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my colleagues in the Senate to join me
and the other members of the Budget
Committee when we report this bill out
to hold it so at least we can reduce the
deficit by $34.7 billion. It is important
to the future of this country that we at
least take this first step. It is some-
thing we need to work hard on if we ex-
pect a prosperous future for our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

My children are now grown and have
good salaries. My grandchildren are
now going to school. I want to see
them have the same opportunities to
grow and save their money and not
have to face high tax rates because we
exceeded spending in our generation. It
is a challenge. It is a challenge,
though, that we must meet. It is a
challenge that we cannot put off, and
the sooner we address this challenge,
the sooner we are going to reduce def-
icit spending.

Mr. President, I think my time is
about ready to expire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 1% minutes remaining in
morning business.

Mr. ALLARD. I will use a little more
of my time. This is really important. It
is an important time. I commend the
chairman of the Budget Committee for
working hard to try and hold down our
deficits. I know he was very frustrated
when the budget resolution was before
the Senate earlier this year. I know he
had some real hope of holding down
spending even more than what finally
ended up in the budget bill. I have sup-
ported him in trying to hold down the
deficit. We do that by holding down
spending.

I know he seems somewhat frustrated
now because he has not been able to do
as much as he wanted to do to elimi-
nate the deficit. I think it is important
that we stand behind the Budget Com-
mittee members, that we stand behind
the chairman of the Budget Committee
in trying to reduce the deficit.

Spending should not be running on
automatic pilot. To keep this economy
growing and keep it strong, we are just
going to have to make some tough de-
cisions. So I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting our chairman next
week in a first step towards reducing
the deficit.

I yield the floor.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2006

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 3010, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3010) making appropriations
for the Departments of Labor, Health and
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Human Services, and Education, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, for other purposes.

Pending:

Sununu amendment No. 2214, to provide for
the funding of the Low-Vision Rehabilitation
Services Demonstration Project.

Sununu amendment No. 2215, to increase
funding for community health centers.

Reed modified amendment No. 2194, to pro-
vide for appropriations for the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program.

Gregg amendment No. 2253, to increase ap-
propriations for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program by $1,276,000,000,
with an across-the-board reduction.

Thune modified amendment No. 2193, to
provide funding for telehealth programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Iowa and I
have been conferring on our schedule
this morning. We have a number of
amendments lined up. The first amend-
ment will be offered by Senator BYRD
on title I, scheduled for 10 o’clock. We
are pretty close to being on schedule.
There may be some intervening busi-
ness.

I want to take this opportunity to
urge our colleagues to come to the
floor and offer amendments. A cloture
motion was filed yesterday with ad-
vance notice to all Members. It will be
voted on tomorrow. Under the rule,
Members have until 1 o’clock today to
file amendments. At the moment, we
have openings in the afternoon. So we
urge our colleagues to come forward
with their amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I concur
with my chairman in that regard. The
only other observation I make, we are
not encouraging a lot of amendments.
We are just saying if you have amend-
ments come over and do them this
morning or this afternoon so we can
finish up the bill, hopefully, by tomor-
row. I know there are some important
amendments—Senator BYRD certainly
has one coming up on title I—that we
need to address in this bill.

Again, I am hopeful, if people do have
amendments, that they will come over.
And, again, Members need to know
amendments have to be filed by 1 p.m.
today to be considered under the clo-
ture motion.

Mr. President, I understand that the
Senator from Rhode Island, Mr. REED,
needs to make a modification to his
amendment, and I know, also, the Sen-
ator from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY,
wants to offer an amendment before we
begin Senator BYRD’s amendment. Sen-
ator BYRD has been kind enough to
yield to them a few minutes so we can
get that done before he proceeds on his
amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS MODIFIED

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to return to amendment
No. 2194, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS FURTHER MODIFIED

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I send a
modification of this amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 158, after line 21 insert:

In addition to amounts appropriated under
any other provision of this Act, for making
payments under title XXVI of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C.
8621 et seq.), $2,920,000,000, which amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
New Jersey, Mr. CORZINE, and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
be added as cosponsors to my amend-
ment.

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

The Senator from Washington.

AMENDMENT NO. 2220

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2220 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
set aside. The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 2220.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide stop gap coverage for

low-income Seniors and disabled individ-
uals who may lose benefits or suffer a gap
in coverage due to the implementation of
the Medicare part D prescription drug ben-
efit)

On page 153, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

In addition, for making payments to
States for the provision of coverage for pre-
scription drugs under State Medicaid plans
(notwithstanding section 1935(d)(1) of the So-
cial Security Act) or under separate drug as-
sistance programs to individuals who have
attained age 65 or are disabled, and whose in-
come does not exceed 150 percent of the na-
tional poverty level or who are eligible for
medical assistance under the State Medicaid
plan under a ‘‘medically needy’’ or other
“‘spend down’’ eligibility category, including
such individuals who are eligible for benefits
under titles XVIII and XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act, receiving assistance under a
State drug assistance program, or receiving
coverage under an AIDS Drug Assistance
Program, to ensure that such individuals do
not lose coverage for prescription drugs or
suffer a gap in such coverage due to the im-
plementation of the Medicare prescription
drug benefit under part D of title XVIII of
such Act, and for making payments to pro-
viders of items and services under the State
Medicaid plan, including pharmacists, com-
munity health centers, rural health clinics,
hospitals, critical access hospitals, and phy-
sicians, for reimbursement of uncompen-
sated costs associated with the provision of
medically necessary drugs for such individ-
uals, $2,000,000,000: Provided, That a State
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shall not receive such payments unless the
State notifies the Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services, not later than December
31, 2005, of the State’s plan for the provision
of such coverage: Provided further, That a
State shall not receive such payments unless
the State notifies such individuals and pro-
viders of the availability of such coverage:
Provided further, That the entire amount is
designated as an emergency requirement
pursuant to section 402 of H. Con. Res. 95
(109th Congress), the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2006.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
talked about this amendment earlier
today. It provides stopgap coverage for
low-income seniors and disabled indi-
viduals who may lose their benefits or
suffer a gap in coverage due to the im-
plementation of the Medicare Part D
prescription drug benefit.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be set aside and we come
back to the amendment to discuss it.

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

The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I under-
stand Senator BYRD will now offer his
amendment. I ask unanimous consent
that at the conclusion of his remarks
that I be recognized for up to 10 min-
utes to speak on amendment No. 2194.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have no
objection if the Senator wishes to pro-
ceed at this time. Am I recognized?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has been rec-
ognized.

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator, as
I may, without any objections, for 10
minutes, and I retain my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized
for 10 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2194, AS FURTHER MODIFIED

Mr. REED. Mr. President, my col-
league Senator GREGG offered an
amendment to increase funding for the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program, LIHEAP, by $1.276 billion
yesterday. He will offset the spending
by an across-the-board cut of almost 1
percent to all other programs funded
by this bill—cuts to programs that pro-
tect the public health of our Nation,
cuts to research to cure diseases, cuts
to educational programs that help chil-
dren reach their potential and build
bright futures, and cuts to labor pro-
grams to help our workers remain com-
petitive in the global economy. These
cuts are very difficult and, indeed, I
think should be avoided at all costs.

This is the wrong level of funding for
the LIHEAP bill and, second, it is the
wrong way to go about paying for these
costs.

First, Senator GREGG based the
amount of funding in his amendment
on a letter Senator COLLINS and I wrote
to the appropriators in September. We
were pleased to be joined by 43 of our
colleagues in requesting $1.276 billion
in emergency spending for LIHEAP.
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Since that time, 51 of our colleagues
have joined us to vote for an increase
in spending to $5.1 billion, the full au-
thorized amount. At this point, a ma-
jority of the Senate is on record sup-
porting a much higher level of funding
for the State grant program.

The second point about Senator
GREGG’s amendment is that the $1.276
billion level of funding requested in our
letter is different from the money we
have been discussing and voting on in
the last several days. The $1.276 billion
was for emergency funding that could
be used by the President at his discre-
tion. This would give the President the
ability to target assistance to the
States most in need of additional fund-
ing based on increases in energy prices
and weather conditions.

Senator GREGG’s amendment adds
the additional funding into the State
block grant program, not the emer-
gency discretionary program. Iron-
ically, because of the formula alloca-
tion of this program, the cold-weather
States that Senator GREGG and all of
us are attempting to help this winter
may see only slight increases in fund-
ing.

I have been provided with different
analyses of the LIHEAP formula and
what States will gain and lose under
the Gregg amendment. This, I must
say, is a rather arcane formula which
produces at least two interpretations.
Based on data from the Department of
Health and Human Services and a pre-
liminary analysis by CRS, States, such
as Minnesota, Washington, and Wis-
consin, will see no increase in funding
under Senator GREGG’s amendment.
Iowa will see an increase of under 3
percent. Oregon will see less than a 7.5-
percent increase, and Maine less than
10 percent, hardly the targeting we
need to ensure these States are pre-
pared for the cold weather that is upon
us and the high energy prices.

Under a second scenario, another
analysis—and this is according to the
Economic Opportunity Study also
based on data from Health and Human
Services—States, such as Maine, New
Hampshire, Iowa, Minnesota, South
Dakota, Alaska, Nebraska, Wyoming,
and Montana, may receive only a slight
increase under the Gregg amendment
and less funding than they received
last year when these States received
both their block grant allocation and
emergency funds. This will be less
funding when energy bills are rising 50
percent, and the Gregg amendment is
proposing $1 billion in increased spend-
ing.

The reason there are at least two dif-
ferent scenarios is because of the com-
plex nature of this formula. The cur-
rent LTHEAP formula favors funding to
cold-weather States up to $1.97 billion
in appropriations. For funds above that
level, a new formula determines the al-
location of funding. This new formula
directs funding to warm-weather
States in the South and Southwest.
Therefore, cold weather States in New
England, the Midwest, and the North
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will see fewer additional dollars despite
the increase offered by Senator GREGG.
Cold weather States that need a sub-
stantial increase in assistance now to
address rising energy prices will not
get the funding they need under the
amendment of Senator GREGG.

The amendment Senator COLLINS and
I offered adds $2.92 billion to the State
LIHEAP block grant program. This
funding, coupled with the money cur-
rently provided in the Labor-HHS ap-
propriations bill, will provide a total of
$5.1 billion for LIHEAP, the level au-
thorized in the Energy Policy Act of
2005. This law was passed by this Con-
gress and signed into law by the Presi-
dent just 3 months ago. The $5.1 billion
level of funding acknowledges the pro-
gram needs and would fully satisfy the
demands caused by this winter and ris-
ing energy prices or at least go a sub-
stantial way to satisfy all the demands
throughout the country. Our amend-
ment adds the $2.92 billion to the block
grant program which provides direct
assistance to the States. Our funding
level is sufficient to ensure both cold
weather and warm weather States get
the funding they need.

