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finally, to say we want to give parents
more authority, to empower parents to
choose more often than not the public
schools they attend.

I will close with this: If I needed any
proof that public school choice was
going to work, I got it, literally, the
week after I signed, as Governor of
Delaware, public school choice legisla-
tion into law. I was in a forum where
there were a number of school adminis-
trators talking amongst themselves.
During the break, I overheard one
school administrator say to another,
about public school choice: If we don’t
offer what parents want for their kids,
they will simply send their children to
another school.

I said to myself: He has it. In our
State, if we are not offering in school A
what parents want for their kids, if
they are offering it in school B, the
child can go to school B and the money
follows the child. The State appropria-
tion follows the child. It infuses com-
petition and market forces into our
schools and other schools attempting
public school choice in ways we never
imagined possible. That is the poten-
tial. That is the hope of part of what
we are doing today, this week, and
later this month.

I ask my colleagues, as we address
the consequences for schools going for-
ward in the future, if we are serious
about empowering them to do public
school choice, if we are serious about
making charter schools a reality, keep
in mind the legislation and the amend-
ment to be proposed by Senator GREGG
and myself.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. CARPER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business
for 5 minutes.

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

————
EDUCATION

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, as we
gather today in this Chamber, it is
quiet. We have people here prepared to
take down our words, but relatively
few words are being said. We are on the
threshold of a historic occasion here in
the Senate, where the leadership, at
least the majority, is about to pass
from our Republican friends to the
Democrats’ side of the aisle.

While there are many issues about
which there might be partisan dis-
agreements, there are many issues on
which there is bipartisan agreement.
One of those is the education of our
children.

Today, visiting our Nation’s Capitol,
coming to this Chamber and that on
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the other end of the building in the
House of Representatives, are the
young and the old. In those groups of
visitors to their Nation’s Capitol are
many schoolchildren. In many cases
they are with parents and with teach-
ers. They have come here to experience
our Capitol, to experience the longest
living democracy in the history of the
world, the United States of America.

This Chamber was not silent just for
a good part of this day but for much of
last week as well, as we were in recess
in observance of Memorial Day. In
Delaware and in States across the
country, on Memorial Day and during
last week, we remembered and saluted
and thanked our veterans who served
in our Army, Navy, Air Force, and Ma-
rines, who in many cases sacrificed
their lives in wars of the past century,
and the two before that.

There is a document we are all proud
of in this country called the Constitu-
tion. The Constitution of our Nation is
the longest living written constitution
of any nation on Earth. It was adopted
on September 17, 1787, first by the little
State of Delaware. As I like to kid my
colleagues, Delaware for one whole
week was the entire United States of
America. Then we opened it up, and
other States came in: Pennsylvania
and New Jersey and Maryland and the
rest joined us. Eventually there were 50
of us, and it has turned out well.

Mr. President, 213 years later we are
going strong. Every now and then our
democracy is put to the test. That de-
mocracy will be put to the test in this
Chamber as we prepare for the passing
of the torch from the current majority,
Republicans, to the next majority, the
Democrats.

One issue we will address later this
afternoon, to take up again, is one we
have been addressing for the better
part of a month, and that is redefining
the role of the Federal Government in
the education of our children. While we
have some disagreements in the mar-
gins, there is much about which we
agree.

I say to all who come here today and
in the days ahead to observe this de-
bate, whether you happen to be from
schools in Claymont, DE, or schools in
Colorado or any other place, that we
will endeavor to do our best to make
sure the young people—very young peo-
ple and those not quite so young—will
have every opportunity to be successful
in their schools and in their later en-
deavors, so when they walk across the
stage and get that diploma and leave
high school, it means they are ready to
go on to be successful in college, ca-
reers, military, the private sector, pub-
lic service sector—whatever they do—
to be successful for their employers
and, just as importantly, for them-
selves.

There is a meeting commencing this
afternoon, after the Democrat and Re-
publican caucuses. A number of Demo-
crat and a number of Republican Sen-
ators were invited to the White House,
presumably to meet with the President

S5811

and members of his administration to
discuss education reform.

While the numbers have shifted here
a bit in the Senate, what should not
have shifted is our commitment to our
young people and making sure the Fed-
eral Government plays a more appro-
priate role in the years ahead. As we
infuse more resources into our public
schools, as we provide greater re-
sources to the public schools, we seek
to hold those schools accountable for
results, rewarding the kind of perform-
ance we want to see and, where it is
not happening, to make sure we take
steps and the schools take steps to get
the kind of performance they want and
need and we desire as well.

Finally, we must make sure, better
than we did before, that we empower
parents to make decisions, real deci-
sions, meaningful decisions, about the
education of their children in the pub-
lic schools of America.

Mr. President, I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.

BETTER EDUCATION FOR STU-
DENTS AND TEACHERS ACT—Re-
sumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

Pending:

Jeffords amendment No. 358, in the nature
of a substitute.

Kennedy (for Dodd) amendment No. 382 (to
amendment No. 358), to remove the 21st cen-
tury community learning center program
from the list of programs covered by per-
formance agreements.

Biden amendment No. 386 (to amendment
No. 358), to establish school-based partner-
ships between local law enforcement agen-
cies and local school systems, by providing
school resource officers who operate in and
around elementary and secondary schools.

Voinovich amendment No. 389 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to modify provisions relating
to State applications and plans and school
improvement to provide for the input of the
Governor of the State involved.

Reed amendment No. 425 (to amendment
No. 358), to revise provisions regarding the
Reading First Program.

Leahy (for Hatch) amendment No. 424 (to
amendment No. 358), to provide for the estab-
lishment of additional Boys and Girls Clubs
of America.

Helms amendment No. 574 (to amendment
No. 358), to prohibit the use of Federal funds
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by any State or local educational agency or
school that discriminates against the Boy
Scouts of America in providing equal access
to school premises or facilities.

Helms amendment No. 648 (to amendment
No. 574), in the nature of a substitute.

Dorgan amendment No. 640 (to amendment
No. 358), expressing the sense of the Senate
that there should be established a joint com-
mittee of the Senate and House of Represent-
atives to investigate the rapidly increasing
energy prices across the country and to de-
termine what is causing the increases.

Wellstone/Feingold amendment No. 465 (to
amendment No. 358), to improve the provi-
sions relating to assessment completion bo-
nuses.

Voinovich amendment No. 443 (to amend-
ment No. 358), to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to extend loan forgiveness
for certain loans to Head Start teachers.

Dayton modified amendment No. 622 (to
amendment No. 358), to amend the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act to fully
fund 40 percent of the average per pupil ex-
penditure for programs under part B of such
Act.

Hutchinson modified amendment No. 555
(to amendment No. 358), to express the sense
of the Senate regarding the Department of
Education program to promote access of
Armed Forces recruiters to student directory
information.

Bond modified amendment No. 476 (to
amendment No. 358), to strengthen early
childhood parent education programs.

Feinstein modified amendment No. 369 (to
amendment No. 358), to specify the purposes
for which funds provided under subpart 1 of
part A of title I may be used.

AMENDMENT NO. 465

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 465.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is now pending.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, the original cosponsor
of this amendment is Senator FEIN-
GoLD from Wisconsin. I thank him for
his support. Other cosponsors are Sen-
ators KENNEDY and CLINTON.

Mr. President, let me try to summa-
rize this amendment.

Right now on this education bill
there is a bonus incentive for States to
move forward with tests that this leg-
islation calls for. Remember that this
legislation on the floor of the Senate is
very sweeping, for better or for worse.
I think all Senators should think very
seriously about that.

Right now we are basically man-
dating or telling every school district
in every State in the United States of
America that every child in grades 3, 4,
5, 6, 7, and 8 will be tested every year.
This is not an option. School districts
don’t decide. States don’t decide. At
the Federal level, the Congress and the
Federal Government are saying to
States: You will do this.

In the legislation, as I say, the addi-
tional bonus money is for States that
are able to move forward, and, as a
matter of fact, put this testing into ef-
fect earlier than 2005.

What this amendment would say is
that it is not speed that is the most
important criteria. The most impor-
tant criteria is the quality of the test.
What we want to say to States and
school districts around the country is
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that we will provide an additional
bonus to you if you, in fact, are design-
ing and implementing quality tests.
Again, what I mean by that is States
should not be relying on single stand-
ardized multiple-choice tests.

There are probably some students
even in the gallery as I speak today. If
they were the ones who were out here
on the floor and were going to have a
chance to speak, I think the students
would say: Look. If, in fact, you are
going to measure what we have learned
and what we know, if you are going to
measure what education is on the basis
of single tests, standardized tests, or
multiple-choice tests, the result will be
teachers teaching to those tests, and
drilling to get ready to take those
tests. This is not all of what education
is. In fact, I think it can become quite
educationally deadening.

The best teachers I know—I am in
schools about every 2 weeks in the
State of Minnesota—are teachers who
never teach to worksheets. The best
teachers I have met are teachers who
engage students, who get students to
think about their lives in relation to
the material, who get students to stand
on their own two feet and think for
themselves and speak for themselves.

At the very minimum, we ought to be
saying to States that we do not want
States and school districts to abuse
tests by relying on the sort of off-the-
shelf standardized fill-in-the-bubbles
multiple-choice tests. That is just out-

rageous.
By the way, these multiple-choice
tests put the real world into cat-

egories. They do not measure a stu-
dent’s sense of irony. They do not
measure how profoundly students are
thinking. They do not measure wheth-
er students can think creatively. There
is a whole lot that these tests don’t
measure.

