we know 
there are other things to do, but there 
is nothing more important to the 
American people—I know there is noth-
ing more important to the people of 
the State of Nevada—than to do some-
thing about education. The Senator 
from Iowa talked about guns. Of 
course, they don’t want to debate that 
issue, even though we did more than a 
year ago. Remember the clamor here 
that we had to do something as a result 
of the Columbine killings. Then we had 
a series of killings by guns in schools. 
We just recently had one in Florida 
where a boy was sent home because he 
was dropping water balloons. He came 

back and killed the teacher. There was 
no safety lock on that gun. It was lay-
ing around. Some felon had it. I don’t 
know who had it. Anyway, the kid was 
able to get it. 

The majority’s argument is simply a 
smokescreen. Of course, they don’t 
want to talk about gun safety. They 
also don’t want to vote on other pri-
ority issues such as modernizing 
schools. The average school in America 
is almost 50 years old. In Nevada, be-
cause we have to build one new school 
a month, we also need some help build-
ing schools, renovating schools. We 
have a tremendously difficult problem. 
People think of Nevada as the most 
rural place in America. It is the most 
urban place in America. Over 90 per-
cent of the people live in two commu-
nities: Reno and Las Vegas. We have 
the seventh largest school district in 
America, with over 230,000 students. We 
need some help. The majority does not 
want to modernize the schools. 

Wouldn’t it be great if we could do 
something about afterschool programs? 
That is where kids get in trouble, 
latchkey children, without sufficient 
supervision. We have amendments, 
some of which were read by the Sen-
ator and I, that deal with afterschool 
programs. We want to do something 
about having not only more teachers 
but better teachers. That is what we 
want to consider. That is why we want 
to talk about education. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
shortly going to offer an amendment 
dealing with quality education. If not 
now, he will do it later. I know it is 
something he has talked about. Yes, 
Senator LAUTENBERG wants to offer an 
amendment joined by numerous others. 
He is the lead sponsor to deal with 
safety in schools, more accountability. 
If the majority doesn’t think that guns 
in schools and school safety are prior-
ities for the American people, then 
they have not been reading the papers. 
They have not been reading their own 
mail that comes from home. These are 
important issues. 

All we are asking is that the pending 
business, Order No. 491, a bill to extend 
programs and activities under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
be the order of the day; that it be 
called off the calendar and we get back 
to working on it. It is the pending busi-
ness right now. It is here in the Senate 
calendar of business. We should get 
back to that. We offered strict time 
agreements on all amendments, and 
then we get the retort from our friend 
from New Hampshire: Relevant, rel-
evant. 

We know what happens here. We 
know who controls what goes on. It is 
the majority. If they don’t want some-
thing, it is not relevant. We are adults. 
We know how things work around here. 
We give them the title of the amend-
ments; we tell them what they are 
about. We limit the time on them. I 
don’t know what we could do that 
would be more fair and would allow 
this agenda to move along. 
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We want the opportunity to vote. We 

don’t want the opportunity to debate 
for more than a half hour. A half hour 
is all we get. We feel very confident 
that our priorities are the needs of the 
majority of the people of this country. 
We are not afraid to vote on them. 

The real reason the majority doesn’t 
want to vote on these proposals is be-
cause we are going to win. People over 
there are going to vote with us. We are 
going to win. There are only 45 of us. 
We know we can’t win unless we get 
support from the majority. We will get 
support from the majority. This is a 
procedural effort to block the edu-
cation agenda of the minority from 
going forward. It is too bad. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I don’t 
want to prolong this ad nauseam be-
cause it is sort of an internal debate. I 
know the Senator from New Mexico 
has an amendment he wants to offer. 

I will make a couple of points in re-
sponse to the Senator from Nevada, 
who always eloquently presents the mi-
nority’s position. 

The fact is, all the amendments he 
talked about in the area of education 
are amendments which we are perfectly 
willing to get into. We got into them in 
committee, and we are happy to get 
into them on the floor. I suspect they 
would have no problem being found as 
relevant—school construction, after-
school programs, safe schools. In fact, 
we have done a great deal in the area of 
all of these accounts. On the Safe 
Schools Program, aftershool programs, 
we have increased funding dramati-
cally in both those proposals. 

We have brought forward an ESEA 
bill in a creative and imaginative way. 
I think it is being held because there 
are amendments people want to put on 
it which they know will cause it to not 
go any further than this body because 
the bill has so many imaginative and 
creative ideas in it which the Federal 
bureaucracy and the educational bu-
reaucracy do not like because they re-
turn power to the States, power to par-
ents, power to children, power to prin-
cipals. They just don’t like the fact 
that this bill is coming up for a vote 
with a whole cafeteria of ideas that 
threaten the present educational lobby 
here in Washington. Therefore, they 
have decided to gum it up with a bunch 
of amendments that have no relevance 
at all. 

‘‘Relevant’’ is an important term for 
the education issue. The education de-
bate should be on education. There are 
a lot of gun issues which are education 
related. We are perfectly happy to take 
those as relevant. But there are some 
that are not, and they know that. That 
is why they are throwing it on this bill, 
because they know it will stop the bill 
on the floor. They can use that as an 
excuse for stopping the bill rather than 
being the actual reason the bill is being 
stopped. 

As to gun amendments, we have 
voted on those enumerable times in 

this body. We have had amendments 
relative to abortion clinics, relative to 
gun-related debt. We have had them 
relative to gun violence crime protec-
tion, safe school new Federal restric-
tions on firearms, on education and vi-
olence protection. There have been 
votes on these. The list goes on and on. 
There have been gun amendments all 
through the process. There are gun 
amendments that can be made rel-
evant. I would presume if they wanted 
to include those seven that I suggested, 
it would be easy enough to do it. 

I do think that the defense that they 
don’t want relevant amendments, that 
they want to have the freedom to 
throw whatever amendment they want 
on this bill, is a puerile defense. ‘‘Puer-
ile’’ is the wrong word. It is a sopho-
moric defense because basically what 
they are interested in is not having the 
ESEA bill come through this House in 
its present form because it is not a 
form that they liked when it was re-
ported out of committee. 

Mr. HARKIN. We had seven amend-
ments. That was all that was on the 
list. 

Mr. GREGG. All I am interested in is 
seven relevant amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from New Hampshire re-
tain the floor or is it open? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is the recognition of the 
Senator from New Mexico to offer an 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3649 
(Purpose: To ensure accountability in pro-

grams for disadvantaged students and to 
assist States in their efforts to turn around 
failing schools) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for himself, Mr. REED, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. DODD, and Mr. 
WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3649. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. 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 57, line 19, after ‘‘year’’ insert the 

following: ‘‘: Provided further, That in addi-
tion to any other funds appropriated under 
this title, there are appropriated, under the 
authority of section 1002(f) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
$250,000,000 to carry out sections 1116 and 1117 
of such Act’’. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
have indicated to the majority that I 
would take a half hour to discuss the 
amendment on our side. I know Sen-
ator REED also wishes to speak about 
the amendment, and perhaps others. 

If the Republican side will take the 
same limited amount of time, I believe 
that is the arrangement. 

This is an amendment to address the 
central issue that has been part of the 
education debate all along, and that is 
the issue of accountability. On the last 
amendment Senator WELLSTONE pro-
posed, I know the discussion back and 
forth between Senator WELLSTONE and 
the Senator from New Hampshire. The 
position of the Senator from New 
Hampshire was that he could support 
increases in title I if there was proper 
accountability for how the money was 
spent, if we could be sure the money 
was spent for the purpose it was really 
needed. 

The amendment I am proposing 
would try to put into place the mecha-
nisms to ensure that accountability. 
That, I believe, is a reason the amend-
ment should be supported by everyone. 

Let me indicate what current law is. 
Current law says that of the title I 
funds a State receives, they can spend 
a maximum of one-half of 1 percent of 
those title I funds in order to ensure 
accountability in the expenditure of 
those funds. That is, if you have a fail-
ing school—for example, take my 
State. If one of our school districts in 
New Mexico has an elementary school 
that is not doing well and is not show-
ing improvement in student perform-
ance, then the State has one-half of 1 
percent of the title I funds it can spend 
in trying to assist that school to do 
better. That is all it can spend, and 
that is for the entire State. 

It is clear to anybody who has 
worked in education that this is an in-
adequate amount of money. I have here 
a letter that has been sent to me by the 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 
I want to read a section from that 
where they indicate their support for 
this Bingaman amendment to restore 
an increase in funding for title I ac-
countability grants to assist low-per-
forming schools: 

Last year, Congress appropriated $134 mil-
lion in title I accountability funds to help 
aid over 7,000 schools, to help low-performing 
schools that were identified. The Council of 
Chief State School Officers supports pro-
viding assistance to low-performing schools 
through an increased State setaside. The ac-
countability grants are essential to help 
turn around our Nation’s most troubled 
schools. Several of our States have already 
expressed reluctance to undertake the new 
grants due to an certainty over future fund-
ing. It is critical that the accountability 
grants be sustained and funded and funding 
increased to the President’s request of $250 
million, so that States and districts can con-
tinue to help improve these schools. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter, dated June 21, 2000, be printed in the 
RECORD immediately after my remarks. 

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

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I believe that letter 

summarizes very well the thrust of my 
argument. We have the Federal Gov-
ernment now spending over $8 billion 
this next year—almost $9 billion—to 
assist disadvantaged students through 
the title I program. But the accom-
panying accountability provisions in 
the law have not been fully imple-
mented. That is, we have not seen the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:37 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S27JN0.REC S27JN0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5854 June 27, 2000 
results we would like to see in all 
cases—in the case of these failing 
schools in particular—due to a lack of 
dedicated funding that would be nec-
essary to develop improved strategies 
and create rewards and penalties that 
hold schools accountable for contin-
uous improvement in their student per-
formance. 

The bill before us does not identify 
any specific funds for accountability 
enforcement efforts. We need to ensure 
that a significant funding stream is 
provided so that these accountability 
provisions are in fact enforced. The 
amendment I have offered seeks to en-
sure that $250 million, which is a small 
fraction of the total amount appro-
priated under title I, is directly spent 
on this objective. This money would be 
used to ensure that States and local 
school districts have the resources 
available to implement the corrective 
action provisions of title I by providing 
immediate and intensive interventions 
to turn around low-performing schools. 

What type of interventions am I talk-
ing about? What are we trying to en-
sure that States and school districts 
can do by providing these funds? Let 
me give you a list. 

First of all, ongoing and intensive 
teacher training. If you have a failing 
school where the students are not per-
forming better than they did last year, 
it is likely that the problem comes 
back to the teachers. We need better 
training of some of our teachers in that 
school. These funds would make that 
possible. 

Second, extended learning time for 
students, afterschool programs, Satur-
day, and summer school to help stu-
dents catch up. Again, a failing school, 
in many cases, needs those kinds of re-
sources. 

Third, provision of rewards to low- 
performing schools that show signifi-
cant progress, including cash awards 
and other incentives, such as release 
time for teachers. 

Fourth, restructuring of chronically 
failing schools. In many cases, you 
need a restructuring of a school. You 
need to replace some of the people in 
the administration. You need to have a 
restructuring so that the school can 
start off on another foot. 

Fifth, intensive technical assistance 
from teams of experts outside the 
school to help develop and implement 
school improvement plans in these fail-
ing schools. These are teams that go 
into the school and determine the 
causes of the low performance—for ex-
ample, low expectations, outdated cur-
riculum, poorly trained teachers, and 
unsafe conditions—and assist those 
schools in implementing research- 
based models for improvement. 

Here is one example of what I am 
talking about. A program with which 
many of us have become familiar—I 
certainly have in my State—is called 
Success for All. This is a program 
which is called a whole school reform 
program for the early grades, elemen-
tary schools. It was developed by re-

searchers at Johns Hopkins University, 
and it has been implemented in over 
2,000 elementary schools throughout 
the country. There were over 50 schools 
in my home State of New Mexico this 
last year that implemented the Success 
for All Program. The program is a 
proven early grade reading program 
which, if implemented properly, can 
ensure better results. All of the studies 
demonstrate that it can lead to better 
results. 

At the end of the first grade, Success 
for All schools have average reading 
scores almost 3 months ahead of those 
in matching control schools, and by 
the end of the fifth grade, students 
read more than 1 year ahead of their 
peers in the controlled schools. So the 
program can reduce the need for spe-
cial education placements by more 
than 50 percent and virtually eliminate 
the problem of having to retain stu-
dents in a grade more than a year. 

The funding contemplated in this 
amendment I am offering is authorized 
under both the old version of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
and the proposed new version, on which 
we just had a debate about how to get 
that back up for consideration in the 
Senate. Under section 1002(f) of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
currently in effect, Congress is author-
ized to provide such sums as may be 
necessary to provide needed assistance 
for school improvement under sections 
1116 and 1117 of the act. That is the cur-
rent Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

Last year, we did provide additional 
assistance in this bill—this exact ap-
propriations bill we are debating today. 
We provided $134 million for this pur-
pose, and we need to follow through on 
that commitment this year. 

We also agreed, on a bipartisan basis, 
that these funds were necessary during 
the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, the bill 
which was reported out of the com-
mittee. Under S. 2, the chairman’s bill, 
there would be an automatic setaside 
of increased funds for title I for this 
purpose. 

Unfortunately, as has been discussed 
here at length, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act appears to be 
in limbo, and we are having great dif-
ficulty getting back to it on the Senate 
floor. It is simply irresponsible for us 
to invest $9 billion—or nearly that—in 
the title I program and, at the same 
time, still fail to provide necessary re-
sources to ensure that the States, dis-
tricts, and schools are held accountable 
for how that $9 billion is spent. 

Title I requires the States and dis-
tricts to implement accountability and 
assist failing schools. But we in the 
Congress have failed to give the States 
and districts the resources necessary to 
carry out those mandates. 

Title I authorizes State school sup-
port teams to provide support for 
schoolwide programs, to provide assist-
ance to schools in need of improvement 
through activities such as professional 

development, identifying resources for 
changing and instruction, and chang-
ing the organization of the school. 

In 1998, only eight States reported 
that school support teams have been 
able to serve the majority of schools 
identified in need of improvement. 

Less than half of the schools identi-
fied as needing improvement in the 
1997–1998 school year reported that this 
designation led to additional profes-
sional development or assistance. 

Schools and school districts that 
need this additional support and re-
sources do five things: Address weak-
nesses quickly soon after they are iden-
tified; second, promote a progressively 
intensive range of interventions; third, 
continuously assess the results of those 
interventions and monitor whether 
progress is, in fact, being made; fourth, 
implement incentives for improve-
ment; and, fifth, implement con-
sequences for failure. 

I think many in this Senate would 
agree that a crucial step toward im-
proving the public schools lies in hold-
ing the system accountable for student 
achievement and better outcomes. 

I hope everyone is able to dem-
onstrate with their vote on this amend-
ment that they support these positive 
initiatives toward establishing that 
type of accountability. 

Unfortunately, our debate on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
was prematurely ended. As I indicated, 
it is not clear when that will come 
back. I continue to hope it will come 
back to the Senate floor so we can 
complete that bill and send it to the 
President. 

I think that is a high priority that 
the American people want to see us ac-
complish before we leave this fall. 

When we resume consideration of 
that bill, I intend to offer an amend-
ment that would address the area of ac-
countability in all education programs. 

This amendment will enhance the ex-
isting accountability provisions in 
title I. As you know, this is the largest 
Federal program in the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, and it 
has been discussed before as to the 
great good this program does. 

We made some important changes to 
title I. I indicated that the chairman’s 
mark has some provision for a signifi-
cant increase in the amount of funds 
that could be used for these account-
ability purposes. But under current 
law, States and the school districts are 
not able to spend the money they need 
in this area. 

That is why the amendment I am of-
fering today is so important. 

I hope very much that Senators will 
support the amendment. 

In my home State of New Mexico the 
need is enormous. 

In 1994, fourth grade reading data 
showed that an average of 21 percent of 
fourth graders in my State were read-
ing at a level that was considered pro-
ficient. 

There is a tremendous need for addi-
tional resources in this area. The fact 
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is that many of these students are mi-
nority students, and many of these stu-
dents require the assistance that title I 
was intended to provide. We need to be 
sure that the accountability is there so 
these funds are spent in an effective 
way. 

I know that Senator REED is also 
here on the floor and is a cosponsor of 
this amendment. He would like to 
speak to it. 

Let me indicate also, if I failed to do 
so at the beginning of my comments, 
that the amendment is offered on be-
half of myself, Senators REED, KEN-
NEDY, MURRAY, DODD, and WELLSTONE. 

EXHIBIT 1 

COUNCIL OF CHIEF 
STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 2000. 
Member, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the state com-
missioners and superintendents of education, 
I write to comment on the FY2001 Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Education 
Appropriations bill (S. 2553), which the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee passed last 
month. While the Council is extremely 
pleased with the bipartisan effort to signifi-
cantly increase the overall funding level for 
education programs, we have several con-
cerns with education policy issues reflected 
in the bill, as well as programs which are un-
derfunded. 

The Council applauds the Committee’s de-
cision to increase funding for education by 
over $4.6 billion, which is higher than the 
President’s request. We are grateful that the 
Senate recognizes the need to substantially 
invest in education, and S. 2553 is responsive 
to recent polls that show 61% of the public 
believe that the federal government does not 
invest enough in education. Specifically, we 
are pleased that the bill increases funding 
for programs such as Title I, IDEA, and voca-
tional education, although these programs 
still remain critically underfunded. 