The other problem that the $1.276 bil-
lion level raises is, because of income
data, because of cold weather, because
of the number of Americans who qual-
ify, we need every dollar we can get to
help Americans this winter, particu-
larly seniors. There are 32 million
households eligible for LIHEAP assist-
ance under the law, and yet we are
serving only 5 million. So this is a situ-
ation where demand far exceeds needs
even at robust funding levels, and at
the $19.9 billion level, it is dramati-
cally unsatisfactory. Seniors just re-
ceived a $65 adjustment, but this is to-
tally inadequate to deal with the soar-
ing energy prices in all the cold States
of this Nation. So I believe we have to
do much more. In fact, the majority of
the Senate believes that, in supporting
a higher level of $5.1 billion total ap-
propriation level for LIHEAP.

The other point I think is disturbing
about the approach of the Senator is it
would pay for this by cutting programs
across the board, cutting very impor-
tant programs that are necessary for
all of us.

As the chairman, Senator SPECTER,
pointed out, this is a barebones bill. It
does not even have increases for infla-
tion, and we are literally robbing Peter
to pay Paul if, in fact, we support the
approach of the Senator from New
Hampshire. This support for across-
the-board cuts will leave behind 37,000
needy students who could be served by
title I and will reduce IDEA funding for
special education by $98 million. It
would drop the Federal share of excess
special education costs from 18.6 per-
cent in fiscal year 2005 to 17.8 percent
in fiscal year 2006. It would mean a $63
million cut in the level for Head Start,
$32 million below the level of last year,
and here we have a program that would
be serving, as a result, 4,400 fewer chil-
dren.
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We face a challenge this year, a par-
ticular challenge after Katrina, of en-
suring that the second surge from that
disaster, the surge of high energy
prices and cold weather, does not leave
families vulnerable. That is why I am
so pleased that the majority of the
Senate supports our approach of $5.1
total appropriation, and we hope, as
the votes come, that we will reach the
60-vote margin we need to prevail. I
hope we can, in fact, reach that mar-
gin.

I will join, again, Senator COLLINS in
urging all our colleagues to support
our amendment.

Mr. President, I also commend and
thank Senator BYRD, first for his kind-
ness in yielding to me and second be-
cause his title I amendment will in-
crease funding. I thank the Senator for
his valiant work in this regard and his
concern for those who need that type of
funding for their education and their
future.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2275

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendments are
set aside. The clerk will report,

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD], for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DopD, Mr. KOHL,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. DAYTON, proposes
an amendment numbered 2275.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of
the amendment be waived.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for

title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965)

At the end of title III (before the short
title), add the following:

SEC.  .ADDITIONAL TITLE I FUNDING.

In addition to amounts otherwise appro-
priated under this Act, there are appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, $5,000,000,000 for
carrying out title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
6301 et seq.), of which—

(1) $2,500,000,000 shall be for targeted grants
under section 1125 of such Act; and

(2) $2,500,000,000 shall be for education fi-
nance incentive grants under section 1125A
of such Act.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have of-
fered an amendment on behalf of the
Nation’s disadvantaged students and
the schools that are struggling to edu-
cate these disadvantaged students.

Hear me, I have offered an amend-
ment on behalf of the Nation’s dis-
advantaged students and the schools
that are struggling to educate them.
When Congress passed the No Child
Left Behind Act 4 years ago—how short
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are our memories—it promised—get
this—we promised to give schools the
funding they would need to help every
young person in this country to suc-
ceed in the classroom. I wish I had that
when I was starting out in a two-room
schoolhouse 80 years ago. That promise
has not been kept. We have not even
come close, and there is no better ex-
ample of that broken promise than the
title I program.

Title I is the most important Federal
education program we have. Did you
hear, Senators? Title I is the most im-
portant Federal education program we
have. It helps the students who need
help the most—who need help.

When Caesar was about to drown,
Caesar said:

Help me, Cassius, or I sink!

Here is a program that is not well. It
needs help or it will sink—help for the
millions of children who are being left
behind.

It is also the program that, under the
No Child Left Behind Act, will hold
schools accountable—yes, hold schools
accountable for improving student per-
formance. They should be held ac-
countable. That is why when Congress
wrote the No Child Left Behind Act it
authorized specific funding levels for
title I for every year through fiscal
year 2007. But every year—now get
this—every year when it is time to ap-
propriate the money, we have come up
short.

This chart here beside me tells the
story. Focus your eyes on this chart.
Here is the title to the chart, ‘‘Falling
Behind On ‘No Child Left Behind.””
How about that? ‘‘Falling Behind On
‘No Child Left Behind.””” The numbers
are in billions, billions of dollars. Take
a good look at this chart, I say. This
chart tells the story, a pretty sordid
story. The first year of the law, fiscal
year 2002—this bar right here—the No
Child Left Behind Act authorized $13.5
billion. There it is, the first year: $13.5
billion authorized. How much did Con-
gress appropriate? Congress appro-
priated just $10.3 billion. The blue
shows $13.5 billion authorized. The red
shows we fell short. We only appro-
priated $10.3 billion.

In fiscal year 2003, watch this gap.
The gap grew wider. The blue line
shows that Congress authorized $16 bil-
lion, the blue bar, but Congress appro-
priated just $11.7 billion. There was $16
billion authorized, $11.7 billion appro-
priated.

Each year, as one can see on this
chart, Congress has fallen further and
further behind, behind in its promise to
America’s most needy students.

The authorized amount for fiscal
yvear 2006—that is where we are now—
appropriating moneys for fiscal year
2006, the authorized amount is $22.75,
way over here on the chart, $22.75 bil-
lion. But the amount in this bill is just
$12.8. Look at it. That is $10 billion less
than the law promised to these dis-
advantaged students and to the schools
in which they study. What a shame, $10
billion less—$22.75 was authorized, $12.8
billion was appropriated.
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What a gap, $10 billion. That is $10
for every minute since Jesus Christ
was born—$10 billion. That is $10 for
every minute since Jesus Christ was
born. What a gap. What a gap, $10 bil-
lion. That is enough to provide the full
range of title I services to more than 3
million needy students who are cur-
rently being left behind by our Na-
tion’s schools. And at the current fund-
ing level in the Senate bill, they will
continue to be left behind.

We got a hard look at some of those
disadvantaged students during Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita. Those disas-
ters cast a bright light on a part of
America that many people would like
to pretend does not exist—a part of
America where the school buildings are
crumbling, where there are not enough
good teachers, and students are afraid
for their own safety. These are real live
people, live students who have a future,
who have a horizon out there, who have
a vision, and yet we are not keeping
our promise to them. They are being
left behind.

I took a piece of plastic clay

And idly fashioned it one day

And as my fingers pressed it still

It moved and yielded to my will.

I came again when days were past,
The bit of clay was hard at last.

The form I gave it, it still bore

And I could change that form no more.
I took a piece of living clay

And gently formed it day by day

And molded with my power and art

A young child’s soft and yielding heart.
I came again when years were gone,
He was a man I looked upon.

He still that early impress wore

And I can change him never more.
Never more, never more.

That is what we are talking about, a
piece of human clay, human clay.

We are leaving those children behind.

Those are exactly the kinds of stu-
dents who are being left behind today
and they are exactly the kinds of stu-
dents who can be helped by title I.

America can do better. I say America
can do better for these students. That
is why I am offering this amendment to
increase funding for title I. I wish I
could increase this program by the en-
tire $10 billion to fulfill this commit-
ment, our commitment, the commit-
ment we made when Congress passed
the No Child Left Behind Act. However,
I know I wouldn’t get enough votes
from the other side of the aisle, I have
to say. They are all good people over
on the other side. They are all patri-
otic people. They are good citizens and
they are dedicated to the service of the
people. But I realize I can be wrong
sometimes. I think they are wrong. I
don’t think some of them will vote for
this. We will see.

I am proposing instead that we get
halfway there. We are just going half-
way—3$10 billion shortage—$10 billion
shortage in our promise for the chil-
dren, the disadvantaged children of
this country, $10 billion short. I am
going to ask for half of that, at least
try to close half the gap, half of it.

I am proposing that we get half the
way there, that we close the gap over 2
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years: $56 billion now, $56 billion the fol-
lowing year. I am proposing we get
halfway there, that we close the gap
over 2 years by adding $5 billion.

That is enough to fully serve more
than 1.5 million disadvantaged stu-
dents who the administration would
leave behind, and we would leave be-
hind. These children will be taught by
highly qualified teachers and receive
the complete range of instructional
services called for under the No Child
Left Behind Act. States will benefit
from this amendment—your State, Mr.
President, your State, my State.

In my own State of West Virginia,
schools would receive a total increase
of just $800,000 for title I if the bill is
passed as it is now. Under my amend-
ment, those students in West Virginia
would receive an additional $39 million
above the bill. Tennessee would receive
an additional $78 million.

Do you hear me? The people of Ten-
nessee—are you listening? Are you lis-
tening? Tennessee would receive an ad-
ditional $78 million.

Pennsylvania—are you listening?
Pennsylvania is the State of which
Benjamin Franklin was once president.
Yes. Old Ben Franklin. Pennsylvania
would receive an additional $185 mil-
lion.

Louisiana would receive an addi-
tional $111 million; Mississippi, an ad-
ditional $62 million.

I offered a similar amendment 2
years ago and those who opposed my
amendment argued then that Congress
is under no obligation to fund title I at
the authorizing level because author-
izations are only guidelines. Title I is
not your average authorization pro-
gram. Most educational authorizations
don’t put requirements on States and
local school districts, but the title I
program in the No Child Left Behind
Act puts more requirements on our Na-
tion’s schools than any law in the past
35 years.

This law requires every State to de-
velop a plan for helping all students
reach a proficient or advanced level of
achievement within 12 years. That is
all students. That is all students, not
just those in the affluent suburbs. No,
not just those in the affluent suburbs,
but poor students in Appalachia. That
is where I come from, you see. When I
was a boy I would have been included,
ROBERT BYRD. And the gulf coast in-
cludes children with disabilities. Do
you hear me? Hear, listen. That in-
cludes children with disabilities. And it
includes students of all races. How
about that? And ethnicity. How about
that? All races, all ethnicities.

Schools must leave no child behind—
not your child, not my great-grand-
child. And if schools that receive title
I funds fall short of this goal, they face
serious consequences. Schools that fail
to make adequate yearly progress in
raising student performance for 2 con-
secutive years—listen to this—have to
give students the option of transferring
to another public school. Yes. That
means the school has to redirect

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

money it would have spent for instruc-
tion and use it—for what?—for trans-
portation instead.

This past school year, almost 11,000
schools and districts in the country
failed to make adequate yearly
progress for at least 2 straight years.

Did you hear that? Almost 11,000—
11,000—schools and districts in this
country failed this past year to make
adequate yearly progress for at least 2
straight years.

The penalties get more severe the
longer the school fails to make ade-
quate yearly progress. Ultimately, if a
title I school falls short for 5 years in
a row, it can be taken over—get this—
the school can be taken over by the
State, or the entire staff can be fired.

Help me, Cassius, or I sink.

These are serious penalties. The en-
tire staff can be fired. There is the
door. There is the door. The entire staff
can be fired and replaced. That gets
pretty tough. That hits close to home.