Indeed, when the other amendment I
introduced was passed, one of the cri-
teria was that the testing that is going
to be done has to use multiple meas-
ures, and not just one single, standard-
ized test. We need to encourage that
type of assessment.

We also need to talk about whether
the assessments are coherent. That is
to say, are they measuring what is ac-
tually taught in the curriculum? If you
have a single, standard, multiple-
choice test that is generic that just
sort of measures students in relation to
other students but does not have any-
thing to do with the curriculum and
the material and what is actually being
taught, then basically you are putting
all of America in an educational
straightjacket. Aren’t we going to
make sure, I say to my good conserv-
ative friends, that local school districts
have some say over defining what
makes for good education?

I think we want to make sure the
tests are comprehensive. We want to
make sure they are coherent.

Then the other thing we want to do is
to make sure they are continuous; that
is, if we are going to say we want an as-
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sessment, then we want to try to meas-
ure the progress of the student over a
period of time. So what this amend-
ment says is, look, let’s make sure the
assessment gives us the best picture of
how students are really doing; if we are
going to be engaged in testing, let’s
make sure it is high-quality testing;
let’s make sure we are really meas-
uring how well students are doing; and,
for God’s sake, let’s not force school
districts and schools and teachers and
students into some drill education,
what I would call straitjacket edu-
cation.

I was really pleased that in an op-ed
piece in the Washington Post, Sec-
retary Paige himself wrote:

A good test, the kind the President and I
support, is aligned with the curriculum so
schools know whether children are actually
learning the materials that their States have
decided a child should know.

Again, that is what I mean by a test
that is coherent.

Above and beyond that, let me just
simply say to all of my colleagues that
the independent panel review of title I,
which was mandated in the 1994 reau-
thorization, has issued its report in
January called ‘“‘Improving the Odds.”
The report concluded that:

Many States choose assessment results
from a single test, often traditional multiple
choice tests. Although these tests may have
an important place in State assessment sys-
tems, they rarely capture the depth and
breadth of knowledge captured in State con-
tent standards.

The panel went on to make a strong
recommendation:

Better assessments for instructional and
accountability purposes are urgently needed.

So I again say, with this amendment,
if you want to have a bonus system set
up, if you want to provide additional
moneys for States—not to hurry up,
not to just bring a test off the shelf, a
test that does not even give us a good
idea of how our students are doing—
have a bonus that focuses on high-qual-
ity testing.

Frankly, I am surprised that I have
to come out in this chamber and debate
this amendment. I would think this
amendment would be adopted with 100
votes. Maybe it will be before we are
done.

Now, let me just quote Robert
Schwartz, the president of Achieve, In-
corporated, which is the nonprofit arm
of the standards-based reform move-
ment. Here is what he said:

You simply can’t accomplish the goals of
this movement if you’re using off-the-shelf,
relatively low-level tests. Tests have taken
on too prominent a role in these reforms,
and that’s, in part, because of people rushing
to attach consequences to them before, in
lots of places, we have really gotten the tests
right.

Mr. President, these are important
words by a man whose work, whose
profession, is in the accountability
field. I would like to quote the last
part of it again:

Tests have taken on too prominent a role
in these reforms, and that’s, in part, because
of people rushing to attach consequences to
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them before, in a lot of places, we have real-
ly gotten the tests right.

That is exactly my point. We need to
get the tests right.

“Quality Counts,” a recent study on
the state of assessments in the United
States, concludes this way:

In too many States, the tests still focus
too much on low multiple choice questions
and are poorly aligned with the standards
they are designed to measure.

So again—and I will emphasize this
for maybe the 20th time this after-
noon—what we want to do is we want
to make sure that if there is going to
be this testing—all in the name of ac-
countability, all in the name of assess-
ing how our students are doing—then
we had better make sure we get it
right. And if we are going to have a
bonus system, let’s provide the bonus
money to those States on the basis of
their putting together high-quality
tests. That is what this amendment
says: That above and beyond timeli-
ness, the other criterion, the criterion
that is so critically important, is that
we have high-quality tests.

I say to Senators—and, by the way, I
have a real question about this; I have
not decided this question in my own
mind; I have not decided what the right
answer is—if we are going to man-
date—I think this is breathtaking,
what we are doing here, frankly—if we
are going to mandate that every school
district in every State test every kid,
then, at the very least, it is our obliga-
tion to make sure these tests are done
right so that they achieve the best ef-
fect.

Let’s not give States an incentive to
do low-quality tests which can have
such a damaging effect by rewarding
them for rushing. What we ought to re-
ward States for is having high-quality
tests, which means they are com-
prehensive, which means they are co-
herent, which means we are actually
assessing the progress of students over
a period of time.

I want to make it really clear that if
we do not focus on high-quality tests,
we are asking for real trouble. I say to
Senators, before you vote on this
amendment, if we do not provide a
bonus payment to States for high-qual-
ity tests, if we do not make that our
priority, and instead our emphasis is
just on States rushing forward with
any kind of test, we will not be helping
children or teachers or schools in
America; rather, we will be doing dam-
age because if the only thing we do, all
in the name of ‘“‘reform,” is to barrel
down this path where you have State
after State after State being forced by
the Federal Government to do the test-
ing, just taking off the shelf these
standardized tests, with no multiple
measures, and not being related to the
curriculum that is taught, then we are
going to have something which
amounts to what I call drill education.

Again, I am looking up at the gal-
lery. I know there are students up
there. Students hate drill education.
And they should hate drill education.

’
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And teachers hate drill education. It is
not real teaching, and it is not real
learning, to just sort of drill, drill,
drill, and have students memorize,
memorize, memorize, and then have
some simple jingo standardized testing
and nothing else.

I fear for where education is going to
go if, at the very minimum, we are not,
in our work in the Senate, focusing on
quality testing.

I also point out to my colleagues
that there has been recently in the
New York Times—and, frankly, I wish
the New York Times had done this 6
months ago, not just within the last
several weeks—an excellent and a very
troubling series, of articles on the per-
ils of testing.

I again mention to my colleagues
that right now this legislation encour-
ages States to rush to develop their
new annual tests so they can receive
bonuses from the Federal Government.
What my amendment says is that
every State has to be on time. Not one
Senator can say: Senator WELLSTONE,
you are trying to stop the testing. By
the way, if it were within my power, 1
might. I am not so sure we should be
doing this. But that is not what this
amendment says. What this amend-
ment says is that every State is going
to have to implement the testing, if we
pass this legislation, but if they do it,
then they ought to receive a bonus
from the Federal Government for hav-
ing high-quality tests. That is what
this amendment says.

This amendment, cosponsored by
Senator FEINGOLD, Senator KENNEDY,
and Senator CLINTON, rewards those
States that develop high-quality as-
sessments as gauged by a peer review
process, rather than simply speeding
towards implementing tests with no
consideration as to the quality of these
assessments.

In the New York Times articles, they
point out, in a very crystal-clear way,
that quality matters. I want to just
read from a couple of these pieces in
the New York Times.

I quote from a piece in the New York
Times. This is on some of the dangers
of rushing:

Each customized test the State orders
must be designed, written, edited, reviewed
by state educators, field-tested, checked for
validity and bias, and calibrated to previous
tests—an arduous process that requires a
battery of people trained in educational sta-
tistics and psychometrics, the science of
measuring mental function.

While the demand for such people is ex-
ploding, they are in extremely short supply
despite salaries that can reach into the six
figures, people in the industry said. ‘“All of
us in the business are very concerned about
capacity’. . . .

What we have is people in the edu-
cational area saying: We are really
worried about whether or not we are
going to be able to follow through on
this mandate. And there are all sorts of
examples in different States, from New
York to Arizona to Minnesota, where
either there have been testing errors
and kids have been kept back or have
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not graduated, with unbelievably harsh
consequences, or principals and teach-
ers have lost jobs, with the argument
being that they were not able to teach
well when in fact, as it turns out, the
tests were not reliable or articles about
teachers who were high-quality teach-
ers who we would want to teach in
inner cities or in rural areas—the Pre-
siding Officer is from Maine—and who
basically are now leaving the teaching
profession because they are saying,
wait a minute; not only do we want the
resources but we certainly don’t want
to be forced to be involved in drill edu-
cation, just teaching to these simple
standardized tests.

The New York Times, again, had sev-
eral articles which pointed out some of
the real dangers.

The Washington Post had a piece
February 10, 2001. I quote from one of
the pieces.

But 21 states test in three or fewer of the
six grades, according to the center, and
under President Bush’s plan would have to at
least double the number of students they
test annually.

Only seven States right now are test-
ing every year in grades 3 through 8 in
a way that is aligned with state stand-
ards; other States do it every other
year; some States, have not even met
the requirements set out in the 1994
law. What we are now going to say is
every State, every school district has
to test every child every year. They are
not given any choice. Not only are we
saying that, but we are also saying
there will be consequences based upon
how the students do on those tests.