Despite the high total funding level, there 
are several elementary and secondary edu-
cation issues included in the bill which 
greatly concern the Council. We urge adop-
tion of amendments to address these issues. 
Amendments are needed as follows: (1) re-
store and increase resources to assist low- 
performing Title I schools; (2) continue de-
velopment and implementation of aligned 
state and local standards and assessments; 
(3) provide separate, guaranteed funding 
streams for class size reduction and school 
modernization; (4) increase funding for 
teacher quality in Title II, ESEA and Title 
II, HEA; (5) restore and increase funding for 
the Comprehensive School Reform Dem-
onstration program; and (6) delete provisions 
that would allow community based organiza-
tions to operate the 21st Century Commu-
nity Schools program. The Council urges 
adoption of the following amendments to S. 
2553: 

Support the Bingaman amendment to re-
store and increase funding for Title I ac-
countability grants to assist low-performing 
schools. Last year Congress appropriated 
$134 million in Title I accountability funds 
to help aid over 7,000 schools identified as 
low performing. While CCSSO supports pro-
viding assistance to low-performing schools 
through an increased state set-aside, the ac-
countability grants are essential to help 
turn around our nation’s most troubled 
schools. Several of our states have already 
expressed reluctance to undertake the new 
grants due to uncertainty over future fund-

ing. It is critical that the accountability 
grants be sustained and funding increased to 
the President’s request of $250 million, so 
states and districts can continue to help im-
prove these schools. 

Provide guaranteed funding to allow SEAs 
to continue the key functions of Goals 2000. 
This funding is necessary for states and dis-
tricts to continue development and imple-
mentation of high standards for student 
achievement with aligned assessments to 
measure progress of students, schools, and 
systems. Goals 2000 has been the leading 
source of funds for localities and states to 
develop standards and innovative improve-
ment strategies. Funding for continuing 
these purposes must be included in Title II 
or Title VI, ESEA. 

Support the Murray and Harkin amend-
ments to provide separate, guaranteed fund-
ing streams for class size reduction and 
school modernization. S. 2553 contains provi-
sions for the use of a $2.7 billion block grant 
within Title VI, ESEA to allow funding for 
any programs that a LEA determines are 
‘‘. . . part of a local strategy for improving 
academic achievement’’. While CCSSO 
strongly supports a substantial increase in 
funding for Title VI, Innovative Strategies 
to enable states and districts to continue de-
velopment and implementation of chal-
lenging standards and assessments, we op-
pose block granting of education programs 
such as Class Size Reduction and School 
Modernization. Block granting of federal 
education programs leads to reduction of 
federal funding, as evidenced by the 1981 con-
solidation of 26 federal education programs 
with appropriations of $750 million. Today, 
the appropriation for these programs is $375 
million. When adjusted for inflation, the cur-
rent appropriation is only one-fourth of the 
$1.5 billion value these programs would have 
today if the programs prior to block grant-
ing were kept at 1980 levels. To be sustained 
at effective levels, federal education funds 
should be targeted to educational priorities 
that serve America’s neediest students. 

Separate programs for reducing class size 
and school modernization are essential. We 
urge the Senate to guarantee separate fund-
ing streams for these two critical programs 
and to fund School Modernization at $1.3 bil-
lion and Class Size Reduction at $1.75 billion 
in FY2001. 

Support the Kennedy amendment to in-
crease funding for Teacher quality by pro-
viding substantial new funds for Title II, 
ESEA, and Title II, HEA. S. 2553 reduces 
funding for teacher quality by over $500 mil-
lion below the President’s request. This 
funding is necessary since schools will need 
additional resources to recruit and train the 
2.2 million new teachers needed in the next 
decade, as well as to strengthen the skills of 
current teachers. 

Restore and increase funding for the Com-
prehensive School Reform Demonstration 
program. This highly successful program has 
been in existence for 3 years and has pro-
vided critical assistance to our nation’s 
neediest schools and students. By elimi-
nating funding for CSRD, more than 3,000 
schools in need of improvement will be de-
nied the opportunity to receive funding for 
research-based models of schoolwide im-
provement. 

Delete the Gregg amendment adopted dur-
ing Committee markup to allow community- 
based organization (CBO’s) to apply for and 
operate the 21st Century Afterschool pro-
gram. This innovative program should be 
continued to be based at schools with ori-
entation toward academic success through 
after-school enrichment program targeted to 
disadvantaged youth. Current law has suc-
cessfully promoted LEA–CBO partnerships to 
expand learning opportunities for youth dur-

ing non-school hours, weekends, and sum-
mers. Authorizing CBO’s to operate the pro-
grams alone would completely alter this 
partnerships and undermine the focus on 
academically-related extended learning. Ad-
ditionally, the funding level for this program 
is $400 million below the President’s request, 
which would result in 1.6 million fewer chil-
dren receiving services. 

We urge the Senate to address these issues 
during floor action. These changes together 
with the commended strong bipartisan in-
crease in funding for education programs 
would provide an important new appropria-
tion for education. However, if the above 
issues are not addressed, we cannot support 
the bill. 

We look forward to working with Members 
of the Senate to increase federal education 
support which connects with state and local 
efforts to strengthen classroom quality and 
access to education excellence for all stu-
dents. If we can be of any assistance to you 
or answer any questions, please call me or 
Carnie Hayes, our Director of Federal State 
Relations, at (202) 336–7009. As always, thank 
you for considering our recommendations. 

Sincerely, 
GORDON M. AMBACH, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator be willing to enter into a 
unanimous consent that we vote on his 
amendment, if there is a vote, at 5 
o’clock? 

I withdraw my unanimous consent 
request. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, since 
the Senator has withdrawn his request, 
I don’t agree to it. 

I yield to my colleague from Rhode 
Island, Senator REED, the cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise in 
very strong support of Senator BINGA-
MAN’s amendment to provide additional 
resources to support State and local 
accountability efforts. Last year’s 
budget included these funds, and this 
investment must be continued. 

I have worked long and hard on 
school accountability. But, frankly, 
the leader in this regard in this body is 
Senator JEFF BINGAMAN from New Mex-
ico. He is a champion for ensuring that 
Federal resources go to schools. But we 
also provide incentives and opportuni-
ties for accountability and for im-
provement, along with Federal dollars. 
His efforts have been in the forefront of 
this great effort to improve the quality 
of our education and the quality of our 
schools. 

The Federal Government directs over 
$8 billion a year to provide critical sup-
port for disadvantaged students under 
title I. But even with this great 
amount of money—$8 billion—there are 
still insufficient resources to provide 
for the accountability provisions that 
are part of title I. 

We essentially face a situation, given 
the number of students who qualify for 
title I and the limited resources for the 
program, where most of the funds go 
simply to providing services and not 
the type of careful overview and 
thoughtful review that is necessary for 
program improvement. 
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With the resources that are proposed 

by Senator BINGAMAN, we will be able 
to identify more closely and more ac-
curately schools in need of improve-
ment. We will be able to provide assist-
ance for activities like professional de-
velopment and technical assistance to 
schools so that they can in effect im-
prove their performance and imple-
ment State corrective actions for 
schools that we should and must im-
prove. 

Today, as I mentioned before, most of 
the dollars are simply going out to 
meet this overwhelming demand for 
services without the ability to review, 
evaluate, and correct programs. With 
this ability we would not only get the 
best results for our dollars, but we 
could materially improve the edu-
cational attainment of children 
throughout this country, and particu-
larly disadvantaged children under 
title I. 

In 1994, much of the impetus for ac-
countability began with the prior reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. 

The 1994 amendments allowed States 
to move forward and develop their own 
content performance standards and to 
develop their own assessment measures 
to provide the details for our direction 
to improve the accountability of title I 
money. 

But as I mentioned—this is a con-
stant theme—because of limited re-
sources, there is the difficult choice be-
tween providing the service and doing 
the accountability. 

On a day-to-day basis, States try to 
keep up. But over time, they are falling 
behind in terms of improved perform-
ance and improved quality of education 
for students. What results is States 
can’t as effectively address weaknesses 
that they see. They can’t invoke a pro-
gressively intensive range of interven-
tions to improve schools. They can’t do 
the continuous assessments that are 
necessary to keep these programs on 
target, focused, and provide quality 
education for all of our children. 

The amendment, which the Senator 
from New Mexico proposes, would pro-
vide resources for schools and school 
districts to enable them to address the 
challenges of helping low-performance 
students and low-performance schools. 
In fact, we know those students in our 
lowest performance schools will imme-
diately and directly benefit from the 
Bingaman amendment because studies 
clearly show that students in low-per-
formance schools are at least a year or 
two behind students in the high-per-
forming schools within the title I uni-
verse. 

As we provide these resources, we 
need to focus them on the more prob-
lematic schools so we can help dis-
advantaged children to attain better 
educational achievement throughout 
our country. 

We are still in the midst of trying to 
reauthorize the ESEA. Within the con-
text of that act, Senator BINGAMAN has 
other accountability language which I 
am proud to support with him. 

But we have a critical opportunity— 
and we are at a critical juncture 
today—to provide resources and direc-
tions so that the accountability issue 
at least will not have to wait upon 
final reauthorization of the ESEA if 
that final reauthorization is indeed 
forthcoming in this legislative session. 

I once again commend Senator 
BINGAMAN for his leadership. 

I conclude by simply saying that we 
have a situation where there is a great 
deal of knowledge and a great deal of 
intuition at the local level about how 
they can improve this program. 

These resources in the hands of local 
school authorities would make a real 
difference in the lives of disadvantaged 
children, and would ultimately go to 
the heart of, I believe, what our great-
est challenge in this country is, which 
is to use education to provide all of us, 
but most particularly the most dis-
advantaged Americans, the oppor-
tunity to learn, to succeed and to con-
tribute to this country and to our econ-
omy. I urge passage of the Bingaman 
amendment, and I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
informed there is no time agreement; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
Chair’s understanding that there is no 
time agreement. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, we 
do have one other Senator who I be-
lieve is on his way to the floor and 
wishes to speak. If there are any Sen-
ators wishing to speak in opposition, 
we will be glad to hear from them. 

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. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAMS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend 
our colleague from New Mexico for of-
fering what I think is about as impor-
tant an amendment as you can have, 
when it comes to the issue of edu-
cation. Regrettably, we have aban-
doned—I hope only temporarily—the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, the authorization bill. That bill is 
only dealt with once every 6 years by 
the Congress. It is the bedrock piece of 
legislation that deals with the elemen-
tary and secondary educational needs 
of America’s children; the some 50 mil-
lion who attend our public schools 
every day of the school year. Of the 55 
million or so children who go to ele-
mentary and secondary schools, rough-
ly 50 million of them attend a public 
school. 

Despite the efforts of the committee 
of jurisdiction—we spent 2 or 3 days 
discussing the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act—we have now 
decided we are no longer going to de-

bate that or discuss that issue any 
longer. I think that is a tragedy when 
we consider how important to the 
American public is the issue of edu-
cation, how important it is to 
strengthen our schools. Everyone 
knows so many of them are in des-
perate need of help. That we cannot 
find the time—only once every 6 
years—to talk about this issue is de-
plorable. 

It was through the efforts of my col-
league from New Mexico, in fact, that 
we were able to provide language in the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act to deal with the issue of account-
ability in our public schools. I regret 
this bill has been abandoned. I hope we 
will get back to it, although I am 
doubtful that will be the case. But, if 
we do, we will have a chance to further 
discuss it. 

The Senator from New Mexico has of-
fered an amendment to set aside $250 
million within title I to help States 
implement effective programs to turn 
around failing schools. Last year, $134 
million was appropriated for this pur-
pose, and the committee’s appropria-
tions bill does not include any funding 
for accountability grants. The Presi-
dent requested $250 million, and this 
amendment meets that request. 

The fact that the proposal coming 
out of the committee disregards ac-
countability altogether is a stunning 
failure to recognize how important it is 
that we make a concerted effort to put 
these failing schools back on their feet. 

What is title I? We talk in terms of 
titles, dollar amounts, and alphabet 
soup when it comes to certain pro-
grams. Title I is the basic education 
program to provide assistance to the 
most disadvantaged students in the 
country, whether they live in urban, 
rural, or suburban areas. 

Roughly $8 billion, more than half 
the entire Federal budget’s commit-
ment on education, goes for title I, dis-
advantaged students. In fact, it is an 
indictment of the Federal Government 
that we only contribute less than one- 
half of 1 percent of our entire Federal 
budget to elementary and secondary 
education. Imagine, less than one-half 
of 1 percent of the entire Federal budg-
et goes to elementary and secondary 
education, despite the fact that most 
Americans say with a single voice that 
education is about as important an 
issue as this country has to address. 
Despite those feelings, we contribute a 
tiny fraction of the entire Federal 
budget to this most compelling need. 

Of the $15 billion we spend on edu-
cation, half is spent on these disadvan-
taged children through title I. That is 
title I. 

Senator BINGAMAN has offered an 
amendment that provides that of the 
$8.3 billion, we are going to allocate 
$250 million, which is not included in 
the present bill. It provides $250 million 
to do something to get these failing 
schools back on track. 

It has been suggested that a failing 
school ought to be shut down. I under-
stand the frustration that leads people 
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to that conclusion, but too often when 
we shut down one of these schools, 
there are no great alternatives around 
the corner for these children. There is 
not that well-run little parochial 
school or some private school to which 
these children can go. Too often these 
schools exist in the worst neighbor-
hoods and worst areas of the country in 
terms of economics. We need to do 
something to get these schools back on 
track and functioning well so these 
children, who, through no fault of their 
own, are born into these circumstances 
in these neighborhoods and commu-
nities across the country, have a 
chance. 

It is one thing to talk about account-
ability, but the Senator from New Mex-
ico has offered some strong, thoughtful 
language on how to achieve that ac-
countability in our Nation’s edu-
cational system. We have shifted our 
focus from what the Federal education 
dollar has bought to more on outcome: 
What do you get; what comes out of 
that school. 

It is a worthwhile shift to begin to 
determine what schools are producing, 
how well are these children prepared to 
move on to the next level of education 
to become productive citizens of our 
country, good citizens, and good par-
ents. There are too often a staggering 
number of schools that fail when it 
comes to outputs. 

Effective accountability measures is 
what business leaders call quality con-
trol measures. They determine whether 
students are achieving to the high 
standards they ought to be, to make 
sure public dollars are being spent 
wisely. Accountability is especially im-
portant in schools with high concentra-
tions of disadvantaged students to en-
sure all students have an opportunity 
to meet high standards of achievement. 

In our view, we must spur change and 
reform in these failing schools. Shut-
ting them down is not the answer. Get-
ting them to perform better is. Setting 
positive accountability standards is 
one of the ways to help achieve that 
goal. That is what the Senator from 
New Mexico is offering in this amend-
ment: Some dollars allocated and set-
ting accountability standards will help 
us achieve the desired results. 

As we all know, despite concerted ef-
forts by States and school districts, ac-
countability provisions in title I have 
not been adequately implemented due 
to insufficient resources. When we have 
a budget, such as this one, that does 
not allocate even a nickel for account-
ability, we cannot give a speech about 
accountability and then not provide 
any of the resources to see to it that 
accountability is achieved. 

In 1998, to make the point, only 8 
States out of the 50 reported that 
school support teams were able to 
serve the majority of schools identified 
as being in need of improvement. Less 
than half of the schools identified as in 
need of improvement in the 1997–1998 
period reported they received addi-
tional professional development or 
technical assistance. 

It seems quite obvious we need to 
strengthen title I with only 8 States 
out of 50. Even among those States, the 
results are paltry when it comes to ac-
countability. We clearly need to do a 
far better job if we are going to give 
these students and these families a 
chance to have a school to continue 
and provide the education these chil-
dren ought to be receiving. 

We have to strengthen title I to 
make more schools more accountable 
for the academic success of all the chil-
dren who attend them and to assure 
States and districts do all they can to 
turn around failing schools by using 
proven, effective strategies for reform. 

We must make all schools account-
able for good teaching and improved 
student achievement. We cannot turn 
our backs on low-performing schools, 
as I said. We must do all we can to im-
prove them. If all else fails and we have 
to close them down, that is one thing, 
but if we jump to close schools without 
trying to improve them, too often we 
abandon these young students. 

School districts and States need the 
additional support. Less than one-half 
of 1 percent of the entire Federal budg-
et is dedicated to education, and we are 
talking about $250 million out of the 
title I resources to improve the ac-
countability standards. My view, and I 
think the view of most of us, is that we 
ought to act now and make these 
schools more accountable for these dis-
advantaged children. I am hopeful that 
will be the case. 

Again, I congratulate our colleague 
from New Mexico for offering this 
amendment. I mentioned one-half of 1 
percent of the Federal budget is spent 
on elementary and secondary edu-
cation. Out of 100 cents in the dollar we 
contribute, one-half of 1 percent rep-
resents 7 cents when it comes to an 
education dollar; 93 cents come from 
our States and mostly local govern-
ments who support the educational 
needs of the local communities. When 
we get to our poorest communities in 
rural America—I know the Presiding 
Officer can relate to this; he represents 
a very diverse State, one that has 
strong urban areas but strong rural 
areas as well—when we get to a poor 
rural community or poor urban area, 
the tax base, in many cases, does not 
exist to provide for the educational 
needs. 

