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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable MIKE 
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of 
Idaho. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Today is the National Day of Prayer. 
The prayer I am going to pray has been 
written by Rev. Billy Graham to be 
read across the Nation throughout the 
day. 

Let us pray. 
‘‘On this National Day of Prayer, our 

Father and our God, we praise You for 
Your goodness to our Nation, giving us 
blessings far beyond what we deserve. 

‘‘Yet, we know all is not right with 
America. We deeply need a moral and 
spiritual renewal to help us meet the 
many problems we face. 

‘‘Convict us of sin. Help us to turn to 
You in repentance and faith. Set our 
feet on the path of Your righteousness 
and peace. 

‘‘We pray today for our Nation’s lead-
ers. Give them the wisdom to know 
what is right, and the courage to do it. 

‘‘You have said, ‘Blessed is the Na-
tion whose God is the Lord.’ May this 
be a new era for America, as we humble 
ourselves and acknowledge You alone 
as our Saviour and Lord. This we pray 
in Your holy name. Amen.’’ 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 2001. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, to perform the 
duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will resume consideration 
of S. 1, the education bill. The bipar-
tisan substitute amendment will be of-
fered shortly, and debate on the 
amendment is expected to take most of 
this morning’s session. 

The budget conference report is ex-
pected to be completed in the House 
this afternoon. Therefore, the Senate 
will suspend consideration of the edu-
cation bill to take up the budget con-
ference report when it is received. 

Votes will occur during today’s ses-
sion on amendments to the education 
bill, and possibly on adoption of the 
budget conference report. Senators will 
be notified as votes are scheduled. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

f 

BETTER EDUCATION FOR 
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now resume consideration 
of S. 1 which the clerk will report by 
title. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-

ties under the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Lo and behold, I believe 
we are actually ready to go to an edu-
cation bill after talking about it for 
months and working actively on it for 
days. We are ready to proceed. I am 
pleased with that. I commend all those 
Members involved in trying to make it 
work. 

I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the reporting of the substitute 
amendment, the time between now 
until 12 noon be equally divided for de-
bate between the chairman and the 
ranking member. 

I also ask consent that prior to 12 
noon and with the consent of both 
managers, Senator COLLINS may be rec-
ognized to offer an amendment regard-
ing reading, and following that debate, 
the amendment be laid aside with a 
vote to occur at 4 p.m. today. 

I further ask consent that Senator 
KENNEDY or his designee—and I under-
stand that may be Senator HARKIN—be 
recognized immediately following the 
reporting of the Collins amendment to 
offer a first-degree amendment; fur-
ther, that the votes on or in relation to 
the amendments occur in a stacked se-
quence at 4 p.m. Also, I ask that no 
amendments referenced in this agree-
ment be subject to second-degree 
amendments, and, further, all debate 
time prior to the 4 o’clock vote be 
equally divided in the usual form. 
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I further ask consent that at 12 noon, 

notwithstanding receipt of the con-
ference report, the Senate begin debate 
on the conference report accompanying 
H. Con. Res. 83, and the time under the 
provisions of the Budget Act begin ac-
cordingly. Finally, I ask consent if 
time remains under the Budget Act fol-
lowing the 4 p.m. vote, the Senate re-
sume consideration of the conference 
report to accompany the budget resolu-
tion. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I ask that the distinguished ma-
jority leader delete the last paragraph. 
We understand the intent of the leader. 
We are in agreement with the intent of 
the leader. We simply don’t have the 
report yet. A couple members want to 
look at it. There will be no problem in 
doing that at a subsequent time. 

I also say to the leader, in consulta-
tion with Senator KENNEDY, we would 
like also at an appropriate time to lock 
in the next two amendments so we can 
move this legislation. We are very anx-
ious to move forward with this legisla-
tion. We would ask that we, in fact, do 
that, lock in the amendment that will 
be offered by the distinguished man-
ager of the bill, the Senator from 
Vermont, and that on our side, the 
next amendment will be that offered by 
Senator DODD and Senator COLLINS. 

Mr. LOTT. Are you asking that we 
make that change at this point? 

Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, several 

suggestions were made. I will respond 
and accept most of the suggestions. 

First of all, I had hoped to go ahead 
and get started on the budget con-
ference report. It is very important, 
very urgent. We need to get that com-
pleted. I understand Senators need to 
actually see the report. It should be 
available within the hour. We are try-
ing to get that to you, as we speak. I 
hope we can come back then and get an 
agreement later to go ahead and go to 
the conference report. However, fol-
lowing your suggestion, I modify my 
unanimous consent to delete the last 
paragraph. 

Now, I do think it is also important 
to note that this agreement does not 
lock in a vote on the Jeffords sub-
stitute. We have it. Senators will have 
the next couple of hours to go through 
it. I hope we can enter an agreement in 
a reasonable period of time so we have 
the vote on the Jeffords-Kennedy sub-
stitute at 4 p.m., also. We are not in-
cluding that in the request. 

In view of that, I don’t think we 
should go ahead and lock in the next 
two amendments at this time. Let’s go 
ahead and get started on the agree-
ment we have, get the debate on the 
Collins amendment and the Kennedy 
amendment, or his designee, and then 
in the next sequence we can get an 
agreement on the budget conference re-
port, the vote on the substitute, and 
line up the next two amendments. I 
need to check with some of our people 
to make sure these are the next two 
amendments we want to consider. This 

is a step forward to get the process 
started. 

I renew my unanimous consent re-
quest to include the first three para-
graphs as read and delete the last one. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right 
to object—and I will not object—as far 
as our side goes, we know it will be the 
Dodd amendment. Could we leave the 
discretion to your side as to what 
amendment you offer, but could we at 
least have it in the consent agreement 
that the next amendment from our side 
would be the Dodd amendment? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it is up to 
that side as to what would be the next 
amendment. I don’t want to lock it in 
at this point because we need to lock in 
both amendments. I think we are get-
ting started here, everybody is trying 
to be cooperative, but we need to get 
the vote on the substitute, then lock in 
the next two amendments and get an 
agreement on the conference report. I 
would rather not lock them in. 

As far as that goes, if they are pre-
pared, the next amendment would be 
the Dodd amendment. We don’t dictate 
that at all. 

Mr. REID. We would accept that. If I 
could ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts to yield, that would be fine with 
us. We do want the Dodd amendment to 
be our next amendment, in keeping 
with the agreement earlier in the day. 
It would be our second amendment. 
Whatever you want could be your sec-
ond amendment. 

Mr. DODD. The Dodd-Collins. 
Mr. LOTT. We will check on that, 

and hopefully well before noon we can 
go ahead and lock in this next series of 
votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the 

floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 358 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
offers an amendment numbered 358. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments 
Submitted.’’) 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 
morning the Senate begins in earnest 
the consideration of S. 1, the Better 
Education for Students and Teachers 
Act. 

I think it is fair to say that this is 
the most dramatic reform of Federal 
elementary and secondary education 
law since the enactment of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
in 1965. 

The only reason we are on the thresh-
old of such change is that a remarkable 
consensus has developed over the past 
few years with regard to Federal edu-
cation policy. Senators from both par-
ties and across the entire spectrum of 
political views have come to the real-
ization that if we want to achieve real 
progress in our schools, we have to 
measure the progress. 

This is easier said than done, of 
course. Schools are not producing uni-
form widgets, but educating children. 
Children come into the public edu-
cation system with very different back-
grounds and experiences. This results 
in students performing at different 
achievement levels. However, as the 
leading States have found, after a lot 
of time and hard work, you can assess 
students and use the results to con-
stantly improve the education that you 
provide them. 

At the same time, if we are going to 
place high demands on our schools and 
teachers and students, we must give 
them the tools they need to do the best 
job possible. That means extra help for 
schools that are struggling, high qual-
ity professional development for teach-
ers, and choices for students in schools 
that persistently fail. 

In early March, the HELP Committee 
reported the BEST Act by a unanimous 
vote 20–0 vote. The bill before us re-
flects the work of every member of the 
committee. Each one has contributed 
in significant ways to improving this 
bill and education in our country. 

Since the bill emerged from the com-
mittee, we and our staffs have been 
meeting with Senators on and off the 
committee to reach agreements on fur-
ther improvement to the legislation. 

The substitute I am offering this 
morning reflects the results of our dis-
cussions over the past few weeks, in-
corporating the suggestions of a dozen 
Senators and contributions by the 
White House throughout the process. 

For the benefit of my colleagues, let 
me touch on a few of the changes we 
are making in the substitute: 

The first is accountability. At the 
heart of accountability is adequate 
yearly progress. Adequate yearly 
progress ensures that all students of 
each subgroup will make adequate 
yearly progress towards proficiency in 
reading and math over the next 10 
years. The other key component of ac-
countability, is providing mechanisms 
for schools to improve. S. 1, as amend-
ed, lays out a series of increasingly 
strong corrective actions that impact 
schools, local educational agencies and 
States that fail to meet the goals for 
adequate yearly progress. 

I look forward to the debate and I es-
pecially look forward to passing a bill 
that will enable every child in this na-
tion to have a first rate education. 

Let me go to some other aspects of 
it. 

The next one is supplemental serv-
ices, a term you will hear over and over 
again. This is a new option for parents 
of children in persistently failing 
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schools. Supplemental services are edu-
cational services offered by public or 
private organizations outside the reg-
ular school day that are directed at 
providing such children with the 
knowledge and skills they need to meet 
the State standards. 

Another term you will hear is 
Straight A’s. Up to 7 States and 25 
local educational agencies will be al-
lowed to enter into performance agree-
ments with the Secretary of Education 
that will trade increased flexibility for 
strong accountability. 

Regarding bilingual education, the 
amendment before us establishes a 
trigger for converting the Bilingual 
Education Act from a set of federally 
run programs into a single, State grant 
program focused on helping all limited 
English proficient students attain flu-
ency in English and master the aca-
demic content. 

For testing, S. 1, as amended, author-
izes $400 million a year over the life of 
the bill to pay for the cost of devel-
oping and implementing the new as-
sessments required by the bill. 

I look forward to this debate and 
passing a bill that will give every child 
a first-rate education. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come the fact that we can finally turn 
to our work on reauthorizing the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
and during the course of the morning 
will begin debating two very important 
amendments. The first concerns the 
reading provisions of this legislation, 
which I think are such a commendable 
part of our whole effort, and the sec-
ond, on which Senator HARKIN and Sen-
ator HAGEL have worked very closely 
to craft, regarding the challenges for 
our special needs children and local 
communities. The Harkin-Hagel 
amendment aims to strengthen the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Act, par-
ticularly in providing additional relief 
in funding. In many respects the read-
ing and IDEA amendments address a 
common concern, since many children 
with special needs are also eligible for 
the reading programs and title I assist-
ance. 

Now I will take just a few moments 
just to review some of the provisions 
that I think should give heart to many 
parents when this legislation is actu-
ally implemented, and that is the sup-
plementary services under title I, 
which increase the help available to 
children in troubled schools. 

Students in schools that have failed 
for at least 3 consecutive years will 
have the opportunity to receive the 
supplementary tutoring services during 

non-school hours. Students in failing 
schools get extra academic help after 
school while schools implement new re-
forms during the day. 

Under the supplementary service pro-
visions, parents of children in persist-
ently failing schools—those in correc-
tive action or reconstitution—will have 
the option to enroll their children in 
before-school, after-school, weekend, or 
summer tutoring programs. 

The compromise extends learning 
time for students most in need of addi-
tional help. And the students in failing 
schools participate in a revamped, full 
regular school program during the day 
and receive additional help outside the 
school day. 

The public funds remain in the con-
trol of the public schools. The supple-
mentary services provision does not 
provide vouchers for private school tui-
tion. 

In contracting services, the school 
district pays State-approved providers 
for tutoring services. So any of the 
agencies that are going to be permitted 
to provide those services are effec-
tively going to have to have a certifi-
cation in terms of their educational 
competence. That is enormously im-
portant and basic. 

Parents then choose a provider for 
their children from a State-approved 
list of providers. The parents then will 
be able to make the judgment about 
which provider they want to choose in 
order to get the supplementary serv-
ices for their children. And with the in-
formation that is available—with re-
port cards and other information—it is 
the hope and the expectation that the 
parents will be able to choose wisely. It 
will give them an additional kind of in-
volvement in their children’s edu-
cational development. It is a small 
part of this legislation, but as we have 
been talking about parental involve-
ment in these general discussions, this 
is the kind of effort that we were talk-
ing about. 

There is a cap on Federal funds avail-
able for supplemental services. Dis-
tricts can use no more than 15 percent 
of the title I funds, and are not re-
quired to spend more than an equal 
amount to 15 percent of their title I al-
location. 

In addition, in order to provide tutor-
ing services, the district cannot reduce 
the amount a failing school receives 
under title I by more than 15 percent. 
They can draw down so they can use 
their own money, or they can use the 
supplementary services money that is 
available at the State, or they can use 
funds under the Title V(4) program for 
which they will be eligible. That is our 
clear intention, that those funds will 
be available. We will make that clear 
as we move through the debate as well 
as in the legislative history. 

Currently, many title I school dis-
tricts contract with outside tutoring 
providers. The supplementary service 
provision differs from current law in 
that it requires failing schools to make 
after-school tutoring programs avail-

able. That is a requirement, not an op-
tion. It is a requirement. I think that 
gives additional kinds of protections to 
the parents. 

The tutoring programs must be re-
search-based and of demonstrated ef-
fectiveness. Only tutoring providers 
who are pre-screened for quality by 
States are eligible to receive the Fed-
eral funds. 

Providers that fail to maintain a 
high quality of services and meet their 
annual performance goals will be re-
moved from the State list of eligible 
supplemental tutoring providers. And 
tutoring services must be focused on 
academics and tied to the State stand-
ards and assessments. 

The tutoring program ensures strong 
parental involvement. The parents and 
districts jointly develop specific per-
formance goals for participating chil-
dren and come to agreement on how in-
dividual student progress will be meas-
ured. So parents and districts jointly 
determine how parents will be in-
formed of their child’s progress. There 
will be information given to the par-
ents and the schools so that they can 
monitor where these children have ad-
ditional needs. 

Providers must give the parents the 
comparative information about the 
quality of the tutoring programs avail-
able. 

I want to give just a brief summation 
on what we call the Straight A’s com-
promise. 

The performance agreements pilot 
provides seven States and 25 districts 
additional flexibility in how commu-
nities use funds to implement public 
school reform. Funds can only be used 
for activities authorized under the pro-
grams that are eligible to be consoli-
dated. Funds must be focused on public 
school reform. No funds may be used to 
support private school vouchers. States 
and districts are required to ensure the 
equitable participation of low-income 
students in private schools according 
to the requirements of the underlying 
bill. The performance agreements pilot 
continues the national focus on stu-
dents with special needs. Migrant, 
homeless, immigrant, Indian edu-
cation, and neglected or delinquent 
programs addressing students with spe-
cial needs cannot be consolidated under 
the Performance Agreements Pilot 
Program. 

In addition, the new Reading First 
Program cannot be consolidated. 

The performance agreements pilot 
maintains targeting of Federal funds to 
the neediest students. 

