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issued by the Congressional-Executive
Commission on Human and Labor
Rights created in this legislation. If
China’s behavior does not improve and
if they do not abide by the agreements
they have signed, I am sure that Con-
gress will respond accordingly. I cer-
tainly intend to.

As many of my colleagues may know,
both my wife and I grew up in union
households. Her father was a member
of the United Auto Workers. And my
father was a UAW member as well.
That is not an uncommon situation in
a state like Michigan, as you can well
imagine, where a significant percent-
age of the population is employed ei-
ther by one of the automakers or one
of the various supplier companies. But
like most Michiganders who grew up in
a union household or are currently liv-
ing in one I know what it’s like to see
a father or mother come home cele-
brating a raise or some benefits they
had secured in a recently ratified con-
tract. And I also know the pain and
stress that goes with layoffs or plant
closings, things my state has had all
too much experience with in the not
too distant past.

Many current union workers and
their families have come up to me in
the past year and said they were scared
about what will happen if we pass
PNTR and allow China into the WTO.
They fear that the Chinese will not live
up to the commitments they have
made with respect to eliminating trade
barriers or that American companies
might choose to move their operations
overseas leaving workers here unem-
ployed and without any available jobs
or careers into which to move. Those
are very real fears. And I take those
concerns very seriously and to heart.

China will open its markets in the
very near future. The question is: Will
U.S. firms be among those competing
for these new markets, competing for a
portion of the one billion new con-
sumers that are going to be available
in China? Or are we going to cede those
new opportunities to our competitors
in Europe, Asia, and South America?
Likewise, the question is not whether
U.S. companies will eventually do busi-
ness in China. The question is whether
it will be on our terms or on China’s.
Will companies be forced to move over
to China in order to avoid high tariffs,
quotas on U.S. produced goods, or
other restrictions which make it dif-
ficult for them to do business there? Or
will we attempt to eliminate such bar-
riers to market access now through ne-
gotiation, so that U.S. companies can
continue to operate here in the States,
employing U.S. workers and paying
U.S. Taxes, and still export goods and
services to China in a competitive en-
vironment with our trading competi-
tors?

I think when most workers consider
the options we face, they will agree
that the best course for our nation is to
join with the other nations of the
world in accepting China into the WTO
and attempting to work with the pro-

cedures available there to open their
markets further and ensure they live
up to the commitments they have al-
ready made.

That is the conclusion to which this
Senator has come. That is why I voted
for permanent normal trade relations
for the Peoples’ Republic of China.
That is why I support China’s accession
to the WTO.

f

ARMED FORCES CONCURRENT RE-
TIREMENT AND DISABILITY PRO-
VISION
Mr. REID. Mr. President, as the de-

fense authorization conference is meet-
ing, I rise today to urge my colleagues
to stand behind the Senate version of
the bill with respect to Section 666 of
H.R. 4205. This provision permits re-
tired members of the Armed Forces
who have a service connected disability
to receive military retired pay concur-
rently with veterans’ disability com-
pensation.

Veterans from Nevada and all over
the country care about this legislation.

Career military retired veterans are
the only group of federal retirees who
are required to waive their retirement
pay in order to receive VA disability.
Simply put, the law discriminates
against career military men and
women. All other federal employees re-
ceive both their civil service retire-
ment and VA disability with no offset.

This inequity is absurd. How do we
explain this inequity to these men and
women who scarified their own safety
to protect this great nation? How do we
explain this inequity to Edward Lynk
from Virginia who answered the call of
duty to defend our nation? Mr. Lynk
served for over 30 years in the Marine
Corps and participated in three wars,
where he was severely injured during
combat in two of them.

Or George Blahun from Connecticut
who entered the military in 1940 to
serve his country because of the im-
pending war. He served over 35 years
during World War II, the Korean War
and the Vietnam War. He is 100% dis-
abled because of injuries incurred while
performing military service. He asks
that Congress stop giving veterans the
‘‘arbitrary bureaucratic rhetorical non-
sense’’ and truly support this legisla-
tion. We must demonstrate to these
veterans that we are thankful for their
dedicated service. As such, we must
fight for the amendment in the Senate
version of the national defense author-
ization bill for FY 2001.

This is an absolute injustice to our
career military retired veterans. Fed-
eral employees, for example a member
of Congress or a staffer here on Capital
Hill or an employee from the Depart-
ment of Engery, are not penalized if
they receive disability benefits. While
career military men and women that
have incurred injuries while in the line
of duty are prohibited from doing so
because of an archaic, out-dated 109-
year-old law.