These are serious penalties, and I
support them. I believe it is high time
that we hold schools accountable for
their performance and getting their act
together. I believe it is high time we
hold schools accountable for their per-
formance. But—here is the conjunction
“but’—I also believe that if we in the
Congress are going to demand that
schools raise student achievement, we,
I, you, Senators, all Senators, all Mem-
bers of the other body, if we are going
to demand that schools raise student
achievement, we have a responsibility
to provide those schools with the addi-
tional resources that they need to im-
prove.

That is what we are talking about on
this chart. We are falling short. We are
falling behind in the No Child Left Be-
hind Act. Unfortunately, as I say, we
are not keeping our promise. In fact,
for most school districts, Federal funds
are moving in the opposite direction.
In fiscal year 2004, more than half of
the Nation’s school districts received
less title I funding than they did the
year before. What a shame. How about
that. Look at that.

Listen. Hear me.
again.

In fiscal year 2004, more than half of
the Nation’s school districts received
less title I funding than they did the
yvear before. In fiscal 2005, two-thirds of
school districts took a cut in title I
funding.

If Congress passes the Senate bill as
it stands now, most districts will re-
ceive less title I funding for the third
year in a row. That is not what Con-
gress promised. That is not what Con-
gress intended when it passed the No
Child Left Behind Act.

The funding level for title I in this
bill is a betrayal of the law and it is
unfair to all people in this country who
are working so hard to implement the
law. Parents and teachers want their
schools to be held accountable. They
want every child—not just this one or
that one but every child—to succeed.
They are holding up their end of the

I will say that
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bargain. Are we? Are we holding up our
end of the bargain? It is time for the
Congress to do the same.

I voted for the No Child Left Behind
Act. I support the reforms in that law.
But schools need more funding if we
are truly going to leave no child be-
hind. What is more important than our
children? What is more important than
the education of our children?

I urge my fellow Senators to approve
this amendment. We gave our word to
the people, didn’t we? Yes, we gave our
word to the people when we passed the
No Child Left Behind Act. Let us keep
our word.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VIT-
TER). The Senator from Pennsylvania
is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the com-
ments by the very distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia. It is always a
treat to listen to Senator BYRD, hear a
little Roman history, hear a tune from
time to time, and hear the lengthy ex-
perience that Senator BYRD brings to
this august body.

He was elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1952. Before that he had
been a legislator for the State of West
Virginia. He was elected to the Senate
in 1958. We were reminiscing the other
day about his having served with Presi-
dent Truman, only for a few days, be-
cause President Truman did not run in
1952. President Eisenhower did. And
Senator BYRD always very carefully de-
nominates the service ‘‘with’”’ as op-
posed to ‘“‘under.” That is exactly cor-
rect. I share his insistence on parity.

When they wrote the Constitution,
Congress was article I, not the execu-
tive branch. It did not come in until ar-
ticle II, and the judiciary, not until ar-
ticle III. But the Supreme Court has
sort of rewritten the Constitution more
than once.

Now, if we were to rewrite the Con-
stitution, they would be article I. I
don’t know where the Congress would
be, they have taken away so much of
our authority. We have lost our author-
ity under the commerce clause.

The Supreme Court wrote an opinion
in a case called United States v. Morri-
son involving the legislation on pro-
tecting women against violence; not-
withstanding a mountain of evidence, a
voluminous record, they said it was in-
sufficient, and they disagreed with our
“method of reasoning.”’

It surprised me, in preparation for
the hearings from Chief Justice Rob-
erts, to know that Congress had a de-
fective method of reasoning. I didn’t
know that until I read that in the Su-
preme Court opinion. Somehow when
you move from the columns of Con-
gress, the Senate, lined up directly
with the columns of the Supreme
Court, you lose some reasoning capac-
ity in the interim—which I doubt very
much. Then when they interpreted the
Americans with Disabilities Act, Jus-
tice Scalia said they were tasking the
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Congress, getting us to do our home-
work, that we had not made a suffi-
cient record.

So when I listen to Senator BYRD
talk about the Constitution and about
our duties, it is with great interest. I
recollect a few years back when Sen-
ator BYRD chaired the Committee on
Appropriations and I had the audacity
to challenge his mark. It was not done
by any Senator. I thought I had that
standing. I looked at my Commission
of Elections, and I had that standing. I
got 3 votes out of 29: Senator D’Amato,
Senator Kasten voted with me. Senator
Kasten was not here at the 1992 elec-
tions, so it was a long time ago that
Senator BYRD looked across the table
in S-128, the appropriations room, and
said: Someday you may be chairman,
you may set the mark.

I am not too far away and have not
gotten there yet to be chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

We wrestle with these appropriations
budgets. It is really a tough job. This
subcommittee of the bill we have today
for $145 billion has to fund education
and health, which are our two major
capital assets. If you do not have good
health, you cannot do anything. If you
cannot have a good education, you can-
not move ahead in this world. Senator
BYRD and I have both benefited from a
good education. I didn’t come from a
school quite as small as his. I went to
high school in a town of 5,000, Russell,
KS, where Bob Dole had gone to high
school. However, education is the key
to the future and I know that, and I ap-
preciate that.

We have struggled mightily to make
the best allocation we can with the pri-
orities ahead. As I listened to Senator
BYRD talk about title I of No Child Left
Behind, I would like to see the funding
increased on No Child Left Behind. I
would see our priorities on a budget of
$2.6 trillion arranged differently if I set
the priorities.

Maybe someday I will get to be chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and can set the priorities. But
even as I say that, there is so little of
that money in discretionary spending
that so much of the authority of the
Committee on Appropriations is taken
away. We have to do the best we can.
We labored mightily to craft the best
priorities we could.

There will be a number of amend-
ments. There was an amendment of-
fered yesterday by the Senator from
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, on Pell
grants. I would like to have had more
money for Pell grants. I said if Senator
KENNEDY can show the priorities of
what could be cut, I would be glad to
consider that.

As I listened to Senator BYRD today,
I would like to have $5 billion more and
accept his amendment and see more
money go to title I and No Child Left
Behind, but the money simply is not
there.

I have to disagree with my distin-
guished colleague when he says there
has been a betrayal of the promise. I
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don’t think the authorization con-
stitutes a proposition. The authoriza-
tion is always higher than the appro-
priation. In the dark ages of the past,
my colleague—Senator HARKIN is re-
turning to the Senate—the dark ages of
the past when Senator HARKIN was
chairman of this subcommittee, Demo-
crats took control in that fateful time,
the spring of 2001, and controlled the
budget process 2001 and 2002 for about a
17-month period. I took a look at what
the figures were at that time. I noted
the authorization on title I for fiscal
yvear 2002 was $13.5 billion, and the ap-
propriation was $10.35 billion. I under-
stood that because we crafted that bill
together.

When I say the ‘‘dark ages’ I say it
only in jest. Senator HARKIN and I have
worked coordinately. With all the bick-
ering that exists in this Senate—and it
is a lot—there is a deep trench here
that crosses the aisle on many days in
the Senate but not when ToM HARKIN
and ARLEN SPECTER or BOB BYRD and
THAD COCHRAN or TED STEVENS work
on a bill. We cross the partisan line.

Senator HARKIN and the Democrat-
controlled Congress could not fund it
all the way up to the authorization.
And in 2003, again, when Senator HAR-
KIN was chairman of the subcommittee,
the authorization was $16 billion and
the appropriation was $11.689 billion.

I took a look at the funding for the 5
years of the Bush administration and
compared it to funding in the 5 years of
President Clinton’s administration. As
to title I, under the Bush administra-
tion, the budget request for fiscal year
2006 is $13.342 billion; President Clin-
ton’s last year at $8.357 billion. There
was an increase during the Bush years
of $4.985 billion.

With President Clinton, I compared
from 1997 to 2001. In 1997, the budget re-
quest by the President was $7.165 bil-
lion, and President Clinton’s last year
it was $8.357 billion. So there was an in-
crease during President Clinton’s
watch of $1.192 billion.

I cite those figures only to point out
President Bush has not done too badly
by comparison to President Clinton.
They both struggled as well.

When we look at the total funding on
education, President Bush’s budget for
2006 is $56.219 billion, going back to 2001
as a base, $40.088 billion, the education
budget request by President Clinton
has increased $16.131 billion.

If you take a comparable period for
President Clinton and use the fiscal
year 2001 figures of $40.088 billion con-
trasted with fiscal year 1997, $25.829 bil-
lion, there was an increase of $14.259
billion.

Now, these figures are subject to dif-
ferences of inflation. They are not
exact. But it ought to be understood, or
at least the point I seek to make is
that it is not a political matter. When
it comes to education there is recogni-
tion by both parties that it is a very
high priority item.

On the comparison, I find fault with
neither party. Both Presidents have
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tried to do what they could with a lot
of conflicting problems. Certainly,
when Senator HARKIN was the chair-
man of the subcommittee, he did his
best. We worked together. When I had
an idea, I would bring it to him and we
would try to work it out. When he had
an idea, he would bring it to me and I
would try to work it out.

We have been talking about the avian
flu issue, which we will talk about
later. I was in my hideaway—that is a
small Senate office for somebody
watching on C-SPAN2, where you go to
hide to try to get some work done, in-
stead of your office where you are sur-
rounded by many assistants who want
answers to their specific problems
which are the most pressing of the day.

The phone rang. It was Senator HAR-
KIN trying to prepare an opening state-
ment for the Harriet Miers confirma-
tion hearings. We have other work to
do besides this big appropriations bill.
It was quiet until the phone rang. It
was Senator HARKIN. Would I take a
call from Senator HARKIN? Of course, I
will take a call from Senator HARKIN,
put him through.

We talked about avian flu and what
we are going to do. He had some good
ideas on avian flu, and we will discuss
that in some detail a little later today.

Wherever he has an idea, and I am
the chairman, I am all ears. If I can ac-
commodate Senator HARKIN, I am
going to do so. He was hard to get off
the phone this morning. That happens
from time to time. He was giving me a
very heavy pitch. I tried to interrupt
him at one point and said: ToMm, I hate
to say this, but I think you are right.

It didn’t stop him, he kept going,
kept going. About 30 seconds after I
said that, he stopped, and said: Yes,
you said I was right.

I said: That’s right, ToMm. Can we fin-
ish this conversation and continue it in
the Senate when we have the issue be-
fore the Senate?

In conclusion—the two most popular
words of any speech—while I would like
to agree with Senator BYRD and I
would like to see $5 billion more, we do
not have the money under the alloca-
tion. If anybody has any ideas about
how to rearrange the priorities, I am
willing to listen.

It is customary for the allocation,
the appropriation, to be under the au-
thorization. That happens whether
Democrat or Republican. You do not
put on a villain’s hat necessarily be-
cause you are in one party or the other.
We will continue the struggle and con-
tinue to try to do our best on edu-
cation.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia for his contribu-
tions.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as al-
ways, it is a joy and interesting to lis-
ten to my friend and colleague, my
chairman, talk about the past and
what we have done together. He is
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right, we have worked together closely.
I followed his lead on a lot of things,
such as when ARLEN SPECTER, back in
the mid-1990s, wanted to do double
funding for NIH. He took the lead on
that. I did what I could to help. And we
got the job done under his great leader-
ship.