My hope is in the coming years we 
are going to do a better job of being a 
better partner with local towns, a bet-
ter partner with our States, so the Fed-
eral Government is contributing a 
greater share, about $1. Seven cents 
out of 100 cents toward the needs of 
America’s children in the 21st century 
is an appalling indictment of failing to 
improve the quality of education. 

I do not know of a single Senator 
who dissents when it comes to the 
issue of accountability, making sure 
these students are coming out of edu-
cational institutions with the abilities, 
the talents, and the knowledge they 
need to move on. On this we can all 

agree. We have to not just talk about 
it, we have to invest in it. 

The Senator from New Mexico has of-
fered a proposal that will at least put 
some dollars into the accountability 
standards, along with the language 
that tells how best to achieve account-
ability. I strongly endorse this amend-
ment and hope our colleagues will sup-
port it. 

I thank the distinguished managers 
of this bill, Senator SPECTER and Sen-
ator HARKIN, for their willingness to 
provide for a new and significant in-
vestment in child care. I have been 
critical about the accountability 
standards and the lack of funding. Be-
fore those remarks, I should have com-
mended them for the work they have 
done on child care. As most of my col-
leagues know, I have spent a good part 
of my career in the Senate trying to 
improve the quality of child care in 
this country. This bill raises the level 
of the child care development block 
grant to a total funding of $2 billion 
which will allow an additional 220,000 
children across this country to be 
served in a child care setting. 

To put this investment in perspec-
tive, I note that this year’s increase in 
funding of child care is double the pro-
gram’s growth in the previous 10 years 
of its existence. This funding rep-
resents the fruits of 2 years of bipar-
tisan efforts. 

In addition to thanking the chairman 
and ranking member of this appropria-
tions subcommittee, I want to recog-
nize individuals who have fought long 
and hard to provide this assistance to 
America’s working families. 

My colleague from Vermont, Senator 
JEFFORDS, my colleagues from Maine, 
Senator SNOWE and Senator COLLINS, 
and my colleague from Massachusetts, 
Senator KENNEDY, who has been a stal-
wart in fighting for this issue for many 
years. There are a lot of other people 
here who have been involved. 

Senator John Chafee, who was a ter-
rific fighter on many issues—by the 
way, Parade magazine, this past Sun-
day, had a wonderful story by Mr. 
Brady, who served with John Chafee in 
Korea. It was a wonderful piece about 
John Chafee’s service in the Korean 
war, as we remembered the veterans of 
that conflict that began 50 years ago 
the day before yesterday. 

John Chafee was a tremendous fight-
er and great ally when it came to child 
care. I do not want to conclude these 
remarks without mentioning his won-
derful contribution in this area. 

The funding allocation that is in this 
bill demonstrates that helping working 
families is not a partisan issue. I am 
glad to report that, in fact, in the last 
year, on four different occasions, we 
had votes on child care in the midst of 
some very tense and heated debates. In 
every single instance, this body—by a 
fairly significant margin—supported 
increasing the allocations for child 
care. It did not get done in conference 
reports, with the House of Representa-
tives, in the first session of this Con-
gress. 
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But Senator SPECTER told me last 

year: I promise you this year we will 
put the dollars in to get that level up 
to $2 billion. He did so. I thank him for 
fulfilling that commitment, not to me 
so much but to the working families in 
this country, who need this help tre-
mendously. 

So for 220,000 families who do not 
have the choice of staying at home or 
going to work but must work, either as 
single parents or two-income-earning 
parents, who need the resources to pro-
vide for their families, decent child 
care is worthwhile. 

I note, just as an aside on this issue, 
we have a wonderful child care facility 
that serves the family of the Senate. 
One of our colleagues, JOHN EDWARDS 
of North Carolina, is the proud father 
of a new baby, but also has another 
young child. He brought the child to 
the child care center in the last few 
days to receive the services of that set-
ting. 

He was notified that in the 35-year 
existence of the child care center that 
serves the Senate family, he is the first 
Member of the Senate who actually has 
a child in that child care center. Cer-
tainly, we get some indication of 
maybe why we have not been as aggres-
sive in pursuing the child care issues, 
when for obvious reasons—age and so 
forth—Members here are not likely to 
have children of child care age and 
needs. 

But most Americans who have young 
children and work have a need today. 
This appropriation will assist the need-
iest people in the country, the neediest 
who are out there working every day to 
provide for their families and also need 
to have a decent place, a safe place— 
hopefully, a caring place—where they 
can leave their child in the care of oth-
ers when they go off to work and pro-
vide for their economic needs. 

I applaud the committee for its ef-
forts in that regard. But as I said at 
the outset, I am very disappointed we 
have not done more in the area of ac-
countability when it comes to elemen-
tary and secondary education needs 
and our failing schools. 

In this context, I urge the adoption 
of the Bingaman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
business be set aside in order that the 
Senate may consider Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment concerning class 
size. 

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

The Senator from Washington. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3604 

(Purpose: To provide for class-size reduction 
and other activities) 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows. 

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 3604. 

Mrs. MURRAY. 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 29, line 12, before the period insert 

the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That 
$1,400,000,000 of such $2,700,000,000 shall be 
available, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, to award funds and carry out ac-
tivities in the same manner as funds were 
awarded and activities were carried out 
under section 310 of the Department of Edu-
cation Appropriations Act, 2000: Provided fur-
ther, That an additional $350,000,000 is appro-
priated to award funds and carry out activi-
ties in the same such manner’’. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add as addi-
tional cosponsors Senators BIDEN, 
DODD, ROBB, WELLSTONE, KENNEDY, 
TORRICELLI, REED, LAUTENBERG, REID, 
LEVIN, AKAKA, and BINGAMAN. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor this afternoon to argue, 
again, that no child should have to 
struggle for a teacher’s attention in an 
overcrowded classroom. Every child de-
serves a classroom environment where 
they can learn and grow and get indi-
vidual attention from a caring, quali-
fied teacher. With the amendment I am 
offering this afternoon, we have an op-
portunity, again, to make that happen. 

I am proud to report that classrooms 
across America are less crowded this 
year than they were last year. In fact, 
this year, 1.7 million children benefited 
from less crowded classrooms. The rea-
son those students are learning in 
smaller classes is because this Congress 
made a commitment to help local 
school districts hire 100,000 new fully 
qualified teachers. We are now about 
one-third of the way towards reaching 
that goal. 

By all measures, this has been a very 
successful program. Given the progress 
we have made, many parents and 
teachers would have a hard time be-
lieving that this Congress is about to 
abandon its commitment to reduce 
class size, but that is exactly what the 
bill before us would do. It would aban-
don our commitment to helping school 
districts reduce classroom over-
crowding. 

This bill would take the promise of 
smaller classes and yank it away from 
students and parents and teachers. 
This underlying bill does not guarantee 
funding for the Class Size Reduction 
Program as it is currently written. If it 
is passed without the amendment I am 
offering, school districts across the 
country cannot rely on having the 
money available to hire new teachers 
or to pay the salaries of the teachers 
they have already hired. 

I have talked to hundreds of local 
educators, parents, and students. To 
them, that is unacceptable. That is 
why I have come to the floor today to 
offer my amendment that would con-

tinue our commitment to reducing 
class sizes. 

Under this successful program, we 
have hired 29,000 new teachers, and we 
have given 1.7 million students across 
the country less crowded classrooms. 
Clearly, we are making progress, but 
we can’t be satisfied with the status 
quo. We need to bring the benefits of 
smaller classes to more students. It is 
clear that smaller classes help students 
learn the basics with fewer discipline 
problems. Parents know it. Teachers 
know it. Students know it. 

On the chart behind me, I have listed 
some of the benefits of smaller classes. 
They include better student achieve-
ment, something every Senator has 
come to the floor to speak for; fewer 
discipline problems, something about 
which we hear constantly; more indi-
vidual attention; better parent-teacher 
communication; dramatic results for 
poor and minority students. 

As a former educator, I can tell the 
Senate, there is a difference between 
having 35 kids in your classroom and 
having 18 kids in your classroom. With 
35 kids, you spend most of your time on 
crowd control. With 18 kids, you spend 
most of your time teaching. But it is 
not only my experience. National re-
search proves that smaller class sizes 
help students learn the basics they 
need in a disciplined environment. 

A study that was conducted in Ten-
nessee in 1989, which is known as the 
STAR study, compared the perform-
ance of students in grades K through 3 
in small and regular size classes. That 
study found that students in small 
classes, those with 13 to 17 students, 
significantly outperformed other stu-
dents in math and in reading. The 
STAR study found that students bene-
fited from smaller classes at all grade 
levels and across all geographic areas. 
The study found that students in small 
classes have better high school gradua-
tion rates. These were kids who were in 
smaller classes in kindergarten 
through the third grade. They found, as 
they followed them through later on, 
they had better high school graduation 
rates, higher grade point averages, and 
were more inclined to pursue higher 
education. Certainly these are goals 
this Senate should be proud of helping 
to achieve. 

According to the research conducted 
by Princeton University economist, Dr. 
Alan Kruger, students who attended 
small classes were more likely to take 
ACT or SAT college entrance exams. 
That was particularly true for African 
Americans students. According to Dr. 
Kruger: 

Attendance in small classes appears to 
have cut the black-white gap in the prob-
ability of taking a college-entrance exam by 
more than half. 

Three other researchers at two dif-
ferent institutions of higher education 
found that STAR students who at-
tended small classes in the early K 
through 3 grades were between 6 and 13 
months ahead of their regular class 
peers in math, reading, and science in 
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each of grades four, six, and eight, as 
they followed them through. 

In yet another part of the country, a 
different class size reduction study 
reached similar conclusions. The Wis-
consin SAGE study, Student Achieve-
ment Guarantee in Education, findings 
from 1996 through 1999 consistently 
proved that smaller classes result in 
significantly greater student achieve-
ment. 

Class size reduction programs in the 
State study resulted in increased at-
tention to individual students. It pro-
duced three main benefits: Fewer dis-
cipline problems and more instruction; 
more knowledge of students; and more 
teacher enthusiasm for teaching. 

The Wisconsin study also found in 
smaller classes teachers were able to 
identify the learning problems of indi-
vidual students more quickly. As one 
teacher participant in the State class 
size reduction study said, ‘‘If a child is 
having problems, you can see it right 
away. You can take care of it right 
then. It works a lot better for chil-
dren.’’ 

The data is conclusive. Smaller class-
es help kids learn the basics in a dis-
ciplined environment. I am also proud 
that the class size program is simple 
and efficient. The school districts sim-
ply fill out a one-page form, which hap-
pens to be available online. Then the 
Department of Education sends them 
money to hire new teachers based on 
need and enrollment. The teachers 
have told me they have never seen 
money move so quickly from Congress 
to the classroom as under our class size 
bill. 

Linda McGeachy in the Vancouver 
school district in my State com-
mented, ‘‘The language is very clear, 
applying was very easy, and their funds 
really work to support classroom 
teachers.’’ 

The class size program is also flexi-
ble. Any school district that has al-
ready reduced class sizes in the early 
grades to 18 or fewer children may use 
the funds to further reduce class sizes 
in the other early grades. They can use 
it to reduce class sizes in kindergarten 
or they can carry out activities to im-
prove teacher quality, including profes-
sional development. 

I am sure some Members are going to 
argue that schools could still hire 
teachers if they wanted to by using the 
title VI funding in this underlying bill. 
Now, that may sound good at first, but 
it doesn’t recognize the reality of how 
school boards work. The language in 
the underlying bill won’t work. Mr. 
President, I served on a local school 
board. Finding the money to hire and 
train new teachers requires a financial 
commitment over many years in the 
face of many competing priorities. 
That is one of the reasons why school 
districts have so much trouble reduc-
ing class size without our Federal part-
nership. 

Last year, we told school districts we 
would give them the money to hire 
teachers for 7 years. They heard our 

commitment and they hired more than 
29,000 new teachers. Unfortunately, 
today, this underlying bill asks school 
districts to choose whether or not to 
keep those teachers, without any as-
surance that the money will still be 
there in the coming years. 

I can tell you, if I were still on a 
school board, I would find it very dif-
ficult to keep those teachers, not 
knowing if I would have the money for 
them in the future. That is why we 
need to protect that money and guar-
antee that it goes to reduce class sizes. 
Because this bill abandons our commit-
ment as a Federal partner, it leaves 
school districts with a false choice, and 
it means our kids are going to lose out. 
We should keep our commitment to re-
ducing class size. 

There is another reason why my 
amendment is so necessary, another 
critical reason why using the general 
title VI funding is not an adequate sub-
stitute. I have discussed this, as my 
colleagues know, many times on the 
floor of the Senate—why programs that 
are put into block grants with no spe-
cific purpose, such as title VI, are 
much less effective in targeting re-
sources to our neediest students. Under 
the class size program, money is tar-
geted to those needy students. For ex-
ample, from the State level, funds are 
targeted 80 percent based on poverty 
and 20 percent based on student popu-
lation. The program is designed to 
make sure economically disadvantaged 
students who benefit the most get 
smaller classes. We know poor and mi-
nority students can make dramatic 
gains in less crowded classrooms. And 
this amendment targets new teachers 
directly to those vulnerable students. 
Without my amendment, however, 
there is no guarantee those poor stu-
dents will get the support they need. 

Let me be clear. A block grant that 
is not targeted toward a specific edu-
cational purpose fails to ensure that 
our most vulnerable students get the 
resources they need. We need to pass 
this amendment so we can guarantee 
those students can benefit from small-
er class sizes. 

Before I close, I want to make one 
final point. We are going to continue 
this program sooner or later. The 
President has made it clear that he 
will veto this bill unless it funds the 
Class Size Reduction Program. His 
track record on this is pretty clear. He 
has stood up for the class size program 
time and again in the past. So the real 
question is, Are we going to vote to 
fund the program now, in June, or are 
we going to wait until the end of the 
fiscal year, sometime in October, when 
the clock is running and the congres-
sional majority has to negotiate again 
with the President? 

We should do it now. We should pass 
this amendment now, early in the proc-
ess, so that school boards across Amer-
ica will have a clear indication that 
money for their new teachers will be 
there. 

In closing, this amendment gives my 
colleagues the opportunity to support 

one of the most successful efforts we 
have ever seen in our schools in years. 
This amendment gives us a chance to 
fix the underlying Labor-HHS bill so 
that our students are not trapped in 
overcrowded classrooms. Let’s invest 
in the things we know work. Let’s sup-
port local school districts as they work 
to hire new teachers, and lets keep our 
commitment to America’s school-
children so that they can learn the ba-
sics in a disciplined environment. 

This is an issue we have worked on 
for some time, and the underlying bill 
will not keep our commitment to class 
size that is so important, that so many 
parents, students and teachers are 
waiting for us to make. That is why 
this amendment is so important. 

I see that my colleague from Massa-
chusetts is here. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will be good enough to yield for a 
question or two. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I am happy to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 

had the good opportunity to listen to 
the persuasive arguments of the Sen-
ator from Washington. Does the Sen-
ator from Washington agree with me 
that historically the Federal role of 
helping local schools assist the most 
economically disadvantaged and chal-
lenged children in this country has 
been very limited? This was basically 
the origin of the Title I program back 
in the mid-1960s. We have had some 
success and we have had some failures. 
But I think the successes have been in 
the most recent time. 

This is where we have been focusing 
our limited resources. However, the 
change in the formula in the under-
lying bill, which is in complete con-
trast to what the Senator from Wash-
ington has drafted, would target 80 per-
cent of the funds for the neediest chil-
dren, and 20 percent for the population. 
Now we are finding out that there has 
been a dramatic shift and the guiding 
force is going to be the population. So 
this whole block grant which has been 
explained to be available for smaller 
class size really isn’t going to be tar-
geted or really available to the chil-
dren who probably need it the most. 
Am I correct in my understanding that 
this is one of the concerns the Senator 
has pointed out? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts is abso-
lutely correct. There is a role for local 
school districts. There is a role for 
States, and there is a role for Federal 
Government, however small it is, in 
this country in terms of education. 

The public has told us overwhelm-
ingly time and time again they want 
the Federal role to remain. The Fed-
eral role, historically, has been to 
make sure the most needy and dis-
advantaged students in the country, 
wherever they are, are not left behind. 

In the class size amendment, we tar-
get the funds directly to those kids be-
cause they need it the most and they 
are helped the most by it. The under-
lying bill, which I am amending, as the 
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Senator from Massachusetts stated, 
block grants the money to title VI 
funds and therefore is block granted to 
all students, and it is not what the 
Federal role has been or should con-
tinue to be. So the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is absolutely correct that 
this amendment is important. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Further, there are no 
provisions to target these funds to the 
poverty districts, which runs in com-
plete conflict as to what we under-
stand. We are all for additional funding 
in terms of education, if the States 
want to do it. But the funding, histori-
cally, that we have provided has been 
targeted to those areas of special 
needs. 

I have been enormously impressed 
with Project STAR in Tennessee, 
which studied 7,000 students in 80 
schools. It was initiated in 1985 and has 
had extraordinarily positive and con-
structive results in terms of academic 
success for children. 

I was in Wausau, WI, and met with a 
number of people who are involved in 
the SAGE Program, which was devel-
oped in 1995. Again, it is a program for 
smaller class size. 

The SAGE program is intended to 
help raise student academic achieve-
ment by requiring that participating 
schools do the following: reduce the 
student-teacher ratio in class sizes 
from 15 to 1 in K through 3; stay open 
for extended hours; develop vigorous 
academic curriculums; and implement 
plans for staff development and profes-
sional accountability. 