I hope our Members will pay atten-
tion to this. The title I funds continue 
to be targeted by poverty to the school 
level, maintaining the allocation for-
mula in the underlying law. If a State 
wants to use an alternative formula, 
the formula must result in a greater 
percentage of the funds going to dis-
tricts with the highest concentration 
of low-income children than under the 
current title I formula. It is a strong 
commitment that the funds go to the 
neediest children. 
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Other nontitle I funds allocated 

under the performance agreements 
pilot might be targeted to the district 
based on the same proportion of pov-
erty as the underlying law requires. If 
the State uses an alternative formula, 
districts with the highest concentra-
tions of low-income children must re-
ceive more funds than they would have 
received without consolidation. 

So our pilot program assures that the 
funds, rather than being scattered 
across a particular State or a jurisdic-
tion, will effectively be focused on the 
children with the greatest needs. That 
is not all. 

The States and districts must comply 
with the title I provisions that require 
the development and implementation 
of standards and assessments: account-
ability for failing schools, 
disaggregation of assessment data, par-
ent involvement, and the release of re-
port cards at the State, local, and 
school level. So what we are giving is 
the assurance that there will be very 
strong and important accountability 
for these programs as well which effec-
tively had not been in existence in the 
past. I think that is an improvement. 

States may not consolidate title I 
funds set aside for failing schools. 
States must ensure that failing schools 
get the extra help they need to turn 
around by improving student achieve-
ment. 

States and districts must also meet 
all the accountability provisions relat-
ing to teacher quality and improving 
achievement for limited English pro-
ficiency in title II and title III of the 
underlying bill. 

States and districts must abide by 
title I provisions that require adequate 
yearly progress, school improvement, 
and corrective action. If achievement 
does not improve any performance 
agreement will be terminated. So there 
will be a termination of these agree-
ments if we find out there are not posi-
tive results with very strong account-
ability. I think that is enormously re-
assuring. 

The States may only retain 1 percent 
of all consolidated funds for adminis-
tration. They may retain up to 5 per-
cent of title I funds and up to 10 per-
cent of nontitle I funds for State ac-
tivities. All other funds must flow di-
rectly to the local school districts. 

Applications by the States and dis-
tricts are subject to peer review. The 
Secretary may only approve an appli-
cation if it shows substantial promise 
for exceeding the State’s AYP goals. 

So you are going to have a peer re-
view of the State’s applications and 
findings. It will not be just at the dis-
cretion of the Secretary. I think that is 
an enormous improvement. 

The proposal requires a study of the 
effectiveness of the agreements, how 
funds were used, and how funds were 
targeted under alternative formulas. 
We will gain a great deal of informa-
tion. 

Mr. President, since the Senate is 
poised to begin debate on the budget in 

the very near future, I want to take 
just a few moments to discuss the fund-
ing that will be needed to make the 
policies in this bill realities for Amer-
ica’s children. 

If you don’t have a well-trained 
teacher in a classroom, whatever we do 
is compromised. Teachers need, and 
students deserve, the resources to 
teach. That is fundamental. 

Republicans announced yesterday 
that they reached a deal among them-
selves on the budget, and the result ap-
pears to leave education out in the 
cold. They know the Nation over-
whelmingly supports real increases for 
education, yet they boldly chose tax 
cuts over educating the Nation’s chil-
dren. 

Senators will recall that there were 
two points to the vote on the education 
amendment offered by Senator HARKIN. 
The first was to reduce the size of the 
tax cut much closer to $1.2 trillion 
than $1.6 trillion, and the conference 
has respected this decision, choosing 
the smaller number. But the Harkin 
amendment had a second and equally 
important objective. It recognized that 
additional investments were urgently 
needed in our schools. All available 
evidence confirms this. 

Only half of the eligible children 
have access to Head Start and its 
promise of school readiness for 3- and 4- 
year-olds. Only a third of the students 
in disadvantaged school districts are 
assisted with the broad range of qual-
ity enhancements that I have discussed 
under title I. The Federal Government 
is meeting well under half of its fund-
ing commitment to disabled students 
under IDEA, nearly 1 in 5 children are 
in oversized classes of 25 or more, and 
thousands of school buildings remain 
in such disrepair that they are unsafe 
or unfit for learning. 

The basic improvements we’re debat-
ing in this bill today will be impossible 
without additional investments in low- 
income school districts, teacher qual-
ity, early learning, smaller class sizes, 
special education, school construction, 
and accountability. 

Yet the conference report on the 
budget appears as if it will ignore the 
will of the Senate on the core issue of 
education. In place of the major in-
creases passed by the Senate, the budg-
et proposes to freeze education funding 
at current levels. Because it abandons 
American school children and their 
parents, it does not deserve our sup-
port. I urge every one of my colleagues 
who recognizes the value of improved 
education for the long-term future of 
the Nation to denounce the budget that 
the conferees have produced, and ask 
them to try again. 

Our current budget surplus means for 
once we have the resources needed to 
make major education advances in the 
coming years. We only lack the com-
mitment to put our money where our 
mouths are. Will we step up to the 
plate on this issue, or will we just have 
more talk? 

Republican budget negotiators found 
room for 1.35 trillion dollars in tax cuts 

over eleven years, yet they decline to 
guarantee that 0.008 trillion dollars (or 
$8 billion) will be available next year 
to fund the education increases that 
passed the Senate last month in Sen-
ator HARKIN’s amendment. Their prior-
ities are clear, and education is not 
among them, no matter what they say 
about education here on the floor. 

The Nation can afford both tax cuts 
for everyone and real education im-
provements. But we can’t afford edu-
cation reform and the massive tax cuts 
for the wealthy that Republicans seek. 
The tax cut that budget negotiators 
appear set to adopt would allocate over 
$400 billion of the current budget sur-
plus to the wealthiest 1% of Ameri-
cans—those with average incomes of 1.1 
million dollars per year—yet it pro-
vides only about 21 billion dollars to 
improve education over the next ten 
years. 

Last month, Senator HARKIN won a 
Senate vote to shift $250 billion from 
tax cuts to education investments, still 
leaving over a trillion dollars on the 
table for tax cuts. Senator HARKIN’s ef-
fort put the Senate firmly on record in 
support of education investments over 
the most extravagant of the tax cuts. 

Republicans shut Democrats out of 
the conference on the budget, and then 
apparently disregarded the Harkin edu-
cation amendment. They increased the 
size of the tax cut over the Senate 
level, and they vastly decreased edu-
cation spending below the Senate level. 
The unfortunate result that Repub-
licans now call a ‘‘compromise’’ is a 
compromise only in the sense that it 
compromises the futures of America’s 
school children. 

The Republican decision to ignore 
the Harkin amendment will have very 
real and immediate consequences for 
America’s school children and their 
parents: 

350,000 fewer students in disadvan-
taged school districts aided under title 
I; 

115,000 fewer safe, educational after- 
school opportunities for youth; 

100,000 fewer teachers improved 
through access to training and men-
toring; 

50,000 fewer children in Head Start; 
16,000 fewer teachers to reduce class 

sizes in the critical earlier school 
years; 

100 fewer crumbling and unsafe 
schools repaired; and 

continued delinquency on the Federal 
Government’s promise to help children 
with disabilities access a quality edu-
cation under IDEA. 

These are just the consequences for 
the next school year. Over the next 
decade, the consequences of ignoring 
the vote on Senator HARKIN’s edu-
cation amendment will guarantee that 
we will fall further and further behind 
on the work before us, including: 

19,000,000 fewer title I-aided class-
room slots that dramatically improve 
the quality of education available to 
students in disadvantaged districts; 

7,000,000 fewer safe and educational 
after-school opportunities for youth; 
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2,750,000 fewer children in Head Start; 
2,000,000 fewer opportunities for 

teachers to build skills by training and 
mentioning; 

50,000 fewer teachers every year re-
ducing class sizes in the critical early 
grades; and 

2,000 fewer crumbling and unsafe 
schools repaired. 

Many of us on the Democratic side of 
the aisle point out that if we can’t or 
won’t do the work before us in one 
year, we must at least make a commit-
ment to finish the work in a specific 
number of years. The key example is 
our goal of full funding for title I with-
in the next 4 years. 

The Republican response on this 
point is noteworthy. They say it’s im-
possible to commit to funding levels 
for specific education programs in any 
year except next year. But that’s clear-
ly not their position on taxes. They’re 
proud to say just how much they’ll cut 
inheritance taxes for the wealthiest 1% 
every year, all the way to 2011. 

The policy changes that we enact 
during this ESEA reauthorization de-
bate will make no practical difference 
for children if massive tax cuts leave 
nothing but crumbs for education. 

The bottom line for the budget now 
nearing completion is that it squanders 
an historic opportunity to improve 
America’s education system in favor of 
tax breaks that only the wealthy will 
ever notice. It is a disgrace, and it re-
duces all of the education speeches 
we’ve heard from our Republican 
friends to empty platitudes. I will vote 
against this anti-education budget and 
I urge my colleagues to reject it as 
well. 

If the budget we will be debating in 
just a few hours had not eliminated the 
Harkin amendment, the children of the 
country would have received a major 
boost. You cannot educate children on 
the cheap. You can’t do it with a tin 
cup budget. We know what works and 
what doesn’t. 

The education proposal we are en-
dorsing today is a framework, but 
without resources, it will not be suc-
cessful. If you just have resources with-
out reform, you jeopardize success. But 
if you have reform, given the current 
unmet needs, you guarantee failure. 
What we are challenging this President 
and this administration to do is to pro-
vide the necessary resources. 

This Senate went on record in a bi-
partisan way to say: These are the 
types of resources we believe are nec-
essary for the children of this country 
over the next 10 years. The Budget 
Committee eliminated those. It was 
wrong. We want the President to speak 
up. We want him to say, at least in the 
area of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, and in particular in title I, 
we want to have the funding that is 
necessary to support the policies that 
we both agreed to place in this legisla-
tion, so that the benefit of the supple-
mentary services and other protections 
will be available to these children. Oth-
erwise, the words about reaching every 

child in this country within 10 years is 
a cliche. It is a shibboleth. 

That will be the crux of the debate 
over the next 2 weeks in the Senate. 
We will be debating issues of policy, 
but make no mistake about it, we will 
be debating the issue of need, of invest-
ment, of the type of future we are 
going to have in this country. That is 
what this is all about. Our children are 
the future. We know the results. If you 
have children who don’t learn algebra 
by the eighth grade, they’re much less 
likely to go to college. That is a fact. 
Any educator will tell us that. 

When 80 percent of eighth graders 
lack trained math teachers, we can see 
what is compromised in terms of the 
children of this country. At a time 
when we need their talents, their in-
volvement, and their help in leading 
the United States in the world commu-
nity, we fail to provide them the re-
sources they need to build a strong 
educational foundation. That is what 
this debate over funding is about. It is 
about our future. 

We know what is out there. Twenty 
percent of the children in the United 
States live in poverty; 10 million chil-
dren are eligible for title I services. We 
are only reaching a third of them. So if 
we are going to give life and meaning 
to ‘‘leave no child behind,’’ we ought to 
be out front finding ways to reach all 
of them, not skimping on the 10 million 
children who are eligible under this 
legislation, and who look to us for 
help. 

We on this side of the aisle, without 
exception, believe we ought to fund the 
title I program fully and reach all 10 
million children. We challenge our fel-
low Senators on the other side of the 
aisle to join with us and ensure that 
the promise and the pledge of this leg-
islation will be a reality, not empty 
words. The only way this is going to 
happen is through a serious commit-
ment to funding. 

Nothing concerns me more than the 
reported absence of the Harkin amend-
ment from the final budget agreement. 
I don’t know where it went. I can re-
member—maybe others can speak to 
it—when we were briefed by our Demo-
cratic budgeteers about how the budget 
conference came together. They were 
not allowed to take part in any of the 
decisionmaking process. I asked them: 
Whatever happened to the Harkin 
amendment? They said: You have to 
look through the numbers and try to 
find it, but Republicans haven’t re-
leased the numbers yet. We went over 
and talked to the staff. 

Whatever happened to the Harkin 
amendment? We still want to know. 
When Senators are explaining the 
budget this afternoon, I hope they will 
tell us what happened to it because you 
can’t find it. It is not there. It is not 
here; it is not there. It has just dis-
appeared. 

The need has not disappeared. The 
need for those Head Start Programs 
has not disappeared. The need for the 
supplementary services on title I has 

not disappeared. The need to do some-
thing about better trained teachers and 
assisting professional development re-
mains today as it existed on the day 
the Senate passed the Harkin amend-
ment. Those schools that are crum-
bling; they haven’t disappeared. The 
vote on Senator HARKIN’s amendment, 
and the significance of the vote, after a 
very full and complete debate, has not 
disappeared. It is still there in the his-
tory books. 

What has disappeared somewhere is 
the commitment of the Congress to 
take action and reflect our Nation’s 
priorities in the budget. We’re fortu-
nate to have the resources to say, ‘‘All 
right, we are going to have a tax cut, 
but we are not going to do it at the ex-
pense of the children of this country.’’ 
But that is what evidently has hap-
pened. That is the regrettable choice 
made by the GOP. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator withhold. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I certainly with-

hold. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we 

generally try to follow a format here, 
where the Members file their amend-
ments, and then those who were the 
principal sponsors speak to them, and 
those others who are in support or in 
opposition get an opportunity to ad-
dress it. I welcome the opportunity to 
do so. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
understand a number of colleagues are 
on their way to the floor to lay down 
amendments. However, I thought this 
might be a chance to speak for a short 
period of time about the substitute 
amendment that was laid down by Sen-
ator JEFFORDS but is the result of ne-
gotiations among a number of Members 
of this body and the administration 
that is presently under consideration. 

As we consider the substitute, first of 
all, I give credit where credit is due. 
First, I will give credit where it is due 
to my colleagues from both parties and 
then raise questions about the result of 
these negotiations that we will con-
sider in this substitute. 

I say to Senator KENNEDY, in par-
ticular, how aware I am of the yeo-
man’s work that he and his staff have 
done to modify some of the most trou-
bling aspects of the issues that were 
under consideration, especially the 
block-grant proposal that has been 
known as Straight A’s. And, I know 
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that Senator JEFFORDS and his staff 
have worked hard over the last few 
weeks as well. Other Senators have 
been part of those tough negotiations 
as well and, in particular, I commend 
those Senators who worked to remove 
some of the most troubling aspects of 
the parts of this amendment that were 
up for discussion. 

This morning I just want to discuss 
two parts of the substitute amend-
ment: the so-called Straight A’s pro-
posal and the proposal to allow some 
Title I dollars to be used for supple-
mental services such as tutoring. 

Straight A’s is going in the direction 
of block-granted education money to 
up to seven states and 25 districts. I do 
recognize that a number of important 
programs, for example, the migrant 
program, homeless, immigrant, Indian 
education, neglected or delinquent 
children programs, the programs fo-
cused on students with special needs, 
will not be consolidated. This is impor-
tant and I thank my colleagues for 
their yeoman’s work in protecting 
these crucial programs from consolida-
tion. This is important because we 
made a national commitment that 
those students coming from families 
and communities which are most vul-
nerable—take, for example, homeless 
children or the migrant farmer worker 
population. We said we would not all of 
a sudden leave to State and local com-
munities whether or not they make a 
commitment in these areas. So, again, 
I thank my colleagues for the work 
they have done to make sure that we 
continue with these commitments. I 
also appreciate that, while title I is 
consolidated in those states and local 
districts that are granted these per-
formance agreements, tough negotia-
tions have assured that these programs 
will remain targeted to the poorest 
children. 

