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school systems to do what we want
them to do here in Washington. Essen-
tially they are saying you, the local
school district, in order to get the
money which you are owed by the Fed-
eral Government, you are going to
have to spend it the way we—somebody
down at the Department of Education
or somebody at the National Education
Association labor union—want you to
spend it. You are not going to be able
to make that decision at the local
level. You are going to have to do what
we tell you that you have to do here in
Washington. Had they, on the other
hand, taken that money and put it into
the special-needs program, put it to-
wards the special-education student,
then they would have freed up money
at the local level. Then they would
have given the local communities the
flexibility to say how they wanted to
spend their local dollars. But, by not
giving the local communities those
dollars for special education, by, rath-
er, setting up these categorical pro-
grams, they ratchet down the Federal
control of the local school systems.

They are saying we are going to hit
you with a double whammy, local
school system. First, we are not going
to fund your special-ed program so you
have to take from your local tax base
to do that, which doesn’t allow you the
flexibility to use your local taxes on
the educational activities you want. If
you want to build a building, you can-
not do it under your own terms. If you
want to add a science program, you
cannot do it. If you want to add some
sort of foreign language program, you
cannot do it—because the dollars to do
that are going to have to be spent to
pay the Federal cost of special edu-
cation. But if you want to get more
money from the Federal Government,
you have to do exactly what we want
you to do in the area of class size and
in the area of building buildings. It is,
to say the least, a rather insidious ap-
proach to trying to take control over
the local school systems. And it is a
cynical approach, because the loser in
this is the special-needs child, because
the special-needs child is still left out
there in the cold, to have to fight with
the local school district in order to get
the adequate funding to take care of
his or her needs which should have
been paid for by the Federal Govern-
ment.

I think I was just delivered a chart
which maybe makes this point a little
more precisely. Let me read it first.

If you look at current funding for
IDEA State grants, it is $3.8 billion.
The funding that would bring the Fed-
eral Government to its promised 40 per-
cent is $16 billion. The President’s pro-
posed funding for 5 years for edu-
cational programs which are not IDEA
related is $12.34 billion. So, you can see
fairly clearly from this chart what I
have just pointed out, which is that if
the President and his people were will-
ing to fund the obligations of the spe-
cial-needs children that are on the
books instead of trying to create new

programs which take more control over
the local school systems, limits the
flexibility of the local school systems,
underfunds the special-needs children—
if they were willing to live up to the
obligation which they had made as a
commitment under Federal law, fund-
ing 40 percent, a lot of the pressure
would be taken off the local school sys-
tems and they would have the monies
necessary to pay for special-needs kids
and they would also have the flexibil-
ity to do whatever they wanted with
the additional money that would be
freed up from the local tax base.

So we come back to this budget and
the fact that the President claims that
his education initiatives were not prop-
erly addressed and the Republican
budget doesn’t adequately address edu-
cation. The Republican budget does not
take the President’s approach. We put
$2.5 billion of additional money into
the IDEA program. No, we do not fund
all the new initiatives that the Presi-
dent wants because we believe we
should fund the initiatives that are on
the books first. We believe we should
take the special-needs child out from
under the cloud of the Federal Govern-
ment not fulfilling its obligations, free
up the local taxpayer and the local
school board so it has the money to
make the decisions that are needed to
be made at the local level rather than
have the Federal Government not fund
the special-needs programs but create
new categorical programs which try to
take control over the local school sys-
tem.

So, the President, as I mentioned
earlier, is at the least, to be kind,
being disingenuous, inconsistent, and
in this instance specifically not fulfill-
ing the obligation of the Federal Gov-
ernment to the special-needs child. So
I am perfectly happy, as we move for-
ward on the debate on this budget, to
put the Republican budget on edu-
cation up against the Democratic budg-
et on education—up against the Presi-
dent’s proposals on education.

I come to this floor as someone who
headed up a school for special-needs
children and who recognizes, on a per-
sonal level, how important it is that we
give these kids full and adequate edu-
cation. I come to this floor speaking on
behalf of Republicans on the Budget
Committee who say we will make our
stand, we will be happy to make our
stand on fulfilling our obligation to the
special-needs child, and we will be
happy to debate with any member of
the minority party who wants to come
forward with the President’s proposal
and claim that new initiatives—which
will take more control over the local
school systems, which are basically
sops to various political groups who
support them, and which do absolutely
nothing to fulfill our obligation to the
special-needs child—take priority, take
priority over the law as it has already
passed that said we would pay 40 per-
cent of the cost of those children but,
more important, over the fact that we
have, for too long, left these kids in the

lurch and put them in the intolerable
position of having to compete for re-
sources to which they, under the law,
have a right.

