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Ratcliffe Scott, David Van Hollen
Reed Sensenbrenner Vargas
Reichert Serrano Veasey
Renacci Sessions Vela
Ribble Sewell (AL) Velazquez
Rice (SC) Sherman Wagner
el Shms - waibery
Rogers (AL) Simpson Walken
Rogers (KY) Sinema a.xer .
Rohrabacher Sires Walorski i
Rokita Slaughter Walters, Mimi
Rooney (FL) Smith (MO) Walz
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (NE) Wasserman
Roskam Smith (NJ) Schultz
Ross Smith (TX) Weber (TX)
Rothfus Smith (WA) Webster (FL)
Rouzer Stefanik Welch
Roybal-Allard Stewart Wenstrup
Royce Stivers Westerman
Ruiz Stutzman Westmoreland
Ruppersberger Swalwell (CA) Whitfield
Russell Takai Williams
Ryan (OH) Takano Wilson (SC)
Ryan (WI) Thompson (PA) Wittman
Salmon Thornberry Womack
Sanchez, Loretta Tiberi Woodall
Sanford Tipton v th
Sarbanes Titus armu
Scalise Tonko Yoder
Schakowsky Torres Yoho
Schiff Trott Young (AK)
Schock Tsongas Young (IA)
Schweikert Turner Young (IN)
Scott (VA) Upton Zeldin
Scott, Austin Valadao Zinke
NOES—20

Clarke (NY) Jones Schrader
Ellison Kaptur Thompson (CA)
Fudge McCollum Thompson (MS)
Grijalva Napolitano Visclosky
Hastings Pocan Waters, Maxine
Hoyer Richmond Watson Coleman
Johnson, E. B. Rush

NOT VOTING—11
Byrne Long Sanchez, Linda
Costa McNerney T.
Hinojosa Rice (NY) Speier
Lee Roe (TN) Wilson (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas) (during the vote). There are 2
minutes remaining.
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Ms. BASS changed her vote from
<6n07$ to <‘a,ye.77

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, | was
unable to vote today because of a serious ill-
ness in my family. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 84, “yea” on
rollcall No. 85, “yea” on rollcall No. 86, “yea”
on rollcall No. 87, “yea” on rolicall No. 88,
“no” on rollcall No. 89, and “yea” on rollcall
No. 90.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal, which the Chair will put
de novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
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ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Democratic Caucus, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 124

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.—
Mrs. Capps and Mr. Polis.

(2) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY.—Mr. Takano and Mr. Foster.

(3) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—MS.
Clarke of New York.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

STUDENT SUCCESS ACT

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 5.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 121 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 5.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from New York (Mr. COLLINS) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5) to sup-
port State and local accountability for
public education, protect State and
local authority, inform parents of the
performance of their children’s schools,
and for other purposes, with Mr. COL-
LINS of New York in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KLINE) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ScoTT) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
5, the Student Success Act. This week,
we have an opportunity to advance
bold reforms that will strengthen K-12
education for children across America.

A great education can be the great
equalizer. It can open doors to unlim-
ited possibilities and provide students
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the tools they need to succeed in life.
Every child in every school deserves an
excellent education, yet, Mr. Chair-
man, we are failing to provide every
child that opportunity.

Today, approximately one out of five
students drops out of high school, and
many who do graduate are going to col-
lege or entering the workforce with a
subpar education. The number of stu-
dents proficient in reading and math is
abysmal. The achievement gap sepa-
rating minority students from their
peers is appalling. Parents have little
to no options to rescue their children
from failing schools.

A  Dbroken education system has
plagued families for decades. Year after
year, policymakers lament the prob-
lems and talk about solutions, and
once in a while, a law is enacted that
promises to improve our education sys-
tem.

Unfortunately, past efforts have
largely failed because they are based
on the idea that Washington knows
what is best for children. We have dou-
bled down on this approach repeatedly,
and it is not working.

Federal mandates dictate how to
gauge student achievement, how to de-
fine qualified teachers, how to spend
money at the State and local levels,
and how to improve underperforming
schools. And now, thanks to the un-
precedented overreach of the current
administration, the Department of
Education is dictating policies con-
cerning teacher evaluations, academic
standards, and more.

No one questions whether parents,
teachers, and local education leaders
are committed to their students, yet
there are some who question whether
they are capable of making the best de-
cisions for their students.

Success in school should be deter-
mined by those who teach inside our
classrooms, by administrators who un-
derstand the challenges facing their
communities, by parents who know
better than anyone the needs of their
children. If every child is going to re-
ceive a quality education, then we need
to place less faith—less faith—in the
Secretary of Education and more faith
in parents, teachers, and State and
local leaders. That is why I am a proud
sponsor of the Student Success Act.

By reducing the Federal footprint,
restoring local control, and empow-
ering parents and education leaders,
this commonsense bill will move our
country in a better direction.

O 1600

The Student Success Act provides
States and school districts more flexi-
bility to fund 1local priorities, not
Washington’s priorities. The legisla-
tion eliminates dozens of ineffective or
duplicative programs so that each dol-
lar makes a direct, meaningful, and
lasting impact in classrooms. The bill
strengthens accountability by replac-
ing the current national scheme with
State-led accountability systems, re-
turning to States the responsibility to
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measure student performance and im-
prove struggling schools. The Student
Success Act also ensures parents have
the information they need to hold their
schools accountable. It is their tax
money, but more importantly, it is
their children, and they deserve to
know how their schools are performing.

Mr. Chairman, the bill reaffirms that
choice is a powerful lifeline for families
with children in failing schools by ex-
tending the magnet school program,
expanding access to high quality char-
ter schools, and allowing Federal funds
to follow low-income students to the
traditional, public, or public charter
school of the parents’ choice.

Finally, the Student Success Act
reins in the authority of the Secretary
of Education. We must stop the Sec-
retary from unilaterally imposing his
will on schools, and this bill will do
just that. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that
is why the White House and powerful
special interests are teaming up to de-
feat this legislation. They fear the bill
will lead to less control in Washington
and more control in States and school
districts. Let me assure the American
people: that is precisely what this bill
will do.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to help all children, regardless of back-
ground, income, or ZIP Code, to receive
an excellent education by supporting
the Student Success Act, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 5, a bill to reauthorize the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, ESEA, a landmark civil rights law
enacted under President Lyndon B.
Johnson. As we approach the b0-year
anniversary of its enactment, we can-
not take lightly ESEA’s mission, goals,
and achievements over the course of
five decades. It is by that yardstick of
history that we must judge H.R. 5
today and determine if it will move our
education system closer to meeting the
challenges of the 21st century and pre-
pare our students for the global econ-
omy.

We all know too well that quality
education is even more vital today
than it was generations ago. In our rap-
idly changing economy, our Nation’s
continued success depends on a well-
educated workforce. A competitive and
educated workforce strengthens the
very social fabric of America: people
with higher levels of education are less
likely to be unemployed, less likely to
need public assistance, less likely to
become a teen parent, and less likely
to get caught up in the criminal justice
system. Over the course of ESEA’s his-
tory, we have recognized that for many
politically disconnected populations,
equitable access to an education has
not been a reality. It was necessary for
the Federal Government to fill in the
gaps of funding our public school sys-
tems.