So we have worked together on a lot
of different things. And where we have
had differences, we have had dif-
ferences, but we have always been, I
think, upfront and open about those
differences. While I love ARLEN SPEC-
TER dearly, and respect him greatly, he
is not my twin, he is not my clone, so
we do have different ways of approach-
ing things once in a while. And that is
the way it ought to be around here.
There should not be, as he said, this big
gulf between us, but there ought to be
an honest airing of differences of views
on how we ought to approach things.

Take the Byrd amendment, for exam-
ple. I stated earlier, when we first
brought the bill to the floor, that Sen-
ator SPECTER had done a superb job,
and he was always open with my staff
and me in crafting and putting to-
gether this bill. I said when you are
dealt a bad hand, you have to do the
best you can. And Senator SPECTER
did. So in terms of the bill itself and
how it is crafted, I do not have prob-
lems.

What I have problems with is our al-
location. That is where I have prob-
lems. Since I did not support the budg-
et, I said at the time we laid the bill
down the other day: Look, if people are
going to come here with amendments
that offset and jiggle things around in
the bill, I will not support it because
we worked very hard, Senator SPECTER
worked very hard, to craft a bill that
was fair in terms of what we had to
deal with. So I would not support
amendments which jiggle things
around. But if someone has an amend-
ment they want to offer which would
not jiggle things around, but add
money—which I understand takes 60
votes to waive the Budget Act—I am
going to be for that because I don’t
agree with the Budget Act. I don’t
agree with what the budget calls for.

Mr. BYRD. I don’t either.

Mr. HARKIN. So I will support the
Byrd amendment because he is not try-
ing to take money from one pot and
move it to another; he is saying the
budget was wrong. We ought to waive
it and put the money in.

Now, with all due respect, again, to
my friend from Pennsylvania, in going
back over the history of this, I wish to
point out that the Byrd amendment
only closes b0 percent of the gap be-
tween the authorization level and what
is in the Senate bill.

I have here a chart that shows the
authorization and the appropriations
levels going back to fiscal year 2002.
Senator SPECTER made mention there
was an interim period there when our
party was in charge for about a year, so
we were in charge of the budget and
the appropriations at that time.
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I point out that at that point our ap-
propriations were a little over 70 per-
cent, maybe about 75 percent of the au-
thorization level. Today, we are less
than 40 percent of the authorization
level. So what Senator BYRD has said is
the authorization level is going up, our
appropriations are staying flat. We now
have this huge gap. We are trying to
close this gap. It is not 100 percent. It
is about 50 percent of closing that gap,
and that would tend to bring us back to
about where we were 3 or 4 years ago,
in terms of the difference between the
authorization level and the appropria-
tions level.

Now, there is one other thing that
happened during this period of time.
The Congress passed something called
No Child Left Behind, a new mandate
on the States, a new mandate that
States had to do in education. Now, I
am on the authorizing committee for
education. At that time, Senator KEN-
NEDY was our chairman. I can remem-
ber sitting at the White House, and I
can remember sitting up here in meet-
ings discussing No Child Left Behind, I
say to my friend from West Virginia,
and about what it was going to cost.

The White House, through their rep-
resentatives, agreed on what level we
would fund No Child Left Behind. Now,
that was only authorization because it
was an authorization bill. But we were
told by the White House that they
would meet these authorization levels.
One of the reasons I voted for the bill,
not that I was enamored with it, but I
felt the White House had made a com-
mitment they would fund No Child Left
Behind at the levels we agreed to. We
agreed with the White House: These
levels? OK, yes, we agree at these lev-
els.

Here they are. This level, right here,
$22.75 billion for fiscal year 2006. That
is what we agreed upon. Yet our appro-
priation for this year is $12.8 billion.
That is why I said it is about—well, 1
said 40 percent. I made a mistake. It is
a little over 50 percent. But in fiscal
year 2002, we were at about 75 percent
of funding, and that was at the begin-
ning of No Child Left Behind.

So what Senator BYRD is trying to do
is make us live up to what we had
agreed to do, with both the White
House and the States. I dare say, any
Senator here who goes home and talks
to their State government, talks to
their school districts—go out and talk
to your school districts and find out
what they are saying about No Child
Left Behind. They are saying: Wait a
minute. You put all of these mandates
on us. You said you were going to fund
it. Now you are not, and now we are
being penalized because we can’t meet
the goals of No Child Left Behind.

We have put them in kind of what
they call a catch-22 situation: Darned
if you do; darned if you don’t. Either
way, you lose.

So that is why I am supporting Sen-
ator BYRD’s amendment. The budget
needs to be waived. We need to meet
our commitments on this.
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Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will
yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to
ask a question of my colleague from
Iowa, in support of the amendment
being offered by the Senator from West
Virginia. It was only a few years ago
that I offered an amendment, during
the authorizing bill, to fully fund title
I. That amendment carried with over 70
votes to fully fund title I in this Cham-
ber. It was only a matter of months
ago. That was an authorization bill. It
was not the appropriations bill. All of
us are certainly adults, and we know
the authorizing levels do not always
meet with the appropriations. But we
have gone on record supporting this.

I wish to underscore the point the
Senator is making and the Senator
from West Virginia made; and that is,
I hear it. My State, in fact, has filed a
lawsuit on the No Child Left Behind
Act because of restrictions being re-
quired of them.

Now, again, similar to the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from West
Virginia, I have great respect for this
law because it is a civil rights bill, in
my view. It says we should no longer
tolerate social promotions of children.
We ought to be insisting there ought to
be accountability at every single level.

The essence of the bill Senator KEN-
NEDY and others drafted, that we were
a part of, I think is sound. I think his-
tory will prove it to be such. The great
shortcoming is not the failure of the
law. The law is sound. It is sensible. It
makes sense. The failure is as the Sen-
ator from Iowa and the Senator from
West Virginia pointed out; and that is,
we have not lived up to the commit-
ment we made.

Mr. HARKIN. That is right.

Mr. DODD. We turned around and
voted overwhelmingly for that law.
President Bush wanted it. The Depart-
ment of Education wanted it. The Con-
gress wanted it. We said: This is what
we will do. Yet month after month,
since enactment of that legislation, we
have failed to meet that obligation.
That is the great tragedy in all of this,
not the No Child Left Behind law, but
the failure of the Congress and the
President to say to the people of our
respective States: This is what you
must do. And by the way, we will be
here to see to it the funding is there to
support those efforts. We have gone on
record in this body, and we are now de-
nying our own record if we turn down
this amendment offered by Senator
BYRD.

I wish to reinforce the point made by
the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Connecticut. He was
also on the education committee and
was involved in those discussions dur-
ing No Child Left Behind. The Senator
from Connecticut chaired the edu-
cation subcommittee there, so he
knows full well the commitments that
were made at that time by the White
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House and the Congress to fund it. Sen-
ator KENNEDY was absolutely right, we
are not doing what we agreed to do in
this regard.

Mr. President, prior to yielding the
floor, might I ask, what is the pending
business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-
HAM). The Byrd amendment is the
pending amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2283

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Byrd
amendment be temporarily set aside. I
have an amendment I send to the desk
and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. REID, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. BAYH, and Mr. JOHNSON, proposes an
amendment numbered 2283.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To make available funds for
pandemic flu preparedness)

On page 222, at the appropriate place at the
end of Title V, insert the following:

TITLE
SECTION 101.

(a) From the money in the Treasury not
otherwise obligated or appropriated, there
are appropriated to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention $7,975,000,000 for ac-
tivities relating to a pandemic influenza epi-
demic during the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2006, which shall be available
until expended.

(b) Of the amount appropriated under sub-
section (a)—

(1) $3,680,000,000 shall be for stockpiling of
antivirals and necessary medical supplies re-
lating to pandemic influenza and public
health infrastructure, of which not less than
$600,000,000 shall be for grants to state and
local public health agencies for emergency
preparedness;

(2) $60,000,000 shall be for global surveil-
lance relating to avian flu;

(3) $3,300,000 shall be to increase the na-
tional investment in domestic vaccine infra-
structure including development and re-
search;

(4) $750,000,000 shall be for improving hos-
pital preparedness and surge capacity and
health information technology systems and
networks to improve detection of influenza
outbreaks;

(5) $75,000,000 shall be for risk communica-
tion and outreach to providers, businesses,
and to the American public;

(6) $100,000,000 shall be for research and
CDC lab capacity related to pandemic influ-
enza; and

(7) $10,000,000 for surveillance of migratory
birds for the occurrence of influenza.

(c) This title shall take effect on the date
of enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 2275

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we now return
to the Byrd amendment and that it be
the pending business of the Senate.

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

Mr. HARKIN. With that, I yield the
floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts,
Mr. KENNEDY, wishes to speak for 5
minutes. If I may take 5 seconds.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank our leaders on education: Sen-
ator BYRD on Title I, Senator DODD on
the Head Start program, and Senator
CLINTON on IDEA. As I did yesterday, I
pay tribute to the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator SPECTER, because
when education issues have been before
the Senate, he has voted for increases
in funding.

But the Senator from West Virginia
will remember, during the budget con-
sideration, this body asked for $5 bil-
lion more in education funding. The
budget went to conference. We did not
get $5 billion. We did not get $4 billion.
We did not get $3 billion. We did not
get $2 billion. We did not get $1 billion.
We got zero.

Now we have the opportunity, with
the amendment offered by the Senator
from West Virginia, to do something
for the neediest children in this coun-
try. Those are Title I children.

In the early 1960s, this Nation made a
commitment and said: For the poorest
of the poor children in this Nation, we
are going to recognize a national re-
sponsibility. Those were Title I chil-
dren. We have, over a long period of
time, tried to focus on improving op-
portunities for the most disadvantaged
students. But as my friends and col-
leagues on our Education Committee
said, we heard the President of the
United States say: We are going to do
even more for those children with the
No Child Left Behind Act. Instead what
we have seen is a failure to meet that
commitment.

One of the most important reasons
for supporting the Senator from West
Virginia, the Senator from Con-
necticut, and the Senator from New
York on their amendments is that we
find, when we provide this help and as-
sistance, it works. You have positive
results.

I refer you to what has happened in
my own State of Massachusetts.
Today, in my State of Massachusetts,
we are No. 1 in the country for fourth
graders and tied for first for eight grad-
ers on the Nation’s Report Card be-
cause we did a real No Child Left Be-
hind, the Education Reform Act, 8
yvears before the No Child Left Behind
Act was signed into law. The reforms
included smaller class sizes, better
trained teachers, and supplementary
services. Parents were involved in deci-
sionmaking. This is what the Senator
from West Virginia wants to do. He
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wants to make sure the whole country
can catch up and make sure we Kkeep
the commitment we made when this
President signed the No Child Left Be-
hind Act and said we were going to
have proficiency guaranteed to all the
children in this country. The Senator
from West Virginia says: Well, we are
not going to leave the more than 3 mil-
lion children behind who will be left
behind without his particular amend-
ment. I thank the Senator from West
Virginia for offering the amendment. 1
hope the Senate will adopt it.