The amendment in the Senate bill
represents an honest attempt to cor-

rect this inequity that has existed for
far too long. Allowing disabled vet-
erans to receive military retired pay
and veterans disability compensation
concurrently will restore fairness to
the entire Federal retirement policy.

It is unfair for our veterans not to re-
ceive both of these payments concur-
rently. We must ensure that our vet-
erans who are facing serious disabil-
ities as a result of injuries sustained
during their service do not have to
choose between retirement pay and los-
ing a portion of their disability bene-
fits.

We have an opportunity to show our
gratitude to these remarkable 437,000
disabled military men and women who
have scarified so much for this great
country of ours.

We are currently losing over one
thousand WWII veterans each day.
Every day we delay acting on this in-
equity means that we have denied fun-
damental fairness to thousands of men
and women.

The Senate passed this provision by
unanimous consent and the House com-
panion bill, H.R. 303 from Congressman
BILIRAKIS has 314 cosponsors. Our vet-
erans have earned this and now it is
our chance to honor their service to
our nation. Freedom isn’t free—and
this is a small cost to the Federal gov-
ernment given the immeasurable sac-
rifices made by these dedicated Ameri-
cans.

f

SPACE TRANSPORTATION

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise
today with two purposes in mind. The
first is to compliment the men and
women who labor on behalf of the na-
tion at the George C. Marshall Space
Flight Center in Huntsville, Alabama
on the occasion of Marshall’s 40th An-
niversary. My second purpose is to
share some thoughts on the importance
of Space Transportation in light of the
VA/HUD Appropriations Bill that will
come before this body in the not too
distant future. These two issues are in-
extricably linked in that Marshall
Space Flight Center is the world leader
in space transportation yet ever de-
pendent on the funding that the VA/
HUD appropriators provide. For that
reason, I compliment Senator KIT
BOND, and his superlative staff in ad-
vance of the bill being debated for all
they continue to do on behalf of NASA
and the nation. Their foresight will ul-
timately make the difference as we
continue to move forward as a nation
of explorers.

In September, 1960 President Dwight
Eisenhower dedicated the Marshall
Space Flight Center which soon began
making history under the mentorship
and direction of Dr. Wernher von
Braun. From the Mercury-Redstone ve-
hicle that placed America’s first astro-
naut, Alan B. Shepard, into sub-orbital
space in 1961, to the mammoth Saturn
V rocket that launched humans to the
moon in 1969, Marshall and its industry
partners have successfully engineered
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history making projects that gave, and
continue to give, America the world’s
premier space program.

We in Alabama and across America
have so much to be thankful for and in
a small way Marshall and its sci-
entists, engineers and support per-
sonnel have carved out a niche of ex-
cellence that brought history to the
community, state and nation. From
Skylab, to the space shuttle to the
lunar roving vehicle, America has
looked to Marshall for experience and
leadership. They were the right stuff,
and they continue today to be the best
with over 30 world-class facilities and
test facilities. As NASA’s Center of Ex-
cellence for Space Propulsion the men
and women of Marshall are not simply
dreamers of what may be, but are
working hard in research and develop-
ment to provide the propulsion systems
that will enable NASA to provide the
nation safe, reliable, low-cost access to
space, rapid interplanetary transpor-
tation, and the hope of exploration be-
yond the solar system. This is not
folly, Mr. President, this is reality.

These initiatives require us to make
new investments in Space Transpor-
tation and this is what I believe Sen-
ator BOND and his committee are try-
ing to do. Investments are being made
and must continue to be made in the
years to come in the Space Launch Ini-
tiative, the Third Generation tech-
nology program, and in Shuttle up-
grades if we are going to achieve our
collective space destiny.

I would like to take a few moments
today to discuss these initiatives and
the promise they hold for our country.
I would also like to talk about some of
the technology spin-offs these invest-
ments will yield for other parts of our
economy.

The Space Launch Initiative is in-
tended to dramatically reduce the cost
of access to space by an order of mag-
nitude over the next 10 years and to in-
crease the reliability of space launch
vehicles.

This initiative will result in the cre-
ation of a ‘‘highway to space’’ that will
enable increased commercial activity
in Earth orbit and beyond. The impact
for our nation’s economy will be dra-
matic, I believe. We need only to look
at the past to understand the possibili-
ties associated with opening new fron-
tiers. Throughout our history, com-
merce and growth have been fueled
when boundaries have been pushed
back.