Inequality was inevitable when most
school systems are funded by real es-
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tate taxes, and further by virtue of the
fact that in our democratic society, we
respond to political pressure. For 50
years, Congress has recognized that
low-income students were not getting
their fair share of the pie and that sup-
plemental resources were absolutely
necessary to ensure that all children
had access to quality public education.
As a result, Congress has a long-
standing policy to target our limited
Federal funding to schools and stu-
dents who get left behind in an unequal
system.

Mr. Chairman, one of this bill’s most
troubling provisions, which strikes at
the heart of ESEA’s long history of
targeting resources to our neediest stu-
dents, is the so-called portability pro-
vision. Now, present law gives greater
weight to funding in areas of high con-
centration of poverty. Under H.R. 5,
portability, a State agency could use
all of its title I funds to districts based
solely on the percentage of poor chil-
dren, regardless of the concentration of
poor people in a district.

As a result, much of the title I sup-
port intended towards those areas of
concentration of poverty would be re-
allocated to those wealthier areas. In
other words, the low-income areas
would get less, and the wealthy areas
would get more. I ask: If that is the so-
lution, then I wonder what you think
the problem was? Analysis from a num-
ber of organizations, including the De-
partment of Education, demonstrates
title I portability will take money
from the poorer schools and school dis-
tricts and give more to affluent dis-
tricts. This disproportionately affects
students of color, and this is just sim-
ply wrong.

Data shows that H.R. 5 would provide
the largest 33 school districts with the
highest concentration of Black and
Hispanic students over $3 billion less in
Federal funding than the President’s
budget over the next 6 years. Further-
more, the Center for American
Progress found in its review of port-
ability that districts with high con-
centrations of poverty could lose an av-
erage of $85 per student, while the more
affluent areas would gain more than
$290 per student.

There is an overwhelming body of re-
search that shows that targeting re-
sources to schools and districts with
the highest concentrations of poverty
is an effective way to mitigate the ef-
fects of poverty. Current law reflects
this evidence and targets funding to
schools where there are greater con-
centrations of poverty, and this bill
rolls the clock back and reverses that.

To add insult to injury, H.R. 5 elimi-
nates what is called maintenance of ef-
fort, a requirement of ESEA that
States maintain their effort and that
the Federal money will supplement
what they are doing. As a result of this
bill, States could use their education
funds to fund tax cuts or other nonedu-
cation initiatives, thus turning ESEA
into a glorified slush fund where poli-
tics would drive funding allocations.
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And we know who is going to lose when
politics are at play—our children.

There are other flaws with H.R. 5.
This bill sets no standards for college
or career readiness and allows students
with disabilities to be taught with less-
er standards. It limits our investment
in education over the next 6 years be-
cause there are no adjustments for in-
flation. It block grants important pro-
grams, diluting the purpose and the
outcome. Taken as a whole, these poli-
cies will have a disproportionate im-
pact on students of color, students with
disabilities, and our English language
learners. It is no wonder that business
groups, labor groups, civil rights, dis-
abilities, and education groups have all
expressed deep concerns about this leg-
islation.

Mr. Chairman, I stand in strong op-
position to H.R. 5, as it will turn the
clock back on American public edu-
cation. In its current form, the bill
abandons the fundamental principles of
equity and accountability in our edu-
cation system, it eviscerates education
funding, it fails to support our edu-
cators, and it leaves our children ill-
prepared for success in the classroom
and beyond. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no’ on this bill, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, it is now
my great pleasure to yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROKITA), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Ele-
mentary, and Secondary Education.

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman for his great leadership
on this bill and in the committee gen-
erally.

I rise in strong support this after-
noon because every student, Mr. Chair-
man, every student deserves an effec-
tive teacher, an engaging classroom,
and a quality education that paves the
path for a bright and prosperous fu-
ture. That is what we all want. Unfor-
tunately, despite the best of inten-
tions, the Nation’s current K-12 edu-
cation law has failed to provide stu-
dents this fundamental right. In fact,
the law has only gotten in the way.

Far from taking us back to the past,
this bill will take us to the future,
where we should have been for a while
now in terms of education, so that we
can maintain competitiveness with the
rest of the world and win in the 21st
century.

No Child Left Behind’s onerous re-
quirements and the Obama administra-
tion’s waiver scheme and pet projects
have created a one-size-fits-all system
that hinders innovation and stymies
local efforts to improve student learn-
ing. As a result, too many young adults
leave high school today without basic
knowledge in reading, math, and
science. They are ill-equipped to com-
plete college and compete in the work-
force, and consequently they are de-
prived of one of the best opportunities
they have to earn a lifetime of success.
We shouldn’t shackle any student to
that kind of future.
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Americans have settled for the status
quo for far too long, and today we have
an opportunity to chart the new
course. The Student Success Act de-
parts from the top-down approach that
has inefficiently and ineffectively gov-
erned elementary and secondary edu-
cation and restores that responsibility
to its rightful stewards: parents, teach-
ers, State and local education leaders,
and the local taxpayers.

First, the bill gets the Federal gov-
ernment out of the business of running
our schools. It eliminates the dizzying
maze of Federal mandates that has dic-
tated local decisions and downsizes the
bloated bureaucracy at the Department
of Education that has focused on what
Washington wants rather than what
students need. The whole theme of this
bill is that we trust teachers, parents,
local education officials, and our local
taxpayers much more than we would
ever trust a Federal bureaucrat.

Mr. Chairman, I find it funny that
the other side, those who are against
this bill, actually cite the Department
of Education in arguing what a bad bill
this is. Imagine a Federal bureaucrat
actually arguing to devolve its power
back to its rightful owners. Of course
they are going to be for the status quo.
They benefit from the status quo. The
students do not.

Second, the bill empowers parents
and education leaders with choice,
transparency, and flexibility. It en-
sures parents continue to have the in-
formation they need to hold schools ac-
countable and helps more families es-
cape underperforming schools by ex-
panding alternative education options
such as quality charter schools. It also
provides States the flexibility to de-
velop their own systems for addressing
school performance and the autonomy
to use Federal funds in the most effi-
cient way.

This bill respects, Mr. Chairman,
that it is the people’s property. It is
their tax dollars. We shouldn’t be forc-
ing any kind of maintenance of effort
requirement on States or local juris-
dictions. It is their decision to decide
what to do with their money.

With the Student Success Act, we
have an opportunity to overcome the
failed status quo of high stakes testing
and Federal waivers. We have an oppor-
tunity to reduce the Federal footprint
in our Nation’s classrooms. We also
have an opportunity to signal to moms,
dads, teachers, administrators, and
State officials that we trust them to
hold schools accountable for delivering
a quality education to every child.