Finally, Mr. President, I am a strong
supporter of and pay tribute to our
leader on Head Start, the Senator from
Connecticut, who used to be the chair-
man of our children’s caucus. He has
been the battler and fighter for the
program. Every study shows that the
money invested in children at the ear-
liest age is the most productive and
useful in education. Head Start chil-
dren are less likely to repeat a grade,
less likely to need special education
services, and more likely to complete
school. I also applaud the work of the
Senator from New York on IDEA. We
are far behind in meeting our responsi-
bility to many of the children who
have faced some of the most difficult
challenges—those who have both phys-
ical and mental disabilities. The
amendment offered by the Senator will
go a long way to providing the re-
sources needed to ensure that students
with disabilities receive the resources
they need to succeed. I applaud her ef-
forts.

With these amendments on Title I,
Head Start and IDEA, we have an op-
portunity to speak about the future.
Education is about opportunity. It is
about fairness. It is about competitive-
ness. And it is about national security.
Hopefully, the Senate will go on record
and support these three measures. Our
children and our schools need our help.
They need it now more than ever, and
so does the Nation. I urge my col-
leagues to approve all three of these
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope the
Senate will vote quickly. But before it
does, I thank the Senators who have
just spoken, particularly the manager
of the bill, Mr. SPECTER. He is an out-
standing Senator. I have seen this Sen-
ate turn over more than 3 times, com-
plete turnover of 100 Senators more
than 3 times. I tell you, my friends, I
have never seen a more eloquent, more
dedicated Senator to his State, to his
people, to the people of this country, to
his work here, than Senator SPECTER. I
admire him. Some day when he runs
for reelection, I may make a little con-
tribution to him. I will leave that for
another time.

I also thank my colleagues. What
splendid colleagues they are. Senator
DopD, traveling in the wake of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut who signed the
Constitution of the TUnited States.
What a man, Roger Sherman. And then
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the Senator from Massachusetts, TED
KENNEDY. What a great State that was
and is. Read your history on the Revo-
lutionary War, those times. Someone
talked recently about the people of my
generation who saw World War I, who
lived through World War II and the
Vietnam War, the other wars we have
participated in, the Great Depression.
My, these are great Senators. I can see
their pictures out there on the medal-
lions in the room just outside this
Chamber. And the chairman and rank-
ing member of this committee, my,
what Senators they are. They are
right, and they are right to oppose it in
saying we don’t have the money. I
know they are right. But Congress
could shift those priorities.

How about the big tax cuts for the
wealthy? How about the war in Iraq?
How much are we spending there in
treasure, to say nothing of the blood
that is being spilled? Yes, we could do
better, but we are doing the best we
can under the circumstances now. I
don’t fault the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. I admire him. If I were in his po-
sition, I would understand his responsi-
bility.

My responsibility is to try. We can do
better.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I raise
a point of order under section 302(f) of
the Congressional Budget Act that the
amendment provides budget authority
and outlays in excess of the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation for fiscal
year 2006 and, therefore, is not in order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, pursuant
to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, for which I voted, I
move to waive the applicable sections
of that act for purposes of the pending
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it
would be my preference to stack the
votes, unless the Senator from West
Virginia would like to have a vote now.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I prefer to
have the vote now.

Mr. SPECTER. All right. In deference
to the Senator from West Virginia, we
will accede to his request. It would be
my hope—I talked to Senator HARKIN
about this—that to the extent we can,
while we have people here ready to
offer amendments—we have just
worked out a time agreement with
Senator DoODD, 45 minutes equally di-
vided for his amendment—while we
have Senators in the Chamber ready to
proceed, we do so to the extent we can,
unless there is a circumstance which
requires a different outcome.

I understand Senator ALEXANDER
may have a related issue. I have just
been informed about that. May I sug-
gest to the Chair that we hear from
Senator ALEXANDER to see how it im-
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pacts on the vote before we move ahead
with the vote?

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, it
would be my purpose to introduce an
amendment that would increase fund-
ing for title I to the level President
Bush has recommended. I propose that
we set aside the pending amendment so
that I may introduce that amendment.
Perhaps we could vote on those two
amendments.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from Tennessee if he would
be agreeable to a time limit of, say, 30
minutes equally divided?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Certainly.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I propose
that we vote on this amendment. The
Senator can still offer an amendment if
he wishes to do so after this vote. Let’s
go. I ask for the vote. I object to any
request to set this amendment aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Under the regular
order, we will then proceed to a vote,
objection having been heard. We will
entertain Senator ALEXANDER’s amend-
ment at the earliest time the managers
can. May I remind my colleagues that
this is going to be a 15-minute rollcall
vote, with 5 additional minutes. We
had an 18%-minute vote yesterday.
Let’s see if we can beat that record. I
know we are going to proceed. I will
talk to my colleagues, and we will
work out the sequence.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I hope that
will be the case. We have been trying
to be responsive by being here to offer
amendments when we have been asked
to be here. It sort of throws off our
schedule for the day. But I am happy to
talk to my colleague.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I think
we have worked out a procedure where
there will not be either a side-by-side
or second-degree amendment offered.
The Senator from Tennessee would like
an opportunity to speak for 10 minutes
on it, and we will hear Senator ALEX-
ANDER for 10 minutes and then proceed
to a vote on the Byrd amendment. So I
ask unanimous consent at this time
that Senator ALEXANDER be recognized
for 10 minutes, that we then proceed to
a vote on the Byrd amendment, and
then we proceed to take up the Dodd
amendment and seek to proceed with
the order we have established.

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, may I also suggest
the amendment offered by the Senator

The
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from New York be able to follow the
Dodd amendment? Can we lock these
in?

Mr. SPECTER. Let us hold off on
this. There may be some amendment
on the Republican side. I doubt there
will be, but I don’t want to have a se-
ries of amendments on both sides.

I think that would be agreeable, but
I would not want to be bound to it at
this moment.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
vote on the Byrd amendment, Senator
DoDD be recognized to offer his amend-
ment, after which point there would be
a vote on the Dodd amendment, after
which point if there is a Republican
amendment that is to be brought up
and disposed of; if there is not, the Sen-
ator from New York be recognized at
that point to offer her amendment, fol-
lowed by a vote.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I do not in-
tend to press this issue if we can’t get
agreement, but I would like to stack
the Dodd amendment, say, behind the
Clinton amendment so we can save
time.

Let me restate the understanding.
There will be 10 minutes for Senator
ALEXANDER, and there will be a vote on
the Byrd amendment. We will then pro-
ceed to a Dodd amendment. If there is
no intervening Republican seeking rec-
ognition to offer an amendment, we
will proceed to the Clinton amend-
ment, and we will discuss at a later
time the sequence of votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I have no intention to object,
Mr. President, as I understand it, 10
minutes will be utilized by the Senator
from Tennessee for remarks only.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, that is
correct. The Senator from Tennessee
will speak in opposition to the Byrd
amendment and in support of the budg-
et point of order, but he will just make
a statement. Nothing will be offered.

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further objection? If not, the Senator
from Tennessee is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair.
I thank the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. I thank the Senator from West
Virginia for his courtesy of allowing
me—and the Senator from Iowa and
the Senator from Connecticut—allow-
ing me 10 minutes to speak.

Mr. President, I am here in support
of the budget point of order of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania to the Byrd
amendment. Let me see if I can say in
just a few minutes why I support that.

I would like to ask the Chair if he
will let me know when I have 1 minute
remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Abso-
lutely.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the
question is funding for the title I pro-
gram, Federal funding for our public
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schools across the country that helps
disadvantaged children. It is a very im-
portant program. I heard the Senator
from West Virginia describe the impor-
tance of it. I agree with him about the
importance of the program, but to try
to put things into perspective, let me
make a few points.

First, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, if I am not mistaken, is sug-
gesting we spend $5 billion more, $2.5
billion a year on this important pro-
gram. But he has not found some other
place in the budget to reduce the
spending. So this is $5 billion beyond
the budget, and this comes at a time
when all of the committees of the Sen-
ate have been working hard on deficit
reduction. In the agriculture com-
mittee, in the education committee, in
almost every committee, we are work-
ing at deficit reduction. Because we are
at war, because we have had three ter-
rible hurricanes, because we have new
homeland security needs, and because
entitlement spending—mandatory
spending—is growing out of control, we
are all trying to do a good job of living
better within our means. So we are
working to have a deficit reduction of
$35 billion, and this would add another
$5 billion in the opposite direction.

The second point I would like to
make to put this into perspective is
that, as important as this program is,
the Federal Government is not the
principal source of funding for K-12
education. We only spend 7 or 8 per-
cent. States don’t spend money for na-
tional defense by and large, and we
don’t spend much money for K-12. We
spend 7 or 8 percent. The State and
local governments have the major re-
sponsibility for our elementary and
secondary schools.

The third thing I would like to men-
tion to put things in perspective is that
money isn’t everything. The top five
State spenders in terms of dollars,
total dollars for kindergarten through
the 12th grade, have the widest
achievement gaps between White stu-
dents and Minority students, Hispanic
students and African-American stu-
dents. For example, in Massachusetts,
a State which spends about $9,500 per
student, there is a 33-percent gap be-
tween White and Minority students. In
Connecticut, which spends even more,
more than $10,000 per student, there is
also a significant gap between White
and Minority students. So even the
States that spend the most money do
not get the best results. Money is not
everything.

Another point to put this in perspec-
tive: we are spending more on edu-
cation in our country today than at
any time in history—more than we did
when we had a surplus, more than we
did when we were not at war, more
than we did when we didn’t have big
hurricanes and a terrorist attack and
homeland security concerns. And Fed-
eral increases for K-12, even though
they are a smaller part of the pie, have
gone up more rapidly than State in-
creases over the last several years.
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For example, in Tennessee, my home
State, there is $50 million a year, $25
million of it new money, for teacher
training, to help teachers become high-
ly qualified.

Now, that is a lot of money. Those
are Federal dollars. It would be enough
money to give every teacher about an
$858 pay increase a year. So the State
could choose to use that money to help
all of those teachers go to the commu-
nity college or some other program to
become better trained teachers, or the
State could use those Federal dollars
to give every Tennessee teacher an $800
pay raise based on some merit pro-
gram. So there is a lot of new Federal
money.

The other argument that I heard a
great deal about was that we are not
funding up to the level of authoriza-
tion. Mr. President, that is a conven-
ient political argument, but let us
think about what we mean by that. I
do not have the figures—I wish I did—
of how much money we have author-
ized to be spent for all the programs of
the federal government. But if we spent
all the way up to that authorization,
which thankfully we don’t, there would
not be enough printing presses in
Washington, DC, to print that much
money. We almost never spend up to
the authorization for every defense
program or for health or for HIV/AIDS
or for any other part of the Federal
budget. We have set an authorization
level as sort of a top, a maximum, and
then we appropriate every year what
we can afford to spend based upon the
needs that we see.

So the idea that we are not appro-
priating to the authorization level is
not a valid basis upon which to cast
this vote. Also, I think it is important
to note that there is a lot of money al-
ready appropriated by the Federal Gov-
ernment that is unspent. The Depart-
ment of Education has some figures on
that. The most conservative estimate
is that prior to this year, so not even
counting money appropriated in this
fiscal year, there is 1.7 billion Federal
dollars that we have appropriated to
State and 1local governments for
schools that is waiting to be spent,
which raises the question: Shouldn’t
we be cautious about how much more
we spend?