Let me briefly describe the elements
and the purpose of NASA’s Space
Launch Initiative. The Space Shuttle
remains the world’s only reusable
launch vehicle and continues to be a
workhorse for NASA and the American
public. You may have been watching
the recent activities in space sur-
rounding STS–106 (which landed this
morning in Florida), our first shuttle
mission to the International Space
Station since the arrival of its newest
component, the Russian supplied serv-
ice module—Zvezda. The Shuttle is the

first generation of reusable launch sys-
tems, but it has its faults and we must
improve on this system. It is a very ex-
pensive system to operate and requires
thousands of people and months of
work to prepare the system for launch.
In order to meet the goals of the Space
Launch Initiative, NASA and its part-
ners must develop systems that only
require around 100 people and about
one week for turnaround.

The Space Launch Initiative will
focus on reducing technical and pro-
grammatic risks as well as the business
risks associated with the development
of new space launch technologies.
While the goal will be to develop a Sec-
ond Generation Reusable Launch Vehi-
cle that increases crew safety by a fac-
tor of 10 and decreases cost by the
same amount, the technology we de-
velop along the way will only serve to
enrich the economy. Let me provide an
example—its NASA’s X–33 program.

The X–33 is a sub-scale flight demon-
strator designed to test many tech-
nologies that will drive a full-scale
Second Generation vehicle. Like many
developmental programs, the X–33 has
had its share of setbacks. However,
even with setbacks the X–33 program
has actually spun off technology that
will improve the lives of many newborn
children.

Let me explain. The X–33’s original
composite tank contained fiber optic
sensing technology embedded along the
edge to monitor the health of the sys-
tem. Realizing the potential of this
technology could be far reaching,
NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center
partnered with Dr. Jason Collins of the
Pregnancy Institute in Slidell, Lou-
isiana and with Prism, a San Antonio
manufacturer of medical products, to
improve obstetric forceps used to posi-
tion an infant in the mother’s womb
prior to delivery, and in some cases
used to assist with the delivery. Ob-
stetrical forceps have been in use for
over 300 years with more than 700 vari-
ations of the design, however, none of
these allowed the physician to assess
the force the instrument placed on the
infant. An improvement was definitely
needed that would minimize the risk to
newborns delivered by forceps. NASA’s
solution: forceps made of polymeric
material which flexes under pressure
with fiber optic sensors from the X–33
program embedded in the material dur-
ing the manufacturing process that in-
dicate strain.

It is predicted that the fiber optic
forceps will reduce the number of ce-
sarean section deliveries, reduce the
risk of injury to the mother, and sig-
nificantly lower the occurrence of fetal
injury caused by ordinary forceps, thus
reducing overall health care costs.

Another part of the Space Launch
Initiative is a program called the Al-
ternate Access to the Space Station.
This is an extremely important part of
the Initiative for several reasons. The
Alternate Access to Space Station ef-
fort will provide our country with more
than one way service to the Space Sta-

tion. As you may recall, Mr. President,
in the aftermath of the Challenger dis-
aster, the Shuttle program was down
for several years. However, once the
International Space Station is on orbit
with a permanent crew on board, we
cannot afford to face a time in which
the Shuttle or any one launch vehicle
is out of service for an extended period
of time.

We must have a very robust method
of keeping the Station re-supplied. We
cannot afford to be tied to one or even
two launch systems, but must have ac-
cess to several launch vehicles. The Al-
ternate Access program is designed to
develop some of the most innovative
launch vehicle concepts that exist
today in industry for the purpose of
providing resupply capability to the
Station. This effort will give many up-
and-coming aerospace companies and
entrepreneurs the ability to break into
the market by using NASA’s require-
ments as the baseline on which to build
their business case and attract inves-
tors.

While the Space Launch Initiative is
designed to reduce the cost of access to
space from $10,000 a pound to $1,000 a
pound, in order to make space travel
truly routine for the average citizen,
we must do more. NASA is also plan-
ning to invest in Third Generation
technologies to further reduce the cost
of putting a pound of payload in orbit.
The goal of the Third Generation ac-
tivities is to get launch costs down to
$100 a pound within 25 years. At that
point, routine access to space for a va-
riety of activities will become possible.

NASA’s Third Generation program
has been dubbed Spaceliner 100—the
idea being that the technology ad-
vancements would result in a launch
vehicle with commercial airliner reli-
ability and again, a cost of around $100
a pound for launch. I was pleased last
year to jump-start this investment. In
a bipartisan effort, I along with Major-
ity Leader TRENT LOTT, Senators SHEL-
BY, BREAUX, LANDRIEU, VOINOVICH,
DEWINE, and COCHRAN pressed for the
inclusion of $80 million dollars in the
FY 00 VA–HUD bill for Spaceliner 100.