On the other hand, there are other 
additional programs, including after-
school programs and teacher quality 
that are block-granted here. My own 
view is we are going down a dangerous 
path. We have moved away from an im-
portant commitment. The commit-
ment we have made is we are a na-
tional community, we are one Nation, 
and there are certain decisive prior-
ities we have. Two of these are addi-
tional help for kids for afterschool pro-
grams and a national commitment to 
teacher training. I think this is a slip-
pery slope. It is a huge mistake to 
move away from a national commit-
ment to these priorities. I come to the 
floor to say this part of the agreement 
is not a step forward. I have some deep 
concerns about this move. 

I know people negotiated in good 
faith and, as I have said, this part of 
the agreement is much better than any 
Straight A’s proposal that we’ve seen 
in the past. One thing I appreciate is 
that if local school districts can make 
the case vis-a-vis a statewide education 
agency that has been named a block 
grant recipient that, as a local district, 
they do not want to be part of the 

block grant, and if they want to con-
tinue to receive money for these im-
portant national programs, they can do 
so. However, I also understand that the 
State agency will ultimately be an im-
portant player in the decision about 
whether a local district can opt out. 

As a former community organizer, 
when I think of grassroots politics in 
any State in the country, I don’t think 
the grassroots level stops at the Gov-
ernor’s level. I don’t think the grass-
roots is the Governors, I don’t think 
the grassroots are Senators and rep-
resentatives, I don’t think they are 
statewide education agencies. The 
grassroots are at the local level. 

There are decisive priorities for our 
Nation, no matter where a child goes 
to school, no matter where a teacher 
teaches. However, I far prefer that the 
designing and implementation and cre-
ativity is done at the local level. So, 
this Straight A’s concept fails both in 
recognizing the national commitments 
and fails in encouraging truly grass-
roots efforts in creative implementa-
tion. The state level is not the place 
for the decisions about these issues to 
be made. So, this block-grant proposal 
is my first concern with the agree-
ment. 

My second concern is that in consist-
ently failing schools, up to 15 percent 
of the title I program dollars may be 
given to the parents of children in 
those schools for supplemental services 
such as tutoring. Now, this basic con-
cept of providing parents with funds to 
pay for supplemental services is not 
one that I fundamentally object to. Be-
cause it promotes those students find-
ing success in public schools, it is sig-
nificantly different from a vouchers 
plan in which we promote students 
leaving public schools. And, once 
again, I recognize that my Democratic 
colleagues and their staffs involved in 
the negotiations did good work to build 
in a number of safeguards into this pro-
gram. However, despite my basic sup-
port for the concept, I do have prob-
lems with this particular scheme for 
providing supplemental services. 

My main point is that I don’t really 
understand why we are going to take 
some money out of the title I program, 
which is already severely underfunded 
at the 30 percent level, to provide addi-
tional help for kids in other settings, 
vis-a-vis tutoring done somewhere else, 
even outside the public school system. 

This perhaps is where I register my 
strongest dissent from the direction we 
are going at the moment. We don’t yet 
have a final agreement on whether or 
not there is going to be a real invest-
ment of resources to back this bill up. 
As a result, we now find ourselves get-
ting into a situation where we are ac-
tually going to be taking money away 
from the title I program, which is the 
program that is there for disadvan-
taged children. That doesn’t make a 
whole lot of sense to me. There are 
other more specific concerns that I 
have with this proposal as well, but it 
is the taking funds out of disadvan-

taged schools when we should be fo-
cused investing more in these schools 
that is my fundamental problem here. 

Finally, there are some important 
civil rights issues and questions that 
have been raised with the supplemental 
services program and with the after-
school program as it has been revised 
in this agreement. They both allow 
public funds to ultimately go to reli-
gious providers of these services. I am 
someone who has supported that basic 
idea that religious groups can play a 
key role in helping to solve social ills. 
And, I have seen the ways in which the 
religious communities can make a lot 
of very good things happen. But if we 
are going to put money in this direc-
tion, we ought to have some guarantee, 
some language, that says clearly that 
there can’t be proselytizing in any of 
these programs funded by tax dollars. 
It is my understanding that such lan-
guage is not in this agreement. 

In addition, I certainly would not 
want any public dollars going to any 
religious organization without some 
type of guarantee that there would not 
be any kind of discrimination against 
any group of citizens in their hiring 
practices. 

I actually think the religious com-
munity in many ways has done superb 
work. That is my view. That is what I 
voted for in the welfare bill. But I 
would raise these questions about pro-
tecting children against being pros-
elytized to and about being sure that 
public dollars do not fund discrimina-
tion. 

So I thought, as long as we are just 
at the beginning, that I would thank 
my colleagues for the negotiation. I 
thank my colleague Senator KENNEDY 
in particular for really being so strong 
and making sure we make migrant edu-
cation and education for homeless chil-
dren and others a national priority. 
That makes the block-granting portion 
of this agreement much stronger. I 
argue about some of the other pro-
grams that potentially could be block- 
granted. In general this is not what I 
think we should be doing. I think we 
are moving away from an important 
national commitment. And, as I men-
tioned, I think in some ways it is not 
decentralized enough. I think the 
statewide agencies will have too much 
control, versus the school districts, in 
the implementation of these programs. 

Those are my comments on the sub-
stitute. Of course, I have other con-
cerns about the base bill that really 
were not part of these negotiations. I 
will have an amendment that says we 
can go forward with this testing if in 
fact it is done the right way. So, I will 
ask you a number of amendments 
there. In addition to making sure we do 
testing the right way, certainly we 
should have a trigger amendment in 
this bill that says, when it comes to 
title I money, we must live up to our 
commitment so we make sure all these 
kids can do well before the actual im-
plementation of testing takes place. 
The outcome of the vote on that 
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amendment will be extremely impor-
tant to me. 

I think what we have in this com-
promise is an example of where we can 
go amiss if we are not careful. Taking 
money out of title I to give additional 
funds to kids outside the title I pro-
gram doesn’t make much sense when 
you have such a severely underfunded 
program. 

So, these are words of dissent based 
upon respect for what my colleagues 
have tried to do. Later on, as we get 
into this amendment and into other 
amendments, I know any number of us, 
including Senator HARKIN who will 
have an important amendment on the 
IDEA program, will have a lot of 
amendments. I look forward to really 
being in the thick of this debate. I am 
hoping—maybe I will even use the word 
‘‘praying’’—that some of the amend-
ments I have that I believe will prevent 
the abuse of testing, will prevent 
teachers having to teach to a standard-
ized test, will actually encourage 
teachers to go into education as op-
posed to discouraging teachers from 
going into education, especially 
amendments that say we trigger this 
when we make an amendment to title 
I, will be accepted. I hope that we do 
the testing in the right way and that 
we make sure these children and these 
schools and these teachers have the re-
sources to do well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 

have been discouraged at times about 
our Nation’s willingness to deal with 
our fundamental educational problems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Excuse 
me, Senator. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield 

the Senator 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts has 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have 5 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont has 30 minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Parliamentary in-

quiry: Is this the time divided earlier 
until noon? Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Of that time, I only 

have 5 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 

correct. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield that time. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-

ator for yielding. 
Will the Senator from Vermont yield 

5 minutes? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. We are waiting right 

now for the first amendment which is 
in order, so I cannot yield this time. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I do 
not have any objection to waiting for 
the Senator from New Jersey as long as 
I still have adequate time to offer my 
amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. All right, the Sen-
ator will have that time, and I do yield 
to the Senator an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Maine, the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and the Senator from 
Vermont—indeed, the entire New Eng-
land delegation—for helping me to 
make these remarks. 

Mr. President, I have been discour-
aged at times about, not simply the 
issue of education in America but 
about the willingness in public policy 
to deal with these fundamental prob-
lems. The fact that so many Senators 
have given so much time, commitment, 
and energy to dealing with this prob-
lem is one of the most encouraging 
things I have seen in years. Perhaps 
the Nation is getting ready, in a funda-
mental way, to deal with our edu-
cational problems. 

It is none too soon, perhaps, because 
we all recognize the same thing: Amer-
ica’s educational problems point like a 
dagger at the heart of our national 
prosperity—indeed, one day even our 
national security. America cannot long 
endure with this standard of living 
without dealing in a major way, on a 
grand scale, with our persistent, al-
most endemic problems of education. 

Indeed, there are a plethora of prob-
lems. Who would believe, under these 
economic and budgetary cir-
cumstances, that a great nation would 
allow its future leaders, the engines of 
its future economy, to attend classes in 
trailers, hallways, or gymnasiums? Mr. 
President, 2,400 schools need to be built 
in the next 2 years to relieve over-
crowding and accommodate rising en-
rollments—2,400. In some communities 
with the property tax base, they may 
get built. In others where there is not, 
they will not get built. Every lost 
school, every child who will not meet 
his or her potential, is a social, eco-
nomic, and even a political problem. 

Our teachers, no matter how dedi-
cated they might be, wage a battle 
with old textbooks and a dearth of 
modern technology. While we have 
made the Internet available to the 
smallest business and every govern-
ment agency, only 27 percent of public 
school classrooms can even take advan-
tage of this new asset of technology for 
learning even if they have a teacher 
who knows how to use it. 

After years of study, we all under-
stand that the problem of children un-
attended, without supervision in the 
afternoons is a principal reason for 
poor grades, dropouts from school, al-
cohol and drug use, and lives of crime. 
Indeed, violent juvenile crime triples 
in the hours after school. 

Rising enrollments, inadequate 
school construction, inadequate tech-
nology, these are things that we have 
known and understood not for a year, 
not for a few years, but for a genera-
tion. Yet today we meet again to dis-
cuss these issues, recognizing that this 
afternoon 15 million children will ar-
rive to empty homes or spend their 
afternoons on the streets when, indeed, 
they could have had supervision and 
used the time productively. 

The question is not whether or not 
we are making insufficient progress. I 

believe the question is whether we are 
making any progress at all. The Na-
tional Assessment of Educational 
Progress showed no improvement from 
1992 to 2000 in fourth grade reading 
ability. Less than a third of the coun-
try’s fourth graders read at a grade 
level that is appropriate, and the gap 
in reading skills between the highest 
performance level and that of our low-
est performing students is widening. 

I will recognize that during this de-
bate, Senators will come with ideas 
from the left or the right. They will 
have radical solutions or modest solu-
tions. 

This much I believe about this de-
bate. I hope that no Senator will come 
to this floor believing that anyone has 
a monopoly on good ideas, and that no 
one will come to this floor and defend 
the status quo because the status quo 
does not deserve defense. 

The Bush administration enters into 
this debate and understandably wants 
to plant their own mark on educational 
reform. They have a right to do so. 
And, indeed, the administration’s view 
is that accountability and improve-
ment of standards in testing is part of 
educational reform, and that is correct. 

All the money in the world will not 
improve American education and ac-
countability. Reform of almost every 
aspect of American education is re-
quired. But as certainly as money is 
not the entire answer, it is certainly 
part of the answer. 

Nine thousand schools nationwide 
have been identified as needing im-
provement. The number of low-per-
forming schools is rising each year. Ac-
countability of those schools will mat-
ter. It will shoulder the other problems 
that I mentioned. Accountability will 
not solve leaking roofs. Accountability 
alone will not bring technology to 
classrooms. Accountability alone will 
not retain good teachers. 

There is a marriage of ideas of the 
left and the right, Democrats and Re-
publicans. 

Other aspects of the administration’s 
plan should be supported. I have fought 
for years for educational savings ac-
counts for K–12. It is time to enact 
them. It makes sense to bring private 
resources in to help with this growing 
national problem. 

Charter schools are a tested and 
sometimes workable addition to the 
problems of public education. And they 
should be supported. 

But as I reach across the aisle and 
commend the Bush administration on 
its ideas, I hope this much will be 
granted: There is no alternative to a 
large-scale, immediate national pro-
gram of building new schools for Amer-
ica. One-third of America’s public 
schools need major repairs or total re-
placement. There is a $322 billion back-
log to build and modernize America’s 
schools. This requires Federal re-
sources. Local communities should not 
face a choice of ruinous property taxes 
or declining opportunities for their 
own children. We are the difference. 
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In New Jersey today we are begin-

ning the Nation’s largest school con-
struction program with $8.6 billion for 
school construction. I am proud of it. 
It is needed. It is a good bipartisan 
plan, and it is impressive, unless you 
consider the scale of the problem. We 
are spending $8.6 billion. But New Jer-
sey alone has a $22 billion need for 
school construction. 

This year, my State saw the largest 
increase in enrollment in 20 years. Our 
fastest growing school districts need a 
new school constructed every 3 to 5 
years. 

That is why I am supporting the Har-
kin amendment to fund new school 
construction. As much as we need the 
Harkin amendment, we need to con-
tinue with our program of adding 
100,000 new teachers. 

I believe in time that the Clinton ad-
ministration’s greatest achievement, 
at least for my State of New Jersey 
and I believe for the country, may be 
the reducing of class size. Every study 
that has ever been conducted and every 
review that we have ever chartered has 
made clear that the greatest variable 
in the performance of a America’s stu-
dents is to reduce class size. And the 
goal of a national class size standard of 
18 by adding 100,000 teachers, of which 
30,000 are now employed, is the greatest 
variable and can make the greatest 
contribution. 

I believe this marriage of ideas from 
Democrats and Republicans can make 
a real difference. I begin now by en-
dorsing the Harkin amendment and by 
strongly supporting the continuation 
of our program of hiring new teachers. 

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
leagues for yielding the time. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty- 
five minutes. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maine 20 minutes. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 359 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358 
(Purpose: To improve the Read First 

Program) 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk as a sub-
stitute to the amendment that is be-
fore the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 359 to amend-
ment No. 358. 

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments 
Submitted.’’) 

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

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. President, first let me start by 
commending the chairman of the com-

mittee, Senator JEFFORDS, and the 
ranking minority member, Senator 
KENNEDY, for their extraordinary work 
on this important legislation. They 
have shown real leadership in pulling 
the Senate together on what I believe 
may well be the most important legis-
lation we consider this year; that is, 
the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. 

My amendment would make a series 
of improvements to an extremely im-
portant component of the bill, and that 
is Reading First. I have worked with 
my colleagues from both sides of the 
aisle as well as with the administra-
tion, the Secretary of Education, and 
the President to ensure that both the 
Early Reading First and the Reading 
First initiatives are truly focused on 
our goal of helping every child to learn 
to read. 

We can do so much more to ensure 
that every child learns to read. Read-
ing First is based on the principle that 
the best way to ensure that no child is 
left behind is to teach every child to 
read. 

Reading First encourages States and 
school districts to take a preventive 
role when dealing with reading pro-
grams. 

It would provide assistance to States 
and school districts to establish read-
ing programs for students in grades 
kindergarten through the third grade 
to better ground specifically based 
reading research in order to ensure 
that every student can read at or above 
grade level by the end of the third 
grade. 

It would provide assistance to States 
and school districts to better prepare 
our teachers who are on the front line 
and who are so important in this cru-
sade. 