As my good friend, former colleague
and fellow Hoosier Governor Mike
Pence, said before the House Education
and the Workforce Committee earlier
this month:

There is nothing that ails education that
can’t be fixed by giving parents more choices
and teachers more freedom to teach.

That is exactly what this bill does.
This bill fosters an environment to ac-
complish that very thing. So I urge my
colleagues to join me in replacing a
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broken law with much-needed, com-
monsense education reforms and ask
you to vote ‘‘yes’—‘‘yes’’—on the Stu-
dent Success Act.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI), a
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

Ms. BONAMICI. Thank you,
Ranking Member, for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there is overwhelming
bipartisan consensus that we need to
replace No Child Left Behind. And
there is overwhelming bipartisan con-
sensus that a rewrite of No Child Left
Behind should promote local flexibility
and support schools, not punish them.
So I am deeply disappointed that the
House has not come together to
produce a bipartisan bill.

Despite a common goal and a long
history of setting aside differences to
work together on this important legis-
lation, this bill does not adequately
support America’s students. Unfortu-
nately, the Student Success Act shifts
resources away from communities
where poverty is most concentrated
and freezes funding for America’s most
needy students at a time when public
school enrollment is on the rise and
more than half the students come from
low-income families.

H.R. 5 does not support a well-round-
ed education for all students, it does
not ensure college- and career-ready
standards for all students, it does not
promote quality afterschool programs,
and it does not do enough to reduce
emphasis on high-stakes tests.

The original goal of ESEA was laud-
able—equity. ESEA deserves a full re-
view by the House so we can implement
thoughtful solutions that reflect the
current needs in our schools. But this
bill does not protect historically under-
served students.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this act, and
I ask my colleagues to do the same. We
need a law that is serious about ad-
dressing the challenges educators and
students face today.
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Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CULBERSON), who has been active
in this bill.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to ask, if I could, for the chair-
man of the Education and the Work-
force Committee to engage in a col-
loquy with me concerning the impor-
tance of ensuring the Federal Govern-
ment does not interfere with States’
rights over public education.

Mr. KLINE. I, as the chairman of the
full committee, would be happy to en-
gage in that colloquy.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
believe there is no constitutional role
for the Federal Government in edu-
cation.

However, I understand that the funds
under this act are accepted voluntarily
by each State, but I am concerned that
State bureaucrats often simply accept

Mr.
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these funds and all the strings without
any input from our constituents or lo-
cally elected officials. I saw this in the
Texas House.

I very much appreciate that the gen-
tleman from Indiana and Chairman
KLINE worked with me to protect the
10th Amendment and to ensure that
States knowingly accept the strings at-
tached to these programs before they
receive any funding under this bill.

I want to be clear that this provision
simply ensures that locally elected of-
ficials, parents, and other interested
stakeholders have the opportunity to
stand up and voice concern or support
for accepting Federal funding at their
State capital before any unelected, un-
accountable bureaucrat can accept
that money and all the strings that
come with them.

I want to ask if the chairman concurs
that this is the intent and the result of
the language that you have included in
the Student Success Act?

Mr. KLINE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Let me thank my colleague from
Texas for his leadership on this impor-
tant issue. I understand and appreciate
your concern about this Federal role in
education policy.

That is why we were happy to include
your amendment in the underlying bill.
It made the bill stronger and gave an-
other tool to parents and local officials
to protect their rights when it comes
to educating our children.

This amendment, in combination
with other strong provisions to rein in
the Secretary, including an absolute
ban on his ability to force any State to
adopt the Common Core State Stand-
ards or any other particular standards,
ensures the Federal Government can-
not dictate what is taught in schools,
what assessments are given, or what
standards are used.

In fact, this amendment ensures
States willfully accept the limited re-
quirements that will come with these
funds and reaffirms what decisions
should be left to the States.

I thank the gentleman for offering
this provision and his commitment to a
limited Federal role in education, and I
yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank you from the bottom of
my heart for protecting the 10th
Amendment rights of the States to
control their public school system and
affirming a parents’ right to control
their child’s education.

I appreciate you confirming the in-
tent of this amendment. It will mean a
far greater role for States and parents
in their child’s education.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY), a
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
hate to throw cold water on the last
colloquy, but I think it is important to
note as we debate this bill, which never
had the benefit of a public hearing or a
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single subcommittee hearing, is that
the Federal mandate for annual testing
does not change as a result of this law.

What does change regarding that
testing requirement is that the dedi-
cated funding stream, which Congress
at least had the decency to pass back
in 2002, that is eliminated.

What you are doing is you are main-
taining a mandate and you are elimi-
nating the funding to pay for that
mandate for testing. What we are end-
ing up with, for all the talk about re-
ducing the Federal footprint, is that we
are doubling down on the Federal re-
quirement that States have to have an-
nual testing in schools, which every
Member in this Chamber has heard
about in loud protest over the last 13
years.

What this shows is that when the
process is broken—and it was broken in
this case, no committee-subcommittee
meetings, no hearings, rushing it to
the floor on a hyperpartisan basis, not
one single Democratic amendment was
accepted at the committee during
markup, that is what you end up with,
is a deformed bill, which should be de-
feated.

I urge in the strongest terms possible
a ‘“‘no”” vote. Let’s go back and do this
the right way.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Just to address a notion of what is
done in secret and what is not done in
secret and whether or not people have
had a chance to weigh in on this legis-
lation, as my friend knows—and I do
thank him for not mentioning basket-
ball, by the way—as my friend knows,
this bill has had multiple hearings over
several years.

It has been debated in committee. It
has been debated on the floor of the
House. It has been debated in the
media. It is much discussed and much
known—in contrast to the bill, the
amendment, a substitute that my
friends and colleagues on the other side
of the aisle brought forward in com-
mittee, 851 pages, that nobody had seen
outside the Democrat Caucus, so I be-
lieve this bill is well known, and it is
the right direction to move us forward
into the future to make sure that all of
our children receive the quality edu-
cation they deserve.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds just to
respond to the idea that our substitute
was produced.

I would apologize to the gentleman
for having sprung the substitute on
him.

However, 2 legislative days after his
bill was introduced, he scheduled a
markup on the bill, so we produced a
response to his bill in 2 legislative
days. That is all the time we were al-
lowed.

We would have allowed hearings. We
would have liked hearings on his bill
and our bill, but that just wasn’t to
take place because of the rush to judg-
ment.
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I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. FUDGE), the ranking
member of the Early Childhood, Ele-
mentary, and Secondary Education
Subcommittee.

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly oppose H.R. 5, the Student Success
Act.

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act reaffirmed the Supreme
Court’s decision in Brown v. Board of
Education that every child has the
right to an equal educational oppor-
tunity. H.R. 5 undermines the law’s
original intent, turning back the clock
on equity and accountability in Amer-
ican public education.

As we commemorate the 50th anni-
versary of ESEA, Republicans have
chosen to honor the anniversary by
bringing a partisan bill to the House
floor that tears apart the historic Fed-
eral role in education.

H.R. 5 should be known as the ‘“En-
sure Students Don’t Succeed Act.”” The
bill is a backward leap in our country’s
education system, not a forward one.