I listened to the Senator speak about 
each of these issues. In Wisconsin, they 
had at least one school serving 50% or 
more children living in poverty was eli-
gible to apply for participation in 
SAGE. One school, with an enrollment 
of at least 30% or more children living 
in poverty, in each eligible district 
could participate. Again, it is targeted 
among the most challenged children. 

The evaluation done on the 30 schools 
that implemented the program is abso-
lutely remarkable. 

In the SAGE Program, from 1996 to 
1997, and again in 1997 to 1998, first 
grade classrooms scored significantly 
higher in all areas tested. 

In 1997–1998, achievement advantage 
was maintained in the second grade 
classrooms. 

The achievement benefit of SAGE 
small class size was especially strong 
for African-American students. In 1997– 
1998, the SAGE first grade post-test re-
sults showed that African-American 
students were closing the achievement 
gap. 

Further, the analysis suggests that 
the teachers in these classrooms have 
greater knowledge, to which the Sen-
ator from Washington spoke. They 
spend less time managing their class 
and they have more time for individ-
ualize instruction emphasizing a pri-
marily teacher-centered approach. 

This has had extraordinary success— 
it has been tried. When the Murray 
amendment was first accepted, it had 

broad bipartisan support. That is why 
many of us find it troubling. When we 
have something that we know has been 
successful, why are we moving in a dif-
ferent direction? Will the Senator help 
me understand that in some way? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
There have been a number of studies 
that have followed class size reduc-
tion—from the Tennessee study in 1985 
and 1990; the STAR study in 1996–1997; 
the SAGE Program that the Senator 
from Massachusetts mentioned in 1998– 
1999; the educational testing service 
study in 1997; New York City school 
study in April 2000; the Council for 
Greater City Schools in October of 1990. 

All of these studies have followed up 
on what we have been able to do in re-
ducing class size and have shown the 
same benefits of better student 
achievement, fewer discipline prob-
lems, and better test scores for stu-
dents as they moved into the upper 
grades. 

It is astounding to me that we had a 
bipartisan agreement 2 years ago to 
begin to reduce class size and every 
year, it seems, we have to come back 
and argue this again, debate it again, 
move on to a vote, then get to a point 
in October where we again amend the 
budget, and finally put it in the budg-
et. 

It seems to me, and I assume to the 
Senator from Massachusetts, that we 
would be smarter to put it in the bill 
now so school districts that are trying 
to figure out what we are doing will 
have the knowledge that this program 
will continue; that they can begin to 
hire their teachers, as they do in the 
months of June and July, and be ready 
to move on without the question of 
being left out there. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one second with-
out losing her right to the floor? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Alaska without 
losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I ask unanimous 
consent that votes occur in stacked se-
quence following the 5 p.m. vote on the 
Wellstone amendment with 4 minutes 
equally divided prior to each vote for 
explanation on or in relation to the 
Bingaman and Murray amendments, in 
that order, and no second-degree 
amendments be in order prior to the 
votes on any of these amendments. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if I 
could just ask the Senator a question. 

My State of Massachusetts hires an 
average of about 500 teachers each 
year. That is certainly not going to 
solve all of the problems. But it is 
making an important difference in my 
State, particularly when we know we 
have hired qualified teachers, and par-
ticularly when we know that across the 
country we have hired 50,000 unquali-
fied teachers. We are getting qualified 
teachers who are involved in these pro-

grams. The selection of these teachers 
are worked out through the local proc-
ess. That is a decision, I understand, 
that is made locally. 

Unless the Senator’s amendment is 
successful, what is going to happen to 
these teachers who have been effec-
tively hired with the understanding 
that they are going to have the respon-
sibility of teaching children in smaller 
class sizes? 

We are now in the summertime. What 
sort of message does this send to school 
boards, to teachers, and particularly to 
parents who may be looking forward to 
their child staying in a smaller class 
size in the next year, if the Murray 
amendment is not accepted? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I re-
spond to the Senator from Massachu-
setts by reminding my colleagues that 
I formerly served on a school board. I 
can tell you what you do in the months 
of June and July. You hire teachers 
and renew contracts. School districts 
out there that have used the Federal 
dollars that we have provided them for 
the last 2 years have hired those teach-
ers and they now have to make a com-
mitment to continue. 

For example, the Takoma School 
District in my home State of Wash-
ington used the class size dollars to re-
duce class sizes of 58 first grade class-
rooms. In that school district, they 
now have 15 students in those class-
rooms. It has made a tremendous dif-
ference. But they have hired these ad-
ditional teachers, and they are now 
looking at the underlying bill that we 
have which says to them that this is 
now going to be a block grant with no 
guarantee that this money will go to 
the most needy 80 percent of the 
schools. Under the block grant pro-
gram, they are going to lose some of 
the money in their districts for these 
teachers. They, therefore, right now 
can’t make a commitment to these 
teachers that they will be able to hire 
them again in September. 

This sends a very bad message to 
local school boards across the country 
that have hired teachers. And school 
boards are not going to be able to make 
the commitment that they need to 
make. That is why this amendment is 
so important. It will send a message 
today—right now, almost at the end of 
June—that they can make a commit-
ment to those teachers. 

Being a teacher right now is ex-
tremely difficult, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts well knows. Most teach-
ers aren’t paid well. They have trouble 
staying in schools because of the many 
challenges that are there already with 
this kind of uncertainty: Well, we 
might be able to hire you. You have to 
wait and see what Congress does in a 
couple of months because they haven’t 
given us a commitment. We are not 
sure you are going to be able to go 
back. If I were a teacher in those cir-
cumstances, I would be out finding an-
other job immediately. These teachers 
have to put food on the table, pay their 
rent, and they have all the expenses 
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the rest of us have. They can’t live in 
an uncertain job market such as this. 

We have a responsibility to tell them 
the truth and to tell them what we are 
doing. By passing the underlying 
amendment today, we will send a mes-
sage to those school boards that they 
can give a commitment to those teach-
ers, and those teachers will know 
where they will be in September. With-
out passage of this amendment, I guar-
antee you that we are going to be in a 
budget debate in October where we are 
going to be having the President say he 
will veto the budget without this. And 
we will be making a decision in Octo-
ber that we could very easily and sim-
ply make today. 

That is why this amendment is so 
important. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Who loses out, if that 
is the case? 

Mrs. MURRAY. First of all, our stu-
dents, because they won’t have the op-
portunity to be in a small class to 
which we committed. 

I know parents today with kids in 
kindergarten who maybe had an older 
child in first or second grade, because 
of reduced class sizes, have called, say-
ing: Please, my second child is on the 
way. For my first child, it has made 
such a difference in their life, being in 
a smaller class size. Make sure my sec-
ond child coming behind them has the 
same opportunity. 

That is what we are talking about 
today. So kids in these classrooms can 
read, learn, write, have an adult who 
has the time to pay attention to them. 
That is what this amendment guaran-
tees to students in this country. 

I have taught before. I know what it 
is to have too many kids in your class-
room, especially in today’s over-
crowded classrooms across this coun-
try. Kids come with all kinds of prob-
lems that many professionals did not 
experience when we were in classrooms 
many years ago. In my classroom, I 
had an experience sitting with 24 4- 
year-old kids talking about the ABCs. 
When I called on one child, he looked 
directly at me and said: My dad did not 
come home last night; the police ar-
rested him. 

I didn’t have the time to stop and 
deal with a child who certainly was in 
a traumatic situation because I was 
going to lose the attention and the 
ability to discipline 23 other kids im-
mediately. 

With a class size of 15, and a child 
coming to the classroom with trau-
matic problems, the teacher will have 
the time to sit down and deal with that 
child. 

I wonder what happened to that 4- 
year-old. That was several years ago. I 
wonder what happened to him. If I had 
the time to deal with him, he would 
probably be doing better today. 

We have a responsibility, for so many 
reasons, to continue this funding. The 
most important reason is because of 
the kids. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have heard the Sen-
ator from Washington tell that story 

on other occasions, but I find it as pow-
erful and as important hearing it 
again. 

Does the Senator remember the first 
time the Class Size Reduction Amend-
ment was accepted, and later it was 
promoted as one of the major achieve-
ments by the Republican Policy Com-
mittee? It was achievement No. 13: 
Teacher Quality Initiative. It mentions 
the $1.2 billion additional funds to 
school districts, returned to local 
schools for smaller class sizes. Then 
Mr. GOODLING said: 

This is a real victory for the Repub-
lican Congress, but more importantly, 
it is a huge win for local educators and 
parents who are fed up with Wash-
ington mandates, red tape and regula-
tion. We agree with the President’s de-
sire to help classroom teachers, but our 
proposal does not create big, new fed-
eral education programs. Rather our 
proposal will drive dollars directly to 
the classroom and gives local educators 
more options for spending federal funds 
to help disadvantaged children. 

Mr. Gingrich called it, ‘‘a victory for 
the American people. There would be 
more teachers and that is good for 
Americans.’’ Mr. ARMEY said the same. 

At one time, there was very strong 
support. The only thing that happened 
in the meantime is the record has dem-
onstrated that it is even more effective 
than we could have imagined. 

I am hopeful this Senate will go on 
record in support of the Murray amend-
ment. I am also hopeful it will support 
the Bingaman amendment on account-
ability. We spent a great deal of time 
on that issue. It is enormously compel-
ling. The most recent GAO studies in-
dicate the reasons that should be sup-
ported. I hope we will support the 
Wellstone amendment to make sure we 
provide resources. At a time when we 
have the record surpluses in this coun-
try, it seems to me we ought to be able 
to use some resources to reach out, 
help, and assist children who would 
otherwise be eligible if there were 
those resources, and give them a good 
start from an education point of view. 

I thank the Senator from Washington 
for bringing this matter before the 
Senate. I hope we will have a strong 
vote. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts for his questions, 
comments, and support. I, too, am sur-
prised our Republican colleagues, who 
took full credit for this several years 
ago when we began it, sending out 
press releases touting it, don’t under-
stand this issue is still as powerful. 

I have talked to many of my col-
leagues who have gone home to their 
States and visited classrooms where 
Federal dollars were used to reduce 
class size. The accolades received from 
the kids, the parents, the teachers, the 
people who work with the kids are tre-
mendous. 

I offer to my colleagues on the other 
side, who have consistently voted 
against this, if Members want to have 
a good experience, vote for this amend-

ment, go home to a classroom and talk 
to the kids, the parents, and the teach-
ers who have been directly impacted. 
You will see some of the good that 
comes from voting on an amendment 
such as this. 

I see the Senator from Minnesota is 
on the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league. 

I ask one question so the Senator can 
finish a very moving presentation. 
When I am in schools, which is every 2 
weeks, I always have a discussion with 
the students about education, and I ask 
them what makes for good education. 
They talk about good teachers, and 
they talk about smaller class size. I 
ask my colleague, Is that the experi-
ence the Senator has? 

This is an amendment for all Sen-
ators who spend time in schools with 
kids in their States because I deal with 
students over and over again. This is 
what we need; does the Senator hear 
the same thing? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is absolutely correct. We 
hear from teachers, students, and par-
ents: Smaller class sizes are critical, 
schools need to be safe, up to date, up 
to code, and teachers who are trained 
and qualified and able to be in the 
classroom. Those are the top three 
changes parents request. 

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues how critical this issue is, and I 
ask for their help and support when 
this issue comes up. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3631 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are 4 minutes of debate equally divided 
prior to the vote at 5 o’clock. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there 
are 4 minutes equally divided on the 
Wellstone amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my 

amendment simply says we take the 
title I and move the appropriation up 
from $8.36 billion to $10 billion. 

Our committee, the HELP com-
mittee, authorized the full $15 million 
for the title I program. Title I money is 
used for additional help for kids in 
reading, for afterschool programs, for 
prekindergarten programs, for profes-
sional development. This is a program 
which helps especially low-income chil-
dren throughout the country. This is a 
program in which the last half decade 
has made a difference. 

As I said earlier, it is not Heaven on 
Earth, but it is a better Earth on 
Earth. We provide more help for kids. 
This is a very important program. I say 
to my colleague from Washington, 
again, if you go to your school districts 
and schools and talk to teachers and 
parents, they all say they need more 
help right now. This program is funded 
at about a 30-percent level. Many more 
children all across the country could be 
helped by this program if we were will-
ing to make this investment. 

I said it earlier; I will say it a final 
time. Vote for additional help for these 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5862 June 27, 2000 
kids, mainly the younger children, not 
because it makes them more produc-
tive—it will; not because it prevents 
them from dropping out of school—it 
will help; not because it makes a dif-
ference in terms of not dropping out of 
school or winding up in prison—that is 
true. Vote for it because the vast ma-
jority of them are under 4 feet tall. 
They are all beautiful and we ought to 
be nice to them. We ought to be able to 
provide them with some more assist-
ance. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. A point of order has 

been raised against this amendment be-
cause the bill already contains an $8.3 
billion increase for this function. The 
bill also increases the title 1 program 
by $394 million over the current fiscal 
year level. 

These provisions in the Senator’s 
amendment are in violation of the 
Budget Act. We have raised a point of 
order reluctantly, but this bill is at its 
level under the budget resolution. We 
must object to the Senator’s amend-
ment on the basis that it does violate 
the Budget Act. I raise that point of 
order. 

Have the yeas and nays been ordered? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have been ordered. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to 
waive the Budget Act. 

The legislative clerk will call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.–– 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—52 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Inouye 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). On this vote, the 

yeas are 47, the nays are 52. Three- 
fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn not having voted in the affirma-
tive, the motion is rejected. The point 
of order is sustained, and the amend-
ment falls. 

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on the next 
two votes, if there are two votes, the 
time for each vote be 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3649 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, is the 
Bingaman amendment in order? What 
is the regular order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Bingaman amendment. There are 4 
minutes equally divided. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back our time if Senator 
BINGAMAN is ready to yield back his 
time. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I 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. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. 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. 3649 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I un-

derstand the next order of business is 
the amendment I offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment I have offered is a straight-
forward amendment to add $250 million 
to the title I part of the bill and pro-
vide that that funding has to be spent 
to ensure accountability in the expend-
iture of the remaining nearly $9 billion. 

One of the problems we have had in 
the past—and it has been referred to by 
many Senators—is that we haven’t had 
funds available to States and local 
school districts to ensure that title I 
funds are spent to accomplish their 
purposes. We need to enable States to 
assist failing schools. They have not 
been doing that effectively. The Coun-
cil of Chief State School Officers sup-
ports this. I have a letter from them 
that I have printed in the RECORD. 

Last year, we put $134 million into 
this effort on this exact bill. This year, 
the President has requested we put $250 
million into it. That is what my 
amendment proposes to do. Otherwise, 
current law limits them to one-half of 
1 percent of the title I funds. They can-
not ensure accountability unless we 
add this amendment. For that reason, I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, as the 
Senator has mentioned, this is $250 

million of additional funds that ex-
ceeds the subcommittee’s 302(b) alloca-
tion. 

I yield back the remainder of our 
time, if the Senator from New Mexico 
is ready to yield back. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I make a 
point of order that under subsection 
302(f) of the Budget Act, as amended, 
the effect of adopting the amendment 
provides budget authority in excess of 
the subcommittee’s 302(b) allocation 
under the fiscal year 2001 concurrent 
resolution on the budget and is not in 
order. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 904 of the Budget Act, 
I move to waive the applicable sections 
of the act for consideration of the 
pending amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to the Bingaman amendment 
No. 3649. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.] 
YEAS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—50 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Inouye 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Will Senators please take their con-
versations out of the Chamber. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask that 

the well be cleared. 
That includes everyone. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Everyone 

will clear the well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 

vote, the yeas are 49; the nays are 50. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3604 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are now 4 minutes equally divided on 
the Murray amendment. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 

amendment we are now going to vote 
on simply continues our commitment 
to reduce class sizes for the first 
through the third grades across this 
country. Because of the work we have 
done in the past day, 1.7 million chil-
dren are in smaller class sizes. 

We have a commitment. We should 
keep our commitment to continue to 
reduce class size. The underlying bill 
simply block grants the money. That 
will hurt our neediest and most dis-
advantaged students who will lose 
under that kind of proposal. 

School boards are meeting today to 
determine who they will keep as teach-
ers and whether they will be able to 
make a commitment in the hiring of 
teachers. 

We should make this decision now so 
those school boards can make the deci-
sions for the coming school year rather 
than once again negotiating this in Oc-
tober when the President has said he 
will veto a bill that does not keep the 
commitment to reduce class size. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment today and prevent school 
boards across the country from having 
to wonder all summer long if we are 
going to keep our commitment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this 
bill accommodates the President’s re-
quest for $1.4 billion for class size re-
duction. It is joined with $1.3 billion for 
school construction, trying to struc-
ture a bill which could be signed. But 
we leave, in the final analysis, the 
judgment to the local boards as to 
whether the local boards decide that 
they do not need construction or if 
they do not need class size reduction. 

That is what is objected to by the 
Senator from Washington. We have 
gone more than halfway to meet the 
President in putting up this money. 

In addition, the Murray amendment 
would add $350 million, which exceeds 
our allocation. We think we are 
stretching and stretching and stretch-
ing. If the President is going to veto 
this bill, then let him do so. We expect 
to present this bill to him long before 
the end of the fiscal year, and then we 
will debate it before the American pub-
lic. 