Now, the budget that we are acting
on would add $100 million to title I,
bringing the number up to 12.8 billion
Federal dollars, or a 47-percent in-
crease since the last year of President
Clinton. That is a big increase, and just
to put this in perspective again, I have
this chart. I think to be fair about it
we would have to say President Bush,
this President, and the Congress with
which he has served in the last 2 years,
have been good friends to title 1.

During President Clinton’s time in
office, 8 years, the increase was $2.4 bil-
lion. President Clinton cared about
education. I know that; I served with
him when he was Governor. We worked
together on those things with other
Governors, too. And he felt it was im-
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portant over his 8 years to increase
title I by $2.4 billion. I salute him and
those past Congresses for having done
that. But if we are going to salute him
and those past Congresses, I think we
ought to pat ourselves on the back a
little bit, and this President, because
in this President’s first 4 years he in-
creased funding by $4 billion. And so
did the Congress. So it is $4 billion for
the first 4 years of Bush, $2.4 billion for
the 8 years of Clinton.

Now, one may say, well, this was
after No Child Left Behind was en-
acted; it should have gone up. And that
is correct, it should have gone up. I was
not here when that happened, but the
Congress looked at that and said we
made a new commitment. We need ad-
ditional dollars for title I. We need ad-
ditional funds for IDEA. We need addi-
tional funds for teacher training. We
need additional funds for some of the
things we have asked the States to do.
So we have increased funding for title
I over 4 years by 47 percent—over 5
years.

So including this budget, title I
would be up to $12.8 billion, or 47 per-
cent since the last year of President
Clinton.

I am here today agreeing with the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia that title I is an immensely im-
portant program. I am proud of the
fact that the Congress and President
Bush have over the last 4 years in-
creased it by $4 billion. That builds on
significant increases in title I that
have been approved by Congress during
the time of President Clinton and even
before that. It may be that as time
goes on and we see the need, and we are
not in the middle of a war and we don’t
have three hurricanes of Titanic pro-
portion and homeland security be-
comes less of a risk, we will have more
money available. But in these times I
believe the proper thing to do is to de-
vote this amount of money to title I
and support the budget point of order
of the Senator from Pennsylvania.

I thank the Chair, and I thank the
Senators for giving me this oppor-
tunity to speak before the vote.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today as a proud cosponsor of the Byrd
amendment. This amendment would in-
crease funding for title I by $5 billion.
The No Child Left Behind Act author-
ized $22.7 billion in fiscal year 2006 for
title I, which serves low-income, dis-
advantaged students and schools across
the Nation. Unfortunately, this bill
falls $9.9 billion short. This modest $5
billion increase is only half of the dif-
ference between the authorized amount
in NCLB and the Senate bill level.

I strongly believe that one of the
Federal Government’s primary roles is
to improve education for disadvan-
taged students. Without adequate fund-
ing, we will put States, school dis-
tricts, teachers and ultimately, stu-
dents, at an even greater disadvantage
as many will be unable to meet the re-
quirements in the new law and it will
be the students who will suffer. I hope
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my colleagues will support this impor-
tant amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. Under the unanimous con-
sent agreement it is now appropriate to
have a rollcall vote.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, one
more reminder. This is a 20-minute
vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to waive the Budget Act with respect
to amendment No. 2275. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. MARTINEZ) and
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
CORZINE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. DAYTON), and the Senator from
Florida (Mr. NELSON) are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 269 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Harkin Murray
Bayh Inouye Nelson (NE)
Biden Jeffords Obama
Bingaman Johnson Pryor
Boxer Kennedy Reed
Byrd Kerry Reid
Cantwell Kohl ) Rockefeller
Carper Landrieu Salazar
Clinton Lautenberg
Collins Leahy Sarbanes
Dodd Levin Schumer
Dorgan Lieberman Snowe
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Lugar Wyden

NAYS—51
Alexander Crapo Lott
Allard DeMint McCain
Allen DeWine McConnell
Bennett Dole Murkowski
Bond Domenici Roberts
Brownback Ensign Santorum
Bunning Enzi Sessions
Burns Frist Shelby
Burr Graham Smith
Chafee Grassley Specter
Chambliss Gregg Stevens
Coburn Hagel Sununu
Cochran Hatch Talent
Coleman Hutchison Thomas
Conrad Inhofe Thune
Cornyn Isakson Vitter
Craig Kyl Voinovich

NOT VOTING—5

Corzine Martinez Warner
Dayton Nelson (FL)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 44, the nays are 51.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained. The
amendment falls.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote and lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. We are now prepared
to proceed with the Dodd amendment. I
ask unanimous consent that we limit
the time on this amendment to 45 min-
utes equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 2283, AS MODIFIED

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, be-
fore we proceed to the Dodd amend-
ment, I believe the pending amendment
is my amendment. I have a modifica-
tion at the desk. I ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify the amend-
ment. The amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2283), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

(Purpose: To make available funds for
pandemic flu preparedness)

On page 169, line 18, strike ¢$183,589,000:
Provided, That 120,000,000’ and replace with
‘$8,1568,589,000: Provided, That 8,095,000,000

Mr. HARKIN. I further ask unani-
mous consent that no second-degree
amendments be in order on the Dodd
amendment prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Connecticut.

AMENDMENT NO. 2254

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I un-
derstand that we have a 45-minute time
agreement on this amendment. Is that
correct?

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President,
that is correct.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I call
up amendment No. 2254 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DoODD],
for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms.
STABENOW and Mr. DAYTON proposes an
amendment numbered 2254.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase appropriations for
Head Start programs)

On page 162, line 1, strike $9,000,832,000"’
and insert ‘‘$9,153,832,000".

On page 162, line 7, strike ‘‘$6,874,314,000"
and insert ‘‘$7,027, 314,000°".

Mr. DODD. Madam President, the
Head Start Program, which is what
this amendment is about, is, of course,
very familiar to all Members. The Head
Start Program began some 40 years
ago. Ed Zigler from the State of Con-
necticut, who hails from Yale Univer-
sity, was the father of the Head Start
concept and idea. I think it goes with-
out saying that with the reforms that
have been instituted over the last num-
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ber of years, Head Start has been a
very successful program during the
past 40 years.

There have been modifications to the
program that I think have even
strengthened it over the years. Lit-
erally thousands of American children,
who would otherwise not get a good
start in their educational process, have
been benefitting as a result of Head
Start.

Annually, there are some 900,000 chil-
dren in the United States who are in-
volved in some 18,000 programs across
the country. That is serving about one
in four of the eligible children under
Head Start.

Over the years, there have been var-
ious amendments that have been of-
fered to fully fund Head Start or to
raise the amounts considerably to in-
crease the number of eligible children
who could receive a Head Start Pro-
gram. That is not my amendment
today.

I should have begun these remarks by
thanking my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania. He has been recognized already
by the Senator from West Virginia and
the Senator from Iowa for his support
of these programs and ideas over the
years. In fact, some 24 years ago, when
he and I arrived as newly minted Sen-
ators in January of 1981, we formed to-
gether something called the Children’s
Caucus in the Senate. Senator SPECTER
and I were the chair and co-chair of
that caucus, to raise the level of aware-
ness about issues affecting one in four
Americans who are children. We had a
variety of ad hoc hearings. We did not
have any funding. We did not have the
means to actually go out and solicit
public support for our efforts to high-
light some of these issues.

The very first ad hoc hearing Senator
SPECTER and I ever held dealt with
latchkey children, afterschool pro-
grams, childcare, the related issues for
single parents or both parents working.
We were trying to get those children to
have a good start to provide some re-
sources and support for them. We went
on to hold a variety of different hear-
ings over the number of years there-
after. He was a great advocate and a
great supporter of those programs. He
continues to be today.

Today I recognize that in fact the
committee has had a modest increase
in the Head Start Program of some
$31.2 million. I am appreciative of that.
My amendment merely raises that
amount by $153 million to make sure
we do not have a decline or loss in serv-
ices for the 900,000 children being
served. This amendment is designed to
protect about 20,000 children who would
fall out of the Head Start Program if
we were not able to keep pace with the
rising costs of administering these pro-
grams.

Also, I ask unanimous consent that
Senators KENNEDY, CLINTON, DURBIN,
KERRY, MURRAY, CORZINE, LAUTENBERG,
LIEBERMAN, STABENOW, and DAYTON be
listed as cosponsors of this amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I said
about $100 million. The idea is just, if
we can, to get these levels of support
and funding up because of the rising
costs of running these programs.

Energy costs are going up on the av-
erage in Head Start Programs by 15
percent. Transportation costs are going
up 16 percent. Health insurance in
some places has gone up as high as 25
percent. Training for staff is up 4 per-
cent. Facility maintenance is up 9 per-
cent. Services for children with special
needs, of course, continues to rise.

This amendment does not expand the
program. It is not going to add 100,000
children to the Head Start Program. It
is just designed to make sure that we
do not see the program deteriorate,
that we do not force children presently
in the program to be dropped because
we are unable to meet the predictable
inflationary costs of about 2.7 percent
in Head Start Programs across the
country. That is the rationale for it. It
is not an excessive amendment at all.
It is a realistic effort to try to do what
we can to see to it that these children
are going to get the kind of start they
deserve.

To make my case, I want to point out
two studies. One was done a number of
years ago. It was a survey done of kin-
dergarten teachers throughout the
United States. These were asked, How
ready are children when they come to
kindergarten? How ready are they to
learn? Over 50 percent of kindergarten
teachers in the United States, when
surveyed and asked that question, re-
sponded that the majority of children
were not ready to learn when they en-
tered kindergarten.

There are a variety of reasons for
that. We are not going to solve the
problem overnight. But we do know
now, after 40 years, that children who
are in a Head Start Program clearly
benefit and have a much higher degree
of success than children in similar cir-
cumstances who do not participate in
programs.

We know, for instance, that Head
Start children are more likely to main-
tain grade level performance in ele-
mentary schools and on into secondary
schools. We know that Head Start chil-
dren stay out of the juvenile justice
system to a far higher degree than chil-
dren who are not in those programs.
We know that children in the Head
Start Program are less likely to be-
come abusers of substances, either al-
cohol or drugs. We know these chil-
dren, who are involved in Head Start
Programs are less likely to become
teen mothers.

In statistic after statistic, we find
these children who get the benefit and
advantages of a Head Start Program
have a greater likelihood of success. It
is not a guarantee of success. There are
obviously children who do not make it.
But we know after 40 years this pro-
gram works pretty well.

Again, I am not suggesting today we
expand the program. I have tried that
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in the past. All I am asking my col-
leagues today is to say for the coming
fiscal year can we do what is possible
to avoid some 20,000 children who are
presently in the program from falling
out of it?

The second study I want to point out
has just come out in the last several
days. I do not know if my colleagues
have yet received these in their offices.
My colleagues, Senator LAMAR ALEX-
ANDER and JEFF BINGAMAN of New Mex-
ico, went to the National Academy of
Sciences a couple of months ago. If I
can paraphrase their request, they said
to the National Academy of Sciences:
Would you mind telling us, over the
next number of years, what are the 10
things we ought to better prepare to
handle the math, the science, and the
technology demands of our Nation?