It would give them professional de-
velopment and other support so that 
teachers can identify specific reading 
barriers facing the students and have 
the tools that they need to assist their 
students in learning to read. 

Reading experts tell us that children 
learn to read in many different ways. 
This isn’t a case where one approach 
serves the needs of every student. 
Some students may need to put their 
fingers on their mouths when they say 
certain words to understand the sounds 
that make up those words. Others may 
need to clap out the syllables to under-
stand how words are constructed. 

These are examples of the kinds of 
teaching tools that Reading First will 
promote and that will assist teachers 
in learning. 

The program would also provide as-
sistance to States and school districts 
in selecting and developing diagnostic 
reading assessments that document 
whether children are learning and will 
also help us to assess the effectiveness 
of the Reading First Program. 

Reading First would require us to 
make a real commitment. We should 
not require students to fail before pro-
viding assistance. And, yet, that is 
often what we do. 

The most common intervention is 
placement in special education which 
for most children is simply not a solu-
tion. Special education services are not 
designed to solve a children’s reading 
disability, and for the most part they 
do not. Our Early Literacy Program is 
well documented. Approximately 2.8 
million students in the United States 
have been identified as having a learn-
ing disability. Of those, 90 percent have 
trouble reading. The good news is with 
proper, effective, and early interven-
tion a learning disability can be treat-
ed, and children with reading disabil-
ities can have the potential to achieve 
their full potential. The bad news is 
that most States do not now have the 
resources to establish the kinds of 
reading programs and early interven-
tions that are most effective. 

Reading First would address this 
problem. It provides a national focus 
on early reading intervention. It sim-
ply does not make sense to wait until 
the third grade to test a child’s reading 
ability, find out that that child’s read-
ing skills are far below his or her 
peers’, and know that the chance of 
that child learning to read by grade 
level by the end of elementary school is 
less than 25 percent. 

By contrast, if a child is tested and 
receives help in kindergarten or first 
grade, that child has a 90- to 95-percent 
chance of becoming a good reader. 

Since reading is researched more eas-
ily and effectively during the early 
years, identifying children who have 
problems with reading and providing 
them with the help they need early on 
is very effective. 

Reading First is a comprehensive ap-
proach to promoting literacy in all 50 
States. It will support the efforts of 
States such as Maine that have already 
made great strides under the Reading 
Excellence Act in promoting reading 
and literacy. 

The Reading First initiative would 
provide $1 billion per year—that is tri-
ple our current commitment—to States 
and school districts to establish and 
enhance reading partnerships and to 
develop early literacy professional de-
velopment programs for teachers. 

We know that other than involved 
parents, a good teacher, with proper 
literacy training, is the single most 
important prerequisite to a student’s 
reading success. We also know that 
reading is the gateway to learning 
other subjects and to future academic 
achievement. That is why it is so im-
portant that this bill make such a na-
tional commitment to reading pro-
grams. 

The amendment I have proposed im-
proves upon the Reading First section 
of the bill in a number of ways. 

First of all, it would improve the tar-
geting of funds so that more would be 
allocated to those local schools that 
have the most schoolchildren who are 
reading below grade level. 

Second, it would clarify that each 
State’s educational agency would be 
responsible for administering the pro-
gram. 
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Third, it adds greater detail to the 

criteria that will be used to award 
competitive grants to States by speci-
fying that a State must be able to dem-
onstrate improved reading achieve-
ment in those schools that are receiv-
ing Reading First funds. 

It would require the Secretary to 
minimize the amount of new paper-
work for States that have already ap-
plied for and received a grant under the 
current Reading Excellence Act. 

It would increase accountability by 
requiring States and local school dis-
tricts to demonstrate improved reading 
achievement in schools that are receiv-
ing Reading First funds. 

And it would require that, in car-
rying out the evaluation of this pro-
gram, the Secretary assess whether it 
is having an impact on the identifica-
tion and referral of young students to 
special education services under IDEA. 

Let me just elaborate on this latter 
point. I firmly believe if we invest in 
early reading programs, and identify 
children who are having difficulty in 
learning reading early on, that many of 
those children will not need special 
education. The reason this is impor-
tant is, once a child becomes part of 
special education, the chances of that 
child ever leaving special education are 
less than 5 percent. 

We know that if we intervene early, 
90 to 95 percent of children with learn-
ing disabilities can be helped. But if 
those children become part of the spe-
cial education system, the chances of 
their leaving special education are less 
than 5 percent. 

This is an investment that makes 
sense. 

President Bush deserves enormous 
credit for placing reading at the top of 
our education agenda and for being 
willing to work with us—with Members 
on both sides of the aisle—to hammer 
out the best possible legislation. 

Mr. President, I know the Senator 
from Rhode Island wanted 5 minutes to 
comment on this legislation. My state-
ment is quite lengthy. What I would 
like to do is ask unanimous consent to 
be able to yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island and then re-
claim my time so that I can complete 
my statement, if that is acceptable to 
the managers of the bill. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
keep control of time, but I am pleased 
to do as my colleague wishes, and I 
yield 5 minutes to Senator REED. 

Mr. REED. I thank the chairman 
very much. 

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Maine for the gracious 
yielding of time and for offering her 
amendment. She has offered a very ad-
mirable and very important amend-
ment that will increase literacy in the 
United States. It tracks closely Presi-
dent Bush’s proposals for increased lit-
eracy throughout this country. In fact, 
it builds on the Reading Excellence Act 
which this body passed in 1998. I believe 

it is a measure that should be broadly 
supported. 

I, too, also commend Chairman JEF-
FORDS and Ranking Member KENNEDY 
for their efforts in the committee to 
bring this measure to the Chamber 
and, again, Senator COLLINS for her ex-
cellent amendment with respect to lit-
eracy in reading. I want to use this op-
portunity to not only commend Sen-
ator COLLINS but also to suggest that 
as important as her amendment is, 
there is a piece I believe that could be 
added to make it even better. That 
piece is providing access to materials 
in school libraries. 

For years I have been advocating a 
return to Federal support for school li-
braries. Back in 1965, with the original 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, the Congress passed an initiative 
that would allow—and did allow— 
school libraries to purchase library ma-
terials. It was widely successful. In 
fact, I will suggest that my colleagues 
go to any school in their State—par-
ticularly those schools in rural or 
urban areas—go to the school library 
and look through the shelves. I am sure 
you will find books that are stamped 
‘‘ESEA, 1965.’’ You certainly will find 
many books with a 1966, 1967, or 1968 
copyright. Sadly, that is the status of 
our collections in school libraries 
throughout this country: Many old and 
out-of-date books purchased originally 
by ESEA. We can do better and should 
do better. 

The thrust of Senator COLLINS’ 
amendment and the President’s pro-
gram is teacher technique, teaching 
pedagogy, and teaching instruction. 
But, as I said, there is another aspect; 
that is, having the materials available 
for young people to actually read. 

Research clearly shows that the mod-
ern up-to-date library with new mate-
rial contributes significantly and posi-
tively to student performance. The re-
search consistently shows this. It sug-
gests that we have to do much more in 
terms of not only providing new tech-
nique, new instruction, new pedagogy, 
we have to provide books and media for 
children so they can, in fact, practice 
what they are taught, and not only 
practice what they are taught but be-
come enthused about using libraries 
and reading books. You cannot do that 
with some of the out-of-date collec-
tions we have in our school libraries 
today. 

That is why, as soon as it is appro-
priate, I will suggest an additional 
amendment. I was tempted, momen-
tarily, to offer a second degree to the 
Collins amendment, but I believe she 
deserves the opportunity to make her 
case undiluted by other proposals. 

My proposal would, in fact, increase 
funding authorized for the President’s 
program of reading and literacy so 
school libraries throughout the coun-
try could actually buy materials as 
part of the Reading First initiative and 
target these funds to the schools that 
are most in need, the highest poverty 
schools. 

It would also provide districts and 
schools with the flexibility to use fund-
ing to meet local needs. There would be 
no preset list of books or materials. It 
would be a very local choice which 
they could use themselves to acquire 
what they need in their particular cir-
cumstances. 

It would also encourage resource- 
sharing initiatives such as those that 
have been established in Ohio and 
Rhode Island, effectively linking all 
the school libraries together with pub-
lic libraries and with academic librar-
ies in higher education institutions, so 
that children can access, through com-
puterized records, a vast array of mate-
rial. This modern, updated approach 
can be another additional improvement 
in education throughout the United 
States. 

Also, it would provide resources and 
support to train school librarians and 
those people who work in the libraries. 
Sometimes we overlook the fact that 
we have to have trained professionals 
in the library. It is not sufficient sim-
ply to have a teacher walk a class in 
and say, pick a book, children, and go 
out. It helps immeasurably if there is 
someone in that library who knows not 
only how to do research but also how 
to use library materials to enhance the 
education of all the children in that 
school. 

This legislation I am proposing is 
based upon a bill I introduced along 
with Senators COCHRAN, KENNEDY, 
SNOWE, CHAFEE, DASCHLE, and others. 
It has been modified because, rather 
than being a separate stand-alone por-
tion of the ESEA, this amendment that 
I will propose next week will be part of 
the President’s initiative, part of the 
Reading First initiative. 

It makes sense simply because we are 
all trying to focus in our resources and 
our attention. In addition, it responds 
to some complaints I have heard that 
this is not the time to embark on a 
new program. Let me, as a funda-
mental point, state that this is not a 
new program when it comes to school 
library support. In 1965, it was specifi-
cally authorized and funded under the 
original ESEA. In 1994, we reauthorized 
this particular library program. Unfor-
tunately, it was essentially defunded in 
previous Congresses, and it was made 
part of a larger block grant. As a re-
sult, the resources have diminished sig-
nificantly. 

I commend the Senator from Maine. I 
look forward to her amendment. I ask 
her to consider, along with others, this 
improvement which I will offer at the 
soonest possible moment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FRIST). Who yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator 

yield 30 seconds? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont controls the time. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. In the spirit of 

working together, I know we will have 
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votes on these amendments. One thing 
I do want to get a chance to do is ex-
amine the substitute amendment. It is 
a huge package which just arrived re-
cently. Before we have a vote on it, I 
want to get a chance to look at it so I 
understand it, and I want to be in 
touch with people in my own State. I 
suggest that we not vote on the sub-
stitute amendment until after Sen-
ators have had a chance to look at it. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. We are allowing 
time for that purpose. We understand 
the Senator’s concerns, and they will 
be accommodated. 

I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is 
true that probably 5 or 7 percent of this 
has just been drafted, but 85 percent of 
it had been drafted and completed 4 
days ago. The Senator is quite within 
his rights, but just for the membership, 
those on the committees who are inter-
ested, 85 percent of that has been in 
draft form. It is still a sizable amount. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I will. 
Mr. REID. I say to the Senator from 

Minnesota and others, we want every-
one to understand the underlying sub-
stitute. They should have all the time 
they need to do that. In the meantime, 
we are constructively moving forward 
on the bill. The Senator from Maine 
has offered an amendment. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is waiting. It is my un-
derstanding you have another Senator 
to offer an amendment. We have Sen-
ator DODD ready to offer an amend-
ment. We should be able to move for-
ward on these amendments subject to 
the adoption of the substitute. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator. 
I agree with him. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, now 
that the ranking Democrat on the 
HELP Committee has joined us, I once 
again repeat my praise of his efforts as 
well as those of the chairman of the 
committee. Senator JEFFORDS and Sen-
ator KENNEDY have done incredible 
work in bringing us together on this 
important issue, as has the Presiding 
Officer, the Senator from Tennessee, 
Mr. FRIST. I thank them for their ef-
forts on what I believe to be such an 
important initiative. 

To reach our goal of helping all chil-
dren, of ensuring that every child 
knows how to read, the reading pro-
grams authorized by this bill draw on 
30 years of research on reading and 
reading instruction. These programs 
will enhance our ability to help every 
child succeed. We know that we have a 
lot of work to do. 

By way of background, I will share 
with my colleagues some of the trou-
bling statistics about reading in this 
country: 20 million children are at risk 
for reading failure; 75 percent of chil-
dren with reading difficulties who are 
now helped by the time they reach the 
age of 9 will still have poor reading 

skills at the end of high school. That is 
why early intervention is so important. 

Eighty to 90 percent of children iden-
tified with learning disabilities have 
their primary deficits in reading and 
language-based processes. We know 
that fewer than a third of our fourth 
graders can read at grade level. We 
know that the reading scores on the 
national tests for reading have been 
flat for 30 years, and the recent release 
of the NAEP scores for this year would 
continue this flat line. 

We need to do things differently. We 
need to increase the Federal invest-
ment. That is what this bill would do, 
by tripling funding for reading pro-
grams. 

We also need a fresh approach. Fortu-
nately, research provides reliable ways 
to determine whether children as 
young as age 4 are developing the nec-
essary skills to learn to read. Early 
identification and effective early inter-
vention can dramatically reduce the 
numbers of students who fail to learn 
to read. 

Teachers have told me of the excite-
ment they feel when they watch a child 
learn the strategies needed to crack 
the reading code. For some students it 
is a mysterious code, but teachers have 
proven over and over again that there 
are strategies and solid research that 
can bring techniques into the class-
room to help children discover that 
they can, indeed, become good readers. 

The ability to read unlocks the doors 
to all other areas of the curriculum. 
Children who can’t read don’t excel in 
other subject areas. In fact, nonreaders 
pull away from other academic sub-
jects if they don’t experience success in 
reading. 

I find it so exciting that this country 
is now focused on reading. Reading is 
finally getting the attention, the sup-
port, and the resources it deserves. It 
has taken years for the importance of 
reading to rise to national attention. I 
give our President and the First Lady 
tremendous credit in focusing national 
attention on the importance of read-
ing. 

I believe we are about to take a great 
leap forward for this Nation toward in-
creasing literacy. The amendment I 
put forth merely strengthens the provi-
sions of the reading initiative in this 
important legislation. It will ensure 
that we have access to the information 
we need to determine whether this pro-
gram is a success. 

The bottom line: If we act swiftly 
and effectively to teach reading in the 
early grades, we will provide our chil-
dren with the solid foundation they 
need for future academic success. 

The Reading First initiative gives 
meaning to our commitment to leave 
no child behind by making certain that 
every child can read. This is critical 
because our Nation is in the midst of a 
monumental global change. Unlike pre-
vious generations who came of age 
when the United States was primarily 
an agricultural or manufacturing based 
economy, this generation coming to 

age now will need reading skills more 
than ever. 

Information processing has become a 
required skill for so many jobs. That is 
why reading is so important. It is the 
basic building block for participating 
fully in our society. In this country of 
opportunity and promise, we owe it to 
our children to make sure they learn to 
read and learn to read well. 

In closing, I thank the leaders of our 
committee and the National Center for 
Learning Disabilities, as well as the 
Department of Education and White 
House officials for working together 
with us to improve the Reading First 
initiative in this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maine for a 
wonderful effort in making sure this 
bill will succeed. I commend her on it. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume for purposes of supporting the 
amendment. 

At a time when we are sending tour-
ists into space, cloning animals, and 
integrating computers into every facet 
of our lives, reading continues to be 
one of the most important skills we 
learn in our lifetime. In fact, in this in-
formation age, reading has never been 
more important. 