I make a point of order that the 
amendment violates section 302(f) of 
the Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
move to waive the applicable sections 
of that act for consideration of the 
pending amendment, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to the Murray amendment No. 
3604. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), is nec-
essarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 148 Leg.] 
YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—55 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Inouye 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 55. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
as in morning business for no longer 
than 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I don’t 
want to object to my friend doing his 
10 minutes—I would like to know what 

we are doing on the bill. I hope we will 
have some information so Senators will 
know whether we are going to go ahead 
and debate this and have amendments 
tonight or not, on our bill. 

I withdraw my reservation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Alabama is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. SHELBY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2801 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the re-
jection of the last motion to waive, I 
think, was a wise action on the part of 
the Senate. I am here primarily to con-
gratulate the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania for the way in which he has dealt 
with the challenge of education in this 
bill. More than $40 billion for education 
is a very substantial increase over the 
current year. 

That is more than a $1 billion in-
crease in special education programs, 
at least moving us one step further to-
ward the promise of 40-percent funding 
of the cost of special education to the 
school districts of the United States. 

In my view, the centerpiece of this 
bill is in its expression of trust and 
confidence in our local school authori-
ties, our parents, our teachers, our 
principals, our superintendents, our 
elected school board members, a trust 
and confidence expressed in a more 
than $3 billion appropriation for title 
VI, the innovative education program 
strategies. 

The last amendment would have 
taken roughly half of that amount of 
money and mandated that it go solely 
for additional teachers in the first 
three grades. Title VI, as it appears in 
this bill, says in effect our school dis-
tricts—the men and women who know 
our children’s names—are better suited 
to make the decisions in 17,000 separate 
school districts about what can most 
improve the quality of education for 
their children. As such, we are far bet-
ter off passing the bill as the Senator 
from Pennsylvania has written it than 
we would be in including more man-
dates in this bill. 

There are at least two outside ex-
perts who agree with that proposition. 
One comes in an interesting paper by 
Andy Rotherham at the Progressive 
Policy Institute, an arm of the Demo-
cratic Leadership Council. He now, in-
cidentally, works for President Clin-
ton. He wrote a little bit more than a 
year ago: 

President Clinton’s $1.2 billion class-size 
reduction initiative, passed in 1998, illus-
trates Washington’s obsession with means at 
the expense of results and also the triumph 
of symbolism over sound policy. The goal of 
raising student achievement is reasonable 
and essential; however, mandating localities 
do it by reducing class sizes precludes local 
decision-making and unnecessarily involves 
Washington in local affairs. 

In my own State, the Legislative 
Audit and Review Committee came to 
this conclusion: 
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An analysis of 60 well-designed studies 

found that increased teacher education, 
teacher experience and teacher salaries all 
had a greater impact on student test scores 
per dollar spent than did lowering the stu-
dent-teacher ratio. According to one re-
searcher, ‘‘Teachers who know a lot about 
teaching and learning and who work in set-
tings that allow them to know their students 
well are the critical elements of successful 
learning.’’ Given limited funds to invest, this 
research suggests considering efforts to im-
prove teacher access to high quality profes-
sional development. A recent national sur-
vey of teachers found that many do not feel 
well prepared to face future teaching chal-
lenges, including increasing technological 
changes and greater diversity in the class-
room. 

The legislature’s— 

In this case, Washington— 
approach to funding K–12 education is con-

sistent. . . . The legislature has provided ad-
ditional funding for teacher salaries, staff 
development, and smaller classes, with more 
funding going to support teachers and less 
for reducing the student-teacher ratio. 

The point is that reducing class size 
is not a bad option. It is a good option. 
I think we can all agree that it is one 
good thing for students. It is best done, 
however, when the decision about 
whether or not to do it and how it is to 
be accomplished is made in local com-
munities and not in Washington, DC. 

Even that proposal pales in compari-
son with the now platform of the Vice 
President of the United States. He calls 
for a massive Federal effort from re-
cruiting to setting teaching standards 
in a sense that will make the Federal 
Government clearly a national school 
board. Teachers who please Wash-
ington, DC, bureaucrats will get bo-
nuses. Those who do not do so will risk 
being fired. 

The only thing bold about that ini-
tiative is that he has no qualms in tak-
ing over each and every one of the 
17,000 school districts in the United 
States. If he becomes our President, 
education policy will undergo a signifi-
cant shift. Local community school 
boards and teachers will be shut out of 
the process. 

What we are doing in this bill is mov-
ing significantly in the right direction. 
There is little disagreement over the 
necessity of a significant Federal con-
tribution to education. It is only about 
7 percent of the money we have spent, 
but it is the persistent drive of this ad-
ministration and of this Department of 
Education to increase to well over 50 
percent the rules and regulations gov-
erning our schools that accompany 
that 7 percent. 

This bill takes a dramatic step in a 
far better direction, a direction in 
which the support from the Congress is 
generous, but the trust of the Congress 
in the ability of school boards, teach-
ers, principals, and superintendents to 
make decisions about our education is 
vastly increased all to the benefit of 
our children’s education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, there are a 
couple of Senators who are reviewing 

language, and I hope we can enter into 
this unanimous consent agreement mo-
mentarily. While we are waiting on 
that, I will outline what we have 
worked out. 

We have an agreement that I believe 
will satisfy all the Senators involved. 

The Smith amendment will be modi-
fied with changes that are at the desk. 
Then it will be in order for Senators 
HATCH and LEAHY to offer a second-de-
gree amendment to the pending 
McCain amendment No. 3610. I believe 
Senator SPECTER will be prepared to do 
that on behalf of Senator HATCH. Then 
there will be 10 minutes equally di-
vided for debate relative to the first- 
and second-degree amendments. I be-
lieve that will be McCain and Hatch. 
Then we will ask the amendments be 
laid aside, and the Santorum amend-
ment will recur, with the time between 
that time, which will be about 6:30 
p.m., I presume, and 7 o’clock to be 
equally divided between the Senators 
who are interested—Senator MCCAIN 
and Senator SANTORUM—and we will 
have two voice votes on the Smith 
issue and then two votes back to back 
on McCain and then Santorum. 

That is the outline of what we will 
do. We will have two recorded votes 
then at 7 o’clock. I am prepared to 
offer that unanimous consent request 
at this time. 

I will read the unanimous consent re-
quest. I believe Senator SMITH will be 
here in a moment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3628, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the SMITH amend-
ment be modified with the changes 
that are at the desk and, further, the 
amendment be agreed to and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

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

The amendment (No. 3628), as modi-
fied, was agreed to, as follows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . FETAL TISSUE. 

The General accounting Office shall con-
duct a comprehensive study into Federal in-
volvement in the use of fetal tissue, for re-
search purposes within the scope of this bill, 
be completed by September 1, 2000. The study 
shall include but not be limited to— 

(a) The annual number of orders for fetal 
tissue filed in conjunction with Federally 
funded fetal tissue research or programs over 
the last 3 years; 

(b) the costs associated with the procure-
ment, dissemination, and other use of fetal 
tissue, including but not limited to the cots 
associated with the processing, transpor-
tation, preservation, quality control, and 
storage, of such tissue; 

(c) The manner in which Federal agencies 
ensure that intramural and extramural re-
search facilities and their employees comply 
with Federal fetal tissue law; 

(d) The number of fetal tissue procurement 
contractors and tissue resource sources, or 
other entities or individuals that are used to 
obtain, transport, process, preserve, or store 
fetal tissue, which receive Federal funds and 
the quantity, form, and nature of the serv-
ices provided, and the amount of Federal 
funds received by such entities; 

(e) The number and identity of all Federal 
agencies, within the scope of this bill, ex-
pending or exchanging Federal funds in con-
nection with obtaining or processing fetal 
tissue or the conduct of research using such 
tissue; 

(f) The extent to which Federal fetal tissue 
procurement policies and guidelines adhere 
to Federal law; 

(g) The criteria that Federal fetal tissue 
research facilities use for selecting their 
fetal tissue sources, and the manner in which 
the facilities ensure that such sources com-
ply with Federal law. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order for 
Senators HATCH and LEAHY to offer a 
second-degree amendment to the pend-
ing McCain amendment No. 3610; that 
there be 10 minutes equally divided for 
debate concurrently relative to the 
first- and second-degree amendments. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the amendments then be laid aside and 
that the Santorum amendment recur, 
with the time between then and 7 p.m. 
equally divided, with no second-degree 
amendments in order prior to the vote 
in relation to that amendment. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to a vote in rela-
tion to the Hatch-Leahy second-degree 
amendment at 7 p.m. this evening, and 
following that vote, the Senate proceed 
to a vote in relation to the McCain 
amendment, as amended, if amended, 
to be followed by a vote relative to the 
Santorum amendment, with 4 minutes 
prior to each vote for explanation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object, do I un-
derstand correctly, I ask my friend 
from Mississippi, that on the Hatch- 
Leahy amendment, somewhere within 
the agreement there is time on that? 

Mr. LOTT. Right. 
Mr. LEAHY. Some of that time is 

time for the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. LOTT. I believe we have 10 min-

utes that would be equally divided on 
that. 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. So the Senator would 

have 5 minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. That is fine. Plain 

enough. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair hears no objection, and, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. I believe we are ready to proceed. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if I 
might ask the leader, so everyone 
knows, what we are facing are three re-
corded votes beginning at 7 o’clock; is 
that correct? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Two. 
Mr. HARKIN. We have two recorded 

votes, one on McCain and one on 
Santorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Utah. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3653 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3610 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], for 

himself and Mr. LEAHY, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3653 to amendment num-
bered 3610. 

Mr. HATCH. 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: 
Insert at the end the following: 

SEC. . PROVISION OF INTERNET FILTERING OR 
SCREENING SOFTWARE BY CERTAIN 
INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDERS. 

(a) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE.—Each Inter-
net service provider shall at the time of en-
tering an agreement with a residential cus-
tomer for the provision of Internet access 
services, provide to such customer, either at 
no fee or at a fee not in excess of the amount 
specified in subsection (c), computer soft-
ware or other filtering or blocking system 
that allows the customer to prevent the ac-
cess of minors to material on the Internet. 

(b) SURVEYS OF PROVISION OF SOFTWARE OR 
SYSTEMS.— 

(1) SURVEYS.—The Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-
partment of Justice and the Federal Trade 
Commission shall jointly conduct surveys of 
the extent to which Internet service pro-
viders are providing computer software or 
systems described in subsection (a) to their 
subscribers. In performing such surveys, nei-
ther the Department nor the Commission 
shall collect personally identifiable informa-
tion of subscribers of the Internet service 
providers. 

(2) FREQUENCY.—The surveys required by 
paragraph (1) shall be completed as follows: 

(A) One shall be completed not later than 
one year after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(B) One shall be completed not later than 
two years after that date. 

(C) One shall be completed not later than 
three years after that date. 

(c) FEES.—The fee, if any, charged and col-
lected by an Internet service provider for 
providing computer software or a system de-
scribed in subsection (a) to a residential cus-
tomer shall not exceed the amount equal to 
the cost of the provider in providing the soft-
ware or system to the subscriber, including 
the cost of the software or system and of any 
license required with respect to the software 
or system. 

(d) APPLICABILITY.—The requirement de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive only if— 

(1) 1 year after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Office and the Commission 
determine as a result of the survey com-
pleted by the deadline in subsection (b)(2)(A) 
that less than 75 percent of the total number 
of residential subscribers of Internet service 
providers as of such deadline are provided 
computer software or systems described in 
subsection (a) by such providers; 

(2) 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Office and the Commission de-
termine as a result of the survey completed 
by the deadline in subsection (b)(2)(B) that 
less than 85 percent of the total number of 
residential subscribers of Internet service 
providers as of such deadline are provided 
such software or systems by such providers; 
or 

(3) 3 years after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, if the Office and the Commission 
determine as a result of the survey com-
pleted by the deadline in subsection (b)(2)(C) 
that less than 100 percent of the total num-
ber of residential subscribers of Internet 

service providers as of such deadline are pro-
vided such software or systems by such pro-
viders. 

(e) INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDER DEFINED.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘Internet servicer 
provider’’ means a service provider as de-
fined in section 512(k)(1)(A) of title 17, 
United States Code, which has more than 
50,000 subscribers. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have of-
fered this amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator LEAHY and myself. I believe this 
amendment is going to be accepted be-
cause it clarifies some matters that are 
very good. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this Hatch-Leahy amendment 
which is aimed at limiting the negative 
impact violence and indecent material 
on the Internet have on children. 

This amendment does not regulate 
content. Instead it encourages the larg-
er Internet service providers to pro-
vide, either for free or at a fee not ex-
ceeding the cost to the service pro-
viders, filtering technologies that 
would empower parents to limit or 
block access of minors to unsuitable 
material on the Internet. 

We simply can not ignore the fact 
that the Internet has the ability to ex-
pose children to violent, sexually ex-
plicit and other inappropriate mate-
rials with no limits. 

A recent Time/CNN poll found that 75 
percent of teens aged 13 to 17 believe 
the Internet is partly responsible for 
crimes like the Columbine High School 
shooting. 

Our amendment respects the First 
Amendment of the Constitution by not 
regulating content, but ensures that 
parents will have the adequate techno-
logical tools to control the access of 
their children to unsuitable material 
on the Internet. 

I honestly believe that the Internet 
service providers who do not already 
provide filtering software to their sub-
scribers will do so voluntarily. They 
will know it is in their best interests 
and that the market will demand it. 

A recent survey reported in the New 
York Times yesterday, found that al-
most a third of online American house-
holds with children use blocking soft-
ware. 

In a study by the Annenberg Public 
Policy Center of the University of 
Pennsylvania, 60 percent of parents 
said they disagreed with the statement 
that the Internet was a safe place for 
their children. 

And according to yesterday’s New 
York Times, after the shootings in Col-
orado, the demand for filtering tech-
nologies has dramatically increased. 
This indicates that parents are taking 
an active role in safeguarding their 
children on the Internet. 

That is what this amendment is 
about: using technology to empower 
the parent. I urge my colleagues’ ap-
proval of the amendment. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
Senator LEAHY, who would like to 
speak on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I de-
scribed this amendment earlier this 
morning on the floor. But for those 
who came in late, this is an amend-
ment that Senator HATCH and I offered 
on the juvenile justice bill. You may 
recall when we voted on that, the vote 
was 100–0. 

It is a filtering proposal that leaves 
the solution on how best to protect 
children from inappropriate online ma-
terials accessible on computers in 
schools and libraries to the local school 
boards and communities. 

Anybody who spends any time on the 
Internet knows that there is inappro-
priate material for children on there. 
And oftentimes you might hit it acci-
dentally. 

Having said that, we also know that 
you should not block out certain online 
material because somebody thinks that 
Mark Twain is inappropriate or they 
may believe that James Joyce is inap-
propriate, or other such things, or it 
may be even the paintings on the Sis-
tine Chapel that some may believe are 
inappropriate because there are nude 
figures in there. You have to have some 
kind of balance. 

I think that local communities can 
do that. I know of libraries, for exam-
ple, that put computers monitors that 
have Internet access right out in the 
main reading room. This is one form of 
blocking because there are not too 
many children who are going to be 
downloading wild, offensive things 
when they know their parents, their 
teachers, and the librarians are going 
to be walking back and forth and see-
ing it. 

As I explained earlier today, I have 
serious concerns with the McCain pro-
posal to require schools and libraries to 
send certifications to the FCC about 
their installation of certain blocking 
software and the risk that the FCC will 
become a national censorship office, 
with the responsibility of both policing 
local enforcement of the Internet ac-
cess policy and exacting punishment in 
the form of ordering E-rate discounts 
to stop and carriers be reimbursed. 

The Hatch-Leahy amendment would 
require large Internet service providers 
with more than 50,000 subscribers to 
provide residential customers, either 
for free or at low cost, software or 
other filtering systems that can pro-
tect them. It is relatively easy to do 
this. 

I would encourage parents, if this 
passes, to get that software and also 
spend some time seeing what their 
children are looking at on the Internet. 
This requirement on large Internet 
Service Providers would only become 
effective if surveys conducted jointly 
by the FTC and the Department of Jus-
tice demonstrate that voluntary efforts 
are not working. 

Senator MCCAIN has worked very 
hard on this. I commend him for it. 

Any one of us who has young children 
has to worry about this. We also have 
to worry about what they are reading 
in the library or what they pick up at 
the corner bookstore or anything else. 
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But before we reach a point where we 

assume we can be the parent of every 
child in this country, I think we ought 
to give to the parents the tools to use, 
and let them make the kind of judg-
ments and show the kind of observa-
tion of their children that parents 
should, and that my parents did and 
that I do with my children. 

I think the reason the Hatch-Leahy 
amendment passed 100–0 earlier in the 
juvenile justice bill is because it is a 
reasonable compromise. It is a reason-
able compromise. I hope it will be 
added on to this bill. I look forward to 
working with Senator MCCAIN as this 
bill moves to conference to address the 
serious concerns I and others have with 
his proposal. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield 

back whatever time we have. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank 

Senator HATCH and Senator LEAHY for 
this amendment. I think it is a very 
positive contribution. I think it is one 
that will again empower parents to be 
able to screen and filter information 
that their children may be receiving. It 
is something that I think will be very 
helpful to this bill, and I strongly sup-
port it. 

I know we have spent some time 
working out the details of this amend-
ment. I think it is a very good one. I 
thank Senator LEAHY and Senator 
HATCH for their involvement in this 
very important issue. 

I will urge, at the appropriate time, a 
voice vote and adoption of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 3635 AND 3610 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, are 
we now on the time for the McCain and 
Santorum amendments to be debated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask the Senator 
from Arizona if he wants to divide the 
remaining time in half. I ask unani-
mous consent that the time be equally 
divided, and that I control the time in 
support of my amendment and Senator 
MCCAIN control the other time. 