There will be consequences in terms
of additional money, in terms of
whether or not those schools will be
sanctioned, in terms of whether or not
those schools will be told that they
have to operate differently, in which
case, what my amendment is saying is:
With this bonus system, let’s not pro-
vide bonuses for States for rushing,
since we have example after example
after example of the abuse of testing
and what can go wrong. Let’s provide
bonuses to States on the basis of qual-
ity.

My definition of quality, which is
based on a recent report by the Na-
tional Research Council, ‘“Knowing
What Students Know’ and on other
sources such as the ‘Professional
Standards on Educational and Psycho-
logical Testing”’ is: A, the tests should
be comprehensive and not rely on just
one single standardized test, B, the
tests should be coherent. The tests
should test the curriculum being
taught. Otherwise, you have teachers
in schools who have to teach to stand-
ardized tests that have nothing to do
with the curriculum being taught in a
school district in Maine or in Min-
nesota. That makes no sense whatso-
ever. And C, you want to track the
progress of a child over a period of
time.

What this amendment says is, right
now in the legislation, we have it back-
wards; we are talking about providing



S5814

an incentive, a bonus, to States for
rushing. My amendment says, even
though I have concerns about this Fed-
eral mandate, it is amazing: Here I am,
a liberal Democrat from the State of
Minnesota—I don’t think the Chair
would refer to me as a conservative Re-
publican—and yet I am not sure in my
own mind—I mean this; I am not try-
ing to be gimmicky—I am not sure the
Federal Government should mandate
this. I am not sure we really have any
business telling every school, every
school district, every State, you have
to test every child every year, 8-, 9-,
10-, 11-, 12-, and 13-year-olds. But that
is almost beside the point. With my
amendment, what we are saying right
now is, if we are going to do it, let’s do
it the right way.

Last week, we passed, with 50 votes,
an amendment which said this testing
needs to meet professional standards
and that states have to show that their
tests are of adequate technical quality
for each purpose for which they are
used. That is really important. What
this amendment says is, when we do
the bonuses, let’s be clear to the
States—all my colleagues who believe
otherwise about testing, this is not an
amendment that says we don’t have
testing. Every State will have to meet
the deadline. Every State will have to
meet the deadline by 2005. But what
this amendment says is, on the bonus
payment, let’s give the bonus pay-
ments to the States and to the school
districts for high-quality testing. That
should be the criterion.

It makes no sense to say we give
bonus money to States solely on the
basis of who does it first. Then you
have everybody rushing. When people
rush, they might not get it right. If
you don’t get it right, you don’t have
an accurate assessment. If we are going
to do it, we had better get it right; it
had better not be inaccurate. Some of
this testing around the country has
been inaccurate. As I said, the New
York Times had a whole series of arti-
cles about that. It had better be accu-
rate.

Secondly, if you are going to do it, it
had better measure real teaching and
real learning and real education. Let’s
not put all of the children and all of
the schools and all of the teachers in
America in a straitjacket. Let’s make
sure they know that we are expecting
and support multiple measures. Let’s
make sure they know we want it to be
coherent and measure the curriculum
they are teaching. Let’s make sure we
are, indeed, measuring the progress of
a child. Let’s make sure it is done the
right way, in which case, let’s have
bonus payments that provide the
money and provide the additional pay-
ment and provide the additional bonus
to those States that are engaged in
high-quality testing.

That is what the amendment says. 1
could go on, but I think this is a fairly
accurate summary of my amendment.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
SNOWE). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, as
we have just heard from our good
friend and colleague, Senator
WELLSTONE of Minnesota, we are back
on legislation that the Senate is con-
sidering on support for elementary and
secondary education. I welcome the
fact that we are on it, and am very
hopeful we will stay on it until we con-
clude. We have been on this legislation
in one way or the other probably for
the better part of 4 or 5 weeks, but we
have only been on it for a few days at
a time.

As most of you understand, the reau-
thorization of ESEA is an extremely
important piece of legislation. It de-
serves the full time and attention of
the Senate. We had a series of amend-
ments, and over the Memorial Day re-
cess we had the opportunity to go
through the more than 200 amendments
which were initially offered. We have
been able to dispose of 33 of those
amendments, and we have a number of
amendments that will be withdrawn.
Others are acceptable. And there still
remain a number that are still pending
a vote on the floor of the Senate. We
want to get about the business of com-
pleting our work on education. I wel-
come the fact that we are back on this
legislation.

I will address the amendment we
have before us in a moment or two, but
I do want to let our colleagues know
that earlier in the afternoon the Presi-
dent called a number of members of the
Senate Education Committee and a few
others to the White House to talk
about the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. He indicated at that
time that the legislation, as it stands,
would be acceptable to him, and he
didn’t need to have it enhanced or al-
tered or changed. He urged us to get
about the business of completing the
reauthorization of ESEA.

I indicated to the President that we
have been working diligently on this
legislation, and have been working in a
bipartisan manner. We have had the
opportunity of working with the Sec-
retary of Education and the President’s
education advisers. And now we have a
very important, significant blueprint
that can make a difference in the qual-
ity of education for children in this
country by building on the standards
which have been established by 49 of
the States, by using high-quality,
meaningful assessments so that we
know what children are learning, par-
ticularly in the areas of math and lit-
eracy and, eventually, in 2007 and 2008,
in science, and by using data from
those assessments to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of students,
and provide the needed assistance for
them to succeed.

We are going to hold the schools,
communities, children, and parents ac-
countable. The point I made to the
President was that I thought we in
Washington ought to be held account-
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able as well by ensuring that the bene-
fits of this legislation should be avail-
able to all the needy children and not,
as is currently the case, to just a third
of the children.

It has been our position from the be-
ginning that with the changes included
in this legislation, we should fund the
Title I program. Now it is funded at a
third. We ought to be able to fund it at
two-thirds next year and reach two-
thirds of the children. Over the 4 years
of President Bush’s Presidency, we
ought to have a commitment to reach
the final third so that we will have the
full funding of the Title I education
program that can be flexibly used by
local communities. With the provisions
included in this legislation, we can pro-
vide a very positive learning experi-
ence for every child.

We are not there yet. The President
indicated we will continue to have on-
going discussions, particularly as the
Appropriations bills are considered. He
certainly has not ruled full funding of
Title I out, but he has not ruled it in.

We indicated that our position was
supported by 79 Members of the Senate,
Republicans and Democrats alike. I in-
dicated to the President that support
for mandatory, full funding of IDEA,
funding that helps local communities
to fund their special needs programs
for children with disabilities, has very
broad bipartisan support. We are very
hopeful that any conference committee
will once and for all provide for full
funding of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. It is a position
supported by more than 70 percent of
the Senate, a good share of Repub-
licans and Democrats alike.

In any event, we had a good exchange
at the White House. We welcome the
President’s strong support for our leg-
islation, and we have every intention
of working to respond to Senator
DASCHLE’s strong desire to make this
legislation the first order of business.
We ought to complete this legislation.
I urge our colleagues who have amend-
ments to bring them to our attention
so that we can dispose of them in an
orderly way.

As we return to our ongoing edu-
cation debate here in the Senate, I
think it appropriate to review briefly
what our pending legislation does and
its sources of inspiration.

Our goal in this bipartisan legisla-
tion has been to support proven, effec-
tive reforms. Time and again we have
seen individual schools follow a similar
path and achieve successful improve-
ments in the quality of education. This
reform bill builds on that grassroots
experience.

The bill requires every child to be
tested each year in grades 3-8 so par-
ents and educators alike will have bet-
ter information on where their children
stand and what needs to be done to
help them learn more effectively.

The Dbill requires that students,
schools, and school districts are held to
challenging academic standards. Low-
achieving children will receive addi-
tional help. Students in failing schools
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will be free to transfer to other public
schools or take advantage of after-
school supplementary tutoring. If a
failing school does not turn around in a
reasonable number of years, it will be
completely reorganized.

The bill provides high-quality assess-
ments aligned with State standards
that measure a full range of the child’s
learning. Off-the-shelf, fill-in-the-bub-
ble tests too often compromise the
quality of instruction and undermine
genuine efforts for school improve-
ments.

I salute the very strong efforts of the
Senator from Minnesota in making
sure that tests are quality tests that
challenge children and positively affect
the learning process, not just measure
what they have been able to memorize
in a particular class. That is enor-
mously important. This legislation is
going to be strengthened because of the
efforts of the Senator from Minnesota.

Parents and the public deserve to
know not only where their children
stand, but also how their local schools
and districts measure up. Annual re-
port cards are required at each level.
Sunshine can be a powerful force for
change.

Our bill is strict in asking more of
students, teachers, and schools and in
holding them accountable for their per-
formance. Just as important, the bill is
intended to provide the resources that
we know are necessary for all of them
to have a genuine chance for success.

Our bill provides support to reach the
goal of a qualified teacher in every
classroom and a qualified principal in
every school. Today, 39 percent of all
teachers are teaching a subject in
which they have no undergraduate
major or minor degree. Clearly, that
figure is unacceptable, and Congress
can help do something about it.

Our bill revises and strengthens pro-
fessional development programs to pro-
vide teachers with year-long mentors,
ongoing training in their subject mat-
ter, and the best teaching methods and
practices in child development.

It offers additional support to school
districts with high concentrations of
limited-English-proficient students to
teach them English and make sure
they meet the same high academic
standards we expect all children to
meet.