I am glad to see that this action did
not go unnoticed by the Administra-
tion. In this year’s FY 2001 budget sub-
mission, the White House included $1.2
Billion for NASA’s Third Generation
effort over the next five years. This
funding will support research in earth-
to-orbit, in-space, and interstellar
transportation technologies.

Earlier in my comments, I mentioned
the Space Shuttle and the tremendous
contribution it has made and will con-
tinue to make to our nation’s space
program. As we move towards these ad-
vanced launch vehicles, NASA must
not take their eye off of the launch ve-
hicle we depend on today. I am pleased
to see that this is not the case, in fact
the agency is taking steps to ensure
that the Shuttle continues to be a ro-
bust vehicle. In fact, NASA is actually
advocating upgrades for the Shuttle
and the Administration proposed to

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 02:27 Sep 21, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G20SE6.067 pfrm02 PsN: S20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8816 September 20, 2000
spend $1.4 Billion dollars over five
years in upgrades to the Shuttle. How-
ever, in light of the investments in
Second and Third Generation tech-
nologies, you might wonder if Shuttle
upgrades are worth it. The answer is
yes and here’s why:

First, we are dealing with a crew
safety issue. Today the Shuttle per-
forms on the edge of its capabilities.
Statistically speaking, the Shuttle sys-
tem will encounter a catastrophic fail-
ure once in every 450 launches. How-
ever, with the proposed upgrades, the
Shuttle would have a much better safe-
ty margin.

With the upgrades, for every launch
of the Shuttle, the catastrophic failure
rate would be one in every 1,000
launches. Although this is not even
close to the one in 2 million safety
margin we enjoy on commercial air-
liners, it is a vast improvement. And
when you are dealing with human
lives, every little bit helps.

Second, every upgrade proposed for
the Shuttle will be a candidate for use
on Second Generation systems. In
other words, not only is NASA improv-
ing safety for Shuttle crews, they are
getting the opportunity to ‘‘road test’’
many new technologies.

I have briefly described NASA’s
Space Launch Initiative as well as the
Agency’s Third Generation efforts. I
have provided an example or two of
spin off technologies we are receiving
and will continue to receive from this
significant investment. These efforts
are important to our nation’s economic
future as well as our continued Na-
tional security. I believe these efforts
will amount to a defining moment in
our nation’s space program in the day’s
ahead.

I am proud of the lead role NASA’s
Marshall Space Flight Center in Hunts-
ville, Alabama is taking in these ef-
forts. But as anyone at Marshall will
tell you, this will take the combined
efforts of many of NASA’s other Field
Centers, along with the full participa-
tion of America’s aerospace industry,
and the help of many academic part-
ners.

I began my remarks today by de-
scribing the 40 year effort at Marshall
and the hard work that we have wit-
nessed by Senator BOND’s committee.
We should not be lured into a false
sense of security that we will always
have the talent in our field centers we
have today, or the great support we
enjoy from the authorization and ap-
propriations committees. As we look
into the future, access to space will be
as important to us as civil aviation is
today. However, we all have a lot of
work ahead of us, and this is an en-
deavor we must educated ourselves on
and monitor closely that it doesn’t
stray off course. There is simply too
much at stake to allow that to happen.

In the mid-1970’s, the U.S. dominated
the worldwide commercial space
launch market. Today, we launch only
30 percent of the world’s commercial
payloads. Our re-emergence into the

commercial market place will depend
on bold investments, and on the bold-
ness of our leaders who wish for Amer-
ica to remain a Nation of Explorers.

I urge my colleagues therefore to
study carefully the upcoming NASA
appropriation bill and suggest to them
that they support the VA/HUD Appro-
priations Bill, and the investments in
the Space Launch Initiative, Third
Generation technologies, and Shuttle
upgrades. These investments will truly
be the keys to our future success in
space and in the future global market-
place.

They also guarantee that the men
and woman at the George C. Marshall
Space Center have the tools to unlock
the technological mysteries that lie be-
fore us, and in doing so make planet
Earth a better place to live.

f

NORTH CAROLINA GOVERNOR JIM
HUNT ON EDUCATION REFORM—
VOUCHERS ARE THE WRONG AN-
SWER
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of

our top priorities in Congress is to im-
prove public schools for all students—
by reducing class size, improving train-
ing and support for teachers, expanding
after-school programs, modernizing
and building safe school facilities, and
increasing accountability for results.
But some in Congress advocate divert-
ing scarce resources to subsidize pri-
vate schools through vouchers, when it
is public schools that need the help and
support.