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, as I 
discussed very briefly today, I rise in 
support of what the Senator from Ari-
zona is trying to accomplish. I think he 
was the first to bring this issue to the 
floor of the Senate. He is to be con-
gratulated for that. 

He has a piece of legislation that has 
been out there for a couple of years and 
has fostered a lot of good thought and 
a lot of discussion as to what the best 
Federal policy should be in dealing 
with the problem of inappropriate use 
of the Internet at schools and libraries. 
His legislation actually led me to look 
further into it as constituents con-
tacted me with respect to it. So let me 

say, from the outset, I congratulate 
the Senator from Arizona for his work 
and for his effort in this area. 

I have a little different approach I 
want to talk about today that I believe 
improves upon the base bill that Sen-
ator MCCAIN came up with a couple of 
years ago. I have been working with a 
group of people, from the left to the 
right, if you will—from the Catholic 
Conference to the National Education 
Association, from the American Li-
braries Association to Dr. Laura 
Schlessinger. So I think our effort here 
covers the ideological spectrum pretty 
well and is a consensus that is built 
around one thing—that while Internet 
filtering software is a good idea, gen-
erally speaking, it is an imperfect tool 
to meet the real complicated needs of 
teachers, administrators, and librar-
ians who have to deal with the Internet 
on a daily basis in their schools. 

I think the Catholic Conference put 
it best in their letter, actually to Sen-
ator MCCAIN, which says that his legis-
lation ‘‘fails to include one of the most 
effective tools utilized by the vast ma-
jority of Catholic schools throughout 
our Nation, the Ethical Internet Use 
Policy’’—in other words, a comprehen-
sive policy at the school level to deal 
with not only access to sites that may 
be inappropriate on the Internet, which 
is what filtering gets to, but a variety 
of different things that are very impor-
tant. 

For example, electronic mail. Unfor-
tunately, we hear so many stories 
about people being contacted through 
electronic mail, chatrooms, that are if 
not as dangerous in some cases even 
more dangerous than the sites that 
may be accessed on the World Wide 
Web, where you have predators who are 
out there trying to grab the mind of a 
young person. 

Again, the attempt to do filtering 
software is helpful. But we have to 
have a policy developed at the commu-
nity level that deals with things that 
go beyond these dangerous Internet 
sites, such as the electronic mail and 
chatrooms, and other kinds of direct 
electronic communication. 

Under this legislation, we require 
that a policy be developed at the local 
level with respect to unauthorized use 
of minors, such as hacking, another 
area which is of grave concern not just 
for the minors themselves but for the 
user community at large, and a policy 
with respect to the dissemination of 
personal information of the minor. 
These minors log on. They have per-
sonal information in there. There needs 
to be a policy to take care of that. 

What our legislation simply does is— 
it would actually amend the McCain 
amendment, although not formally 
here in the Senate—say that you must 
have a local policy that includes, No. 1, 
at least, public hearing and notice re-
quirements, a public hearing where the 
community gets together and, at the 
community level, we come up with an 
Internet policy that has to meet these 
certain criteria. In other words, we 

don’t say how they do it, but that, in 
fact, they have policies that address 
these broader concerns than just elimi-
nating one particular Internet site or 
Internet sites. So it is, in fact, a re-
quirement to develop a local policy. 

If they choose not to do that, then 
the McCain language becomes opera-
tive. You must buy filtering software. 
We don’t require filtering software. 
Even the Senator from Arizona has ad-
mitted there are 90-some titles out 
there—some are good; some are not. 
His legislation doesn’t direct you to 
have buy a good one; you just have to 
buy one. It is certainly not the most 
comprehensive way of dealing with it. 
In fact, it may be a way that creates a 
false sense of security that you are 
dealing with problems, and it may ac-
tually reduce the amount of oversight 
that should be present in schools and 
at public libraries. 

Again, I compliment the Senator, but 
we need to take one step further. Given 
the problems we have seen develop 
through chatrooms, through e-mail, 
through hackers, and through dissemi-
nation of information about minors, to 
do it at the local level is the best way 
to accomplish this with the fallback 
hammer, if you will, of the McCain un-
derlying requirement to buy filtering 
software. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I oppose 

the amendment of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. It does provide for 
schools and libraries to deploy block-
ing or filtering technology. The amend-
ment provides what is essentially a 
status quo loophole. 

The Senator’s amendment would 
allow schools and libraries the option 
of implementing an acceptable use pol-
icy. Schools and libraries are free to do 
this today. Papers are full of reports of 
young children surfing foreign libraries 
in school and being innocently exposed 
to pornography downloaded by adults 
and left on a computer screen for chil-
dren to see. 

It is interesting to note that the 
American Library Association, an out-
spoken advocate for the amendment of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania, is ada-
mantly opposed to use of filters or any 
other type of protection for children. 

In 1997, the American Library Asso-
ciation passed a resolution against fil-
tering Internet pornography out of 
public libraries. The ALA’s interpreta-
tion of their resolution contained in 
their library bill of rights states that 
the rights of users who are minors 
shall in no way be abridged. According 
to Judith Krug, director of ALA’s Of-
fice of Intellectual Freedom: 

Blocking material leads to censorship. 
That goes for pornography and bestiality, 
too. If you don’t like it, don’t look at it. 

Ms. Krug goes on to discuss the con-
cerns of parents about their children 
viewing pornography on library com-
puters: 

If you don’t want your children to access 
information, you had better be with your 
children when they use a computer. 
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That would be very interesting infor-

mation to working mothers all over 
America as well as working fathers. I 
guess this is the ALA’s concept of an 
acceptable use policy: Parents beware. 

The Santorum amendment does noth-
ing about adult computer use in librar-
ies. This amendment would require li-
braries to block or filter access to child 
pornography. I want to describe what 
my bill does as far as local control is 
concerned. It requires that schools and 
libraries must block or filter children’s 
access to child pornography and ob-
scene material. Further, libraries must 
block adult access to child pornog-
raphy on all computers. Why? Because 
we know that neither category, child 
pornography nor obscene material, en-
joys protection under the first amend-
ment. The Supreme Court has decided 
that on several occasions. 

Though the bill is clear on what sort 
of material must be blocked, local au-
thorities are given complete authority 
to select the type of software they 
deem to be appropriate. Further, local 
authorities are given unfettered au-
thority to determine what material 
can constitute child pornography and 
obscenity. Under this legislation, the 
Federal Government is expressly pro-
hibited from interfering in the process 
of local control. Schools and libraries 
are simply required to certify to the 
FCC they have a technology in place 
and are using such technology in co-
ordination with the locally developed 
policy designed to achieve the goals of 
the Children’s Internet Protection Act. 
Schools and libraries are required to 
make their blocking and filtering poli-
cies publicly available so that parents, 
patrons, and citizens can scrutinize the 
policies and work with local authori-
ties to ensure they reflect contem-
porary community standards. 

Again, parents beware of the status 
quo loophole contained in the 
Santorum amendment. It is big enough 
for every pornographer, pedophile, and 
hate group in America to drive a truck 
through. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has 
criticized my amendment with the 
claim that my amendment does noth-
ing to address chatrooms. The Senator 
is mistaken. First, schools and librar-
ies are granted the unfettered author-
ity to block access to any material 
they determine to be inappropriate for 
minors. Clearly, this would provide 
them with the ability to restrict kids’ 
access to chatrooms or any other realm 
of the Internet. Despite claims to the 
contrary, blocking and filtering soft-
ware does restrict such access. The 
state-of-the-art technology clearly is 
capable of blocking such access. Fil-
tering software would restrict any 
communication based off keyword re-
strictions. 

I could go on, but I will wrap things 
up with a letter signed by virtually 
every major pro-family group. I ask 
unanimous consent this letter, dated 
June 22, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AMERICAN FAMILY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC Office, June 22, 2000. 

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
Russell Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: We strongly oppose 
the Neighborhood Children’s Internet Pro-
tection Act, S. 1545, which we believe would 
be an ineffective tool to protect children 
from Internet pornography in schools and 
public libraries. The bill offers schools and 
libraries the option of either blocking por-
nography or implementing an Internet use 
policy. It is this option that troubles us. 
Schools and libraries have that option today 
and, sadly, most have chosen to allow chil-
dren access even to illegal pornography, such 
as obscenity and child pornography. Under 
S. 1545, we presume those schools and librar-
ies would maintain the status quo. 

It also must be noted that the Neighbor-
hood Children’s Internet Protection Act only 
addresses use of computers by children. A 
major problem, particularly in libraries, is 
the use of computers by adults to access ille-
gal pornography. For example, pedophiles 
are accessing child pornography on library 
computers and some are even molesting chil-
dren in those libraries. Yet, S. 1545 does not 
address this matter. 

While we believe that the author of this 
bill, Senator Rick Santorum (R–PA), has the 
best of intentions, his bill will not provide an 
effective solution to the problem of pornog-
raphy in schools and public libraries. 

American Family Association 
Family Research Council 
National Law Cntr. for Children & Families 
Traditional Values Coalition 
Morality in Media 
Family Friendly Libraries 
Citizens for Community Values, OH 
Family Policy Network, VA 
Christian Action League, NC 
Family Association of Minnesota 
American Family Assoc., OH 
American Family Assoc., MI 
American Family Assoc., KY 
American Family Assoc., PA 
American Family Assoc., TX 
American Family Assoc., AR 
American Family Assoc., MS 
American Family Assoc., NJ 
American Family Assoc., AL 
American Family Assoc., GA 
American Family Assoc., MO 
American Family Assoc., CO 
American Family Assoc., OR 
American Family Assoc., IA 
American Family Assoc., IN 
American Family Assoc., NY 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reading from the let-
ter: 

Senator MCCAIN: We strongly oppose the 
Neighborhood Children’s Internet Protection 
Act which we believe would be an ineffective 
tool to protect children from Internet por-
nography in schools and public libraries. The 
bill offers schools and libraries the option of 
either blocking pornography or imple-
menting an Internet use policy. It is this op-
tion that troubles us. Schools and libraries 
have that option today and, sadly, most have 
chosen to allow children access even to ille-
gal pornography, such as obscenity and child 
pornography. Under S. 1545, we presume 
these schools and libraries would maintain 
the status quo. 

It also must be noted that the Children’s 
Internet Protection Act only addresses use 
of computers by children. A major problem, 
particularly in libraries, is the use of com-
puters by adults to access illegal pornog-

raphy. For example, pedophiles are accessing 
child pornography on library computers and 
some are even molesting children in these li-
braries. Yet, S. 1545 does not address this 
matter. 

While we believe that the author of this 
bill, Senator Rick Santorum (R–PA), has the 
best of intentions, his bill will not provide an 
effective solution to the problem of pornog-
raphy in schools and public libraries. 

That is signed by a large group of 
people, including the American Family 
Association, Family Research Council, 
National Law Center for Children and 
Families, Traditional Values Coalition, 
et cetera. 

On the other side, the amendment of 
the Senator from Pennsylvania is sup-
ported by the American Library Asso-
ciation. On that note, I will read very 
briefly from an editorial contained in 
the January 14, 2000, Wall Street Jour-
nal: 

Maybe blocking software is not the solu-
tion. We do know, however, that there are 
answers for those interested in finding them, 
answers that are technologically possible, 
constitutionally sound and eminently sane. 
After all, when it comes to print, librarians 
have no problem discriminating against Hus-
tler in favor of House & Garden. Indeed, to 
dramatize the ALA’s inconsistency regarding 
adult content in print and online, blocking 
software advocate David Burt three years 
ago announced ‘‘The Hustler Challenge’’—a 
standing offer to pay for a year’s subscrip-
tion to Hustler for any library that wanted 
one. Needless to say, there haven’t been any 
takers. 

Our guess is that this is precisely what 
Leonard Kniffel, the editor of the ALA jour-
nal American Libraries, was getting at last 
fall when he asked in an editorial: ‘‘What is 
preventing this Association . . . from com-
ing out with a public statement denouncing 
children’s access to pornography and offering 
700+ ways to fight it?’’ 

Good question. And we’ll learn this week-
end whether the ALA hierarchy believes it 
worthy of an answer. 

The ALA hierarchy met, and obvi-
ously they seemed to defend what I be-
lieve is an indefensible position. 

I hope we will defeat the Santorum 
amendment. I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, in 
response to the critique of the Senator 
from Arizona who says ours is really 
status quo and this is a large loophole, 
it is not status quo. No. 1, it is not re-
quired under law today; we require a 
public notice and a public hearing and 
a policy to be formulated at the local 
level that addresses inappropriate mat-
ter on the Internet, the World Wide 
Web, electronic mail, chatrooms, and 
other forms of direct electronic com-
munication, such as hacking and other 
unlawful activities by monitors, and 
any other kind of dissemination of per-
sonal identification information re-
garding minors. 

That is not current law. The review 
body is the same review body in his 
legislation, the FCC. He requires a fil-
tering software to be purchased, and 
you have to certify that with the FCC. 
We say that you have to implement a 
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policy, have public hearings and meet-
ings, and you have to submit that pol-
icy to the FCC for them to review to 
ensure that you have covered the areas 
that we require. That is not status quo. 

He may not agree that decision 
should be made at the local level, and 
I accept that. I think we have an hon-
est philosophical disagreement on 
whether we should have a one-size-fits- 
all Federal mandate that you have to 
buy filtering software. By the way, 
that filtering software may cover 
chatrooms; it may not. That is called 
monitoring software. There is no re-
quirement for monitoring software to 
be covered for this, just filtering soft-
ware. Some filtering software is better 
than others; some is comprehensive, 
some is not, and some is older. There is 
no requirement as to what software 
and how good it is that needs to be pur-
chased under the McCain legislation. 

What we say is that we believe this is 
best implemented at the local level. If 
you read from the Catholic Con-
ference—and the Senator from Arizona 
suggested that all the profamily groups 
were supporting his legislation. I think 
the Catholic Conference can stand up 
as a profamily group, and they don’t 
support the McCain legislation; they 
support ours. I think one of you who 
are Dr. Laura Schlessinger listeners 
know that she has been outspoken on 
the issue of Internet pornography and 
has been leading a campaign on that 
issue. She has been working with us 
and she supports the idea of having 
local communities have public hear-
ings and notices so parents know they 
can have input so that we can raise the 
visibility of the issue at the local level 
in dealing with a variety of issues, not 
just a simple filtering software man-
dated by Washington, DC. 

So it is a one-size-fits-all, and I be-
lieve incomplete, solution. Do you 
trust the local schools and do you trust 
the local communities to come up with 
a standard that meets the needs of that 
community? That is much more com-
prehensive by definition—it has to be— 
than the filtering software alternative 
being offered by Senator MCCAIN. I just 
suggest, and historically I have sup-
ported—particularly in the area of edu-
cation—local communities making 
those decisions for themselves, as op-
posed to a Federal mandate from Wash-
ington, DC. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I want 

the Record to be clear that the Catho-
lic Conference is not in opposition to 
this legislation. Here is the problem 
contained in the report ‘‘Filtering 
Facts,’’ which is a very deep, detailed 
analysis of this problem that we are 
facing. 

On page 8 is a chapter entitled 
‘‘Adults Accessing Child Pornography: 
20 Incidents’’: 

There were 20 incidents of adults accessing 
child pornography in public libraries. Child 
pornography is different from other forms of 

pornography in that it is absolutely illegal 
and, like drugs, is treated as contraband by 
Federal law. Of particular concern is that 
many public libraries employ policies that 
would seem to encourage the illegal trans-
mission of child pornography. Many public 
libraries not only have privacy screens, but 
also destroy patron sign-up sheets after use, 
and employ computer programs that delete 
any trace of user activity. These policies 
make it almost impossible for law enforce-
ment to catch pedophiles using public li-
brary Internet stations to download child 
pornography. At the Multnomah County, OR, 
Public Library, and the Los Angeles, CA, 
Public Library, pedophiles have taken ad-
vantage of the anonymity to actually run 
child pornography businesses using library 
computers 34 and 35. 

The staff at Anderson, IN, Public Library 
observed a pedophile accessing child pornog-
raphy on three separate occasions: ‘‘A cus-
tomer who is known to frequent Internet 
sites containing sexually explicit pictures of 
nude boys . . . This is the third time this 
customer has been observed engaging in this 
activity.’’ Yet, the only appropriate action 
the library saw fit was to ‘‘highly rec-
ommend that he be restricted from the build-
ing for a period of not less than 2 months.’’ 

One of the two incidents where the library 
actually notified police occurred at the 
Lakewood, OH, Public Library. In an ac-
count from the Akron Beacon Journal, ‘‘But 
it was the library more than the police and 
prosecutor that alarmed Chris Link, execu-
tive director of the American Civil Liberties 
Union of Ohio. Traditionally, librarians have 
protected their records of lending activity to 
the point of being subpoenaed or going to 
jail,’’ she said. But now, she said, ‘‘Librar-
ians are scrutinizing what it is you look at 
and reporting you to the police.’’ In the case 
of kiddie porn, Link said, such scrutiny 
‘‘would seem to make sense’’ until it is 
viewed in light of the Government’s history 
of searches for socialists and communists or 
members of certain student movements. 

The Callaway County, MO, Public Library 
even actively resisted police efforts to inves-
tigate a patron accessing child pornography. 
Library staff refused to cooperate, even when 
issued subpoenas. 