The bill expands the successful 21st
Century Learning Centers Program
that does such an excellent job of offer-
ing worthwhile after-school activities
to students. Our goal is to reach every
latch-key child over the next 7 years to
provide them with supplementary
learning opportunities after school
that keep them off the streets, away
from the gangs, and out of trouble.

Our bill also provides full funding for
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. Twenty-five years ago, the
Federal Government promised to pay
40 percent of these costs, but we have
never met that promise. Today the fig-
ure is still only 15 percent. It is long
past time for Congress to meet its com-
mitment to special needs children.
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Our bill’s emphasis on better results
and targeted resources comes from ex-
perience at the grassroots. Those expe-
riences demonstrate that all schools
can do better, not just the elite few.

Hundreds of successful local schools
and school districts around the country
are making impressive strides in im-
proving student achievement. We can
turn that number into thousands by
helping guide the way. Many chal-
lenged schools are already turning
themselves around as a result of re-
forms that focused on increased ac-
countability linked to higher standards
and quality testing, early intervention
for children who need additional help,
and adequate investments in proven re-
forms, especially in high-needed areas.

Three schools that have recently re-
ported improvements are excellent ex-
amples. The Ashley Elementary School
in Denver, Colorado, has an almost 100-
percent minority population with a 90-
percent poverty rate. It recently re-
ported that since 1998, the number of
third graders meeting State reading
standards had soared by 280 percent—
280 percent.

After years of reported failure, the
school was shut down and reopened
with new teachers and a new principal.
Results of the Colorado Student As-
sessment Program were carefully ana-
lyzed, and the entire staff of the school
signed on to a goal of raising student
literacy skills. As a result, literacy was
emphasized in every subject and in
every class. Assessments of each stu-
dent are monitored bimonthly. Stu-
dents who fall behind receive extra sup-
port quickly or new methods of in-
struction. Every teacher gets profes-
sional development support every
week. Ninety-minute reading blocks
were created with a class size of 12 stu-
dents per teacher, compared to 25 stu-
dents per teacher in 1998.

Strict accountability, high-quality
assessments, early intervention, pro-
fessional development, and class-size
reduction—these are precisely the
types of proven reforms that will be
strongly supported in the pending leg-
islation.

Another example is Humboldt Ele-
mentary School in Portland, Oregon,
which has been turned around with a
similar combination of reforms. In 1997,
only 17 percent of third grade Hum-
boldt students and 10 percent of fifth
grade students met Oregon’s bench-
mark scoring in reading. Twenty-five
percent of third graders and only 9 per-
cent of fifth graders met the math
benchmark.

In the face of this serious challenge,
the city of Portland shut down and re-
constituted the school. Two-thirds of
the staff was reassigned. A new prin-
cipal was hired. Academic and perform-
ance expectations were raised for all
students. Class size was reduced from
28 to 1, to 21 to 1. All teachers now re-
ceive weekly professional development.
Individual student assessment results
are analyzed regularly and learning
needs are diagnosed to respond to
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quickly. Eighty percent of Humboldt
children participate in afterschool
learning programs. Humboldt found
out that reform costs money. In 1998,
Portland added $540,000 to Humboldt’s
budget to carry out their reconstitu-
tion program.

I will later provide examples of
schools, in my State of Massachusetts,
that have experienced dramatic results
when given the necessary resources to
succeed. In many cases, schools re-
versed low-performance using less
$540,000—the amount allocated to re-
versing low-performance in the
Humbolt budget. The New American
Schools Corporation estimates that it
costs approximately $180,000 to imple-
ment a comprehensive school reform
model in a given school—often the first
step toward turning around low-per-
formance. We have 10,000 failing
schools at the present time, which
equates to $1.8 billion to begin the
process of turning around the nation’s
low-performing schools. If we are com-
mitted a quality education for all of
America’s students, we will include
those resources in our legislation.
Those resources have not yet been in-
cluded. We think they should be.

According to the Oregon assessment
in 2000, the percentage of Humboldt
students meeting the State benchmark
for academic performance increased to
67 percent among third graders and 60
percent with fifth graders. The percent-
age of third graders more than doubled,
to 57 percent in math, and the percent-
age of fifth graders meeting the math
standard soared to 70 percent.

Another impressive example of a suc-
cessful school is the Jeremiah Burke
High School in Dorchester, MA. Not
long ago it was thought of as a hope-
less, high-poverty school, but it is
turning itself around with precisely the
types of reforms emphasized in this
current bill.

The Burke High School story was
featured on the front page of the Bos-
ton Globe of May 22: ‘‘Dorchester
School Gains Acceptance.” I ask unani-
mous consent the article be printed in
the RECORD.

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

DORCHESTER SCHOOL GAINS ACCEPTANCE

(By Anand Vaishnav)

Six years after the Jeremiah E. Burke
High School lost its accreditation—symbol-
izing both the decay of urban Boston and the
struggles of its public schools—the Dor-
chester school has reached a new milestone:
All eligible seniors in the Class of 2001 have
been accepted to two- or four-year colleges.

‘“Now we have proof to show people what
we can do,” said Shannon Phillips, who will
attend the University of New Hampshire.

In 1995, despite athletic prowess and school
spirit, such proof was hard to find. Academic
and physical woes, from no librarian to no
drinking water, caused the New England As-
sociation of Schools and Colleges to strip the
Burke of its accreditation, jeopardizing stu-
dents’ chances to get into college.

With an infusion of new money, an exodus
of teachers which Headmaster Steven C.
Leonard was able to replace with his own
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picks, and the billy club of shame, the Burke
gained its certification back in 1998. Leonard
then embarked on another piece of the im-
provement puzzle: getting more students
into college.

“We just convinced them that they
couldn’t graduate until they applied to col-
lege,” Leonard said with a smile. “We were
bluffing. But it worked.”

Whether the acceptance rate sets a new
standard or is an aberration is open to ques-
tion. A five-year school district agreement in
1996 promising more money for teachers,
maintenance, and counselors to get the
Burke back on its feet expire this year. And
Mayor Thomas M. Menino, while touting the
school, said he can’t promise to maintain its
financing.

“I’m not going to say that,” Menino said.
“But we’re going to continue the progress
they’ve made. We're not going to let the
school go backwards.”’

Boston School Superintendent Thomas W.
Payzant said the likely scenario is gradually
adding more students—the school’s enroll-
ment has been kept below 700—while keeping
the money and staffing the Burke has had.

“There’s not as much magic in the number
of students as it is the work they’ve learned
to do with them.” Payzant said.

The Class of 2001 with about 200 freshmen,
and 172 became seniors, a number whittled
down by transfers, moves, and dropouts. (The
Burke’s dropout rate is 13 percent, down
from 17 percent five years ago, but still high-
er than the district’s dropout rate of 8 per-
cent.)

Of the 172 seniors, 14 are in jail or a state
juvenile facility and won’t graduate, Leon-
ard said. Another four are illegal immigrants
and will graduate but can’t attend college
because of their immigration status.

That leaves 154 graduates, many of whom
are headed to local community colleges,
technical colleges, or state universities such
as a University of Massachusetts campus or
Bridgewater State College. A few are headed
to Berklee College of Music or Boston Col-
lege, and some who got into college are
weighing the military instead.

So how did they get there?

Three years ago, with the accreditation di-
lemma solved, Leonard began thinking of
ways to boost the college-acceptance rate.
Last year, he made an application to college
part of the year-end ‘‘portfolio’ all seniors
must present to graduate.

This year, he told teachers that he wanted
students to move beyond application to ac-
ceptance to a two- or four-year college—and
he made it clear to students that it was a
condition of receiving a diploma, even
though it wasn’t enforceable by law.

“We are preparing kids so that if they
don’t go to college, it’s got nothing to do
with us,” Leonard said.

The Burke’s guidance counselors and
teachers then got to work, badgering stu-
dents about financial aid forms, asking for
essays, and introducing them to colleges
they hadn’t considered.

Had it not been for the personal attention,
students said, they either would not have
considered college or would not have applied
to as wide a variety of schools. Senior
Melanie Silva, who will attend Hesser Col-
lege in New Hampshire, recalled how her
sophomore biology teacher, Ernest Coakley,
was relentless.

‘“‘He just stuck on me: ‘T want to see your
personal statement, I want to see your col-
lege application,’” Silva said. ‘‘He’s still on
me.”

The City Council is expected to consider a
congratulatory resolution for the Burke to-
morrow.

Yet some worry about the intense focus on
college, especially for students who simply
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aren’t ready. Debra Wilson, who has a son at
the Burke and one who graduated in 1998, is
“‘ecstatic” about the high college acceptance
rate. But she said she is concerned that the
drive to get all students into college comes
at the expense of spending time on other ac-
tivities.

“We’re losing sight of the student as a per-
son, and a student needs to be a fully round-
ed person,” Wilson said. ‘‘Sometimes we can
overwhelm our children.”

Leonard says he will live with any choice
a student makes. But when he speaks to
Burke students—and he interviews every
new one—he tells them there are 18 other
Boston high schools they can attend if col-
lege isn’t in their cards.

As headmaster, Leonard said he now wor-
ries about maintaining what the school has,
and his concern is rooted in history.

The schools’ most recent renaissance was
in the 1980s under headmaster Albert Hol-
land, who got much of the same money and
attention Leonard did. In 1991, budget cuts
and rising enrollment devastated the school,
coinciding with a citywide rise in youth vio-
lence that divided the school’s hallways into
gang turf.