I yield the floor.

f

SUPPORT FOR MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY IN THE NCAA MEN’S
BASKETBALL TOURNAMENT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, with
the serious issue of NATO expansion
out of the way, I want to draw my col-
leagues’ attention to another topic
with national implications. Tonite,
Michigan State University will face
the University of North Carolina in the
semifinals of the NCAA Men’s Basket-
ball tournament.

In anticipation of this contest, I
would like to announce a friendly
agreement between myself and my col-
league from North Carolina, Senator
FAIRCLOTH. As an alumnus of Michigan
State University, I have so much con-
fidence that the Spartans will beat the
Tar Heels that I have indicated to the
Senator from North Carolina I will
make available to him a bushel of the
finest, fresh Michigan cherries in the
event that somehow my expectations
are dashed. It is my understanding that
the Senator from North Carolina has
promised, if I am correct, that Michi-
gan will receive a product of North
Carolina origin, specifically North
Carolina peanuts, if we should win.

When the best of the Big Ten faces
the best of the Atlantic Coast Con-
ference, I will bet on the Big Ten every
time, Mr. President. Michigan State
may be the underdog on paper, but
seeds and rankings mean nothing once
the ball is tipped. I know that Coach
Tom Izzo’s squad is having their best
season in years, and their ride isn’t
going to end just yet. I look forward to
the result and reporting back to the
Senate at my next opportunity.

I yield the floor.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll. The bill clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mark Wil-
liams, Maria Piza-Ramos, and Jeff
Pegler be accorded privilege of the
floor for the pendency of the debate on
Senator COVERDELL’s legislation.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

f

PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in this
period for morning business, I would
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like to discuss with my colleagues a
provision which will be contained in
the legislation introduced by the Sen-
ator from Georgia, Senator COVERDELL,
relative to education. This provision
relates to public school construction.

Mr. President, as you and others in
this Chamber and millions of Ameri-
cans know, we are facing a near crisis
in terms of the construction of public
school facilities. Too many commu-
nities in America have schools which
are crumbling because of age and inat-
tention. Other communities have dra-
matically oversized classrooms because
they do not have the financing to build
enough new schools to meet their ex-
ploding student population.

There is no simple answer to this
issue. The General Accounting Office
recently estimated that it would cost
about $112 billion to repair our schools
sufficiently to bring them into good
condition. Additionally, although there
is no single authoritative source of in-
formation on the need for new school
construction, that cost is also esti-
mated in the range of $110 billion to
$120.

It is clear to me, and to others who
have looked at this issue, that we need
to look for opportunities to provide
flexibility to school districts in re-
sponding to this massive need for
school construction and repair. If I can
quote Mr. Roger Cuevas, who is the su-
perintendent of schools for Dade Coun-
ty, FL, when he recently wrote:

It is important that financing options be
defined in as flexible a manner as possible
and especially not be limited to general obli-
gation bonds . . . Flexibility in the choice of
the type of eligible debt financing, as well as
the capacity of the program to adapt to
State-by-State differences are as critical to
all school districts in the Nation as is its
funding level.

The provision which will be con-
tained in the legislation of Senator
COVERDELL provides for public school
construction the same opportunities
which are currently available in a wide
variety of other public-need areas;
namely, airports, seaports, mass tran-
sit facilities, water and sewer facili-
ties, solid waste disposal facilities,
qualified residential rental projects,
local furnishing of electric energy and
gas, heating and cooling facilities,
qualified hazardous waste facilities,
high-speed inter-city rail facilities and
environmental enhancements of hydro-
electric generating facilities. In all of
those 12 separate areas, the U.S. Con-
gress has provided assistance in the fi-
nancing through what is known as pri-
vate activity bonds.

This legislation adds a 13th category
for public schools. This new category
builds upon the experience that already
exists from using private activity
bonds to finance transportation, en-
ergy, environmental, and housing
projects.

What would be the essence of this
proposal? This proposal would provide
to each State the opportunity to issue
tax-exempt private activity bonds to
finance construction of public schools.