Mr. President, the list goes on and 
on. There is a need for this kind of leg-
islation to make sure that child por-
nography and forms of obscenity, 
which are clearly delineated by the 
U.S. Supreme Court and are beyond 
any constitutional protection, are 
made unavailable to children. 

Mr. President, this Santorum amend-
ment would remove that very impor-
tant provision of this legislation. I re-
serve the remainder of my time. 

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator, we do not re-
move the requirement. We say that we 
would like to see the local community 
participate and develop a comprehen-
sive policy. If they fail to do so, then 
they have to buy the filtering system. 
I have visited 160 schools since I have 
been in office. Over the last year and a 
half, in particular, I have talked to a 
lot of school librarians and administra-
tors about the Internet and Internet 
pornography. All of the ones I have 
talked to, when I discussed the legisla-
tion and the ideas—in fact, some of 
this has come from the schools them-
selves throughout Pennsylvania. The 

ones who glow about their policy are 
the ones who have comprehensive poli-
cies. 

Yes, they have filtering software, but 
that is just a piece of a bigger puzzle. 
If you just rely on that piece, I think 
what you can do is create a false sense 
of security that you have solved the 
problem, particularly in community li-
braries. I argue that in requiring public 
hearings and notice and input, that 
will put a chilling effect on some of the 
librarians who Senator MCCAIN re-
ferred to, who maybe are not as con-
cerned about pornography as they 
should be, or not as concerned about 
chatrooms as they should be, or not as 
concerned about e-mails as they should 
be. But a public consciousness and the 
public input that will result from a 
community standard being applied to 
those people who work at these facili-
ties is the answer to that—not a fil-
tering software which is imprecise and, 
in cases of chatrooms, hacking, e-mail, 
and a variety of other things, ineffec-
tive. It is not comprehensive. And so I 
agree. 

There is nobody who would like to 
see more protection from that than me. 
I have five little kids under the age of 
10. So I understand the need and the 
concern. I come here as a father who is 
very concerned about the ability of 
children to be able to access sites they 
should not get to or communicate with 
people with whom they have no busi-
ness communicating. But it is up to 
the community to take an interest in 
their children, to design a policy that 
is comprehensive, and this requires a 
comprehensive policy. By the way, if 
the librarians and those who run the li-
braries or the schools say they don’t 
want to deal with this, then you have 
the McCain mandate. You will have the 
mandate that you have to buy the fil-
tering software. So they can’t avoid 
doing something. Again, the body that 
will oversee this is going to be the 
FCC, the same body the Senator from 
Arizona puts in place to oversee his re-
quirement. 

So I believe what we have done is 
tried to build upon a positive step. 
Again, I congratulate the Senator from 
Arizona. He has been a leader in this 
problem. He has blazed the trail. I be-
lieve what we have offered is a con-
structive addition to his policy. 

I will step back on this point. The 
Senator from Arizona said the Catholic 
Conference doesn’t oppose his bill. As I 
read it again, they did not oppose it, 
but they listed two pages of concerns 
about his policy. Then they wrote to us 
recently and talked about how they 
liked what we did. But I understand 
they are not in the business of oppos-
ing and supporting. Let me just say 
their intentions are clear. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Hatch- 
Leahy amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3653) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3628, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
be recognized for 4 minutes for the de-
bate on the Smith amendment, which 
was agreed to. I was detained unavoid-
ably in the car coming over here. 

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

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I appreciate that many of 
my colleagues, I am sure, as I, have 
been stuck in the tram coming over 
here. 

I thank the managers who have 
worked so hard to resolve the amend-
ment that I had on fetal tissue re-
search. I know Senator SPECTER is op-
posed to illegal trafficking of fetal tis-
sue. This amendment, I hope, will get 
some information on the Federal Gov-
ernment’s policies in this regard. 

I look forward to reviewing the study 
that we have set up in this amendment 
that was agreed to. It is my hope that 
we can ensure that the spirit of the law 
is being adhered to when it comes to 
fetal tissue research. 

This amendment will set up a GAO 
study of the practice of fetal tissue 
transfer to determine whether or not 
any fetal tissue is transferred illegally 
for research purposes. The GAO will 
conduct a comprehensive study of Fed-
eral involvement in the use of fetal tis-
sue for research purposes. 

I am pleased that my colleagues have 
seen fit to work with me to agree to 
this amendment. I look forward to re-
ceiving a report from the General Ac-
counting Office in the very near future 
as to how much, if any, illegal traf-
ficking is occurring in the area of fetal 
tissue. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3610, AS AMENDED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr. 
President, the question is on agreeing 
to McCain amendment No. 3610, as 
amended. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 149 Leg.] 

YEAS—95 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 

Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 

Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 

Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 

Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—3 

Feingold Kerrey Lautenberg 

NOT VOTING—2 

Inouye Johnson 

The amendment (No. 3610), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3635 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ALLARD). There are 4 minutes equally 
divided on the Santorum amendment. 
Who seeks recognition? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, a vote in 
favor of the Santorum amendment will 
basically negate the amendment we 
just adopted because it will allow 
schools and libraries the option of ei-
ther blocking pornography or imple-
menting an Internet use policy—an 
Internet use policy is what they have 
now—nor does it require the filtering 
of child pornography and obscenity. 

I have a letter signed by various or-
ganizations, including the American 
Families Association, Family Research 
Council, and many other organizations. 
The final paragraph says: 

We believe the author of the bill, Senator 
Santorum, has the best of intentions. His bill 
will not provide an effective solution to the 
problem of pornography in schools and pub-
lic libraries. 

I agree with them. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I re-
spectfully disagree. My amendment is 
supported by groups on the left and the 
right and the middle: the NEA, the 
American Library Association, and the 
Catholic Conference. 

Senator MCCAIN started the ball roll-
ing. I give him credit for requiring 
Internet software. The fact is, that is 
not comprehensive enough and not lo-
cally generated. My amendment says 
we have to have public notice and a 
public meeting by the community, in-
volving the library or the school, to de-
velop a comprehensive Internet policy. 

Blocking software does not deal with 
chatrooms, e-mails, hacking, and dis-
semination of minor information over 
the Internet. It is good as far as it 
goes, but we need a comprehensive pol-
icy that is locally developed with com-

munity standards. If they choose not to 
do that, then they have to buy the soft-
ware. 

We require a policy that deals with 
all of these four things I just men-
tioned and have public meetings and 
public notice to get the community in-
volved. 

One of the big problems with use of 
the Internet is that parents and com-
munity leaders do not know what is 
going on with this little black box in 
the library or school. This requires 
public comment, it requires public no-
tification, and public input in a process 
that desperately needs to be a public 
one and community standards need to 
be set. 

It is supported by a wide variety of 
organizations. Those of my colleagues 
who voted for the McCain amendment 
can also vote for this amendment and 
walk out with a clear conscience and 
see a much more comprehensive policy 
put in place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 3635. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 75, 
nays 24, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 150 Leg.] 
YEAS—75 

Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Helms 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—24 

Abraham 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
DeWine 

Dorgan 
Fitzgerald 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 

Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
McCain 
Nickles 
Smith (NH) 
Thompson 

NOT VOTING—1 

Inouye 

The amendment (No. 3635) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it 

is my understanding that there are 
pending amendments before the body 
that are going to be taken up as soon 
as the Members arrive to offer them. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3658 

(Purpose: To fund a coordinated national ef-
fort to prevent, detect, and educate the 
public concerning Fetal Alcohol Syndrome 
and Fetal Alcohol Effect and to identify ef-
fective interventions for children, adoles-
cents, and adults with Fetal Alcohol Syn-
drome and Fetal Alcohol Effect) 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk on behalf of 
Senators DASCHLE, MURKOWSKI, JOHN-
SON, WYDEN, MURRAY, HARKIN, and 
REID of Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), for 

himself, and Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. MURRAY, and 
Mr. REID, proposes an amendment numbered 
3658. 

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 27, line 4, insert before the colon 

the following: ‘‘, and of which $10,000,000 
shall remain available until expended to 
carry out the Fetal Alcohol Syndrome pre-
vention and services program. 

On page 34, line 13, insert before the colon 
the following: ‘‘, of which $15,000,000 shall re-
main available until expended to carry out 
the Fetal Alcohol Syndrome prevention and 
services program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3619 
(Purpose: To clarify that funds appropriated 

under this Act to carry out innovative pro-
grams under section 6301(b) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
shall be available for same gender schools) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

call up amendment No. 3619. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON), 

for herself and Ms. COLLINS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 3619: 

On page 59, line 12, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That funds 
made available under this heading to carry 
out section 6301(b) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 shall be 
available for education reform projects that 
provide same gender schools and classrooms, 
consistent with applicable law’’. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
will speak very briefly because I think 
we have agreement in a bipartisan ef-
fort on this amendment. I am very 
pleased that we will be able to offer 
this amendment and hopefully clarify 
some of the issues that have sur-
rounded single-sex classrooms in 
schools for public education. 

As most people know, title VI is the 
part of our education funding that al-
lows for new and innovative and cre-
ative approaches to public education. 
We have set aside money so school dis-
tricts can come forward and say that 
their school districts need this par-
ticular type of emphasis. If it is cre-
ative, and it serves the needs of that 
particular school district, they can get 
Federal funding for those kinds of pro-
grams. 

One of the types of education that 
has been proven in certain instances to 
help the girls or boys who have partici-
pated are single-sex schools and single- 
sex classrooms. Many parochial schools 
and private schools are single sex. 
There are girl schools and boy schools. 
Some parents want to have their chil-
dren in that atmosphere because they 
believe that sometimes girls can excel 
if they don’t have boys in the class and 
they are more willing to speak up. This 
has been shown in many instances to 
be the case. And the same is true par-
ticularly with adolescent boys where 
they have single-sex schools, and they 
are not diverted by having girls in the 
class. They do better in some cir-
cumstances. 

We are not saying that we prefer this 
approach. We are not saying that we 
mandate it. We are not even suggesting 
that it be done. We are saying that we 
want to have as many options for pub-
lic school districts and students as we 
can possibly give them so that the 
local community and the parents can 
make the decision for the boys and 
girls who are attending those schools 
about what will give them the best 
chance to get the best education that 
they can get. Allowing them to have 
title VI funding for a single-sex school 
or single-sex classroom is one way to 
put one more option out there. That is 
what this amendment does. 

I am very pleased to have worked 
with Members on both sides of the aisle 
to try to clarify this situation because, 
in fact, we have several public schools 
that are single sex. 

The Young Women’s Leadership 
Academy in East Harlem is a girls 
school. California has three girls 
schools and three boys schools. West-
ern High in Baltimore is over 100 years 
old. It is a girls school. Philadelphia 
has a girls school that has been quite 
successful for many, many years. 

We say if this is an option that par-
ents want to pursue, we want to have 
that option on the table. Parents may 
not be able to afford a private school or 
maybe they prefer public education. 
Let’s give them another option among 
the many that we are seeing now in 
creative learning and better opportuni-
ties for the young people in a par-
ticular school district. That is what 
the amendment does. 

I have worked with Members on both 
sides of the aisle. I believe there is no 
opposition to this amendment. I am 
very pleased that is the case because if 
we can clarify this and if we can open 
more options for school districts to 

have to meet specific needs of students 
and their individual school districts, 
why not? 

That is what our Federal dollars 
should do—allow the decisions to be 
made at the local level with as many 
options as we can possibly give them. 

I appreciate the support of everyone 
in the Senate. I have worked with 
many Members of the Senate. Senator 
COLLINS is a cosponsor of this amend-
ment. Senator COLLINS has been one of 
the strongest supporters of girls 
schools and classrooms and boys 
schools and classrooms of any Member 
of the Senate. 

I look forward to having our vote to-
morrow. I hope, frankly, that it is 
unanimous. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 2553, the Departments 
of Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education and Related Agencies 
Appropriations bill for FY 2001. 

The bill provides $272.6 billion in new 
budget authority and $221.9 billion in 
new outlays for the operations of the 
Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education and 
numerous related federal agencies. 

I have concerns about $6.1 billion in 
mandatory offsets in the bill. These 
offsets are likely to be challenged on 
the floor in a way that could put the 
bill over the allocation. I am also con-
cerned about the advanced appropria-
tion for 2003 in the SCHIP program. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the Senate-re-
ported bill totals $335.0 billion in budg-
et authority and $330.7 billion in out-
lays. The bill is exactly at the Sub-
committee’s revised 302(b) allocation 
for both budget authority and outlays. 
The scoring of the bill reflects the ad-
justments agreed to in the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997 for Continuing Dis-
ability Reviews (CDRs) and adoption 
assistance. 

I commend the managers of the bill 
for their diligent work. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Senate 
Budget Committee scoring of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

H.R. 4577, LABOR–HHS APPROPRIATIONS, 2001— 
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[By fiscal year 2001, in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose 

Manda-
tory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget authority ........................................ 97,820 237,142 334,962 
Outlays ....................................................... 93,074 237,578 330,652 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority ........................................ 97,820 237,142 334,962 
Outlays ....................................................... 93,074 237,578 330,652 

2000 level: 
Budget authority ........................................ 86,151 233,459 319,610 
Outlays ....................................................... 86,270 233,644 319,914 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ........................................ 105,947 237,142 343,089 
Outlays ....................................................... 96,561 237,578 334,139 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ........................................ 96,837 237,142 333,979 
Outlays ....................................................... 92,590 237,578 330,168 
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H.R. 4577, LABOR–HHS APPROPRIATIONS, 2001—SPEND-

ING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL—Contin-
ued 

[By fiscal year 2001, in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose 

Manda-
tory Total 

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ........................................ .............. .............. ..............
Outlays ....................................................... .............. .............. ..............

2000 level: 
Budget authority ........................................ 11,669 3,683 15,352 
Outlays ....................................................... 6,804 3,934 10,738 

President’s request: 1 
Budget authority ........................................ ¥8,127 .............. ¥8,127 
Outlays ....................................................... ¥3,487 .............. ¥3,487 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ........................................ 983 .............. 983 
Outlays ....................................................... 484 .............. 484 

1 Because the Senate-reported bill includes $5.8 billion in BA savings 
that offset the gross levels in the bill but that are not included in the Presi-
dent’s budget, the comparison of the bill to the President’s request over-
states the difference by that amount. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM AND 
STATE CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE PRO-
GRAM 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 

glad to join my colleagues in support of 
restoring funds to cuts made in the 
Senate Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices appropriations bill to the Social 
Services Block Grant program. This 
block grant program serves millions of 
older Americans, children and people 
with disabilities across the nation. The 
funding helps states provide services 
that no one else will provide. The 
money keeps people independent. It 
keeps them out of nursing homes. It 
keeps them employed. These are not 
frivolous services. They are critical to 
the well-being of thousands of people. 

In my state of Iowa, more than 
100,000 Iowans receive services under 
this block grant Polk County, includ-
ing the city of Des Moines, gets this 
funding to transport developmentally 
disabled residents to doctor visits, 
physical therapy, employment, and day 
treatment. The county provides 56,000 
of these trips each year. Under a fund-
ing cut, these rides could stop. Polk 
County’s developmentally disabled 
residents would be on their own for 
transportation. 

Polk County also funds residential 
treatment for developmentally dis-
abled and mentally ill residents. The 
treatment costs $75 a day. That helps 
people avoid nursing home stays. It 
makes sense, because no one wants to 
go to a nursing home, and the expense 
is large. Under a funding cut, the coun-
ty could eliminate residential treat-
ment for 34 residents. 

Clay County is already having trou-
ble providing placements for clients 
with mental health problems and de-
velopmental disabilities. The county 
has a waiting list for placements. Pro-
viders’ fees have been frozen for over 
three years. 

I hope to spare any Iowans from more 
worry about this funding. It’s a relief 
to hear assurances of complete funding 
of social services. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise to associate myself with the re-
marks of several of my colleagues who 
spoke previously on several issues of 

importance to me and my home state 
of Texas with regard to provisions in 
the fiscal year 2001 Labor, HHS, and 
Education Appropriations bill. 

The bill as presently drafted would 
rescind important welfare funding to 
states under the program known as 
‘‘TANF’’ (Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families). It would also cut the 
Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) 
program by $1.1 billion. Finally, the 
bill would threaten funding under the 
Children’s Health Insurance (or 
‘‘CHIP’’) Program. 

I was very pleased to hear Senator 
STEVENS, the distinguished Chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, and 
Senator ROTH, the distinguished Chair-
man of the Finance Committee, con-
firm on the floor today that they are 
committed to resolve these issues in 
favor of the states during the con-
ference. I look forward to working with 
both Senator STEVENS and Senator 
ROTH to ensure that these issues are 
adequately addressed in that process. 

It is my understanding that the re-
scissions in TANF, CHIP, and SSBG 
funding in the bill were, in effect, tem-
porary measures included until the 
broader funding issues could be re-
solved in conference. Nevertheless, I 
am very pleased to hear a reaffirma-
tion of their commitment to address 
this in conference. 

In particular, I am committed to en-
suring that TANF funds totaling $240 
million, including $39.5 million in 
Texas, are not jeopardized. These funds 
stem from a provision in the 1996 Wel-
fare Reform Act that I and others sup-
ported to provide additional funds to 
high-growth, high-need states like 
Texas, Florida, California, and others. 
Under the revisions in federal welfare 
payments contained in that welfare re-
form bill, states like these stood to 
lose significant funds, and it was un-
clear whether they would be able to 
meet their legal obligations to low in-
come families. 