While losing accreditation was a powerful
tool for improvement, Leonard hopes the
school’s recent taste of success is a stronger
catalyst to sustain achievement.

“My constant energy drain,’” he said, ‘‘is to
hold everything together long enough so
that enough people will realize that it’s pos-
sible in the inner city.”

GOING TO COLLEGE

[The percentages of graduates of some area highs schools who will attend
two- or four-year colleges]

Going to
college
(percent)

No. of

High school graduates

Burke (Boston) 154 100

Billerica 331 84-86
Brockton 700 76
Charlestown 192 81
Everett 338 96
St John's Prep (Danvers) ..........ocooeoevvevereeerreerienns 268 99
Wayland 175 95
Wellesley 211 92
Westwood 144 95

Weymouth 395 75

_ Note: Some percentages are approximate because data is still being com-
p”eSdo.urce: School districts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Burke High School
lost its accreditation 6 years ago be-
cause of low test scores. Only 36 per-
cent of the senior class was accepted
into college. After doubling per pupil
spending, hiring new staff, and raising
academic standards, the school re-
gained its accreditation in 1999.

Last year 62 percent of its seniors
were accepted into college. This year
every eligible senior, 100 percent of the
Class of 2001, was accepted into a two
or four year college. At Burke High
School, no child is left behind.

Burke High School is one of the most
dramatic stories that has come across
our desk. I visited that school when it
was facing enormous problems. It is
now doing extraordinarily well. It is a
major achievement and accomplish-
ment.

The school’s principal, Dr. Steven
Leonard, attributes the turnaround to
sustained ongoing school-based profes-
sional development for teachers.
Teachers are trained outside the class-
room, coached inside the classroom,
and have year-long mentors at the
school. When the Burke High School

June 5, 2001

carefully analyzed its State test re-
sults, it discovered a widespread and
deep need throughout the school. Dr.
Leonard then raised more than $500,000
in 3 years from private sources to im-
plement three schoolwide professional
development programs. Over 3 years,
he was able to spend a little over
$125,000 a year for professional develop-
ment for that school.

We know what works. This legisla-
tion has the framework to make sure
that it can work for children across the
country, but we also know it takes the
investment, the resources, to give life
though these reforms.

The Jeremiah Burke High School is
an extraordinary example. Teachers
have been trained to integrate literacy
instruction throughout the curriculum.
Teachers have learned to use tech-
nology as an educational supplement
that enhances quality instruction in-
stead of replacing it. Each classroom is
now connected to the Internet. Every
teacher at Burke participates in an on-
going professional development pro-
gram that encourages college applica-
tion, including financial aid applica-
tions. Every staff member at the
school, not just guidance counselors,
are trained in the procedures for col-
lege admissions and financial aid appli-
cations.

Last year, Dr. Leonard required a
complete college application to be a
part of a year-end portfolio that all
seniors must have in order to graduate.
This year, he has made college accept-
ance an informal condition of gradua-
tion, and every child has measured up
and met that challenge. It is extraor-
dinary. With the same type of skillful
analysis and hard work, every school
can do the same.

In the education reform legislation
before the Senate, we encourage the
same combination of high expecta-
tions, diagnostic testing, quality
teaching, high-tech classrooms, and
after-school learning opportunities
that have worked at Burke High
School in Massachusetts, Ashley Ele-
mentary School in Colorado, Humboldt
Elementary School in Oregon, and
scores of other schools such as these.

We authorize $11 billion in additional
funding for next year alone so new re-
forms can be launched in schools across
the Nation and ongoing reforms can be
sustained.

This bill is solidly grounded in a vast
amount of widely accepted research
and practical experience. If we con-
tinue to work together on a bipartisan
basis and enact this legislation, the
real winners will be students, schools,
communities, States, and the whole
Nation. Let’s finish the job we started
so well.

On the Wellstone amendment, I want
to indicate my strong support. I agree
we should be focusing on the use of
tests that are of high quality rather
than how quickly they be developed.
State assessments are the base of new
accountability system in Title I, and
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we want assurance that the assess-
ments are of high quality and an accu-
rate measure of what students know
and can do.

I had the good opportunity last Fri-
day morning to be at a conference in
Boston with 500 principals, teachers,
and administrators of schools who have
been working in the whole area of aca-
demic enhancement for children and
accountability. This was a nonprofit
organization that works to promote
standard-based reform. They found the
States have improved their standards
in testing but they still have a way to
go.

I agree with the Senator that their
evaluation of what works for children
is enormously important. They have
been at this for a long period of time.
There is no superior organization in
this area. We cannot afford to com-
promise the quality of assessment at
the expense of quickly developing the
test.

The Administration has wanted to
make sure we are going to create in-
centives in the States to move toward
accountability. That is an admirable
desire. However, we want to make sure
that accountability systems are tied to
quality tests. That is what the Sen-
ator’s amendment is all about. I be-
lieve it is completely consistent with
what the objectives of this bill are. It
will also provide the assessment on the
basis of the content standard more ef-
fectively than the off-the-shelf tests,
which in too many instances are being
taught to. We cannot afford to com-
promise the quality of assessments at
the expense of quickly developing
tests.

I heard the Senator talk about the
mistakes. Most of us have read the New
York Times article on the tests that
were given in New York City and the
mistakes that were made and how this
disadvantaged children as well as prin-
cipals as well as the school adminis-
trator and how the company still
claims they have 99.997 percent accu-
racy. But just that amount of failure
resulted in dramatic adverse develop-
ments for students as well as for teach-
ers and administrators.

In my State of Massachusetts, there
are several quality control measures in
place to ensure reliability in the scor-
ing of the MCAS test, our State assess-
ment. Aside from the contract on as-
sessment outside of the State, the re-
sults of all MCAS tests are also inde-
pendently reviewed by testing experts
at the University of Massachusetts. In
addition to soliciting an additional re-
view of the tests from the University,
Massachusetts also trains its teachers,
who are well-versed in the State stand-
ards, in the scoring of the MCAS.
Teachers in Massachusetts review at
least 256% of the test questions, includ-
ing all of the written compositions in
English language arts. Teachers are
trained in the rubric and scoring proc-
ess for a week-long period every July.

Massachusetts’ example illustrates
the points made by the Senator from
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Minnesota regarding the need for en-
suring quality in the test development
and administration. We cannot afford
to compromise the quality of assess-
ment at the expense of quickly devel-
oping tests. Developing a high-quality
assessment, even in just one subject for
one grade, is a lengthy process. Accord-
ing to experts on test development,
there are eight basic steps in the test
development process. They are as fol-
lows:

Defining the purpose for which the
test is being developed; convening a
technical committee to work with the
States to write test specifications and
determine the content and form of the
test; developing and reviewing the
questions and ideas on the test; con-
ducting pretesting to ensure fairness,
reliability, and accuracy of items on
the test; data analysis and test assem-
bly to make sure the test is aligned
with the required subject matter and
skills; and test administration and the
development of accommodations for
students with special needs.

I see my friend and colleague from
Maine in the chair. I know she is very
familiar with these activities because
the State of Maine is one of the States
which has given an enormous amount
of attention to all these matters of
testing and also with regard to special
needs children.

The steps also include developing
scoring changes and cut points associ-
ated with proficiency levels; and anal-
ysis of specifications and readjustment
and realignment of items. States
should not be encouraged to rush
through this process but should take
the time to develop assessments of
high quality. States should be re-
warded for taking the time to develop
valid and reliable measures of what
students know and can do.

Good tests work. They provide us
with information on student perform-
ance, help educators identify the needs
of individual students, and measures
our impact on working to change
schools and turn around low-per-
forming schools. However, while 15
States have developed tests in third
through eighth grade math and read-
ing, only seven States use high-quality
tests that are aligned with academic
standards in those subject areas. We
should encourage States to use that
time to develop quality assessments
rather than develop assessments quick-
ly.

Awarding bonuses for the quality of
assessment is consistent with our com-
mitment to help States improve the
quality of their tests. The Senate
passed the Wellstone amendment to en-
hance the quality of test assessments
by a vote of 50-47. We should continue
to encourage States to improve the for-
mat of their tests, align the tests to
standards, and employ multiple meas-
ures so the tests are reliable measures
of what students know and can do.

I strongly support the amendment of-
fered by my friend from Minnesota. In
this bill, we establish standards that
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define what we expect children to know
each year. Then, we establish assess-
ments to provide for the evaluation of
that knowledge. High academic stand-
ards and quality assessments go hand
in hand.

We hope to avoid what is happening
in too many States. That is, cur-
riculum is not aligned to high stand-
ards, and tests are not aligned to high
standards. When this happens, we risk
compromising student’s learning. We
risk having teachers teaching to tests
because they don’t want to have a bad
record of their students not being able
to perform. That is not what this legis-
lation is about.

Senator WELLSTONE has spent a good
deal of time trying to make sure that
this legislation includes high-quality
assessments, and that it accomplishes
our goal of improving student learning.
I thank him and commend him for the
excellent work he has done in this
whole area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I will just take a few minutes. I thank
the Senator from Massachusetts and
thank him for being a cosponsor of this
amendment.

Madam President, I refer my col-
leagues to the series of articles in the
New York Times, and also a very inter-
esting piece in the Atlanta Journal ti-
tled ‘“‘Teachers Find Flaws in State
Test’s Science Part.”