Every student in America has a right
to a quality education. It is our job as
Members of Congress to make sure that
right is protected, something that H.R.
5 does not do.

I refuse to fail our children and their
families because our children deserve
so much more than this legislation pro-
vides.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I am very,
very pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Ms. FoxX), the chair of the
Subcommittee on Higher Education
and Workforce Training.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. Chairman, the current K-12 edu-
cation system is failing our students,
and State and local attempts to make
it better have been hampered by an
enormous Federal footprint.

Parents and education leaders have
lost much of their decisionmaking au-
thority to Washington bureaucrats,
and the Secretary of Education has
bullied States into adopting the Obama
administration’s pet projects.

Unsurprisingly, student achievement
levels remain worrisome. Just 36 per-
cent of eighth grade students read at
grade level, and only 35 percent are
proficient in math.

For far too long, our schools have
been governed by a top-down approach
that stymies State and local efforts to
meet the unique needs of their student
populations. We can’t continue to
make the same mistakes and expect
better results. America’s students de-
serve change.

Fortunately, this week, the House of
Representatives has an opportunity to
chart a new course with the Student
Success Act, legislation that reduces
the Federal footprint in the Nation’s
classrooms and restores control to the
people who know their students best:
parents, teachers, and local leaders.

The Student Success Act gets Wash-
ington out of the business of running
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schools. It protects State and local au-
tonomy by prohibiting the Secretary of
Education from coercing States into
adopting Common Core or other stand-
ards or assessments and by preventing
the Secretary from creating additional
burdens on States and school districts.

The bill reduces the size of the Fed-
eral education bureaucracy. Currently,
the Department of Education oversees
more than 80 programs geared towards
primary and secondary education, most
of which are duplicative and fail to de-
liver adequate results for students. The
bill eliminates over 65 of these pro-
grams and requires the Secretary of
Education to reduce the Department’s
workforce accordingly.

The Student Success Act repeals on-
erous, one-size-fits-all mandates that
dictate accountability, teacher qual-
ity, and local spending that have done
more to tie up States and school dis-
tricts in red tape than to support edu-
cation efforts. It returns responsibility
for classroom decisions to parents,
teachers, administrators, and edu-
cation officials.

The bill also provides States and
school districts the funding flexibility
to efficiently and effectively invest
limited taxpayer dollars to boost stu-
dent achievement by creating a local
academic flexible grant. It provides the
public with greater transparency and
accountability over the development of
new rules affecting K-12 schools.

Education is a deeply personal issue.
After years of the Secretary of Edu-
cation running schools through execu-
tive fiat, we understand that people are
concerned about what a new K-12 edu-
cation law will do.

That is why a number of key prin-
ciples have guided our efforts to re-
place the law since we began the proc-
ess more than 4 years ago: reducing the
Federal footprint, restoring local con-
trol, and empowering parents and edu-
cation leaders.

Those principles are reflected
throughout the legislation, including
specific safeguards that protect the
right of States to opt out of the law, as
well as the autonomy of home schools,
religious schools, and private schools.

Organizations such as the Council for
American Private Education, the Home
School Legal Defense Association, and
Committee on Catholic Education of
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops
have expressed support for the Student
Success Act because they know it will
keep the Federal Government out of
their business and preserve their cher-
ished rights.

A host of administration bureaucrats
is attempting to defeat these much-
needed changes. They know each re-
form that returns flexibility and choice
to parents and school boards represent
a loss of power in D.C.

It is time we put the interests of
America’s students above the desires of
Washington politicians.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. KLINE. I yield the gentlewoman
an additional 1 minute.
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Ms. FOXX. By reversing the top-
down policies of recent decades, the
Student Success Act offers conserv-
ative solutions to repair a broken edu-
cation system.

It would finally get Washington out
of the way and allow parents, teachers,
and State and local education leaders
the flexibility to provide every child in
every school a high-quality education.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. DAVIS), a
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank Ranking Member SCOTT.

I have to ask the majority: When did
local control come to mean spend Fed-
eral dollars but ditch the Federal over-
sight?

During our markup last week—and 1
certainly heard today Member after
Member arguing how removing Federal
standards would help 1local leaders
make tough decisions. This is abso-
lutely backwards.

For 9 years, I served on the second
largest school board in California, the
sixth in the Nation, and I distinctly re-
member every school in the district
making a compelling case for extra re-
sources.

Which is why, frankly, we should be
debating how to increase the size of the
pie that goes to education, rather than
only arguing on how to cut it up.

I still remember particularly one
board meeting agonizing over the deci-
sion to move money from one needy
school to another. We had to cut our
budget, and we had to make a decision.
In the end, the law and the safeguards
around title I helped direct us to make
sure the money went to the students
that needed it most.

Ultimately, the direction in the law
helps us balance competing needs, and
I urge opposition to the bill.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. TAKANO), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.
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Mr. TAKANO. I thank the gentleman
from Virginia for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
opposition to H.R. 5, also known as the
Student Success Act. Having spent 24
years as a classroom teacher, I am es-
pecially concerned about the title I
funding mechanism in this legislation.
We have seen time and time again that
block grants often redirect funding
away from intended populations and
are a prelude to further cuts.

I also oppose the Republican bill’s
portability provision, which betrays
the original intent of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. ESEA is
meant to promote equitable oppor-
tunity and education for all and to help
raise the academic achievement of low-
income children. This legislation will
do the opposite.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Finally, I object to the utter lack of
Federal accountability in H.R. 5. While
I oppose the current test-driven, high-
stakes accountability system, I want
the right accountability system, not no
accountability system.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation goes
too far. It cuts too deep and takes too
many steps backward. I oppose H.R. 5.
I call on my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I just want to address this issue of
grants and block grants and so forth we
are starting to hear a little bit about.

I have been hearing for years, as I
talk to superintendents in Minnesota
and around the country, their frustra-
tion with the maze of Federal pro-
grams, 80-some Federal programs, each
with its soda straw of funding and re-
quirements for action and reporting.
They have told me again and again: I
have got money here, and I don’t need
it there. I need money here, and I can’t
move that money. I don’t have the
flexibility to move that money. I need
to be able to put the resources where
my students need it.

So, by eliminating 65 of those soda
straws of individual controls and giv-
ing that flexibility to superintendents,
we allow the money to be spent where
it is needed the most. I think that is
one of the great strengths of this bill,
and it is one of the reasons why the
American Association of School Super-
intendents does support this legisla-
tion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. POCAN), a member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Ranking Member SCOTT.

Mr. Chairman, this bill breaks the
promise made 50 years ago to help all
kids get a good, quality public edu-
cation and to recognize the challenges
faced by kids living in poverty.