To help ensure that states like these 
could continue to meet the needs of 
their residents while they transition to 
the new system of emphasizing work 
and self-sufficiency over dependence, I 
supported the inclusion of these so- 
called ‘‘supplemental grants’’ funds in 
the welfare reform law. Since then, 
these funds have been an important 
component of some 17 states welfare re-
form programs, programs that have 
been tremendously successful. For ex-
ample, in my state of Texas, welfare 
rolls have been reduced by 63 percent. 

Texas and other states that have 
been so successful in helping people to 
become self-sufficient should not be pe-
nalized for that success. While some 
have argued that states have billions in 
unused welfare funds, it is my under-
standing that Texas, for one, has obli-
gated to date all of its TANF funds. To 
rescind more than $39 million in funds 
from our state would disrupt not only 
the welfare program, but also the many 
other activities funded by TANF funds 
in the state, including worker training 

and child care. This disruption of fiscal 
year 2000 funds would also affect the 
state legislative process, necessitating 
a retroactive budget adjustment during 
the next session of the Texas Legisla-
ture, which will not meet again until 
January of next year. 

The federal TANF program was also 
intended to allow states to develop 
funding reserves to utilize during times 
of economic downturn and/or higher 
than usual unemployment. For exam-
ple, the Texas Workforce Commission 
was able to recently use TANF funds to 
respond to the more than 18,000 Texans 
who lost their jobs during the oil price 
crash of 1997 to 1999. 

It is also fundamentally unfair to 
only cut TANF funds to the 17 states 
that presently receive them, while not 
affecting the funding received by the 
other 33 states. These states, on aver-
age, use TANF funds at a higher rate 
than the national average, using 97 per-
cent of their total allocations versus 93 
percent for other states in fiscal year 
1999. In short, they need the additional 
funds. 

Many states that receive these sup-
plemental funds are presently planning 
to expand their welfare and related 
programs, to include a broader range of 
services to enable all welfare recipients 
to become self-sufficient. Many single 
mothers, for example, have child care 
and transportation needs that make it 
all but impossible to find and keep a 
job. Others simply lack basic education 
and job skills that preclude them from 
holding virtually any employment. 
Still others have chronic substance 
abuse and psychological problems that 
are complex and difficult to address. As 
states seek to bring these so-called 
‘‘hard core’’ welfare recipients into the 
economic mainstream, they will need 
all the TANF and other forms of fed-
eral assistance they can get to break 
the cycle of poverty. 

Mr. President, I again want to thank 
the Senator from Alaska, Senator STE-
VENS, the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Senator SPECTER, and the Senator from 
Delaware, Senator ROTH for their com-
ments today and for their responsive-
ness on these issues. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President, as it was reported out 
of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, the Labor, HHS and Education 
Appropriations bill reduced funding for 
two vitally important programs—the 
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram (S–CHIP) and the Social Services 
Block Grant (SSBG) program. 

When you look at the bill, there are 
major increases for other programs, 
which to me, suggests that the Sub-
committee did not adequately 
prioritize what should be funded. 

The programs that these cuts would 
have affected—S–CHIP and SSBG—are 
essential for welfare reform; helping to 
keep people off welfare and eliminating 
some of the reasons why people went 
on welfare in the first place. 

I support many of the programs and 
items that are funded by this bill, and 
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I commend the fine work of our federal 
agencies in carrying out these pro-
grams, but I am not convinced that we 
should provide huge increases in fund-
ing for some programs—like a 15 per-
cent increase for NIH—at the expense 
of addressing basic human needs in 
other programs—such as S–CHIP and 
SSBG. 

Mr. President, I oppose the cuts to 
these programs that have been in-
cluded in this bill. I know that the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee Chair-
man, Senator STEVENS, has indicated 
that he will work to ensure that full 
funding is restored in Conference. How-
ever, I want to be clear to my col-
leagues—these two programs must not 
return to the Senate floor with these 
cuts intact. Funds must be restored in 
Conference, and, in my view, the Con-
ferees also need to take out some of the 
increases in the Labor-HHS bill in 
order to bring it within its 302b alloca-
tion. 

Mr. President, as my colleagues 
know, when Congress passed the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997, one of the 
provisions included in that landmark 
legislation called for the establishment 
of the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program—or S–CHIP as it is 
known. 

S–CHIP is the single largest federal 
investment in health insurance since 
the establishment of the Medicaid and 
Medicare programs in 1965. It is a part-
nership between the federal govern-
ment and our states, enacted to im-
prove access to health care for chil-
dren. 

I lobbied for this program as Vice 
Chairman of the National Governors’ 
Association. As the Governor of Ohio, I 
understood how important it would be 
to the children of this country and 
their parents. In particular, I saw what 
it would mean to parents who were 
moving off welfare as part of welfare 
reform but needed assurances that 
their kids would have health care. 

As most of my colleagues know, as 
people move off welfare, they lose their 
Medicaid insurance. However, even as 
individuals move towards picking up 
health insurance where Medicaid left- 
off, the biggest thing that parents are 
concerned about is being able to pro-
vide health care for their children. I 
am concerned that if the S–CHIP pro-
gram is not funded appropriately, it 
will take a lot of people who have gone 
off welfare and force them to have to 
go back on. 

I remember speaking to mothers who 
were on welfare when I was Governor, 
at the time when we were going 
through welfare reform, and many of 
these individuals told me that the rea-
son they went on welfare in the first 
place was to get health care coverage 
for their children. 

S–CHIP gives parents peace of mind 
that their children have access to qual-
ity health care if it is not available 
through their place of employment and 
they don’t have enough money to af-
ford health care coverage. 

S–CHIP is not a ‘‘one size fits all’’ 
sort of program. One of the more ap-
pealing aspects of S–CHIP is its flexi-
bility. States have been able to design 
innovative new programs and methods 
of reaching out to help uninsured chil-
dren. 

Some states are even looking at with 
ways in which they can provide family 
coverage for the same cost as covering 
a child. 

Thus far, S–CHIP has been able to 
help over 2 million children obtain 
health insurance, and the opportunities 
to expand the program through its 
flexibility seem limitless. It is a pro-
gram that is universally supported in 
our states. 

Therefore, you can imagine my sur-
prise to find that when the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee reported out 
its version of the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education Appro-
priations bill last month, the bill con-
tained a provision to rescind $1.9 bil-
lion from S–CHIP. 

The reason given for this S–CHIP re-
scission was a desire to free up $1.9 bil-
lion in budget authority to help fi-
nance discretionary programs in the 
Labor-HHS appropriation bill. 

Although the Senate appropriations 
bill restores the $1.9 billion to S–CHIP 
in 2003, the funds would be of little use 
to states and children in need of health 
insurance in the coming fiscal year. 

If the federal government is to be a 
true partner with the states, then the 
states must have the confidence that 
the federal government will not shrink 
from its commitment to S–CHIP and to 
children. Actions such as the proposed 
$1.9 billion rescission threaten the in-
tegrity of a critical program designed 
exclusively to help 2 million of our na-
tion’s children. 

I can understand why our nation’s 
governors, Republicans and Democrats, 
have been united in their opposition to 
the proposed cut in S–CHIP—because 
the program works. We should not be 
in the position of reversing the federal- 
state partnership that makes this vital 
program function. 

In addition to the proposed cuts in S- 
CHIP, the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill had proposed another break in a 
commitment that Congress made with 
the states. 

In 1996, as part of welfare reform, 
Congress agreed to provide $2.38 billion 
each year for the Social Services Block 
Grant, or SSBG. 

States and local communities have 
been able to target SSBG funds where 
they are most needed. For example, in 
my state of Ohio, funds have been used 
for such programs as adoption services 
in Washington County and foster care 
assistance in Montgomery County; 
home-based care for the elderly and the 
disabled such as home delivered meals 
in Franklin County; child and adult 
protective services in Cuyahoga and 
Allen Counties; and substance abuse 
treatment in Hamilton County—just to 
name a few. 

However, the funds for SSBG have 
been chipped away little by little. In 

fiscal year 2000, the program is funded 
at $1.7 billion, but the Senate Labor- 
HHS appropriations bill, as reported, 
only proposed $600 million for fiscal 
2001—75 percent less than the amount 
promised to governors in 1996! 

A cut of this magnitude would be dif-
ficult, at best, for state and local gov-
ernments to absorb, especially on top 
of the cuts over the past few years. 
Congress can’t assume states will make 
up for the loss. 

As such, the lack of funding would 
have caused a disruption in critical 
services to individuals in need—many 
of whom are not covered by other fed-
eral programs. 

Many of the programs funded 
through SSBG prevent additional costs 
to the federal government in the long 
run. For example, SSBG helps provide 
in-home services to the elderly and the 
disabled, thereby eliminating the need 
to place them in a costly institutional 
setting. In addition, SSBG funds are 
used for family preservation and reuni-
fication efforts in order to cut down on 
the number of foster care placements. 

The notion that states can make up 
this $1.1 billion loss with TANF funds 
is false. Many of the populations served 
through SSBG, primarily the elderly 
and the disabled, have no connection to 
the traditional welfare system and can-
not be served with TANF funds. 

That’s why I am pleased that we have 
been able to reach an agreement with 
the Appropriations Committee to take 
these provisions from the Labor-HHS 
bill. In my view, these provisions would 
have had a devastating impact on our 
most vulnerable citizens: children, the 
poor and the elderly. 

Again, I would like to thank my col-
leagues for their hard work in getting 
these provisions removed from this 
bill. I believe their efforts will go a 
long way towards restoring the faith of 
our state and local leaders that the 
Senate is truly committed to giving 
them the opportunity to help all Amer-
icans. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President. I regret 
that I was unable to vote on Amend-
ment 3625 to the Labor-Health Human 
Services appropriations bill. It was im-
portant for me to be in Montana for a 
conference I had organized on the fu-
ture of our state’s economic develop-
ment. 

I would like to explain how I would 
have voted on this amendment, had I 
been present. 

In our current era of staggering sci-
entific achievement—as demonstrated 
by yesterday’s announcement of the 
mapping of the human genome—it is 
easy to become complacent with med-
ical technology. 

However, we cannot afford the price 
of complacency. One of the greatest 
health threats our nation currently 
faces is antibiotic resistant infections. 
These infections are the result of abuse 
and misuse of antibiotics—the drugs 
which form the keystone of modern 
medicine. These drug resistant infec-
tions know no barriers and are a threat 
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to us all. The World Health Organiza-
tion reports that antibiotic-resistant 
infections acquired in hospitals kill 
over 14,000 people in the United States 
every year. Unless steps are taken to 
monitor and prevent antibiotic misuse, 
this number can only increase. 

Protecting our nation and our chil-
dren from antibiotic resistant infec-
tions is vital. That is why I am pleased 
to support this amendment. This legis-
lation increases the ability of public 
health agencies to monitor and fight 
antibiotic resistant infections. It also 
seeks to reduce the incidence of anti-
biotic resistance by educating doctors 
and patients about the proper use of 
antibiotics. 

This legislation will help protect the 
health of all Americans and I applaud 
my colleagues for their support. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as if 
in morning business for 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI 

pertaining to the introduction of S. 
2799 are located in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

OIL 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it 
is appropriate I comment on the an-
nounced position by our Vice President 
today on his program to lower oil im-
ports and stabilize climate change. 

As identified in the AP summary of 
June 27, under a program to ‘‘lower oil 
import and stabilize climate,’’ the Vice 
President’s plan for a national energy 
security and environmental trust fund 
calls ‘‘for diverting more than $80 bil-
lion over the next 10 years from pro-
jected Federal budget surpluses for tax 
incentives to drive investment in en-
ergy efficient technologies for trans-
portation and energy use.’’ 

Notice it doesn’t identify any new 
source of energy to relieve the short-
age. 

He proposes in a $4.2 billion program 
to encourage electric production from 
renewable energy sources such as wind, 
solar, and $1 billion for accelerated de-
preciation for investments and distrib-
uted power assets. 

But the bulk of the plan is expected 
to cost $68 billion over the next decade 
and is dedicated to what Gore calls a 
technology for tomorrow, a competi-
tive program designed to provide tax 
relief, loans, grants, bonds, and other 
financial instruments for emission re-
duction at powerplants and industrial 
facilities. He doesn’t mention one word 
about what kind of energy he proposes 
we are going to use. 

He indicates we will harness that 
uniquely American power of innova-
tion. Innovation will not go in your gas 
tank and get you home or get you on a 
vacation. He goes on to say: We will 

say to the Nation’s inventors and en-
trepreneurs, if you invest in these new 
technologies, America will invest in 
you. 

The Presidential candidate said: 
Through the power of free market, we 
will take a dramatic step forward for 
our children’s health, which will also 
be a dramatic new step towards a sta-
ble climate. 

It is a good deal of rhetoric and 
sounds pretty good. But in reading 
that, one would come to the conclusion 
that we simply have not been doing 
anything in the area of renewables. I 
point out for the RECORD, in the last 5 
years this country has spent $1.5 bil-
lion for renewable energy research and 
development. 

What have we done over the last two 
decades? We have spent $17 billion over 
the last 20 years in direct spending, in 
tax incentives for renewables. My point 
is, we are all supportive of renewables, 
but how successful have we been? We 
have been putting money on them. We 
have been providing tax incentives. 

Our total renewable energy con-
stitutes less than 4 percent of our total 
energy produced. That excludes hydro. 
Mr. President, 4 percent is from bio-
mass, less than 1 percent from solar 
and wind. Yet most of the money in the 
technology has gone to solar, wind, and 
biomass. 

So when the Vice President suggests 
a program of expenditures, some $80 
billion over the next 10 years, we need 
relief now—the American consumer, 
the American motorist, the trucker. 
We see on our cab bills a surcharge. We 
see on the airplane bills a surcharge. 
We need relief now. 

We have spent $1.5 billion for renew-
able research over the last 20 years and 
$17 billion in the same period in direct 
spending and direct incentives for re-
newables. My point is not to belittle 
renewables or their important role, but 
the reality is there is simply not 
enough. At less than 4 percent—exclud-
ing hydro—they simply are not going 
to provide the relief we need. 

I think it is important we understand 
the Vice President’s programs. While 
we all want to conserve energy, we 
want to reduce pollution, we want to 
reduce the Nation’s dependence on for-
eign oil, the facts are in many cases we 
are not reducing the dependence on for-
eign oil. We are increasing. In 1973 and 
1974 when we had the Arab oil embargo, 
we were 37-percent dependent on im-
ported oil. Today, we are 56 percent on 
an average and we have gone as high as 
64 percent. 

In the Vice President’s plan, I want 
to know how he plans to reduce the Na-
tion’s dependence on foreign oil when 
the Secretary of Energy is out solic-
iting for greater production from Ku-
wait, Saudi Arabia, and Mexico. 

He wants to reduce the threat posed 
by global warming. I think that is a 
challenge for American technology and 
ingenuity. He wants to curtail brown-
outs by increasing electric grid reli-
ability. What has the administration 

done of late in that regard? They have 
not worked with the Energy Com-
mittee, which I chair, on electric re-
structuring, which was designed spe-
cifically to address how we were going 
to provide an incentive for more trans-
mission lines to be built so we could 
ensure that we would not have brown-
outs, how we were going to ensure that 
we would have adequate energy, wheth-
er natural gas, coal, oil, or nuclear. 

This administration, right down the 
line, in its energy policy, specifically, 
has highlighted that it does not have 
an energy policy. We have seen that in 
our inability to prevail on high-level 
nuclear waste storage. We are one vote 
short of a veto override. 

It is also important to go in and iden-
tify the new initiatives that the Vice 
President has indicated are in his pol-
icy statement. One is to ‘‘extend incen-
tives for natural gas exploration.’’ 
That is actually in his statement. But 
let me refer to a statement our Vice 
President made October 22, 1999, in 
Rye, NH: 

I will do everything in my power to make 
sure there is no new drilling— 

No new drilling, Mr. President. 
even in areas already leased by previous ad-
ministrations. 

I don’t know how he can make that 
statement on October 22, 1999, and 
today and yesterday make the state-
ment that he wants to extend incen-
tives for natural gas exploration. 
Where is it going to come from? I cer-
tainly don’t know where it is going to 
come from. 

I could go on and on and identify 
each one of these, where there is an in-
consistency. But the fact is, his pro-
gram, at a cost of $75 billion to $80 bil-
lion over 10 years, supposedly from the 
surplus, is not going to do a single 
thing today to reduce gasoline prices. 
So what are we going to do? How are 
we going to relate to this? I think it is 
fair to say the Vice President misses 
the point. 

To borrow a phrase from the Clinton 
administration: It is the gasoline 
prices, stupid. 

We are paying more for gasoline than 
at any other time in our history. That 
is the fact. Gasoline and natural gas 
prices have doubled. Do you remember 
last March, we were paying $10, $11, $12 
a barrel? Today we are paying $32 a 
barrel. 

Natural gas, which is assumed to be a 
godsend, our relief, has gone from $2.65 
per thousand cubic feet to $4.56 for de-
liveries in January. The American con-
sumer has not felt this, but they will. 
And there will be a reaction. Wait until 
people start getting their gas bills 
around this country—not just their gas 
bill but their electric bill, because a 
good deal of the electricity is gen-
erated from gas. 

So the Vice President wants to radi-
cally change the domestic energy in-
dustry in the future and he wants to 
spend $75 billion to $85 billion to do it. 
Think about the conventional sources 
of energy and the administration’s po-
sition. Coal? They oppose coal. They 
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