I thank Senator FEINGOLD for his
support as an original cosponsor of this
amendment and Senators KENNEDY and
CLINTON for their support as cosponsors
as well.

To remind my colleagues, since it has
been a long time since this amendment
was first introduced, this amendment
is very non-controversial. It says that
instead of the bill’s language, which
would reward states solely based on
how quickly they finish their assess-
ments, the Secretary should instead re-
ward states that develop the highest
quality assessments. The awards would
be granted through a peer review sys-
tem. We should not be giving states an
incentive to rush on such an important
issue. We have to give more incentives
to improve the quality of the assess-
ments.

This amendment really goes back to
why we are measuring student achieve-
ment in the first place and what are
our goals in setting up the account-
ability systems we have. Are we meas-
uring for the sake of measuring only,
or are we measuring to get the best
picture of how our children are doing?
If we want to get the best picture of
how students are doing, we need to
have the best possible assessments.
They need to be aligned with stand-
ards. They need to be free from bias.
They need to reflect both the range and
depth of student knowledge and assess
not just memorized responses, but stu-
dent reasoning and understanding. This
is exactly what my amendment on the
quality and fairness of State assess-
ments that was passed earlier in the
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consideration of this bill is all about.
That is what this amendment is about.
If there is anybody who thinks that
speed is more important than quality,
please, vote against this amendment.
Please, come down and debate me on it.
I would be happy to.

I was happy to see that Secretary of
Education Paige also agrees that tests
need to be high quality. He wrote that
state assessments must be tied to the
state standards and curriculum in his
Washington Post op-ed that was pub-
lished a couple of weeks ago. Secretary
Paige writes: ‘“A good test—the kind
the president and I support—is aligned
with the curriculum so that schools
know whether children are actually
learning the material that their states
have decided a child should know.” I
would like to thank the Secretary for
this statement, and based on it, I
would hope that he and the administra-
tion and every Member of the Senate
would support this amendment.

Let me review quickly my state-
ments here on the floor before the re-
cess about the key components of high-
quality and fair assessments. The
standards used by experts in the field—
as laid out in the recent National Re-
search Council Report ‘“Knowing What
Students Know’’—in analyzing assess-
ment quality are summed up in three
questions:

Are the assessments comprehensive?
That is, do they use multiple measures
to capture the complexity of student
learning rather than rote memoriza-
tion of test content?

Are the assessments continuous?
That is, do they capture student learn-
ing across time?

Finally, are the assessments coher-
ent? That is, do they measure what is
actually being taught in the cur-
riculum?

So, based on Secretary Paige’s com-
ments, there now seems to be some
agreement that the new state assess-
ments need to be high-quality and fair.
But, anyone working in the field of
educational assessment will tell you
that high-quality assessments take a
long time to develop. They require a
deliberative process. They should not
be rushed.

It seems odd that, in this context, we
would reward states simply because
they finish their assessments quickly.
If in fact, seems like an incentive for
people not to spend time developing,
improving and perfecting their assess-
ments, but rather to take the easy way
out. If they do, they can get a reward.
If they do not, they get nothing.

This would be extremely problem-
atic, because all the research indicates
that we need to move toward higher
quality assessments, not lower quality
assessments. I believe that those states
that invest resources in the very ex-
pensive endeavor of developing high-
quality exams that reflect state stand-
ards should be rewarded for the value
judgment that they have made.

The Independent Review Panel on
title I which was mandated in the 1994
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Reauthorization issued its report ‘‘Im-
proving the Odds” this January. The
report concluded that:

Many States use assessment results from a
single test—often traditional multiple choice
tests. Although these tests may have an im-
portant place in state assessment systems,
they rarely capture the depth and breadth of
knowledge reflected in state content stand-
ards.

The Panel went on to make a strong
recommendation. It said:

Better assessments for instructional and
accountability purposes are urgently needed.

Further, as Robert Schwartz, the
president of Achieve, Inc., the non-
profit arm of the standards-based re-
form movement recently said:

You simply can’t accomplish the goals of
this movement if you’re using off-the-shelf,
relatively low-level tests . . . Tests have
taken on too prominent of a role in these re-
forms and that’s in part because of people
rushing to attach consequences to them be-
fore, in a lot of places, we have really gotten
the tests right.

That is exactly my point. We need to
get the tests right. ““‘Quality Counts,” a
recent study on the state of assess-
ments in the United States, also con-
cludes, “In to many states, the tests
still focus to much on low level mul-
tiple choice questions and are poorly
aligned with the standards they are de-
signed to measure.”

Low quality assessments can actu-
ally do more harm than good. I would
like to quote from the National Stand-
ards on Educational and Psychological
Testing. The standards state:

The proper use of tests can result in wiser
decisions about individuals and programs
than would be the case without their use and
also can provide a route to broader and more
equitable access to education and employ-
ment. The improper use of tests, however,
can cause considerable harm to the test tak-
ers and other parties affected by test-based
decisions.

It is our obligation to see that tests
are done right so that they achieve the
best effect. Let’s not give states an in-
centive to do low quality tests, which
can have such a damaging effect, by of-
fering them an award for rushing.

The National Standards state that
this is our obligation. The Standards
say:

Beyond any intended policy goals, it is im-
portant to consider any potential unintended
effects that may result from large scale test-
ing programs. Concerns have been raised for
instance about narrowing the curriculum to
focus only on the objectives tested, restrict-
ing the range of instructional approaches to
correspond to the testing format, increasing
the number of dropouts among students who
do not pass the test, and encouraging other
instructional or administrative practices
that may raise test scores without effecting
the quality of education. It is important for
those who mandate tests to consider and
monitor their consequences and to identify
and minimize the potential of negative con-
sequences.

Let’s enhance our accountability sys-
tems by trying to enhance the quality
of assessments so we can avoid the neg-
ative outcomes described in the Stand-
ards and more accurately measure
what students know and can do. This
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way we can more effectively use tests
for their best purpose: to diagnose stu-
dents’ needs and help students im-
prove.

I urge support for this amendment,
for quality and for better reform.

AMENDMENT NO. 465, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent I be allowed to send my modi-
fied amendment to the desk. Basically
what this amendment does, Madam
President, is it makes crystal clear the
bonus payments will go to States—{first
of all, they have to meet the deadline.
I don’t want colleagues to think I am
giving States any way of not meeting
the deadlines.

Second, the other requirement is
that the bonus goes to States that de-
velop assessments that most success-
fully assess the range and depth of stu-
dent knowledge and proficiency in
meeting State performance standards
in each academic subject on which the
States are required to conduct their as-
sessments. There will be a peer review.
I send my modified amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, (No. 465) as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 776, strike lines 1 through 5, and
insert the following:

“(b) ASSESSMENT COMPLETION BONUSES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—At the end of school year
2006-2007, the Secretary shall make 1-time
bonus payments to States that develop State
assessments by the deadline established
under 1111(b)(3)(F') and as required under sec-
tion 1111(b)(3)(F) that are of particularly
high quality in terms of assessing the per-
formance of students in grades 3 through 8.
The Secretary shall make the awards to
States that develop assessments that most
successfully assess the range and depth of
student knowledge and proficiency in meet-
ing State performance standards, in each
academic subject in which the State is re-
quired to conduct the assessments.

‘“(2) PEER REVIEW.—In making awards
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall use
a peer review process.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts has said it well. I will have more
to say about this overall education bill
later on, but this is all in the spirit of
trying to improve this bill. I hope there
will be a lot of support for this amend-
ment. So far no one has come out on
the floor of the Senate to debate the
amendment, and we are going to have a
vote actually at 5:30 or thereabouts, or
we think we will. If not, we will have a
vote tomorrow.

We all have our expertise. I don’t
even want to say—it is a little pre-
sumptuous. I don’t know that I am the
expert, but 20 years of my adult life
was education. I take it seriously. I
happen to have been someone who did
not do well on some of these standard-
ized tests. I know the danger of relying
on just one standardized test. I think
the amendment that was agreed to last
week was important. We do want to
have multiple measures, and I think we
do want to have a relationship between
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the tests and the curriculum being
taught.

The only thing this amendment does
is say: Look, let’s be clear. All States
have to meet the deadline. I am sure
those of my colleagues who are all for
mandatory tests would insist on that. I
am not going to disagree at all. But I
am saying let’s give the bonus to
States for high-quality tests. That is
really what we want to reward. That is
what we are trying to push.

If we are going to do this, let’s make
sure we are doing an accurate assess-
ment of how the children are doing. If
this is all being done in the name of ac-
countability, that is to say we want to
know how children are doing in dif-
ferent schools in America, then let’s
make sure we have the best assess-
ment. That is all this amendment says.
Let’s have a bonus payment that goes
in the direction of nurturing and pro-
moting the best possible assessment.

It is a good amendment, and I hope
my colleagues will support it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
Senator COLLINS has an amendment
also dealing with the issue of testing.
When she arrives on the floor, I will
yield the floor. I want to make some
additional comments regarding funding
and why I think it is so important.

At the present time, we are only
reaching about a third of all the chil-
dren who are eligible. Listen to this.
This is with regard to my State of Mas-
sachusetts. I will try by the end of the
week to have a similar kind of break-
down for all the other States because I
believe they will find that their situa-
tion is very similar.