I am not going to recite the full
study here, which is entitled ‘‘Rising
Above the Gathering Storm.” I will
just list some of the authors. The chair
is Norman Augustine, the retired chair
of Lockheed Martin; Craig Barrett,
chairman of the board of Intel Corpora-
tion; Rick Levin, the president of Yale
University; the president of MIT, the
president of DuPont company, the
president of Rensselaer Polytechnic In-
stitute—it is just an incredible list of
distinguished Americans and academi-
cians who worked over a period of
time, I think 3 or 4 months, to come
out with a series of recommendations.

I will not go through all of their re-
port. You will get it and it is worth
looking at. There were some very dra-
matic recommendations and ones we
should take very seriously.

Their findings come in this smaller
pamphlet entitled ‘‘Rising Above the
Gathering Storm.” In the first para-
graph, these distinguished Americans
say:

We are worried about the future prosperity
of the United States. Although many people
assume the United States will always be a
world leader in science and technology, this
may not continue to be the case inasmuch as
great minds and ideas exist throughout the
world. We fear the abruptness with which a
lead in science and technology can be lost,
and the difficulty of recovering a lead once
lost if, indeed, it can be regained at all. This
Nation must prepare with great urgency to
preserve its strategic and economic security.

It continues, but I think that lan-
guage directly bears on the amendment
I am offering today. The No. 1 sugges-
tion they make—I don’t think they
necessarily prioritize it, but the first
suggestion is to train and put into the
field 10,000 teachers a year in math and
the sciences. The goal is that each one
of these teachers might educate 1,000
students over a career, so that over
time a million students in our country
would benefit from a tremendous edu-
cation in science and math and engi-
neering.

If America is going to avoid exactly
what these distinguished Americans
have warned us against we must pre-
pare teachers and children. Let me go
back to the statistic I mentioned a mo-
ment ago, that if the Kkindergarten
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teachers of America are right, half of
children entering kindergarten today
are not ready to learn. It is one thing
to have teachers, but what if you don’t
have the students who are ready to
learn? If we know that Head Start kids
are more likely to be prepared for
school, stay in school, stay out of trou-
ble, avoid substance abuse, don’t be-
come teen parents, then we ought to be
doing what we can to keep those 900,000
kids in the program. We know full well
that Head Start, after 40 years, does
make a difference.

We can do a lot better. We can do so
much better if we start making these
modest investments. We know the
modest investments in these programs
pay huge dividends. Should we not try
to stop some erosion in this program?
That is all I am offering today, a mod-
est 2.7-percent increase, a little more
than $150 million to just keep the num-
ber of children in the program there for
the coming fiscal year. Then, I hope, in
the coming years when our fiscal con-
dition is much stronger and better cer-
tainly than it is today, we can do more
to see that these children have a
chance to go on.

Someday I want to come back and
offer an amendment again, as I did
years ago, to make sure every eligible
child can get in a good program like
Head Start and Early Head Start. I
wouldn’t try that today. I know my
colleagues cannot accept that. I under-
stand the budget realities. But can we
not find $153 million? We are spending
$6 billion a month in Iraq. That doesn’t
include Afghanistan. My colleague
from Tennessee and I and Senator ENZI
and Senator KENNEDY recently worked
on a package for 1 year to help out
some 400,000 students who have lost
their schools as a result of Katrina and
Rita—mostly Katrina. It was a great
idea. Let’s put aside our differences.
Let’s make sure these Kkids can get
going so they do not miss a year be-
cause the schools have been washed
away or destroyed.

But there are not hurricanes and nat-
ural disasters all over our country,
thank the Lord. But these children in
Head Start, in many ways, live in a dis-
astrous situation every day. They live
in chaos, many of them. They live in
families and neighborhoods where it is
amazing that anyone can come out of
them intact. Head Start has reached
into these communities and provided a
safe place, a harbor for children with
talents and abilities. If you go to a
Head Start Program you see the chil-
dren are bright and they want to learn
and they overcome obstacles, as their
parents do every day, to give them a
chance to get going. I don’t want some
kid in a Head Start Program to be
dropped out this year who could have
become that engineer or that scientist
who becomes that CEO of Intel or who
becomes the head of Lockheed Martin
or becomes the president of RPI or
Yale University. And they are there.
These kids are not just in the private
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schools. They are not just in the afflu-
ent neighborhoods. Talented Ameri-
cans are in every mneighborhood in
America, and we ought to be able to do
better for these children. We ought to
be able to say: This year things are
tough, we can’t expand the program.
But we are not going to lose any Kkids.
We are not going to leave any child be-
hind in a Head Start Program.

Listen to the warnings of this report.
It can happen with abruptness, and
once lost, very difficult to regain. So
while we expand the pool of teachers,
while we do everything we can to give
kids a chance to learn, we have to
make sure these Kkids are ready to
learn. Head Start, for 40 years has done
that.

It has made it possible for kids to be-
come ready to learn. Not that they
make it in every case, again, but we
know without any question today that
the difference between a child who is in
an Early Head Start or Head Start Pro-
gram and a child who is not is the like-
lihood the Head Start participant will
avoid the obvious pitfalls that can hap-
pen so quickly in a young person’s life.
There is a greater likelihood they will
go through it.

I am offering this amendment today,
pleading with my colleagues, let’s not
lose 20,000 kids. We have not yet even
begun to discuss this ‘“Rising Storm’’
report. I like big ideas, and one of the
reasons I am so fond of my colleague
from Tennessee is because he likes big
ideas. He wanted to come to the Senate
to grapple with a big idea, and this is
a big idea. I am sure he has not, nor am
I, endorsing every dotted I or crossed t
here. But it is a very big idea. Head
Start is a big idea that Ed Zigler had 40
years ago, and today there are some
900,000 children in this country who
benefit from it, less than 50% of those
who are eligible. It is a big idea that
needs to be protected. We need to be
thinking about both parts of the equa-
tion—we need teachers and we need
students. We can do a lot better, in my
view, if we try to do both. We are not
going to deal with this report this
year. But it seems to me we know Head
Start works and the success we have
had with it, and knowing the costs that
the nearly 19,000 programs across the
country are facing—energy, transpor-
tation, health insurance, training for
staff; all of these increases ranging
from 15 percent to 25 percent in the
next year. Just to try to keep these
programs whole, to hold them harm-
less, is something I think is worth
doing.

Therefore, I offer this amendment on
behalf of myself and my colleagues
with the hopes that there will be
enough votes maybe to overcome the
budget considerations. Again, I say to
my colleague from Pennsylvania and
my colleague from Iowa, you have a
thankless job. I know it is not easy to
have Members like myself coming over,
making these cases to you. But my
hope would be in some instances, par-
ticularly this one, that we would un-
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dertake the responsibility of trying to
at least keep the program alive.

Barbara Tuchman wrote a wonderful
book years ago. She is no longer with
us. She wrote a number, but one of
them is called ‘“The March of Folly,”
and it mostly dealt with strategic mili-
tary questions, going throughout past
history. Her point was that nations
commit folly when they engage in be-
havior they know is unwise yet they
pursue it anyway. This is a different
kind of problem than a mistake you
make when you didn’t know it was a
mistake until later. But the follies, ac-
cording to Barbara Tuchman, were
when you knew you were making a
mistake and you went ahead and did it
anyway.

In a sense, for us not to keep these
programs whole is the ‘“March of
Folly” when it comes to America’s fu-
ture. We know, we know it as well as
we know anything in this body, that
the key to America’s success has been
based, throughout its 220-year history
on an educated population. I have said
this maybe 1,000 times; 201 years ago,
Thomas Jefferson said:

Any nation that ever expects to be igno-
rant and free

Expects what never was and never possibly
can be.

If that was true in the beginning of
the 19th century, here we are in the be-
ginning of the 21st century with all the
explosions of advances around the
globe. If we don’t make these invest-
ments, if we don’t do everything pos-
sible to educate our children, knowing
that the failure to do so puts this Na-
tion at risk on every level, is in fact
the ‘““March of Folly.”

It could be a new chapter for Barbara
Tuchman were she alive today and
writing the sequel to her own book. To
not support these efforts, I think, leads
us on a path that these distinguished
academicians and others have strongly
identified in their report.

Again, read their words on the open-
ing page, if you will, of ‘“‘Rising Above
the Gathering Storm.”

We are worried about the future prosperity
of the United States. Although many people
assume the United States will always be a
world leader in science and technology, this
may not continue to be the case. Inasmuch
as great minds and ideas exist throughout
the world, we fear the abruptness with which
the lead in science and technology can be
lost and the difficulty of recovering a lead
once lost, if indeed it can be regained at all.
This Nation must prepare with great ur-
gency to preserve the strategic and economic
security.

Those words are about as clear as
they could be. Head Start is an integral
part of that, in my view. There is a
sense of urgency that ought to be about
it.

My hope is again that my colleagues
will see their way through to sup-
porting this amendment.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, lis-
tening to the passionate presentation
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by the Senator from Connecticut, I
agree with virtually everything he said
but nothing more than when he said
that Senator HARKIN and I have thank-
less tasks.

It is very hard to reply to what the
Senator from Connecticut has had to
say about the importance of Head
Start without agreeing with him, and
his reminiscences back to January fol-
lowing the 1980 election when 18 new
Senators came to the Senate—16 Re-
publicans and 2 Democrats. I was one
of 16, and Senator DODD was one of 2.
His class has maintained 50 percent
representation. Our class is down to
one-eighth, 12% percent. Senator DODD
and I formed the Children’s Caucus. He
wasn’t a chairman anywhere because
he was in the minority. He wanted to
have a gavel—at least half a gavel. I
chaired the Juvenile Justice Sub-
committee. We talked and formed a
caucus. I think we did very good work.
I think some of the work we did has
followed its way into Head Start and
very important juvenile programs.

As Senator DODD has said, it is a
thankless job to manage this bill, to
make allocations of $145 billion among
education, health care, and labor and
work safety. We have done the very
best we could in our allocations. It has
been crafted, as I said, jointly by Sen-
ator HARKIN and myself.

Over the years, I have been and still
am a steadfast supporter of Head Start.
We have in this budget almost $7 bil-
lion for Head Start, a very substantial
sum of money. Between fiscal year 1994
and fiscal year 2004, we have doubled
Head Start.

Nothing would please me more than
to be able to accede to the request by
the Senator from Connecticut, which
is, as he accurately stated, a moderate
request. Yesterday, the Senator from
Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, of-
fered an amendment on Pell grants
which I thought was a good amend-
ment. We had Senator BYRD’s amend-
ment this morning for increased fund-
ing on education title I, which is a
good amendment. It is difficult not to
be able to support these amendments.
But in my job, it is necessary to take
the allocation which the budget resolu-
tion gives us and make the allocations
as best we can.

If Senator DODD had some suggestion
as to an offset—that is, where we could
move some money from one account to
another on the basis of priority—I
would be glad to consider whatever he
had to say. But I am constrained to
stay within the limits which the budg-
et resolution has provided. That re-
quires, much as I dislike to, raising a
budget point of order.