There are two programs in this legis-
lation that have not received as much 
attention as some of the other provi-
sions. Yet, these programs may be the 
most important parts of the bill. Be-
cause—while reading is the gateway 
skill to further learning, academic 
achievement, and success in the 
world—millions of school-age children 
are not learning to read well enough. 

Over the past two days, several Mem-
bers have talked about how too many 
of our children are not reading well. I 
have some charts that display just how 
serious the problem is, and what an 
emergency it is for our county. 

Chart 1 gives an overall view. It is so 
discouraging, I want to take a few mo-
ments to let everyone absorb the con-
tents of it. 

What we are looking at here is the 
reading results for fourth graders from 
the most recent National Assessment 
of Educational Progress. This is a na-
tionally representative study carried 
out by the Department of Education. 

The results from the assessment are 
divided into four categories: Below 
basic, basic, proficient, and advanced. 
The proficient level is the performance 
expected of students at this grade 
level. That is where every child in 
America should be. 

As you can see from the bar on the 
far left, 68 percent of all students are 
reading below proficiency in the fourth 
grade—68 percent are below proficiency 
in the fourth grade. A little less than 
40 percent have not attained the basic 
level. That means 40 percent are really 
seriously failing, which means they 
have not mastered even the rudi-
mentary skills of reading. This is inex-
cusable. 
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I will point out some other defi-

ciencies in our educational system. We 
are the only Nation of the industri-
alized world that does not provide edu-
cation paid for by the public sector for 
3- and 4-year-olds. I point that out be-
cause that percentage of 40 percent is 
about the percentage of those who get 
no help in the 3- and 4-year level. That 
is our country. No other industrialized 
nation has that kind of a record. 

As you look down the different bars 
on the chart, you can see that this 
overall performance actually masks 
the performance of the subgroups iden-
tified in the report. For example, only 
12 percent of black students in the 
fourth grade are reading at the pro-
ficient level. 

Now I want to point out the defi-
ciency of our Head Start Program. We 
will be holding hearings on that later 
this year. The Head Start Program is 
designed to give custodial care and 
help and nurturing to young children. 
There is little or no effective edu-
cational part of that program. There-
fore, we have to examine what we can 
do and note that the only program we 
have that really is in the area of help 
really does not provide the kind of edu-
cational help that is necessary. 

Also, nearly 60 percent of Hispanic 
children are reading below the basic 
level. 

Let us now turn to chart 2. If we look 
at the next chart, we can see that pov-
erty, which cuts across all the groups 
on the previous chart, predicts a great 
deal of the low performance. Again, we 
have the same problem here with re-
spect to percentages, and we find that 
our Nation, unlike any other industri-
alized nation, does not provide help to 
the young children, the preschoolers. 

‘‘Eligibility for free and reduced 
lunch’’ is based on the income of a stu-
dent’s parents. As you can see, children 
living in families near or below the 
poverty line are much more likely to 
be reading at the basic or below-basic 
level. 

Overall, these numbers have not 
changed over the past decade. They 
have not changed over the past decade. 
That means in the last 10 years we 
have seen no improvement. I serve on 
the Goals panel, and I have been there 
since it was initiated in 1990. We have 
not seen any significant change in the 
levels of education since that time, 
when we created the Goals panel to see 
whether we were improving. 

One of the most noticeable changes 
in the data over time has been a de-
cline in the scores for the lowest per-
forming 10 percent. This means that 
those students who are furthest behind 
have been losing ground. That is to-
tally inexcusable for this Nation. 

What is so alarming about these sta-
tistics is that by the fourth grade, stu-
dents are expected to have learned how 
to read well. Increasingly, they must 
read in order to learn about academic 
matter. The emphasis on teaching 
reading declines, and the opportunities 
to make up lost ground often dis-

appear. There is clearly a relationship 
between the low reading scores for 
these groups of students, their low aca-
demic achievement in later grades, and 
the high rate of dropping out of school. 

I can point to another study done by 
the Glenn Commission and also the 
stories we have with respect to improv-
ing in math. Even though our children, 
somehow, are average with respect to 
industrialized nations in the fourth 
grade in math, from that point, they 
slip down until they are last in the 
world by the time they graduate from 
high school. That is one of the most se-
rious problems from which our Nation 
suffers. Again, it gets back to the ba-
sics of reading as well as, of course, un-
derstanding math. 

Of course, it should be no surprise 
that these students, when they leave 
school, become adults with low levels 
of literacy. For example, in 1993 the 
National Adult Literacy Survey found 
that 20 percent of all adults—or more 
than 40 million Americans—scored at 
the lowest level of literacy on the as-
sessment. 

Finally, to bring this full circle, a re-
cent report from the Department of 
Education, ‘‘The Kindergarten Year,’’ 
found that the children of parents with 
less high school education arrived at 
kindergarten with far fewer language 
and literacy skills than their peers who 
had better educated parents. In fact, 
when these children left kindergarten, 
they scored lower on these skills than 
when their higher performing peers en-
tered kindergarten. 

This is the current situation: 
Some young children fall behind 

their peers before they even enter 
school; schools improve most students’ 
reading skills, but they do not close 
the gap; these students are much more 
likely to fail in school and, even worse, 
to drop out later on; children of par-
ents who themselves had difficulty 
learning to read, and who did poorly in 
school, are more likely to have reading 
difficulties. 

So you can see what we have is a 
cycle of low literacy in this country. 
Now you can see why I think the Read-
ing First Program and its companion, 
Early Learning First, which gets down 
to the 3- and 4-year-olds, preschool-age 
children, are perhaps the most impor-
tant parts of this legislation that we 
will be passing. 

I should add that the Even Start 
Family Literacy Program is also being 
reauthorized by S. 1. It is another im-
portant piece of our national literacy 
effort. That is working with both the 
parents and the children at the same 
time to make sure the family becomes 
literate together. 

I commend the President for his lead-
ership in proposing these reading pro-
grams and asking for funds to make 
them a reality. He provided similar 
leadership on this issue as Governor of 
Texas, with good results in Texas. I 
praise the President for bringing that 
experience to this body so that all of 
the country may share from it. 

I also want to mention our First 
Lady, Laura Bush, who I know is also 
very interested. I have been with her at 
times when she has demonstrated that. 
She is deeply involved in the reading 
issue. She provided leadership on read-
ing and literacy as the first lady of 
Texas and has taken special interest in 
the development of language and lit-
eracy skills in preschool-age children, 
as reflected in the Early Reading First 
initiative. 

I believe very strongly that the only 
way we can close the gap between bet-
ter performing and lower performing 
children in our own country and be-
tween American students and those in 
other industrialized nations is to: 

Provide more opportunities for learn-
ing in the preschool years; second, im-
prove instruction in our schools and 
give adults an opportunity to improve 
their own literacy skills. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
these important programs—Reading 
First, Early Reading First, and Even 
Start Programs—in the overall legisla-
tion we are considering today. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate my friend and colleague from 
Maine for an excellent statement and 
for her amendment. I am in strong sup-
port of her amendment. I spoke to her 
briefly yesterday about authorizing the 
Early Reading First Program at $75 
million which complements the Read-
ing First initiative by supporting effec-
tive approaches for improving the early 
language literacy skills of children age 
3 to 5, and under the program, 4-year 
competitive grants may be awarded to 
school districts and nonprofit organiza-
tion consortia, such as organizations 
that serve preschool children. 

Her amendment is not only building 
on the Reading Excellence Act, and not 
only provides funds for children in the 
early grades, but also for the preschool 
children. That is an area of oppor-
tunity and need as well. 

I am hopeful we will, over a period of 
time, build on that program. 

I thank the chairman of our com-
mittee. No one knows this issue better 
than Senator JEFFORDS. He is the 
founder of the Everyone Wins Program 
in Washington, DC, and he is con-
stantly urging Republicans and Demo-
crats to join him in reading to a child 
at the Brent School. He and I shared 
that experience on Tuesday. I welcome 
that opportunity. 

I know when he speaks about reading 
and the importance of reading, it is a 
deeply held belief and one that is root-
ed in his soul because he lives those 
words very effectively. It has been a 
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great opportunity. I have enjoyed par-
ticipating with him in that program, 
and I know a number of our colleagues 
do as well. 

Anyone who has any question in 
their mind about the importance of de-
veloping effective programs in reading, 
if they would spend a few hours—just 
an hour, actually, a week—they would 
be the most enthusiastic supporter of 
this program. It will have an enormous 
impact on the children. Most impor-
tant, it will enhance their ability to 
learn. It will excite them about learn-
ing. It will give them countless joy in 
the future. It is a wonderful under-
taking. The expansion of this program, 
which started a few years ago, will be 
enormously important. I look forward 
to working with Senator COLLINS in 
giving additional focus and life to the 
earlier interventions for children be-
cause that is of major importance. 

Finally, we have heard a great deal 
about what title I has not done over 
the years. For the benefit of the mem-
bership, this chart is NAEP reading 
scores over the past 25 years. These are 
the constant scores for the same test. 
If you look at this chart from 1971 to 
1999, you will see there has been a very 
modest increase in 13-year-olds over 
that period of time. There has been a 
very modest increase among black 
teenagers and Hispanic teenagers. 
There has been a very modest reduc-
tion in the difference between the 
races, which is encouraging. 

It is interesting to note, if you look 
over what was happening to children 
during this period of time with in-
creased poverty, an increased number 
of immigrant children, non-English- 
speaking children, that is also an indi-
cator and has a significant impact on 
these numbers. 

One can see looking at this chart 
that there is a gradual improvement 
for all 13-year-olds over that period of 
time. 

The next chart is NAEP reading 
scores for 9-year-olds over the past 25 
years. We see the same: a very modest 
increase for 9-year-olds and somewhat 
a closing of the gap among the other 
children as well, although it has been 
very modest. 

The next chart is in the area of math. 
The significance of these charts show, 
if one goes from 1973 to 1999, for 13- 
year-olds, the line is moving in a posi-
tive direction. That is a hopeful sign. 
These are NAEP scores. If one looks at 
the black children, we see the gap, 
which was 46 points in 1973, has been 
reduced to 32 points in 1999 which is a 
very sizable reduction. There have been 
some rather important gains made in 
math. 

Another chart, again the NAEP tests, 
the 1990 trends in academic progress, 
shows the gap closing in math for 13- 
year-olds. It was a 35-point gap in 1973, 
and it is down to 24 points. Again, 
those lines are moving in a positive di-
rection. 

This chart is the older children, 17- 
year-olds, and one will see a 52-point 
gap in 1971 down to a 29-point gap. 

The point is we have a long way to 
go, but we have made some important 
progress. 

The other important point about 
these charts is the schools that made 
the greatest difference had both reform 
and resources. That is why we come 
back to the basic point that is under-
lying this bill and why we have been 
able to fashion a very good, effective 
bill. In a number of ways, if I had been 
drafting it, I would have drafted it dif-
ferently. 

This is a very important bill, but it 
needs the resources to give these trend 
lines a real boost in the future. That is 
what we want. We want reform and re-
sources. We are talking about invest-
ments in children, investments in the 
futures of children. Children are the fu-
ture. We need those kinds of invest-
ments. 

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

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

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
that the time be equally charged. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have no objection. 
Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, under Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s time—actually, under 
Senator HARKIN’s time—I yield to the 
Senator from Michigan 10 minutes. 

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

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
first thank my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle who are working so hard on 
this important issue of education: the 
chairman of the committee, Senator 
JEFFORDS, who is providing such im-
portant leadership; the ranking mem-
ber, Senator KENNEDY. I congratulate 
him and all of the Members who are so 
deeply involved in focusing on what I 
believe is the most critical issue facing 
us in the future, not only of our chil-
dren as it relates to their opportunities 
to succeed but to our economy as well. 

We have all heard—as a member of 
the Senate Budget Committee, I heard 
time and time again in hearings—that 
we have an increased labor produc-
tivity that is driving this economy. 
The basis of that increased labor activ-
ity is an educated workforce. So the 
debate in front of us is critical. 

I rise today in anticipation of an 
amendment that will be introduced 

later that I will be cosponsoring. It re-
lates to an important part of providing 
resources and keeping the Federal Gov-
ernment’s promise that was made 25 
years ago concerning funding for spe-
cial education for all of our local com-
munities. 

We have many educational priorities. 
But as I have met with the leaders and 
parents in communities all across 
Michigan, they have said to me time 
and time again, if you just did one 
thing, if you just kept your promise to 
fully fund your portion of special edu-
cation, it would free up dollars for us 
to serve the other needs of children in 
schools. 

This is critical in Michigan. We have 
had numerous court suits that relate to 
the State portion of special education. 
The lack of Federal support has caused 
a tremendous battle in Michigan over 
the resources for special education. 

We have the opportunity now, in the 
context of debating the budget and the 
vision for the next 10 years and in the 
context of this important education 
bill, to set it right. I hear over and over 
again from superintendents and teach-
ers and parents: If we are talking about 
economic good times, if we are talking 
about budget surpluses, why can’t you 
keep your promises? This is an incred-
ibly important promise to our children 
and to our communities. It needs to be 
kept. We are nowhere near meeting the 
commitment that was made 25 years 
ago. 

Let me give an example. I should say 
I have been deeply involved over the 
years in the issue of advocating for our 
children in special education. In Michi-
gan, the cost for the 1999–2000 school 
year was $1.2 billion for special edu-
cation alone. 

The Federal Government is supposed 
to provide 40 percent of that. But in-
stead the Federal Government’s con-
tribution to Michigan schools was $120 
million. I am pretty good at math. I 
know that $120 million is not 40 percent 
of $1.2 billion. 

Unfortunately, the State has tried to 
make up part of those dollars. Local 
communities in Michigan have shifted 
over $420 million into special education 
that is supposed to be available for 
other critical needs in the schools: low-
ering class sizes for all children, put-
ting more technology in the classroom, 
upgrading our math and science capa-
bilities, and some issues that need to 
be addressed. 

We have taken a large amount of re-
sources in Michigan away from those 
needs in order to address the very im-
portant need of special education, one 
that the Federal Government agreed to 
help fund and has not yet kept its com-
mitment. 

Nationally, the Federal Government 
provides less than 15 percent of its 
commitment to IDEA, which is our 
special education funding. We are sup-
posed to be providing 40 percent. We 
are yet to hit 15 percent. 

We can do something about it right 
now. We have it within our means. I 
am urging my colleagues to do that. 
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I would like to share a couple of let-

ters from parents, one from a teacher 
in Michigan, concerning this issue that 
has profoundly impacted the children 
and the families and the schools in 
Michigan. 

Richard Spring from Manchester, MI, 
working in the Webberville School Dis-
trict, an important school district out-
side of Lansing in mid Michigan, wrote 
to me saying: 

In small rural school districts, like the one 
where I work, the high cost that is incurred 
by the school district for special education 
makes it impossible to do a lot of the other 
things that we know are critical to providing 
adequate services to all students. For some 
kids, who don’t necessarily qualify for spe-
cial education, the impact is especially dra-
matic. For example, many students are on 
the ‘‘borderline’’ in school—there are a year 
or so behind where they should be for their 
age. Perhaps they were help back one year. 
These children do not qualify for special edu-
cation in our district and there is no extra 
funding to provide services to help these stu-
dents who clearly are struggling. This is be-
cause the district must carry such a high 
burden of the special education costs. 