In the 1999-2000 school year, the sup-
plemental Title I funding for disadvan-
taged children went to 980 out of the

1,900 Massachusetts elementary
schools. But because of insufficient
Federal funding, 624 Massachusetts

schools with poverty rates in excess of
30 percent received zero in Title I edu-
cation aid.

That is part of the problem. In 600
schools, 30 percent of their children are
Title I eligible, and they receive vir-
tually no funding whatsoever.

This is part of our dilemma in terms
of wanting to make sure there is a
range of different support services, the
kinds of requirements that are going to
be necessary in terms of well-qualified
teachers, professional development and
mentoring for teachers, and after-
school programs.

If we are serious about doing the job,
doing it right and doing it well, we
want to try to put ourselves on a glide
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path to full funding of Title I. Maybe
we can’t reach all of the children over-
night. We understand that. We ought
to be able to move ourselves on a glide
path so we can look at all the children
and, most importantly, their parents,
and say that over the life of this legis-
lation we are going to be able to assure
those parents that their children who
are ineligible for the program are going
to get the support and the help and as-
sistance they need.

As you well know, Madam President,
this is not the beginning of the path-
way in terms of the academic achieve-
ment and accomplishment of children.
We are looking against a background
where the Head Start Program is fund-
ed at about 40 percent. We are going to
find that some children are going to be
coming up with the Head Start Pro-
grams and go into the Title I programs
which are funded, and will get into sup-
plementary services, and to the extent
that these kinds of support elements
make an important difference—and
they do make an important dif-
ference—they are going to be helped
and assisted.

But we are going to find, in the same
way, that a majority of children who
are otherwise eligible for Title I are
not going to benefit and then will go to
school and fail to get help and assist-
ance. It is going to be extremely dif-
ficult to think we are making an im-
portant difference in their lives and en-
hancing their ability in reading and in
math.

Almost every study and review—
most recently, the Institute of Medi-
cine review of January of this last
year—talks about the development of
the neurons in children’s brains and
the importance in these first 3 years in
terms of being able to sort of stimulate
the interest of the children in various
kinds of activities, hoping to stir the
elements in the children’s brains so
they open them up in ways that they
will be more receptive to the learning
experience—we know this medically
from all of these various studies.

The Carnegie Commission report has
pointed these out for the last 10 years.
Yet we still do not give that kind of
intervention, support, and effort that
we should and that we know makes an
important difference.

I think many of us are very hopeful
that we can see investment in these
early years, then we have further sup-
port in terms of the Head Start Pro-
gram. We have further to go in funding
the special needs program for children
with disabilities, and further to go in
terms of funding the Title I program
for disadvantaged children.

As the Chair understands, we will end
up actually saving resources. I know
the Chair is familiar with all of the
studies that were done at the end of
World War II on the GI bill where they
estimated that for every $1 invested in
education, the Federal Treasury got $8
back in enhanced earnings by those
who received those programs. Investing
in these children, in terms of savings
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and other social costs, is more than
predictable. It is certain. We believe we
have legislation that moves us very
strongly in that direction. That is par-
ticularly why we are so strong in terms
of wanting to get the funding for these
programs.

For the benefit of the Members, we
will consider the Wellstone amendment
tomorrow and probably begin the dis-
cussion. We will have an exact unani-
mous consent request in a few mo-
ments.

For the benefit of the Members, as I
understand it, we are coming in at
about 11:00 a.m. and will be dealing
with some necessary measures and we
will then come back to the bill at ap-
proximately 11:30 a.m. We will have 20
minutes on the Wellstone amendment
and then vote. We will follow that with
consideration of the amendment of the
Senator from Maine, Ms. COLLINS.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 445, 453, AS MODIFIED; 470, 473,

503, 506, 508, 598, 625, AND 631, EN BLOC

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, in
the meantime, I have a package of
cleared amendments. I ask unanimous
consent that it be in order for these
amendments to be considered en bloc
and that any modifications, where ap-
plicable, be agreed to, the amendments
be agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table en bloc.

For the information of the Senate,
these amendments are the DeWine
amendment No. 445; the Ensign amend-
ment No. 453, as modified; the Roberts
amendment No. 470; the Landrieu
amendment No. 473; the Bennett
amendment No. 503; the Collins amend-
ment No. 506; the Collins amendment
No. 508; the Sessions amendment No.
598; the Wyden amendment No. 625; and
the Levin amendment No. 631.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered. The amendments are agreed to,
en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 445, 453, as
modified, 470, 473, 503, 506, 508, 598, 625,
and 631) were agreed to en bloc, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 445
(Purpose: To modify provisions relating to
the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Com-
munities Act of 1994 with respect to men-
toring)

On page 514, line 21, insert ¢, such as men-
toring programs’’ before the semicolon.

On page 516, line 15, insert ‘‘mentoring pro-
viders,”’ after ‘‘providers,”’.

On page 517, line 5, insert ‘‘and mentoring
programs’’ before the semicolon.

On page 537, line 10, insert ‘‘, mentoring”’
after ‘‘services”’

On page 550, line 15, insert ‘‘mentoring,”
after ‘“‘mediation,”.

AMENDMENT NO. 453, AS MODIFIED
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the benefits of music and arts
education)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE BENEFITS OF MUSIC AND ARTS
EDUCATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
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(1) there is a growing body of scientific re-
search demonstrating that children who re-
ceive music instruction perform better on
spatial-temporal reasoning tests and propor-
tional math problems;

(2) music education grounded in rigorous
academic instruction is an important compo-
nent of a well-rounded academic program;

(3) opportunities in music and the arts
have enabled children with disabilities to
participate more fully in school and commu-
nity activities;

(4) music and the arts can motive at-risk
students to stay in school and become active
participants in the educational process;

(5) according to the College Board, college-
bound high school seniors in 1998 who re-
ceived music or arts instruction scored 57
points higher on the verbal portion of the
Scholastic Aptitude test and 43 points higher
on the math portion of the test than college-
bound seniors without any music or arts in-
struction;

(6) a 1999 report by the Texas Commission
on Drug and Alcohol Abuse states that indi-
viduals who participated in band, choir, or
orchestra reported the lowest levels of cur-
rent and lifelong use of alcohol, tobacco, and
illicit drugs; and

(7) comprehensive sequential music edu-
cation instruction enhances early brain de-
velopment and improves cognitive and com-
municative skills, self-discipline, and cre-
ativity.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) music and arts education enhances in-
tellectual development and enriches the aca-
demic environment for children of all ages;
and

(2) music and arts educators greatly con-
tribute to the artistic, intellectual, and so-
cial development of the children of our Na-
tion, and play a key role in helping children
to succeed in school.

AMENDMENT NO. 470
(Purpose: Relating to mathematics and
science)

On page 344, line 9, insert ‘‘engineering,”’
before ‘‘mathematics”.

On page 344, line 17, strike ‘‘a’ and insert
‘“‘an engineering’’.

On page 344, line 22, insert ‘‘engineering,”
before ‘‘mathematics’.

On page 345, line 7, insert ‘‘or high-impact
public coalition composed of leaders from
business, kindergarten through grade 12 edu-
cation, institutions of higher education, and
public policy organizations’ before the pe-
riod.

On page 347, line 10, insert ‘‘or a consor-
tium of local educational agencies that in-
clude a high need local education agency”
before the period.

On page 347, line 18, strike ‘“‘an’ and insert
“the results of a comprehensive”’.

On page 347, line 22, strike the semicolon
and insert: ‘‘, and such assessment may in-
clude, but not be limited to, data that accu-
rately represents—

‘““(A) the participation of students in ad-
vanced courses in mathematics and science,

‘(B) the percentages of secondary school
classes in mathematics and science taught
by teachers with academic majors in mathe-
matics and science, respectively,

‘(C) the number and percentage of mathe-
matics and science teachers who participate
in content-based professional development
activities, and

‘(D) the extent to which elementary teach-
ers have the necessary content knowledge to
teach mathematics and science;

On page 349, line 6, strike the period and
insert ‘“‘through the use of—

“(A) recruiting individuals with dem-
onstrated professional experience in mathe-
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matics or science through the use of signing
incentives and performance incentives for
mathematics and science teachers as long as
those incentives are linked to activities
proven effective in retaining teachers;

‘(B) stipends to mathematics teachers and
science teachers for certification through al-
ternative routes;

¢“(C) scholarships for teachers to pursue ad-
vanced course work in mathematics or
science; and

‘(D) carrying out any other program that
the State believes to be effective in recruit-
ing into and retaining individuals with
strong mathematics or science backgrounds
in the teaching field.

On page 350, line 4, insert ‘‘engineers and”’
before ‘‘scientists’.

On page 350, between lines 4 and 5, insert
the following:

‘“(9) Designing programs to identify and de-
velop mathematics and science master
teachers in the kindergarten through grade 8
classrooms.

‘“(10) Performing a statewide systemic
needs assessment of mathematics, science,
and technology education, analyzing the as-
sessment, developing a strategic plan based
on the assessment and its analysis, and en-
gaging in activities to implement the stra-
tegic plan consistent with the authorized ac-
tivities in this section.