Much as I dislike doing so, I raise a
point of order under 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act that the amend-
ment would put the authority and out-
lays in excess of the subcommittee’s
302(b) allocation and, therefore, is out
of order.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, much
as I regret, I move to waive the appro-
priate sections of the Congressional
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Budget Act, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, may I
inquire how much time remains on this
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
sponsor’s time has expired, and 17 min-
utes 20 seconds remains on the other
side.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
yield back my time.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, it is
my understanding that the Senator
from New York is going to offer an
amendment.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, we
are going to move to the amendment
by the Senator from New York.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Senator. I
thank the Chair.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be set aside tempo-
rarily and the vote in relation to this
amendment be determined by the ma-
jority leader after consultation with
the Democratic leader and that we
move ahead to the amendment to be of-
fered by the Senator from New York,
Mrs. CLINTON.

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

The Senator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
appreciate the chairman’s kindness in
arranging this. As I understand, we
have by unanimous consent set aside
the pending amendment. Is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 2292

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mrs. CLIN-
TON], for herself, Mr. DobpD, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. DAYTON,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. REID, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. KOHL, Mr. CORZINE, and Ms. MIKULSKI,
proposes an amendment numbered 2292.

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for

part B of the Individuals with Disabilities

Education Act)

At the end of title III (before the short
title), add the following:

SEC. . In addition to amounts otherwise
appropriated under this Act, there are appro-
priated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, $3,958,901,143 for
carrying out part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et
seq.).

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I
come to the Chamber today to offer an
amendment to provide much-needed re-
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sources to help educate the most needy
of our students in New York and across
America.

At the outset, I would like to recog-
nize some of my colleagues who have
been extraordinary leaders on behalf of
children with special needs, starting
with my colleague from Connecticut
who is still here on the floor, Senator
DoDD. He has been a longtime leader in
the fight to increase Federal funding
for special education. In that fight for
years have also been Senators HARKIN,
KENNEDY, JEFFORDS, HAGEL, and others
who have come to this Chamber repeat-
edly championing the right of those
with special needs and reminding us
that the noble effort we undertook as a
nation to require that children with
disabilities and special needs be given
the education they deserve, to have as
a mandate that has been placed upon
our local school districts. It is a noble
and worthy undertaking to require
that no child literally be left behind,
but it is a burden that we should recog-
nize that our local districts struggle
with every school year.

I began working on special education
issues as a very young lawyer literally
just out of law school many years ago
working for the Children’s Defense
Fund. I worked on a project where I
walked door to door in communities,
knocking on doors and asking people if
they had school-age children. We had
realized when looking at census data
compared to school enrollment data
that we were missing hundreds and
thousands and on a national basis mil-
lions of children. They were not in our
schools. What I found as I went from
home to home was alarming: Children
with disabilities back in 1973 and 1974
were not being sent to school. They
were being kept at home because the
schools were unable to care for them,
to meet their needs. Many of them
were thought to be uneducable.

I remember going into an apartment
on the second floor of a wooden house
in New Bedford, MA, to meet a lovely
young girl of about 12 in a wheelchair,
just as bright and smart and curious as
you could imagine any child could be,
who had never been to school. There
were no accommodations in those days
for children or adults in wheelchairs.
She was at home day after day. I re-
member meeting another child who
was blind, and her parents didn’t want
to send her over to the State school for
blind children which was some distance
away, so she was at home.

We recorded all of these children
with their needs, and we presented a
report by the Children’s Defense Fund
which was used by leaders in this body
to argue for and eventually pass the
1975 Education for All Handicapped
Children Act. That is today known as
IDEA, Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act.

This watershed act—no country had
ever tried to open the doors of its edu-
cation system to children with special
needs—was an extraordinary accom-
plishment for our Nation. It promised
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every child the right to a free, appro-
priate public education. Senator JEF-
FORDS and Senator KENNEDY actually
helped to author that bill, and Sen-
ators DoDD, HARKIN, and others have
been fighting to make sure it lives up
to its promise ever since.

Today, Senator DoDD and I are seek-
ing to honor that original promise, the
pledge to provide up to 40 percent of
the per-pupil expenditure for students
with disabilities. Today, the Federal
Government provides less than 25 per-
cent, which makes it very difficult for
schools to provide a high-quality edu-
cation to students with disabilities.

In short, after 30 years, the Federal
Government still fails to live up to the
promise we made in 1975 to every child,
to that child’s family, and to the
school districts of America.

This amendment will provide close to
$4 billion. That is the difference be-
tween the amount appropriated in the
Senate bill and the amount promised in
IDEA. For New York, that would mean
$243 million extra.

Lack of funding for this mandated
program, as important as it is, has se-
rious implications for local commu-
nities. School districts do not have a
choice about whether they comply.
They are legally required to do so, and
they should be. They have to provide
the necessary services that ensure
every child with special needs receives
that free, appropriate public education.

Throughout New York, I have spoken
with many educators, teachers, prin-
cipals, and superintendents who work
hard every single day to make IDEA a
reality for the children in their care.
But the other reality in today’s dif-
ficult budget times is that it is increas-
ingly difficult for our schools to meet
the mandate of IDEA without cutting
other educational services for all the
other children in the school district. I
am talking about essential services
such as teachers’ salaries, programs
that enrich the curriculum, and after-
school programs. Oftentimes the cost
of special education is the driving force
as to why school districts seek in-
creases in property taxes.

I will give an example from my own
home county. In Westchester County
we just learned the Children’s Rehabili-
tation Center, a wonderful program
that serves children with disabilities
such as cerebral palsy, spina bifida,
Down’s syndrome, is closing. That
leaves parents scrambling to find other
arrangements. The parents are under-
standably concerned about the impact
of this closure on their children.

Our local newspaper, the Journal
News, in a recent op-ed about the situ-
ation, said the following:

Hearts of compassionate people, of course,
go out to the [parents]. But there are public-
policy implications also at play here that
many, if not most, taxpayers may not real-
1ze.

The paper went on:

The reality is this. All children have a
right to an education, one that is in the
home district or as close as possible. Public
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education, and transportation to it, are paid
for by a combination of local, state, and fed-
eral funding. When a desperately needed pro-
gram like Children’s Rehabilitation Center
scales down, and even if accommodations are
made for those affected, the impact is well
beyond an individual family and employees—
it affects the entire community and, quick-
ly, local school districts. And, yes, that
means higher property taxes.

A similar situation is occurring in
Bethlehem, NY, where property owners
are facing a T7.9-percent increase in
their tax rate for the coming school
year, in part, to pay for increased spe-
cial education costs. Under the new
rate, a homeowner whose property is
assessed at $100,000 will be charged $203
more this year than last year.

According to a recent article in the
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Pennsylvania
is considering a proposal for additional
funding for special education that
would enable property taxes to be cut
in half.

I know many of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will come to the
Senate and argue this amendment
breaks the budget, raises the deficit,
and could increase Federal expendi-
tures. The truth is, quite simply, this
amendment would lower taxes for New
Yorkers and for all Americans who pay
property taxes because it will relieve
some of the pressure on local commu-
nities. The choice before the Senate
today is not between this amendment
and lower taxes for Americans. The
choice, as it impacts many commu-
nities, is between this amendment and
higher local property taxes. The total
tax burden for American families will
stay roughly the same. We will succeed
only in shifting the responsibility for
raising revenue to overburdened local-
ities and homeowners, struggling to
meet the mandates of No Child Left Be-
hind and the 30-year-old mandate of
IDEA.

This amendment is particularly crit-
ical today because the cost of special
education has increased substantially
in both absolute and relative terms.
Today, 15.3 structures in New York
public schools have special needs. The
National Center for Education Statis-
tics reports New York’s demand for
IDEA has consistently increased over
the last decade and a half. Since 1991,
the percentage of children between
ages 3 and 21 served by IDEA has in-
creased by over 43 percent. We have, at
the same time, increased by 61 percent
the number of children receiving these
services. Nationwide, the upward tra-
jectory has been even more dramatic.
Our country has experienced a 73-per-
cent increase in the number of students
in IDEA between 1976 and 2002. Accord-
ing to CRS, the Congressional Research
Service, the cost of ‘‘regular” edu-
cation has increased 4 percent in con-
stant dollars since 1985, while the cost
of special education has increased 10
percent.

Part of the reason is because we have
also witnessed dramatic increases in
the rates of diagnoses of particular
types of disabilities. Before 1985, for in-
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stance, only 4 to 6 of every 10,000 chil-
dren were diagnosed with autism.
Today, 1 in 1,000 is considered a con-
servative estimate. We should not be
discouraged by this increasing need for
services. Part of the reason more chil-
dren are being identified is as a result
of our paying more attention to chil-
dren with disabilities. One of the pro-
grams we have turned to over the last
several years, the Preschool Grants
and Infants and Toddlers With Disabil-
ities Program, helps identify children
earlier, which in turn helps them get
better educated and learn how to deal
with their particular disability. It goes
hand in hand. It is a good news and
challenging news story. The good news
is we are reaching out and finding out
about what disabilities children suffer
from. But the challenge is, how we are
going to take care of their needs?

We still have a lot of work to do on
student assessments. We know from
State assessments there is a large gap
between the performance of students
receiving special education services
and their nondisabled peers. Wide gaps
also exist in the performance of stu-
dents with disabilities who attend
high-need school districts compared to
school districts with greater resources.
And a great percentage of minority
students are identified as having dis-
abilities. Once identified, a greater per-
centage are placed in more restrictive
special education settings.

We must remain accountable for the
promises we made these children.
Under No Child Left Behind, we are
testing these children. We are pub-
lishing the results. We are telling
school districts, you cannot come to us
and say you have to discard the scores
of our children with Down’s syndrome
or cerebral palsy. We are saying, we ex-
pect you to educate all of your chil-
dren. I am very supportive of that.
However, in order to do that, we have
to be fair to the school districts and
give them the resources they need to
fulfill this mandate.

We are in the year 2005. We cannot
blame the economy. We cannot blame
the war in Iraq. We cannot blame
Katrina and Rita in failing to make
good on our promise for special edu-
cation funding. This has been going on
for 30 years, through good times and
challenging times. Now more than ever
we need to invest in the education of
children with special needs. I hope we
will do just that. It is time we step up
and put the Federal Government on
record to fulfill its promise and provide
the resources, help districts keep down
property taxes, help them meet the
needs of these children.

I hope if there is a budget point of
order, which I fully expect there to be,
that my colleagues will vote in favor of
fulfilling the promise of IDEA and op-
posing the budget point of order.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
concur with the Senator from New
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York about the tremendous importance
of special education. That has been a
priority of mine since becoming chair-
man of the subcommittee.

In the 1996 fiscal year, the Federal
contribution was 7.3 percent. Since
that time, through fiscal year 2005, we
have raised it to 18.5 percent. We are
still a good bit shy of approximating a
40-percent figure, but when we look at
the funding for IDEA, there have been
very marked increases as we have
moved along, with an increase one year
of $1.3 billion, another year $1.1 billion.
We are now at a position where the
total funding for IDEA has come up
very