When talking about the problems
with this Republican bill, one wonders
where to start. Is it the tearing apart
of public education that comes in the
form of dismantling title I funding? or
the fact that the portability scheme is
a slippery slope to turning our public
school system into one big taxpayer-
funded voucher program with public
dollars sent to private schools? or the
fact that Republicans have failed to ad-
dress the need for early education or
the maintenance of efforts of edu-
cation? or that this bill diminishes the
focus on professional development for
teachers or the clear protections for
collective bargaining agreements that
are already part of State laws? or, ulti-
mately, that this bill provides insuffi-
cient funding lower than what the title
I authorization for last year authorized
under the current law?

This bill doesn’t provide real student
success, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KLINE. I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from  Massachusetts (Ms.
CLARK), a member of the committee.

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman from Virginia for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was passed 50
years ago to embody the promise that
education is a right, not a privilege. We
are supposed to be guardians of that
promise, not the architects of its de-
mise.

This reauthorization was an oppor-
tunity for Congress to delve in and de-
bate the most pressing issues facing
our schools. Sadly, the Republican ma-
jority chose to introduce a partisan bill
behind closed doors without a single
public hearing. Now we have a bill that
reflects that lack of inclusion, takes
hundreds of millions of dollars from
our most vulnerable children, and
weakens the safeguards that govern
taxpayer money.

When I served on my local school
committee, a tough economy meant
some really difficult decisions. Not ev-
eryone was happy, but we listened. We
listened to teachers, administrators,
parents, students, experts, and fiscal
watchdogs, and we were guided by one
simple principle: what is best for our
students. It is a shame Congress
couldn’t find the will to do the same.

I urge my colleagues to reject H.R. 5.

Mr. KLINE. I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms.
ADAMS), a former college professor and
now a member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Ranking Member SCOTT.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 5.

Two weeks ago, our committee came
together expecting to seriously con-
sider this bill, but instead Republicans
said ‘“‘no”’: ‘“no” to moving beyond the
status quo, ‘‘no” to investing in the fu-
tures of our kids, ‘“‘no” to supporting
our teachers and principals, and ‘“‘no”
to ensuring the success of our neediest
students.

Guess what. You said ‘‘yes” to taking
money from our poorest students like
Robin Hood in reverse, ‘‘yes’ to eras-
ing the gains we have made over the
past 50 years, and ‘‘yes” to denying
students success. This bill ignores the
obvious needs of our students and turns
its back on some of our most vulner-
able.

I hope we are not fooled by the name
of the bill. Student Success is a failure.
It clearly sets up our students to fail.
H.R. 5 fails on all accounts. It fails our
neediest students. It fails to invest in
our teachers and our principals. It fails
to prepare students for college and ca-
reers. This bill deserves an F.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. KLINE. I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, could you advise how much time
is available to both parties?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Vir-
ginia has 15 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Minnesota has 13 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE), a
former mayor.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

It is our responsibility to provide
America’s young people with every op-
portunity to obtain a world-class edu-
cation in the best possible environment
so they can compete in an increasingly
global economy. That is why it is crit-
ical that we reauthorize ESEA the
right way. Schools and educators de-
serve certainty, continuity, and direc-
tion based on new research and in-
formed by our experience from the last
decade, and students deserve the best
education we can provide. H.R. 5 is not
the right way to do it.

H.R. 5 would freeze funding at cur-
rent levels for 6 years, representing
over $800 million in cuts compared to
presequester funding. By funding pro-
grams with block grants and intro-
ducing title I portability, this fails to
support greater achievement of low-in-
come students, students of color, stu-
dents with disabilities, and English
language learners. This fails students
in so many ways.

We should be working together to en-
sure that a reauthorized ESEA im-
proves student achievement, supports
teachers and principals, and provides
high-quality education for all students.
This bill does not accomplish this.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. KLINE. I continue to reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO), the ranking member on the
Committee on Appropriations Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, Education, and Re-
lated Agencies.

Ms. DELAURO. Upon signing the
original Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, President Johnson de-
scribed education as ‘‘the only valid
passport from poverty.” This bill
threatens to tear up that passport. It
caps Federal education funding at 2015
levels, levels which are already woe-
fully inadequate after years of drastic
cuts, and makes no provision for infla-
tion, let alone the growing need for
Federal education programs.

The bill allows States to direct Fed-
eral dollars away from schools in dis-
tricts with the greatest poverty. It per-
mits States to reduce education fund-
ing with no accountability. It allows
schools in wealthier neighborhoods to
use title I funding without having to
target funds to the students with the
greatest needs. It is a blatant betrayal
of the ESEA’s fundamental purpose,
which is to level the playing field for
low-income Kids.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

It weakens or eliminates many suc-
cessful programs, including 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers ini-
tiative, which provides quality after
school, summer school programs for
disadvantaged children.

Mr. Chairman, it used to be that hard
work in schools and on the job was the
surest ticket to the middle -class.
Today, that compact is broken. Mil-
lions of hardworking families do not
earn enough to make ends meet, let
alone move up in the world. The cuts
proposed in this bill would make mat-
ters even worse. Kids from poor neigh-
borhoods are already being neglected,
while those from wealthy areas get an
ever-increasing slice of the pie. These
disparities reverberate throughout
their lives to create an increasingly di-
vided, unequal society.

Let me put it simply: Without broad
access to quality education, there is no
future for the middle class. With this
legislation, the majority is saying to
America’s low-income kids: You are on
your own.

Mr. Chairman, that is not who we
are. I urge my colleagues to vote
against this bill.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BISHOP), a new member of the
committee.

Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 5, the Student Success Act, be-
cause our system, education system, is
failing. Where I come from, we call try-
ing to do things over and over again
and expecting a different outcome in-
sanity. I believe our system is broken
to the extent that it is a moral impera-
tive for Congress, at this point, to step
up and act. Our students, our parents,
our teachers should not have to settle
for a failing system.

Before Congress, I worked in the pri-
vate sector, and I also had an oppor-
tunity to work in State government,
including the opportunity to serve as
the majority leader of the Michigan
Senate. At that time, I saw firsthand
how much more effective we can be at
the State level to use State resources
and control where they are going than
to have the Federal Government come
in, step in and use, and expect the
State to spend it in a certain way.

This system of top-down does not
help the States; it puts us in a bad po-
sition. As a State legislator, had I the
opportunity, I would have come here
and supported the cause as well be-
cause it is the right thing to do. I do
believe it is high time that we defend
the 10th Amendment and rein back the
Federal Government’s role, especially
in our children’s education. Local
teachers and parents know our children
better than the Department of Edu-
cation in Washington, D.C., ever could;
and the result is that our system is
broken, and that becomes clearer and
clearer every day.

I just want to mention a couple sta-
tistics that I find alarming but instruc-
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tive. First of all, 35 percent of our
fourth graders are reading at a pro-
ficient level. Only 26 percent of our
high school seniors are proficient in
math. Just a couple examples that I
mention. Those examples are unaccept-
able.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. KLINE. I yield the gentleman an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. BISHOP of Michigan. The Stu-
dent Success Act gives authority back
to our States and expands opportuni-
ties so our children can get the best
education opportunity possible. That is
what they deserve, and that is what I
was sent to Washington, D.C., to sup-
port.