These bonds would be administered at
the State level, just as are the other 12
categories of private activity bonds.
States containing school districts ex-
periencing high growth would be al-
lowed to issue bonds each year in an
amount equal to $10 multiplied by the
population of the State. For example,
if a State with high-growth school dis-
tricts has a population of 5 million, it
could issue up to $50 million of bonds
to finance school construction. A high-
growth school district is defined as one
with an enrollment of at least 5,000 stu-
dents and the enrollment has grown by
at least 20 percent during the five years
previous to the year of bond issue.
States without high-growth school dis-
tricts would still receive $5 million of
bond authority.

Potentially, this could provide to the
Nation bonding capacity for public
school construction of about $2.5 bil-
lion a year, if each State fully partici-
pates. That would be a noticeable con-
tribution toward the enormous need
that the Nation faces for financing the
construction of new public schools and
the rehabilitation of old ones.

More important, it would provide a
new source of financing for public
school construction, because the na-
ture of private activity bonds involves
a partnership between a public agen-
cy—in this case typically a local school
district—and a private entity. A typi-
cal example of what would be antici-
pated under this legislation would be
that a school district needing to build
two new elementary schools would so-
licit requests from the private sector
for the construction and financing of
those schools. The school district
would select which of the proposals
that best served the interest of that
school district. The school district
would then enter into a leaseback ar-
rangement where the private builder
would construct the building, would be
responsible for paying the indebtedness
on the private activity bonds and, at
the end of the lease term, would turn
the facilities over to the school system
with no additional consideration. This
would allow the school district to take
advantage of private sector innovation
in design and construction, as well as
the private sector involvement in fi-
nancing.

I might say that I had an opportunity
in October of last year during one of
my monthly work days to work on
McNiclo Middle School in Hollywood,
FL, which was being built under this
type of arrangement, although the fi-
nancing was the conventional type of
general obligation bond financing. In
this case, because the contractor was
doing a design-and-build project, the
construction time and cost were less
than they would have been under
standard procedures.

There happened to even be a third
benefit. This school was being built not
only to meet educational standards,
but also was being further strength-
ened so that it would serve as a com-
munity shelter in the event of a hurri-

cane or other emergency situation.
This legislation seeks to encourage and
accelerate those kinds of innovative
public-private relationships.

So, with this description, I hope that
my colleagues will see the benefit of
the flexibility and creativity that this
provision will bring and the appro-
priateness of the Federal Government
offering this degree of assistance to our
public schools, just as it has in a whole
variety of other public activities.

The Federal Government is not in-
truding into areas of curriculum or
personnel or other aspects of education
which are the appropriate responsibil-
ity of the local school district. But we
are extending a hand to States and
local governments to help them see
that all American children go into a
classroom which is safe, which is ade-
quate, which meets modern edu-
cational needs and into a school in
which there are sufficient classrooms
so that there can be that relationship
between the teacher and the student
that will advance quality education.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

INHOFE). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Nevada is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair.
f

NUCLEAR WASTE DUMP SITE
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I am dis-

mayed to hear that there are continu-
ing efforts to process through this Con-
gress an ill-conceived piece of legisla-
tion that would establish a temporary
nuclear waste dump in my State at the
Nevada test site. I believe those efforts
will be defeated, and I believe that the
policy indications overwhelmingly in-
dicate that is an ill-conceived piece of
legislation.

Most of the debate that has occurred
on this floor in this session and the
previous session has been by my col-
league Senator REID and I in discussing
this with other Members of this body,
and the issue has frequently been
framed that it is Nevada versus the
rest of the country.

I want to enlighten my colleagues
this morning on some developments
that I think are most interesting. The
voices of the average citizen in Amer-
ica have not been heard in this debate.
In fact, a recent poll commissioned by
the University of Maryland indicates
that slightly more than 35 percent of
Americans, when questioned about this
ill-conceived proposal, know anything
about it at all. So my colleagues have
not heard from the public.

The nuclear energy industry and its
advocates and supporters have been a
massive presence on Capitol Hill. Their
voices have been heard. Their power
and their influence through the Halls
of Congress have been immense. I free-
ly acknowledge that they are a fright-
ening and impressive adversary in
terms of the resources that they bring
to bear. But again, about 35 percent of
the American people are even aware of
this proposal at all.
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