‘“(11) Establishing a mastery incentive sys-
tem for elementary school or secondary
school mathematics or science teachers
under which—

‘“(A) experienced mathematics or science
teachers who are licensed or certified to
teach in the State demonstrate their mathe-
matics or science knowledge and teaching
expertise, through objective means such as
an advanced examination or professional
evaluation of teaching performance and
classroom skill including a professional
video;

‘“(B) incentives shall be awarded to teach-
ers making the demonstration described in
subparagraph (A);

‘“(C) priority for such incentives shall be
provided to teachers who teach in high need
and local educational agencies; and

‘(D) the partnership shall devise a plan to
ensure that recipients of incentives under
this paragraph remain in the teaching pro-
fession.

AMENDMENT NO. 473

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning a freeze in the existing postal
rates charged with respect to educational
materials sent to schools, libraries, lit-
eracy programs, and early childhood devel-
opment programs)

On page 893, after line 14, add the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
POSTAL RATES FOR EDUCATIONAL
MATERIALS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the President and Congress both agree
that education is of the highest domestic pri-
ority;

(2) access to education is a basic right for
all Americans regardless of age, race, eco-
nomic status or geographic boundary;

(3) reading is the foundation of all edu-
cational pursuits;

(4) the objective of schools, libraries, lit-
eracy programs, and early childhood devel-
opment programs is to promote reading
skills and prepare individuals for a produc-
tive role in our society;

(5) individuals involved in the activities
described in paragraph (4) are less likely to
be drawn into negative social behavior such
as alcohol and drug abuse and criminal ac-
tivity;
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(6) a highly educated workforce in America
is directly tied to a strong economy and our
national security;

(7) the increase in postal rates by the
United States Postal Service in the year 2000
for such reading materials sent for these pur-
poses was substantially more than the in-
crease for any other class of mail and threat-
ens the affordability and future distribution
of such materials;

(8) failure to provide affordable access to
reading materials would seriously limit the
fair and universal distribution of books and
classroom publications to schools, libraries,
literacy programs and early childhood devel-
opment programs; and

(9) the Postal Service has the discretionary
authority to set postal rates.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that, since educational mate-
rials sent to schools, libraries, literacy pro-
grams, and early childhood development pro-
grams received the highest postal rate in-
crease in the year 2000 rate case, the United
States Postal Service should freeze the rates
for those materials.

AMENDMENT NO. 503
(Purpose: To amend the eligibility require-
ments for the rural education initiative to
account for geographic isolation)

On page 649, line 4, strike ‘(1) and insert
“(A)”.

On page 649, line 6, strike ‘‘and” and insert
“or”.

On page 649, between lines 6 and 7, insert
the following:

‘“(B) each county in which a school served
by the local educational agency is located
has a total population density of less than 10
persons per square mile; and’’.

On page 651, line 3, strike ‘(1) and insert
H(DA)”.

On page 651, line 5, strike ‘‘and’’ and insert
“or”.

On page 651, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following:

“(B) each county in which a school served
by the local educational agency is located
has a total population density of less than 10
persons per square mile; and’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 506

(Purpose: To provide that funds for teacher

quality activities may be used to encour-

age men to become elementary school

teachers)

On page 319, between lines 19 and 20, insert
the following:

‘(12) Funding projects and carrying out
programs to encourage men to become ele-
mentary school teachers.

AMENDMENT NO. 508

(Purpose: To amend the Small, Rural School
Achievement Program to allow funds to be
used for local innovative education pro-
grams)

On page 648, line 18, strike ‘‘or 4116”° and in-

sert ‘4116, or 5331(b)”".

On page 650, line 25, strike ‘‘or 4116’ and in-

sert ‘4116, or 5331(b)”".

AMENDMENT NO. 598

(Purpose: To encourage the study of the Dec-
laration of Independence, United States
Constitution, and the Federalist Papers)
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing:

“SEC. . THE STUDY OF THE DECLARATION OF
INDEPENDENCE, UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION, AND THE FED-
ERALIST PAPERS.

‘It is the sense of Congress that—

‘(1) State and local governments and local
educational agencies are encouraged to dedi-
cate at least 1 day of learning to the study
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and understanding of the significance of the
Declaration of Independence, the United
States Constitution, and the Federalist Pa-
pers; and

‘(2) State and local governments and local
educational agencies are encouraged to in-
clude a requirement that, before receiving a
certificate or diploma of graduation from
secondary school, students be tested on their
competency in understanding the Declara-
tion of Independence, the United States Con-
stitution, and the Federalist Papers.”

AMENDMENT NO. 625

(Purpose: To provide a technical correction)

On page 648, strike lines 4 through 8 and in-
sert the following:

‘(1) to carry out chapter 1—

““(A) $150,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and

‘“(B) such sums as may be necessary for
each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years; and ‘“(2)
to carry out chapter 2—

““(A) $150,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; and

‘“(B) such sums as may be necessary for
each of the 6 succeeding fiscal years.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 631

(Purpose: To allow literacy grant funds to be
used for humanities-based family literacy
programs)

On page 189, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

‘(6) PRIME TIME FAMILY READING TIME.—A
State that receives a grant under this sec-
tion may expend funds provided under the
grant for a humanities-based family literacy
program which bonds families around the
acts of reading and using public libraries.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise
in support of an amendment to the Bet-
ter Education for Students and Teach-
ers Act that will make a minor but im-
portant technical change to the Rural
Education Initiative, located in Title V
of the bill. The Rural Education Initia-
tive directs funds to school districts
that lack the personnel and resources
needed to compete for Federal competi-
tive grants and often receive formula
allocations in amounts too small to be
effective in meeting their intended pur-
poses.

As the bill is currently drafted, dis-
tricts must meet two requirements to
qualify for grants under this program.
One of these requirements is that the
district must have less than 600 stu-
dents. This requirement poses a prob-
lem for many States that have geo-
graphically large districts. For in-
stance, in my home State of Utah,
there are only 40 school districts. Com-
pare this to States of similar or small-
er geographic size, some of which have
more than 500 districts. The result is
that many districts in States like Utah
have more than 600 students and there-
fore fail to qualify for rural assistance,
despite the fact that these districts
may be in the most rural parts of the
State. I have been to these districts. If
the members of this body were to trav-
el with me to Beaver School District in
Beaver, Utah, they would find it hard
to dispute the fact that Beaver is a
rural district. But the students in Bea-
ver School District will not receive any
assistance under the Rural Education
Initiative as it is currently written.

I do not wish to argue the merits of
large districts versus small districts.
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The way a State chooses to run its edu-
cational system is rightly left up to
State and local education authorities.
However, Congress should not be in the
business of penalizing States based on
their educational systems.

My amendment alters the Rural Edu-
cation Initiative to include an either/or
provision that will allow districts to
qualify in one of two ways: a district
must have less than 600 students or
must have a total population density of
less than ten people per square mile.
This minor change will allow a handful
of school districts that do not cur-
rently qualify to become eligible for
funding under this provision. It is im-
portant to note that no school district
currently qualifying under the Rural
Education Initiative will be disquali-
fied by my amendment. However, this
change will have a serious impact on
places like Beaver, Utah, and on many
other rural school districts around the
country.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank colleagues for their cooperation.

We are going to continue to work
closely with our Members to try to
move this process forward, and to do it
in a timely way that will permit our
colleagues, obviously, to speak to these
measures where necessary and permit
us to dispose of the amendments where
necessary. But we do want to move
ahead. I have every expectation we will
have an opportunity to clear additional
amendments tomorrow as well.

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

Mr. GREGG. It is my understanding,
therefore, that for the balance of the
evening we will simply participate in
general debate on the bill and that to-
night no more amendments will be of-
fered to the bill. Tomorrow, as the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has rep-
resented, there will be 20 minutes of de-
bate equally divided when we go back
to the bill, at which time there will be
a vote on the Wellstone amendment,
followed by the Senator from Maine,
Ms. COLLINS, offering an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
unanimous consent request?

Mr. GREGG. That is not a unanimous
consent request. That is just a sum-
mary of where we are. We are waiting
for the formal written document to
make it clear that I did not make any
mistakes, and pending that, 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. Madam 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. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate resumes consideration of the edu-
cation bill on Wednesday, there be 20
minutes of debate on the Wellstone
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amendment equally divided with no
amendments in order to the amend-
ment. I further ask unanimous consent
that following the use or yielding back
of the time, the Senate proceed to a
vote in relationship to the amendment.
I further ask unanimous consent that
following that vote, the Senate then
begin consideration of the Collins
amendment No. 509.

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period of morning business.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ENZI. Madam 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 Wyoming is recog-
nized.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. ENZI pertaining
to the introduction of S. 984 are located
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-

tions.””)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH of Oregon). The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

———
THE HIV/AIDS VIRUS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on the 20-year anniversary of a
truly remarkable event which, at the
time, no one in the world would have
envisioned its impact—its impact on
people throughout the United States
and on people throughout the world—
indeed, its impact on impact. No one
could have foreseen an impact which,
from a public health perspective, has
resulted in the single worst public
health crisis since the bubonic plague
ravaged Europe more than 600 years
ago.

That event occurring 20 years ago
today was the publication of a brief de-
scription of the first five cases of a dis-
ease that could not be explained. The
five people mentioned happened to
have been infected with a virus that
had never previously been described,
and which at the time had no name.
The five people had been infected with
what was later called the HIV virus,
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