This bill is also critical in ensuring
the Federal Government cannot force a
failed program like Common Core on
the States. When looking at education
reform, it is also important to make
sure that we continue to protect the
rights of our home schoolers and our
private schools. That is exactly what
this bill does.

Mr. Chairman, we must reduce the
Federal Government’s footprint in our
children’s classrooms because it is
making a mess of the education sys-
tem. We are long overdue for change,
and I believe the Student Success Act
will move our Nation in the right di-
rection.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, because this bill lim-
its the amount of funding available, it
moves money from low-income areas to
wealthy areas, eliminates targeted
funds for English learners and those
with disabilities; it fails to set mean-
ingful standards.

A lot of organizations oppose the leg-
islation, including business organiza-
tions, child advocacy groups, civil
rights groups, the organizations sup-
porting those with disabilities and
health groups, including the Congres-
sional Tri-Caucus; the Advocacy Insti-
tute; the Afterschool Alliance; the
American-Arab Anti-Discrimination
Committee; the American Association
of People With Disabilities; the Amer-
ican Association of University Women;
the American Federation of Teachers;
the American Foundation for the
Blind; the Association of University
Centers on Disabilities; Autism Na-
tional Committee; Autistic Self Advo-
cacy Network; the Center for American
Progress; the Center for Law and So-
cial Policy; the Children’s Defense
Fund; the Committee for Education
Funding; the Consortium for Citizens
with Disabilities; the Council of the
Great City Schools; the Council of Par-
ent Attorneys and Advocates, Inc.;
Democrats for Education Reform; Dis-
ability Rights Education & Defense
Fund; Easter Seals; Education Post;
Education Law Center; First Focus
Campaign for Children; Gay, Lesbian &
Straight Education Network; Human
Rights Campaign; the Bazelon Center
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for Mental Health Law; Lawyers’ Com-
mittee for Civil Rights Under Law;
Leading Educators; the League of
United Latin American Citizens; the
Mexican American Legal Defense and
Educational Fund; the NAACP; the
NAACP Legal Defense and Educational
Fund; the National Association of
School Psychologists; the National
Center for Learning Disabilities; the
National Council on Independent Liv-
ing; the National Council on Teacher
Quality; the National Center on Time
& Learning; the National Congress of
American Indians; the National Coun-
cil of La Raza; the National Coalition
for Public Education; the National Dis-
ability Rights Network; the National
Down Syndrome Congress; the Na-
tional Education Association; the Na-
tional Urban League; the National
Women’s Law Center; Partners for
Each and Every Child; the Poverty &
Race Research Action Council; Public
Advocates Inc.; Stand for Children;
Southeast Asia Resource Action Cen-
ter; TASH; Teach Plus; TNTP; the Edu-
cation Trust; the United Negro College
Fund; the Leadership Conference on
Civil and Human Rights; and the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce. They are all in
opposition to this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Alabama (Ms. SEWELL).

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I often don’t come to the floor to
speak, but I felt compelled on this par-
ticular bill, H.R. 5, to talk about it.
Why? Because I represent a district
that has 90 percent of the public
schoolchildren who live and receive re-
duced or free lunches and it is impor-
tant for me to just state for the record
that I think that a bill that takes away
funding from public schools—targeted
funding for low-income and poverty
students—would be an abomination.

This bill is here because of the work
of Lyndon Johnson 50 years ago. It was
a civil rights bill, frankly. Why? It was
an acknowledgment that socially dis-
advantaged children needed additional
help. Somewhere along the line, Mr.
Chairman, we have lost as a nation the
notion of ‘‘our children.”

It is always ‘‘my child,” not ‘‘our
children.”

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield the
gentlewoman an additional 30 seconds.

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Until the
parents of more affluent children see
that their lives are intrinsically linked
to children who are poor, we as a na-
tion will never be the beloved commu-
nity that so many civil rights leaders
fought and died for.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Virginia for the opportunity to speak
on this underlying bill, and I want to
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urge my colleagues to vote against
H.R. 5.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. CARTER), a
member of the committee.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I want to
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
for his work on this bill. It is a very
important bill, and it is certainly very
applicable to what is going on in our
country right now.

Mr. Chairman, Federal intervention
in our Nation’s classrooms is at an all-
time high, and the Obama administra-
tion continues to believe that they
think they know what is best for our
children. However, despite the contin-
ued intrusion into our children’s class-
rooms, student achievement remains
stagnant.

Out of 34 countries, students in the
U.S. rank 20th and 27th in science and
math respectively, so it is clear that
our education system is not adequately
serving our children, and it is not
going to be fixed by Washington bu-
reaucrats. Our education system can
only be fixed by parents, teachers,
aunts, uncles, coaches, and community
leaders—the people who actually know
what is best for our Nation’s children.

That is why I am supporting H.R. 5.
I am supporting this bill to put some
restraints on the administration, to
rein in the Department of Education,
and to put the keys to our children’s
educations and futures back in local
control where it belongs.

It repeals out-of-touch teacher quali-
fication programs, and it allows State
and local officials to determine who is
qualified to teach their children. It
also eliminates 65 programs and cre-
ates a grant program with greater
flexibility for school districts.

We all know that children learn dif-
ferently and at their own pace, and
without this bill, the Secretary of Edu-
cation can prohibit funds from being
sent to States unless they adopt cer-
tain one-size-fits-all standards, like
Common Core.

I will be the first one to say that ad-
ditional reforms to our education sys-
tem are needed. No, this is not the sil-
ver bullet, but it is a great start, and it
is a great bill. I support this bill, and I
urge all of my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I just want to state for the record
that graduation rates have been up
since No Child Left Behind was passed.
Black and Latino children are doing
better, so it has been working, but we
need to continue to improve.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read
the Statement of Administration Pol-
icy, which speaks to the administra-
tion position on H.R. 5. The Statement
of Administration Policy goes as fol-
lows:

The administration strongly opposes H.R.
5, the Student Success Act, as approved by
the House Committee on Education and the
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Workforce. Congress must act in a bipartisan
way to reform the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 to help States
prepare all children for college and careers
by giving them flexibility from No Child Left
Behind mandates. However, H.R. 5 represents
a significant step backwards in the efforts to
help all of the Nation’s children and their
families prepare for their futures.

H.R. 5 abdicates the historic Federal role
in elementary and secondary education of
ensuring the educational progress of all of
America’s children, including children from
low-income families, students with disabil-
ities, English learners, and students of color.
It fails to maintain the core expectation that
States and school districts will take serious,
sustained, and targeted actions when nec-
essary to remedy achievement gaps and re-
form persistently low-performing schools.
H.R. 5 fails to identify opportunity gaps or
remedy inequities in access to the resources
and supports students need to succeed, such
as challenging academic courses, excellent
teachers and principals, afterschool enrich-
ment or expanded learning time, and other
academic and nonacademic supports.