Around the time these marginal children 
reach middle school, they are no longer able 
to ‘‘just get by’’ in school without any addi-
tional services. Often, these students are so 
frustrated with school that they are diag-
nosed as emotionally impaired. These are 
the children whose behavior becomes so dis-
ruptive that it interferes with other chil-
dren’s opportunities to learn and a teacher’s 
ability to teach. 

This problem could be easily prevented if 
the federal government met its commitment 
of 40% funding for IDEA. This would free up 
the critical dollars that school districts need 
to provide other services, like assistance to 
students who are on the borderline. Even 
something as simple as summer school could 
make a difference in these children’s lives. 
But the cost of special education is so high, 
that my school district has not been able to 
offer summer school in the seven years that 
I have been there. 

I very much appreciate Richard 
Spring’s letter to me, and I think he 
speaks very well to the struggles that 
are going on in our schools trying to 
meet the important needs of children 
and not having the Federal Govern-
ment coming forward with its promise. 
We are great at mandating. We are 
great at laying out what ought to be 
done providing rules and regulations, 
and even when they are important and 
ones that I agree with completely. If 
we do not keep our commitment on re-
sources, we are not keeping our com-
mitment to children. 

I also would like to read one other 
letter from a parent who wrote: 

I am writing as a parent of a child with 
special needs. My son Paul is 11 years old. He 
needs an aide at school to keep him on track, 
organize his school work and home work and 
to interpret non-verbal information. He is a 
very work intelligent, sweet, easy-going 
child and this makes him one of the many 
who could fall through the cracks if special 
education funding is not improved. 

The combination of growing enrollment 
and teacher shortages is putting a strain on 
our communities to provide quality edu-
cation for our children. Our district . . . is 
especially struggling because of its high per-
centage of autistic students its very high 
percentage of severely afflicted children. 

The need for federal education funding is 
greater now than ever before. I see how the 
special education teachers are overwhelmed 
with work loads because we can’t afford to 
hire new teachers. Our special education 
budget is upwards of $500,000 in the hole for 
next year. All of our students are affected 
when we cannot provide services to our spe-
cial needs children. Without appropriate 
funding, we must pull funds from other areas 
of our budget. Programs are being cut and 
education, as a whole, suffers. . . . Please 
vote and fight to fully fund the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act and make its 
funding mandatory. 

Mr. President, I could not say that 
better myself. 

Again, this is the time for all of us on 
both sides of the aisle who care deeply 
about the future of our country and 
deeply about the future of our children 
and families to take this unique time 
in history and keep our commitment 
because the resources are now there to 
do so. 

I ask, if we do not pass today an 
amendment to fully fund special edu-
cation, when will we? When will we 
have the opportunity again for our 
country to be able to step up and take 
a small portion of resources that are 
currently in hand and keep our com-
mitment to the children and families 
of this country? Now is the time. We 
need to keep that commitment to spe-
cial education. 

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
league. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from 
New Mexico, Mr. BINGAMAN, be allowed 
to speak as if in morning business for 
10 minutes and that the time not be 
charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Nevada very 
much for that courtesy. 

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business’’.) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that time under 
the quorum call be equally divided. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, the 
debate we are having this week and 
next week on education reform in this 
country may be the most important de-
bate we have in the Senate this year. 
Education is probably the most impor-
tant thing we do as a government. We 
have the best military, the best econ-
omy, and the best technology in the 
world. There is absolutely no reason 
that we should not have the best public 
schools in the world. We are the leader 
in so many other areas, and we should 
be the leader also in this area. 

Whether you are talking to teachers, 
students, school administrators, or 
parents, you hear the same thing ev-
erywhere you go. I have townhall meet-
ings in North Carolina regularly. I visit 
schools there regularly. You hear the 
same things every single place. No. 1, 
everyone wants to make sure that 
every school is a high-performing 
school. In other words, there is no ex-
cuse for there being a single low-per-
forming school in America. 

Second, we need fine, quality teach-
ers, and we need to pay them well and 
keep them. 

Third, we need to make sure that the 
performance of every single student in 
America is improved. That is what this 
education debate is about. 

We should make this decade the edu-
cation decade in America. My home 
State of North Carolina has served as a 
model for many of the reforms that 
have been debated. A few weeks ago, 
the Secretary of Education, Secretary 
Paige, came and told the committee 
that many of the ideas that this ad-
ministration has proposed are, in fact, 
modeled after work that has been done 
in North Carolina. A centerpiece of 
that reform effort was a sustained ef-
fort at identifying those schools that 
are not performing and taking all the 
steps necessary to make sure those 
schools are turned around. 

I am very pleased that we were able 
to insert in this bill, with the help of 
my colleagues, a specific provision, a 
proposal, a system that we have used 
in North Carolina to turn around low- 
performing schools. The concept is 
very simple, but it is very effective. 
Once the measurement and the testing 
has occurred and we identify a school 
that is low performing, we gather what 
is called a special assistance team, a 
team that exists for the purpose of 
going into low-performing schools to 
turn the schools around. It is com-
prised of educators, experts in the field, 
and people who know, based on their 
own education and experience, how to 
turn around a low-performing school. 
Those special assistants go into the 
school and do what is necessary to turn 
it around. They evaluate the academics 
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of the school; they evaluate the per-
sonnel at the school; they make rec-
ommendations about changes that need 
to be made to restore educational qual-
ity at the school. 

Again, it sounds like a simple idea. 
You figure out a school is low per-
forming and you send in a group of ex-
perts to turn the school around. It is a 
simple idea, but it works. It has 
worked in North Carolina. Since 1997, 
we have identified 33 schools as low 
performing. Into those schools we have 
sent these special assistance teams; 
their job it is to turn the school 
around. Since 1997, 29 of the 33 schools 
identified as low performing have now 
been turned around. 

Now, there are, obviously, many 
things that have contributed to these 
schools being turned around, including 
a lot of work done in the local commu-
nity. But these special assistance 
teams have played a pivotal role in 
turning these schools around. Their 
contribution is important. What we 
have been able to do, with the help of 
my colleagues on the HELP Com-
mittee, and with the able leadership of 
both the chairman and the ranking 
member, Senator KENNEDY, is to incor-
porate into this bill exactly at a na-
tional level what has been working in 
North Carolina. 

There has been a lot of talk in Wash-
ington and nationally about reform. 
Reform is important. I support it— 
measurement, accountability, identi-
fication of schools that are low per-
forming, and doing what is necessary 
to turn those schools around. That is 
the system. It is the system we helped 
start in North Carolina, and our North 
Carolina system has served as a model 
for what we are talking about nation-
ally. 

The problem, though, is tough ac-
countability, tough reform will not 
work ultimately in many school dis-
tricts unless the resources are avail-
able to turn those schools around. In 
poor school districts, once you go in 
and identify a school that is low per-
forming, you test and measure, all of 
which are a good idea, and so is real ac-
countability. 

The problem is, if the special assist-
ance team makes a recommendation, if 
the school does not have the resources 
to do what is recommended, it is im-
possible to turn those schools around. 
It gets to be a very simple proposition: 
You identify a low-performing school, 
and you send in the experts to tell 
them what needs to be done. But in 
order to change things, many times re-
sources are needed because in these 
poor school districts all over America, 
they simply do not have the resources 
to do what needs to be done. 

Without the resources, what you 
have is Washington, DC, telling people 
in local communities what needs to be 
done in their schools without giving 
them any help in meeting the stand-
ards that are being established. It is an 
unfunded Federal mandate out of 
Washington. It is the Washington peo-

ple telling local people what they have 
to do and then not providing any help 
to do it. 

North Carolina is a perfect example 
of how critical this is. In North Caro-
lina, we implemented very tough meas-
urement, tough testing, tough account-
ability. We identified these schools 
that were low performing and went in 
and intensely made an effort to turn 
them around. The critical component 
of that, though, was once those schools 
in North Carolina were identified, we 
made sure the resources were there to 
actually turn the school around. 

That is why this debate over the 
course of the next 2 weeks is so critical 
because what has worked in North 
Carolina will work nationally. There is 
no excuse for us having a single, not 
one, low-performing school in this 
country. But the only way to get there 
is once we have done the testing, once 
we have done the measurement, once 
we have identified the schools that are 
not performing, the resources have to 
be available to turn around those 
schools. That is what we did in North 
Carolina. It worked. That is what we 
should be doing at the national level. It 
is what we are going to be talking 
about over the course of the next 2 
weeks. 

The budget debate, which is also on-
going in this Senate and will be ongo-
ing over the course of the next several 
months—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. We will be voting 

this afternoon on the Republican budg-
et. We will be able to debate that under 
the time limitations, but it is coming 
back now with a little over $1.2 tril-
lion. 

The Senator, I am sure, remembers 
the debate we had on the Harkin 
amendment. This body, in a bipartisan 
way, gave instructions to the con-
ference that there be $250 billion more 
committed to education. It is directly 
relevant to the matters about which 
the Senator has referred: To take what 
is working in North Carolina—and we 
might come back to that in a minute 
or two—to take those very excellent 
examples of how North Carolina has 
taken schools which were seriously be-
hind in academic achievement and pro-
moted those schools. I read where one 
or two of them are at the top in 
achievement. 

As the Senator has pointed out, this 
is a blueprint we have which the Sen-
ator worked on in the committee and 
has been helping us fashion over the 
past few days. 

Does the Senator agree with me that 
if we have this blueprint, what is going 
to give life to this blueprint is re-
sources? It is about the future. 

We are going to be voting on the 
budget proposal. The Harkin amend-
ment had 19 million classroom slots for 
students. We are reaching 3 million 
now. There are 10 million children who 
qualify. If we had the Harkin amend-

ment, we could have gotten to full 
funding of title I. We would have had 7 
million more slots for afterschool op-
portunities for youth; 2,750,000 fewer 
children in Head Start; 2 million oppor-
tunities for teachers to build skills by 
training and mentoring; 50,000 more 
teachers every year and reducing class 
sizes in the critically early grades; 
2,000 fewer crumbling and unsafe 
schools. That is what we voted for on a 
bipartisan basis. 

We are not going to get a single one 
of those in the budget that comes here. 
Doesn’t this concern the Senator from 
North Carolina when we are trying to 
take this bill we have all worked on in 
a bipartisan way and believe it is a fun-
damental building stone of the future 
of this country because we are talking 
about our children, and 20 percent, one 
out of five, are living in serious pov-
erty in this country. We are trying to 
at least move—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 10 
more minutes. We are trying to make 
sure these children will not be dis-
advantaged in academic achievement 
and will be able to move ahead toward 
the American dream. That is what this 
is about. 

I am wondering whether the Senator 
agrees with me that what was achieved 
in North Carolina took resources, took 
commitment, took a blueprint and 
would not have happened without the 
resources. With the resources, they 
were able to do it and what a difference 
it has made to those children. 

Mr. EDWARDS. The answer to the 
Senator’s question is simple. Without 
the resources, it would have been im-
possible to turn those schools around 
in North Carolina. It could not have 
been done. 

I will give the Senator another exam-
ple. On his list, he has 2,750,000 fewer 
children in Head Start. Every educator 
in North Carolina will tell you that a 
critical component of what we have 
done to improve the schools in North 
Carolina is our State program Smart 
Start. Without that, kids do not begin 
school ready to learn. They are not 
prepared to learn. 

All these other things are very im-
portant, but this early childhood edu-
cation is absolutely critical. 

Another thing on Senator KENNEDY’s 
list: Opportunities for teachers to build 
skills by training and mentoring. We 
have focused in North Carolina not 
only on recruiting quality teachers but 
continuing to train them, keeping 
them, increasing their pay, increasing 
their incentive pay when they perform 
well. Teacher training and compensa-
tion is absolutely crucial to make this 
work. 

It gets to be a pretty simple propo-
sition: No. 1, our kids need to start 
school ready to learn. That is what 
Head Start is about. That is what Start 
Smart is about. They need to have the 
best teachers possible. It does not do 
any good to have tough accountability, 
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which we support strongly. We are 
proud of what we have done in my 
State in that area, but you cannot turn 
the schools around if they do not have 
the resources. 

When those assistance teams come in 
and make recommendations, that is 
great, but if the recommendations can-
not be followed because the resources 
are not there to follow them, it serves 
no purpose at all. That is why it is so 
crucial that what we voted for in the 
Senate in a bipartisan way to help pro-
vide funding, $250 billion for our 
schools in this country—there is noth-
ing, as Senator KENNEDY well knows; 
he has been a champion of this for a 
long time—there is nothing we do that 
is more important than educating our 
young people. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
for his response. As he knows, this $250 
billion did not come back as $200 bil-
lion or $175 billion or $100 billion or $50 
billion. It came back as no dollars. I 
hope our Republican friends are able to 
explain that. 

I want to ask a final question of the 
Senator. The State of North Carolina, 
as I understand, is one of 12 or 13 
States that uses its own money to en-
hance the Head Start Program. Other-
wise, I imagine it would be somewhat 
similar to Massachusetts where about 
42, 43 percent of the children are in the 
Head Start Program. Some of the most 
urban areas and some of the poorest 
have lower percentages than that, 35 
percent. 

I was listening to a story about cer-
tain areas of the South Bronx are down 
to 25 percent because they have not 
been able to get the programs devel-
oped. 

The State of North Carolina has a 
comprehensive approach. It has Smart 
Start and North Carolina also has the 
Head Start Program from which it is 
getting additional resources. 

As I understand the position of the 
Senator from North Carolina, this 
ought to be a continuum. We ought to 
have early intervention with children, 
help them build confidence, help them 
build their interests in learning, help 
to open up their minds a bit to the idea 
of working with other students, as 
child psychiatrists point out, helping 
to develop a sense of humor so they can 
interact with other children. 

They work in those areas, and also, 
in their Head Start Programs in a 
number of the North Carolina situa-
tions, they build into those programs 
the development of some academic 
challenges that are suitable for those 
children as well, in an attempt to make 
sure that when they actually get to the 
schools, they can benefit. 

This is a pathway. I know the Sen-
ator is committed to each step along 
the way, as I am. But we are finding 
out that even if they take this, if North 
Carolina does what is necessary and 
they arrive at these schools, at the 
Federal level we are only funding a 
third of all those children, those who 
will be able to get the supplementary 

services, the other kinds of afterschool 
programs, the other kinds of help and 
assistance these children need. Does 
the Senator think this is important, 
that we try to build on what has hap-
pened in North Carolina, to meet our 
commitments to those children by cov-
ering all the eligible children in North 
Carolina? 

Mr. EDWARDS. As the Senator well 
knows, there is nothing we do that is 
more important. These things all go to-
gether. I have been in these Head Start 
centers; I have been in these Smart 
Start centers; I see the effect they have 
on these kids’ lives. It is absolutely 
amazing. You get children ready. Every 
study that has ever been done has 
shown the early years are the critical 
years. Once you get kids ready nation-
ally with Head Start, Smart Start in 
North Carolina, then when they are in 
school, they need to be with quality 
teachers, well trained, well paid, treat-
ed as the extraordinary professionals 
and heroes they are. And not only that, 
they are in classes that are small in 
size so they don’t have too many kids 
in the classrooms, particularly in those 
early years. It is absolutely crucial. 