An article in today’s Wall Street
Journal by North Carolina Governor
Jim Hunt eloquently explains why we
should do more to support public
schools, and why we should oppose pri-
vate school vouchers.

Governor Hunt is a respected leader
and renowned champion on education
issues. He has been a strong advocate
for many years for improving public
schools, particularly by upgrading cur-
ricula, supporting better teacher train-
ing, and increasing early childhood
education opportunities. As Governor
Hunt states, it would be a step in the
wrong direction to undermine these
important priorities by relying on
voucher schemes, just as we are start-
ing to see solid results in improved stu-
dent achievement.

I believe that Governor Hunt’s arti-
cle will be of interest to all of us who
care about these issues, and I ask
unanimous consent that it may be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From The Wall Street Journal, Wed., Sept.

20, 2000]
THE VOUCHER CHORUS IS OFF-KEY

(By Gov. James B. Hunt Jr.)
We are hearing a chorus of voices arguing

that school vouchers are the key to improv-
ing American education, especially for mi-
nority groups and other low-income students
in urban areas. We are accustomed to hear-
ing such arguments from the political right,
but now the voices are sounding in stereo.

My friend Robert Reich has taken to the
pages of The Wall Street Journal to propose
a far-reaching voucher plan (‘‘The Case for
‘Progressive’ Vouchers,’’ editorial page,
Sept. 6). With all due respect to Mr. Reich
and his allies on both the right and the left,
let me suggest that vouchers are the wrong
solution to the wrong problem at the wrong
time. Instead of focusing on how to improve
schools, they assume that pulling money out
of failing schools provides an appropriate in-
centive to turn such schools around.

But school improvement is hard work. In
1983, Americans received a wake-up call
about public schools. In a stinging report ‘‘A
Nation at Risk,’’ a blue-ribbon national com-
mission warned that the level of teaching
and learning in primary and secondary
schools was so low that it threatened our
economic competitiveness. As a result, a na-
tional movement was launched to improve
academic performance. Virtually every state
has now spelled out high standards for stu-
dent achievement, many of them enforced by
tests for promotion and graduation from
high school. Rigorous accountability sys-
tems have been introduced for teachers and
school administrators accompanied by mone-
tary incentives for success and sanctions for
failure. Many states are focusing on reducing
class sizes.

It has taken us nearly two decades to put
together these and other strategies relating
to curricula, teacher training, early child-
hood education and other elements that con-
tribute to a successful school, and they are
now paying off. It is wishful thinking to as-
sert, as voucher proponents do, that strug-
gling schools will somehow magically trans-
form themselves because of a threat that
some of their students will take a voucher,
pack up their book bags and go elsewhere.

Vouchers address the wrong problem by
narrowing the issue. Few would dispute that
private schools can provide a good academic
education. But there is a group of students
whose needs must also be considered: the
90% of our kids who will remain in public
schools. Mr. Reich acknowledges that the
‘‘closest thing we’ve seen to a national
school-voucher experiment’’ occurred in New
Zealand and that the result of that decade-
long experiment was that ‘‘the worst schools
grew worse.’’ The New Zealand study proves
the point of voucher opponents. We cannot
support a policy of educational triage that
allows a few students to get help while ne-
glecting the needs of the many more stu-
dents left behind.

Finally, the current push for vouchers is
ill-timed. As already noted, we now have evi-
dence that the concerted efforts in recent
years to improve the teaching and learning
that occurs in public schools is paying off. In
North Carolina we have the ABCs of Public
Education, a reform effort that emphasizes
accountability at the school level. During
the 1999–2000 school year 69.6% of our 2,100
public schools met or exceeded their growth
standards on achievement tests. For schools
that are falling behind, our state dispatches
special teams to fix the lowest performing
schools—not withdraw funds, as voucher pro-
ponents would have us do.

While we are raising the standards, we are
also raising the pay of those in the class-
room to the national average. In addition,
teachers, guidance counselors and adminis-
trators can receive as much as $1,500 each
and teaching assistants as much as $500 if
their schools reach a certain level of pro-
ficiency. The RAND Corp. report found that
between 1990 and 1996 students in our state
showed the highest average annual gain on
the National Assessment of Education
Progress reading and math tests. Our state’s
average total SAT score moved up two
points in 1999–2000, continuing the upward
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