Rather than investing more in schools,
H.R. 5 would allow States to divert edu-
cation funding away from the schools and
students who need it the most through the
so-called ‘‘portability’ provision. The bill’s
caps on Federal education spending would
lock in recent budget cuts for the rest of the
decade, and the bill would allow funds cur-
rently required to be used for education to be
used for other purposes, such as spending on
sports stadiums or tax cuts for the wealthy.
H.R. b fails to make critical investments for
the Nation’s students, including high-quality
preschool for America’s children, support for
America’s teachers and principals, and in-
vestment in innovative solutions for the pub-
lic education system.

The administration agrees on the need for
high-quality statewide annual testing as re-
quired in H.R. 5, so parents and teachers
know how children and schools are doing
from year to year and to allow for consistent
measurement of school and student perform-
ance across the State. However, this bill
should do more to reduce redundant and un-
necessary testing, such as asking States to
limit the amount of time spent on standard-
ized testing and requiring parental notifica-
tion when testing is consuming too much
classroom learning time.

The administration opposes H.R. 5 in its
current form for all of these reasons but par-
ticularly because it would deny Federal
funds to the classrooms that need them the
most and fails to assure parents that policy-
makers and educators will take action when
students are not learning.

If the President were presented with H.R.
5, his senior advisers would recommend that
he veto the bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. WALBERG),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Workforce Protections.

Mr. WALBERG. Thank you,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, since No Child Left
Behind was put in place, the Federal
Government has dictated how States
and school districts spend money,
gauge student learning and school per-
formance, and hire classroom teachers.

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, it isn’t
working. Washington bureaucrats, no
matter how well meaning they are, will
never have the personal understanding

Mr.
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of the diverse and special and unique
needs of students than the teachers,
administrators, and parents who spend
time with them.

Mr. Chairman, I stand here today be-
cause I have to speak for Erin and
Moses. HErin is my daughter-in-law and
the mother of my four grandchildren.
Moses was a student who tested her
teaching ability and her passion for
teaching.

Erin came to teach in a fourth and
fifth grade classroom for special needs
students in Cicero, Illinois. Freshly
minted out of her educational training
and master’s program, she came in
with a passion for teaching.

She came in because she was sent in
that classroom as a full-time, con-
tinuing substitute because the teacher
of that classroom had gotten up one
day, had walked out of the classroom,
and had never come back.

Erin was given the opportunity of a
lifetime of teaching these students, and
she began to invest her life into those
students, especially in one young stu-
dent, a fourth grader by the name of
Moses.

Moses came from a difficult situa-
tion. Moses at that time in the fourth
grade was not even fully potty-trained,
but Erin invested her time and talent
and, frankly, her treasure in the life of
that student, as well as of the others.
She had a wonderful outcome in work-
ing with the parent in the home, as
well as with Moses in the classroom.

The next year, Erin was given the op-
portunity to be a full-time teacher, not
a sub anymore. I will never forget the
day when Erin came to me, with tears
in her eyes, and said: ‘“‘Dad, I'm not
sure I'm cut out for teaching.”

I said: ‘“Erin, why? You had an amaz-
ing impact for that 6 months of time
you spent in the same classroom last
year.”

She said: ‘“Now, all I'm doing is fill-
ing out paperwork for Illinois, for Chi-

cago, and for the Federal Govern-
ment.”
She ultimately had our twin

grandsons and went from the classroom
to the home, but there will be a day
that comes when those four kids are at
the stage when she can go back to the
classroom. I want Erin to go back and
have the ability to teach, to love on
those kids, to direct them, to work
with the parents, and not spend time
filling out bureaucratic forms.

Mr. Chairman, that is why I support
the Student Success Act. It replaces
Federal control with State and local
control.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. KLINE. I yield the gentleman an-
other 1 minute.

Mr. WALBERG. The bill allows
States to establish and implement
their own standards and assessments.
The bill allows States to develop their
own accountability plans for improving
underperforming schools by elimi-
nating federally prescribed school im-
provement and turnaround interven-
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tions. The bill provides State and local
school districts flexibility.

Mr. Chairman, that is what we are
speaking for. It is for the Erins and for
the Moseses of the world—educational
opportunities that should lead us into
the future in great ways for this coun-
try and to lead the world.
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This is what we are talking about,
Mr. Speaker. The Student Success Act
places control back in the hands of
education’s rightful stewards: the
teachers, the administrators, the
States, the parents, and, ultimately,
the students.

Let’s pass this bill.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time is remaining?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. ABRAHAM).
The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
KLINE) has 4 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCcOTT) has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Consortium for
Citizens With Disabilities says:

The Student Success Act does not fully
support students with disabilities, and in
fact, it creates incentives for schools and dis-
tricts to take students with disabilities, un-
checked, off the track from having equitable
access to and achieving a regular high school
diploma.

Incidence data reflects that less than 1 per-
cent of all students have the significant cog-
nitive disabilities, which corresponds to
about 10 percent of students with disabil-
ities.

Without this limitation, we fear that
schools may inappropriately assign students
to the alternative assessment. Data show as-
signment to these alternative assessments
may lead to reduced access to the general
curriculum and limit a student’s access to
earn a regular diploma.

That is why the disability groups op-
pose the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to end
with a reminder that this limits the
funding. It transfers money from low-
income areas to high-income areas.
That is not just urban areas. There are
over 2,400 low-income rural districts
that will lose about $150 million, or 15
percent, of their total allocation, under
the current law. The legislation elimi-
nates targeting for English learners
and those with disabilities. Finally, it
fails to set meaningful standards.

For those reasons, we should join the
administration in opposing H.R. 5, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

As is always the case in these debates
on the floor, we hear a lot of things.
Some of them are actually factual;
some of them are not. There is,
shockingly, some hyperbole that comes
along with this.

We did hear some things, though,
from both sides of the aisle that I
think are worth underscoring. One of
the speakers on the other side of the
aisle talked about how schools and
States need continuity—I think was
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his word—predictability. That is ex-
actly what we do not have now.

Right now, this country is operating
under the law of the land, which is No
Child Left Behind, and under a big,
convoluted scheme of temporary condi-
tional waivers which provide no con-
tinuity, no predictability, and that is
why we are hearing on both sides of the
aisle—from coast-to-coast and off the
coast, as a matter of fact—that we
need to replace No Child Left Behind.

I believe that as we replace No Child
Left Behind, we need to put responsi-
bility in the hands of parents and
teachers and school boards and States,
and not in the hands of Washington,
D.C.

I think that it is not fair to say that
there is not a problem. We heard from
the ranking member that graduation
rates have gone up. On the other hand,
they haven’t gone up much, and we are
still in a position where a fourth, or 26
percent, of high school seniors are pro-
ficient in math. That means 74 per-
cent—maybe I need to have a little
math here—are not. Only 38 percent of
those high school seniors can read at
grade level. We have a problem with
one in five students dropping out. We
need to address that problem.

We heard a lot of talk about where
title I funds go and portability to pub-
lic schools. It is a question, I under-
stand. There is a disagreement here,
but we happen to believe it is fair that
if you are a poor kid, if you are eligible
for title I funds, you ought to get those
funds. There is a disagreement. I think
the children, if they are eligible, if
they are in poverty, ought to get their
share of title I funds.