I say to the Senator, I hope as we go 
forward with this debate we recognize, 
while we strongly support real ac-
countability, tough measurement, 
identification of schools that are low 
performing, going into those schools 
and turning them around, that there 
are other components to this process 
that are critical to making them work: 
Early childhood education, quality 
teachers, the kids going to school in 
decent buildings and classrooms, not 
sitting on top of each other in class-
rooms, afterschool programs so the 
kids have a place to go where they can 
be safe and off the street; that is what 
this is about. We have an extraordinary 
opportunity to do great things, not 
only for America but for our children 
and the future of this country. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If I could ask the 
Senator one more question. As I under-
stand it, North Carolina has this 
Teaching Fellows Program where it re-
cruits talented high school students 
into the teaching profession—those 
with a minimum 1100 SAT, 3.6 GPA, 
and in the top 10 percent of the class— 
with priorities given to males and mi-
norities. The program provides $5,000 a 
year for 4 years to 400 outstanding 
North Carolina high school seniors who 
agree to teach for 4 years following 
graduation in one of North Carolina’s 
public schools or U.S. Government 
schools. 

This is a model program in North 
Carolina. The Senator has spoken to it. 
Has he found this is a program that has 
helped North Carolina get the quality 
teachers who have made such an im-
portant difference to the children in 
North Carolina? 

Mr. EDWARDS. This program has 
been extraordinarily effective. But the 
key to this is, it is just one step in the 
right direction. We need to be doing 
much more, much more to attract 

more quality students to the teaching 
profession, much more to hang on, re-
tain the young people who are dedi-
cated to teaching and want to do it for 
the rest of their lives. We need to make 
sure, No. 1, we get quality people, and, 
No. 2, once we get quality young men 
and women in the teaching profession, 
we keep them there with good training 
programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself an-
other 10 minutes. 

There is one final area about which I 
would like to inquire of the Senator. I 
have a report here that says 36 percent 
of North Carolina schools report that 
at least one building needs extensive 
repair or should be replaced; 68 percent 
have at least one unsatisfactory envi-
ronmental condition; 75 percent have 
crumbling roofs; 14 percent have inad-
equate heating; 22 percent, bad plumb-
ing; 23 percent, poor ventilation; and 42 
percent of the schools do not have suf-
ficient power outlets and electric wir-
ing to accommodate computers and 
multimedia equipment in classrooms. 

You can use those figures. I think in 
my own State it would be higher than 
these. The point is, the GAO has talked 
about over $120 billion of needs out 
there in our schools. I am just won-
dering what the Senator from North 
Carolina believes. What sort of mes-
sage do we send to our children if we 
send them to these schools in these 
conditions, when we have the oppor-
tunity—and, Lord only knows the re-
sources, with a $1.6 trillion tax cut— 
that we are still not going to fix those 
schools up? What kind of message does 
that send either to the children of 
North Carolina or the children of Mas-
sachusetts who are facing these kinds 
of problems in schools? Should we not 
try to be a partner with the State and 
local communities, trying to help that 
situation? Does the Senator not be-
lieve, with me, that we are talking 
about these children, now, with this 
bill, to try to help these children to 
make sure the facilities they are learn-
ing in are going to be safe and secure— 
at least to respond to the breakdown of 
some of these buildings themselves? 

Mr. EDWARDS. The Senator is right, 
we have made great strides, but I have 
been in elementary schools where there 
are no bathrooms inside the building, 
the roof is leaking, the floors are crum-
bling; they are covered up with little 
pieces of carpet. To get them in the 
lunchroom, they have to start going to 
lunch at 10 or 10:15 in the morning be-
cause it is so crowded, they can’t get 
the kids through. 

If you go down the road a few miles, 
there will be a brand new, shiny mall, 
new store buildings. The Senator is ex-
actly right. What does it say to our 
children when they go to a new mall 
with beautiful buildings and the next 
morning they get up and go to school 
and the building is falling down? What 
does it say about what we care about, 
what our priorities are? This is all part 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:06 Dec 20, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA425\1997-2008-FILES-4-SS-PROJECT\2001-SENATE-REC-FILES\RECFILES-NEW\Sm
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4202 May 3, 2001 
of the same issue we have been talking 
about. 

We need to do all these things, and 
they are all critically important, from 
Head Start, in my case Smart Start, to 
getting quality teachers, keeping them 
trained, retaining them in the school 
system, having kids in smaller classes 
so they can learn more, having them in 
buildings that are not falling apart, 
having afterschool programs and tech-
nology available to them—this is all 
critically important. There is nothing 
we do as a government that is more im-
portant than educating our young peo-
ple. We have a remarkable opportunity 
here, and I hope we take advantage of 
it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
for his very helpful comments. Vir-
tually all of us on this side of the aisle 
believe these investments in our chil-
dren ought to receive a priority. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter sent by 
43 different groups that have histori-
cally represented children and teachers 
and parents in schools, many of them 
for 75, 85, 100 years, urging full funding 
for the title I programs. Again, we are 
reaching a third. This is in support of 
the full funding of the program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
letter from the National Council of the 
Churches of Christ USA, where they 
are recommending that we have the 
full funding for these programs because 
they understand what difference it 
makes to the children themselves. 

I also ask to have printed in the 
RECORD the letter we have from the 
Governors that indicates if we are 
going to move ahead with this legisla-
tion, we should have funding for that 
program as well. 

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

APRIL 26, 2001. 
Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Ranking Member, Senate Health, Labor, Edu-

cation, and Pensions Committee, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As you continue 
your negotiations on the BEST Act (S. 1), 
the undersigned organizations write in 
strong support of your efforts to make full 
funding of Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA) a top funding 
priority. 

Just as many of our groups support pro-
posals to fully fund IDEA as a mandatory 
program, we also believe securing a similar 
and substantial increase for Title I is a crit-
ical piece of this year’s ESEA reauthoriza-
tion. Providing full funding for Title I is con-
sistent with actions taken last month by the 
Senate HELP Committee, which unani-
mously approved increasing the Title I au-
thorization level to $15 billion in FY 02—a 
significant increase over the $8.6 billion ap-
propriated for FY 01. 

As the cornerstone of ESEA, Title I sup-
ports instructional activities that help stu-
dents in high-poverty schools meet high 
standards in core subjects. The program cur-
rently reaches some 10.3 million poor stu-
dents nationwide, providing additional in-
structional time in reading and math and 
other activities that help students meet the 
same high standards set for all students. 

Unfortunately, Congress has never met its 
obligation udner ESEA to fully serve all 
children identified as eligible for compen-
satory services under federal law. Over the 
last five years the average yearly increase 
for Title I has been only 3.6 percent. After 
factoring in inflation and enrollment in-
creases, Title I has been flat funded. In addi-
tion, the Congressional Research Service es-
timates that, in FY 01, Congress provided 
local educational agencies with only one- 
third of the resources needed to fully serve 
all eligible students to help close the 
achievement gap. 

Under existing law, school districts are eli-
gible to receive 40 percent of their state’s av-
erage per pupil expenditure (APPE) for each 
poor child within their jurisdiction. For FY 
01, this calculation would be $2,457. However, 
because of the inadequate funding levels, 
school districts received an average of only 
$762 on behalf of the 10.3 million students eli-
gible to receive Title I services in FY 00. In 
order to ‘‘leave no child behind’’—meaning 
all eligible children would receive the full 
services Congress authorized and for which 
they are eligible to receive—the average 
yearly increase for Title I over the next four 
years would have to be approximately $5.24 
billion a year. The cumulative Title I in-
crease over four years (FYs 02–05) would have 
to be $49.93 billion. 

While we fully support measuring student 
achievement and holding schools account-
able for improving that achievement, testing 
and accountability alone are not sufficient. 
Congress also must provide resources to 
schools most in need to enable them to im-
plement reforms to increase student achieve-
ment, such as supplemental instruction, 
after-school programs, teacher and principal 
training, effective and research-based-cur-
ricula, and other reforms that schools and 
communities determine will help students. 
Fully funding Title I would also provide sig-
nificant additional resources to turn around 
low-performing schools. 

Given the projections of a growing budget 
surplus, we hope that Congress and the Bush 
Administration will reach an agreement that 
fully funds Title I over the next four years. 
This increase is essential to meet the needs 
of America’s disadvantaged students, and ac-
celerate current efforts focused on closing 
the achievement gap and raising standards 
for all children. We also urge that this in-
crease in Title I, as well as increase for other 
critical education programs including after 
school, teacher quality, class size, and school 
modernization, not come at the expense of 
other important programs for children, but 
be funded by an overall increase in domestic 
discretionary funding. 

We appreciate your leadership on this issue 
and support your efforts to secure additional 
funding for Title I during this year’s reau-
thorization of ESEA. 

Sincerely, 
American Association of School Adminis-

trators. 
American Association of University 

Women. 
American Counseling Association. 
American Federation of State, County and 

Municipal Employees. 
American Federation of Teachers. 
American Jewish Committee. 
Americans United for Separation of Church 

and State. 
Association of Educational Service Agen-

cies. 
California State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction. 
Chicago Public Schools. 
Consortium for School Networking. 
Council for Exceptional Children. 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 
Council of Great City Schools. 

Hadassah, The Women’s Zionist Organiza-
tion of America. 

Hispanic Education Coalition. 
International Reading Association. 
International Society for Technology in 

Education. 
National Alliance of Black School Edu-

cators. 
National Association for Bilingual Edu-

cation. 
National Association of Elementary School 

Principals. 
National Association of Federal Education 

Program Administrators. 
National Association of Secondary School 

Principals. 
National Association of School Psycholo-

gists. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
National Association of State Boards of 

Education. 
National Association of State Directors of 

Special Education. 
National Association of State Title I Di-

rectors. 
National Black Child Institute. 
Natioal Council of Teachers of Mathe-

matics. 
National Education Association. 
National Hispanic Leadership Agenda. 
National PTA. 
National Rural Education Association. 
National School Boards Association. 
National Science Teachers Association. 
New York City Board of Education. 
New York State Education Department. 
People for the American Way. 
School Social Work Association of Amer-

ica. 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations. 
United States Conference of Mayors. 
Women of Reform Judaism. 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE 
CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE USA, 

Federal Way, WA, February 2001. 
DEAR SENATOR: As members of the Na-

tional Council of Churches of Christ Com-
mittee for Public Education and Literacy we 
urge you to consider one of the great moral 
issues facing the 107th Congress—the Reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. As people of faith, we 
act in the awareness that children are a gift 
of God, made in God’s image. The prophetic 
call for justice for the poor and excluded and 
Jesus’ deep concern for ‘‘the least of these’’ 
reminds us that there are no more vulner-
able persons than children in poverty. Be-
cause education is the only possible escape 
from poverty for millions of these children, 
Reauthorization of ESEA, especially of Title 
I, is a deeply moral issue. As you consider 
options in the upcoming debate, we urge you 
to keep several fundamental principles in 
mind: 

Increase funding for Title I to at least 
$10.88 billion in FY 2002.—Full funding for all 
eligible children would require $24 billion, 
three times the current $8 billion funding. 
We support full funding of Title I and believe 
it is important to begin moving toward this 
target, because urban schools with con-
centrated family poverty need to be invest-
ing significantly more dollars to compensate 
for the ravages of family poverty. 

Avoid punitive accountability. We believe 
accountability is important but it must not 
be accompanied by measures that further 
jeopardize the students who are already at 
risk.—While Title I has been criticized for 
failing to erase achievement gaps in this na-
tion, Education Week (1/26/2000) reported 
that, ‘‘Title I provides less than 3 percent of 
the country’s total expenditures for elemen-
tary and secondary education. If Title I is 
expected to close the achievement gap, then 
conditions must be placed on how states and 
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school districts use the other 97 percent of 
the funds.’’ Schools serving poor children de-
pend on Title I funding for virtually all dis-
cretionary innovative programming, because 
state/local funding is inadequate and inequi-
tably distributed across virtually all the 
states. 

Maintain the overall objective of the fed-
eral Title I program. Resist efforts to con-
vert Title I into block grants (Straight A’s 
Plan or Charter States Plan) to any states.— 
The federal Title I program was designed in 
1965 to compensate for what experts agree is 
the uneven and unfair funding for education 
at the local level due to reliance on property 
tax. State governments have done a poor job 
of compensating for disparities in local tax 
valuations; according to the U.S. General 
Accounting Office, across the country school 
funding in wealthy districts in 1998 averaged 
24% more than in poor districts, even though 
residents of poor districts voted to tax them-
selves at higher rates. 

Ensure that Title I funds continue to be 
targeted to the schools serving the highest 
percentages of very poor families, and to the 
poorest school districts.—Title I was de-
signed to address the correlation of low stu-
dent achievement with family poverty. A 
strong federal Title I program is even more 
important during the 2001 Reauthorization 
because during the past 36 years, the poor 
have been increasingly abandoned in the 
urban core as the middle class have moved to 
the suburbs. Declining student achievement 
is correlated with the isolation and con-
centration of families in poverty in specific 
districts and specific schools, and with the 
virtual resegregation of urban schools. 

Emphatically oppose converting Title I 
funds into ‘‘portable’’ vouchers of any 
kind.—Thank you for your attention to Title 
I, our nation’s strongest effort historically 
to ensure that no child will be left behind. 

JAN RESSEGER, 
United Church of Christ. 

DAVE BROWN, 
Presbyterians USA, Committee Staff. 

REFORM WITHOUT RESOURCES WON’T PRODUCE 
RESULTS 

EDUCATION LEADERS URGE SENATE TO NOT 
SQUANDER OPPORTUNITY INVEST IN KIDS AND 
EDUCATION 
WASHINGTON, DC.—Education and civil 

rights advocates joined forces to urge the 
Senate to continue the fight for adequate 
education funding and not squander the op-
portunity to improve public education for all 
children. Following is a joint statement from 
the 16 groups: 

‘‘Reform without White House support for 
resources, won’t produce results. There is no 
single piece of legislation that is more crit-
ical to our nation’s children than the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Reau-
thorization Act—now is the time for the Ad-
ministration and Senate to walk the talk of 
the ‘no child left behind’ campaign promise. 

‘‘Despite White House and Senate pledges 
of support for public education, account-
ability, programs that boost student 
achievement and basic civil rights are all in 
jeopardy in both the President’s budget and 
a negotiated package under discussion in the 
Senate. Funding levels, civil rights protec-
tions, no vouchers, teacher quality, school 
repair and class size reduction must be re-
solved before we can support the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Reauthorization 
Act. 

‘‘Those children who need the most help 
are getting the least support under President 
Bush’s budget. For example, under the Ad-
ministration’s plan, Title I would only fully 
serve one-third of eligible children in low-in-
come districts. In contrast, the Senate bill 

approved in committee would double the 
number of children currently served and pro-
vide more than $500 million in additional 
funding to turn around low-performing 
schools. 

‘‘Glaring funding disparities between the 
Senate and White House proposals exist in 
the most critical education programs. The 
Senate authorizes a much-needed increase in 
education funding of $10 billion. Despite in-
sistence that education is the number one 
priority of the new President, the Adminis-
tration’s budget provides only $669 million in 
increases for public education funding. 