One of the things we didn’t talk
much about today as we talked about
the problems out there, we know that
in some areas of the country you have
children trapped in absolutely failing
schools where less than half of the kids
graduate and those that graduate are
nowhere near ready to go to college or
go to work.

So we have seen across the country
and in most States public charter
schools popping up, giving parents
hope, giving them a chance to get
those kids out of failing schools.

I said this the other day in the Rules
Committee, because it was so moving
to me. I went to a charter school in
north Minneapolis. There were 430 kids
in that school. Their parents are de-
lighted with the education they are
getting now and thrilled to get their
kids out of failing schools.

When I asked the principal and the
founder of the school if she could take
more Kkids, she said: No, this is the
right size for this school. She would
like to replicate the school—and that
is what this bill allows—so she can
have another successful charter school.
And how successful is it? There are a
thousand kids, Mr. Chairman, on the
waiting list to get in that charter
school because their parents want to
get out of a failing school system. This
bill allows that to happen.
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It comes down to, fundamentally:
Who do you trust, Washington or local
government? We want to put the con-
trol in the hands of parents and local
school boards and States.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill, and I yield back the balance of my
time. i

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. Mr.
Chair, | rise today in opposition of H.R. 5, the
ill-named Student Success Act. H.R. 5 would
undermine significant gains made by No Child
Left Behind, and eviscerate the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act by dismantling
its foundation of equity and accountability.

Under this bill, school districts with the high-
est concentrations of Hispanic students would
lose more than $1.9 billion in federal funding.
Los Angeles Unified School District which is
more than 74 percent Hispanic faces the larg-
est cut in Title | funds, over $80 million, which
amounts to nearly 25 percent of their budget.

School districts with a high concentration of
students living in poverty could lose $700 mil-
lion in funding and high-poverty districts could
see cuts as large as 74 percent. The port-
ability of Title | funds would divert and dilute
limited funds from schools with high needs
and high concentrations of poverty. This un-
dermines the fundamental purpose of Title I:
to assist high needs and high poverty schools.
With 35 percent of Latino children under the
age of five living in poverty, this is the time to
increase, not decrease funding.

Education is our nation’s great equalizer. |
would not be where | am today if it were not
for the quality public education | received. For
over 50 years, ESEA has been our nation’s
driving force for educational equity. Unfortu-
nately, this Republican bill would dismantle the
foundation of equality and accountability that
ESEA has built over the last half-century. If we
want our nation to remain a leader in the
world, we must improve equal access to qual-
ity education for the next generation. Our stu-
dents are the future of tomorrow, and we sim-
ply cannot let them down.

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) having assumed the chair,
Mr. ABRAHAM, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 5) to support State
and local accountability for public edu-
cation, protect State and local author-
ity, inform parents of the performance
of their children’s schools, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

——————

NATIONAL EATING DISORDERS
AWARENESS WEEK

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
this week is National Eating Disorders
Awareness Week. This time is dedi-
cated to educating parents and chil-
dren about the causes and serious
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health conditions and consequences of
eating disorders.

Eating disorders affect more than 14
million Americans and have dispropor-
tionate impacts on teens and young
adults. Beyond genetic links, factors
such as consistent exposure to mis-
leading advertising that distort one’s
own body image can lead to eating dis-

orders. The key to containing this
growing health issue is to spread
awareness and promote authentic,

healthy body images.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, along with
a bipartisan coalition, we have urged
the Federal Trade Commission to up-
hold their duty to protect American
consumers by working with health pro-
fessionals and the advertising industry
to promote fair and responsible adver-
tisements, especially for products
geared for children and teens.

If you suspect that your child has an
eating disorder, please seek profes-
sional help. There are many local re-
sources available to families.

———————

THE IMPORTANCE OF LOCAL
BROADCASTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 2015, the
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
CRAMER) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extends their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the
topic of today’s Special Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, 1 appre-
ciate so much this opportunity that we
have this evening to inform and to edu-
cate my colleagues in the House, fellow
Members of Congress, and even the
American people through C-SPAN,
about the importance of local radio and
television broadcasters. They are im-
portant not only to our country, but I
want to talk about how important they
are to our communities—the commu-
nities we live in, the communities they
live in, the communities they work in.

For decades, these broadcasters have
been the first ones to respond to disas-
ters and emergencies. They have saved
numerous lives by their ability to be
on the scene and to broadcast widely.
They have helped communities pick up
the pieces after a natural disaster or a
manmade disaster. The broadcasters of
our country, of our communities, have
played a vital role in the quality of life
in our communities.

I have been blessed throughout my
career not just in public service but in
other positions to work with local
broadcasters hosting telethons to help
find cures for diseases like muscular
dystrophy, cancer, and many other dis-
eases that our communities have tack-
led together.
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Now, we need to remember that these
radio and television stations are not
monolithic corporations. They are
owned and run and managed by our
friends and neighbors, the people that
we see every day.

Today is a big day. It is an appro-
priate day to celebrate—not just in-
form and educate but celebrate—the
role of America’s broadcasters in our
communities. Because today, hundreds
of Members of Congress were able to
meet with their local television and
radio station personalities and man-
agers and representatives. Today, near-
1y 600 broadcasters came to Capitol Hill
to tell their story of public service and
to remind their Representatives of
their role.

You may not know that these broad-
casters are required by statute to serve
the public interest. When I hear about
the stories they cover, when I see the
types of stories they cover, the lives
they have touched, the service that
they are providing, I am heartened to
know that we have a vibrant, thriving
system of local broadcasting in this
country.

Unlike many other countries around
the world, where national and regional
news is what is available to their citi-
zens, here in the United States, here in
places like North Dakota and Texas
and Arkansas and others, we have a
system of local radio and TV stations
so folks living in the same community
are bound together by weather events,
sporting events, news of the day, and
human interest, all provided by an ac-
curate local source.

I know in North Dakota we have seen
weather emergencies where informa-
tion from our local broadcasters was
all that was available for those suf-
fering the impacts of a storm. Several
years ago, I myself, with my family, in
1984, spent all night—this was before
cell phones, I know—spent all night in
a car in a blizzard that came upon
North Dakota suddenly. We were just
off the interstate. The only commu-
nication we had was through KFGO
Radio, which won a Peabody that year
for broadcasting to us and to several
others that were stranded in that
storm.

So, today, we are going to hear a
number of stories from Members of
Congress across the country also
touched by their local TV and radio
stations. I thank them for sharing sto-
ries about their local stations. I will
share some of mine as we go through-
out this Special Order, but I want to
call on somebody who knows a fair bit
about broadcasting, the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. CRAWFORD).

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. CRAMER, I ap-
preciate the opportunity. It is an honor
to be able to stand up and advocate on
behalf of our broadcasters, who are not
only my constituents and your con-
stituents, but my colleagues, because 1
am, as you mentioned, a former broad-
caster, and I know firsthand the impor-
tance of broadcasting, as you indi-
cated, to local and national commu-
nities.
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