‘‘Finally, we insist on strong legislative 
protections in the ESEA bill that would en-
sure that federally-funded after school pro-
grams abide by current civil rights laws. 
Friends of education and civil rights could 
never agree to a plan that would use tax-
payer dollars to subsidize discrimination in 
any way. This is just simply unacceptable. 
The Senate is the only thing that stands in 
the way of this injustice—on behalf of Amer-
ica’s children, we ask our nation’s Senators 
to stand firm and complete an ESEA pack-
age that protects our children’s civil rights 
and provides adequate resources to truly 
‘leave no child behind.’ ’’ 

—National Education Association, Amer-
ican Association of School Administrators, 
League of United Latin American Citizens, 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
International Reading Association, Amer-
ican Association of University Women, Na-
tional Council of LaRaza, National School 
Boards Association, National Association of 
Elementary School Principals, National As-
sociation of Secondary School Principals, 
National Parent Teacher Association, Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers, Council of Chief 
State School Officers, National Urban 
League, The National Association for Bilin-
gual Education, People for the American 
Way. 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION, 
April 13, 2001. 

Hon. TRENT LOTT, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, 
Chairman, Senate Health, Education, Labor, 

and Pensions Committee, Hart Senate Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE, 
Democratic Leader, U.S. Senate, 
The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Ranking Member, Senate Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions Committee, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LOTT, SENATOR DASCHLE, 
SENATOR JEFFORDS, AND SENATOR KENNEDY: 
The nation’s Governors call for full reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA) and support 
efforts by Congress and the Administration 
to see this important legislation enacted 
into law in the coming year. The Governors’ 
priorities in this reauthorization are out-
lined below. 

The overall structure of the major ESEA 
reauthorization bills currently being debated 
is to provide funding to state and local edu-
cation entities but to hold states account-
able for performance. For this structure to 
work effectively, there are four key areas of 
interest to the nation’s Governors. 

It is critical that the federal government 
not create new accountability systems, but 
utilize the existing systems in states. Any 
system of bonuses and sanctions should be 
based on state performance over time as in-
dicated by the existing state accountability 
system. 

It is important that new testing require-
ments are workable and build on the state’s 

current testing system. What is critical is 
that every child in grades 3 through 8 be 
tested, not who administers the test. 

The federal government should insist on a 
strong policy consensus in each state on how 
ESEA is implemented. This means that it 
should require both the overall plans as well 
as major funding allocations to be jointly 
signed by both the chief state school officer 
and the Governor. 

There needs to be adequate funding of new 
accountability provisions, including full 
funding for the new testing requirements. 
This means a yearly appropriation for devel-
oping and implementing new state testing 
requirements as well as a yearly appropria-
tion to cover the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) test. 

Key issues for the Governors include the 
following: 

GOVERNANCE 
Elementary and secondary education pol-

icy is broadly defined in state constitutions, 
specified in state statutes, and implemented 
by school districts. Current federal edu-
cation programs bypass the authority of the 
Governors to determine education policy for 
these programs by sending the funds directly 
to the state education agencies. Coordina-
tion of state and federal funds allows states 
to fully leverage education benefits to meet 
state reform and accountability goals. 
Therefore, the state education agency and 
the Governor should jointly sign all state 
education plans submitted to the federal 
government. 

TESTING 
Governors support the annual assessment 

of students in reading and math in grades 3 
through 8 and believe that a combination of 
state and local testing satisfies federal as-
sessments requirements. The Secretary of 
the U.S. Department of Education should 
have the authority to approve a state’s as-
sessment plan as being in compliance with 
any new federal requirement for annual stu-
dent assessment if the plan meets the goals 
of federal accountability policy. In addition, 
Governors strongly support the use of ac-
countability measures but these measures 
must be determined at the state level. There-
fore, federal rewards and sanctions in any 
particular state should not be based solely 
on NAEP results but should rely on the 
state’s own accountability system and 
should be shared between state and local 
education agencies. 

FUNDING 
In exchange for higher accountability for 

student progress, the federal government 
must provide additional financial support to 
states. The Governors support an annual 
flow of funding of several hundred million 
dollars to be used to assist low performing 
schools at state discretion and believe that 
no more than 50 percent should be required 
to be passed through to local education agen-
cies. Both the chief state school officer and 
the Governor should jointly determine how 
these funds are spent. 

Recognizing that development and admin-
istration of state assessment systems and 
the NAEP create a financial burden on 
states, local education agencies, and schools, 
Governors believe the responsibility for 
funding any additional federal testing re-
quirements in all states should fall on the 
federal government. Although federal man-
dates may reflect well-intentioned policy 
goals, they often impose unfunded cost and 
regulatory burdens on states. Federal action 
increasingly has relied on states to carry out 
policy initiatives without providing nec-
essary funding to pay for these programs, 
thereby limiting states of their right and re-
sponsibility to set priorities and develop 
policies that best meet local needs. 
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Therefore, the federal government should 

appropriate two separate funding streams to 
assist states in financing the federal testing 
requirements as follows. First, a yearly min-
imum appropriation of $400 million should be 
provided that is allocated to states to cover 
the cost of developing and implementing the 
new federal testing requirements for reading 
and math in grades 3 through 8. Testing 
every child in grades 3 through 8 would re-
quire testing four additional grade levels, for 
approximately 14.7 million students, beyond 
what is required under current law. At a cost 
of abut $27 per pupil, the total estimated 
cost of assessing all students in grades 3 
through 8, beyond current requirements, 
would be about $400 million a year. In the 
first few years states, regardless of size, will 
incur similar costs for development. How-
ever, in the subsequent years the implemen-
tation and ongoing development cost should 
be calculated on a per pupil basis. Second, a 
yearly appropriation of $165 million should 
be allocated to states to cover the full cost 
of the NAEP test and incentives for local 
participation. Within this amount, $55 mil-
lion in federal funds should be provided to 
compensate and/or provide for additional in-
ducements to facilitate state and school par-
ticipation in NAEP and other National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics data collections, 
as recommended by the National Education 
Goals Panel’s Measuring Success Task 
Force, and $110 million for the administra-
tion of NAEP. 

In addition, states that have already devel-
oped the assessments and standards being 
discussed should receive their equal share of 
funding and should be able to use the funding 
they receive under this purpose for other ac-
tivities related to ensuring accountability 
for results in the state’s schools and local 
education agencies. 

Any new overarching federal account-
ability requirements for states’ public 
schools must also include a significant new 
federal investment. Governors believe that 
strong accountability systems are essential 
to driving reform at the state and local lev-
els and call on Congress to recognize the fed-
eral responsibility in funding education pro-
grams. In light of that sanctions for any new 
federal education program containing ac-
countability standards should not apply if 
those programs are not adequately funded by 
the federal government. The federal govern-
ment has an obligation to fully fund edu-
cation mandates on the states. Without pro-
viding states and Governors flexibility, au-
tonomy, and adequate funding, it will be in-
appropriate and impossible to hold states 
and Governors accountable for meeting edu-
cation reform goals. 

PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIP 
The National Governors Association (NGA) 

supports giving states the option to nego-
tiate a performance partnership with the 
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. Under this agreement, states could 
choose to consolidate one or more federal 
programs and federal funds into a single per-
formance plan in exchange for being held to 
higher levels of accountability for improving 
student performance. If Title I funds are in-
cluded in the partnership agreement, states 
would have to continue the targeting re-
quirements under current law for Title I. 

TEACHER QUALITY 
Governors support and recognize the im-

portance of having qualified teachers in the 
classroom and are undertaking efforts to ad-
dress issues of teacher preparation, licen-
sure, induction, professional development, 
compensation, and advancement. Through 
these efforts, states are making progress to-
ward recruiting and retaining qualified 
teachers. A state’s performance should be 

measured against its own progress and need 
for improvement, giving consideration to the 
efforts being made by the state to ensure a 
supply of qualified teachers, the supply of 
qualified teachers nationwide, and the cir-
cumstances of small rural schools. States 
should, however, retain authority to estab-
lish specific criteria for teacher licensing 
and alternative certification. 

21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS 
The Governors support providing students 

with extra learning opportunities to ensure 
that students can reach high standards. 
Extra learning opportunities provide school- 
age children with recreational, academic, 
and development opportunities that supple-
ment the education provided during a typical 
school day. Research indicates that such op-
portunities improve the health of students 
and their ability to learn. Through the 21st 
Century Community Learning Centers pro-
gram, the federal government has helped 
local communities create such programs. 
However, many states are now providing 
some type of extra learning opportunities for 
students. The federal programs run parallel 
to the programs that states and localities 
operate. In an effort to coordinate these 
funds and programs with the states’ extra 
learning opportunities program. Governors 
believe that this program should become a 
state-based program. 

SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND 
COMMUNITIES 

The Governors continue to place a high 
priority on making schools safe and nur-
turing environments for students. States 
have used federal Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities Act funds for di-
verse prevention efforts and they call for the 
continuation of a specific set-aside to assist 
Governors in implementing school safety and 
drug abuse prevention efforts. 

IDEA 
While not authorized through ESEA, we 

would like to take this opportunity to re-
mind you that full funding of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has 
long been a priority to the nation’s Gov-
ernors. When the law, formerly known as the 
Education of the Handicapped Act, was 
passed in 1975, full funding was defined as 40 
percent. States do not have the ability to 
limit their special education programs to the 
funding available and are committed to en-
suring that every student is guaranteed a 
right to public education. Currently, the fed-
eral government’s contribution amounts to 
only 15 percent and states are funding the 
balance to assist school districts in pro-
viding special education and related services. 
Although Governors strongly support pro-
viding the necessary services and support to 
help all students succeed, the costs associ-
ated with implementing IDEA are placing an 
increased burden on states. Therefore, Gov-
ernors urge Congress to provide consistent 
and stable long-term funding for the federal 
share of 40 percent of Part B services as au-
thorized by IDEA. 

The Governors look forward to continuing 
to work with Congress and the Administra-
tion in developing effective bipartisan legis-
lation to reauthorize federal education pro-
grams. We believe that our priorities for re-
authorization of ESEA can serve as a road 
map to developing a strong bipartisan meas-
ure. Please contact us if you have any ques-
tions, or you may call Julie Manuel of the 
NGA staff at 202/624–7880. 

Sincerely, 
Governor JIM HODGES, 
State of South Carolina, 

Chairman, Human Resources Committee. 
Governor BOB TAFT, 

State of Ohio, Vice Chairman, 
Human Resources Committee. 

Mr. KENNEDY. This, we think, is a 
very compelling case, particularly jux-
taposed against what we are going to 
be voting on this afternoon. We find it 
troublesome we are not able to get the 
strong support from the administration 
for the funding. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have that remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 16 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, since 
1971 the Nation’s schools have faced in-
creased challenges, including higher 
poverty rates, an increase in children 
with special education needs, and 
steadily rising enrollment, with barely 
adequate resources. 

Listen to this. From 1989 to 1995, the 
education expenditures for students 
grew by less than 1 percent. Between 
1994 and 2000, during a time of increas-
ing standards, rising enrollment, in-
creased diversity in schools per pupil, 
expenditures rose by only 6 percent 
during that whole period. 

From 1979 to 1998, the national child 
poverty rate increased by almost 15 
percent. The numbers are going up, and 
poverty is going up in terms of the 
children. The poor children are becom-
ing poorer. 

We hear a great deal about what hap-
pened to these poor children. We 
haven’t seen an enormous blossoming 
under the title I program when we 
spend about 1 or 2 cents in comparison 
to what is being spent by the States. 
We find that in most instances, cities 
which have the highest number of 
urban poor don’t have the ability real-
ly to address this. 

If we look at what the projections are 
going to be, from 2000 to the outer 90 
years, we are going to double our popu-
lation. We reach only a third of the 
children now. We ought to at least 
commit ourselves to reaching all of the 
eligible children now. If we are talking 
about the expanding numbers and ex-
trapolated on that, the figures would 
be a good deal higher. We are just talk-
ing about trying to do what is nec-
essary now. 

From 1972 to 1998, the percentage of 
public school students who are a part 
of minority groups increased from 22 
percent to 37 percent. From 1989 to 
1997, the enrollment of limited-English- 
proficient students in our Nation’s 
schools grew by 70 percent. During the 
same period, the total enrollment of 
students grew by 14 percent. In the 
year 2000, States reported more than 
864,000 immigrant students enrolled in 
schools during this period of time. 

This is what is happening. The poorer 
schools are expanding. There is a great 
deal more diversity. More languages 
are being spoken. In my State of Mas-
sachusetts, there are 43 different pro-
grams for different languages in the 
schools to try to help students. 

There is the impact of the breakup of 
the family with all of the fallout that 
has on children. We see growth in sub-
stance abuse and growth of violence in 
our society. There has been very little 
done for these children. 
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With the fashioning and shaping of 

this legislation which is going to offer 
new opportunity and hope for these 
children, the principal question is, 
What is going to be the commitment of 
this body to make sure that it is going 
to reach the greatest number of chil-
dren? 

That is what we are distressed about 
at this time. If we are really interested 
in no child being left behind, we can’t 
say we are satisfied with the funding 
commitment of this bill because it will 
only reach a third of them. If we don’t 
reach out to the other two-thirds, this 
bill is effectively a cliche, a shibboleth, 
a slogan; it isn’t real. And there has 
not been anyone on this floor since we 
have been debating or talking about 
this bill who has made the case that 
these resources are adequate to reach 
all of the children; they are not. 

Under the proposals that on this side 
we support and that we are going to 
hear about with the amendment of 
Senator DODD and others, we meet the 
challenge as well under IDEA. Under 
the Bush budget, from 2001 to 2005, we 
will cover 4.2 million children out of 
the 13 million. Under our Democratic 
proposal, by the year 2005 we cover 
every child. And the $250 billion that 
went to the other side, if the budget-
eers and if the leadership of the other 
side of the aisle had taken the position, 
would have come back in support of 
covering every child. But no; we are 
still back covering only a third. That is 
wrong. It is the wrong priority for this 
country because we are talking about 
the future of this Nation. 

It is a mistake for the administration 
not to understand that we are going to 
continue to fight for this every step 
along the way until we get the funding 
for this program. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator for 

his leadership not only today but 
throughout his career on the issue of 
education. I would like to ask the Sen-
ator if he would be kind enough to help 
me understand some of the elements. 

When President Bush first took of-
fice, he invited a bipartisan group of 
Democrats and Republicans to come to 
the White House to talk about setting 
national goals for education. I thought 
it was a very positive conversation and 
dialog. 

I know the Senator has been working 
with those on the other side of the 
aisle as well as the White House to 
come up with new ideas when we deal 
with education, whether it is account-
ability standards, testing, or improving 
teacher skills and the like. But I wish 
the Senator from Massachusetts would 
be kind enough to tell us how these 
ideas which are part of the better edu-
cation for students and teachers are af-
fected directly by the funding levels 
because as I listen to the Senator’s dis-
cussion on the floor today, he is sug-
gesting that the ideas may be good 
ideas but, if they are not funded, too 

few children will profit from them. If 
we are talking about values for Amer-
ican families, certainly we can’t ignore 
two-thirds of our children and only 
help a third of them. 

Can the Senator give us some idea 
whereas this lack of funding will have 
a direct impact on the education chil-
dren receive in America? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has 
asked the absolutely correct question. 
We are making the reforms in this leg-
islation. The question is, Who is going 
to benefit and who is going to be left 
out, left behind? 

This chart is a reflection of the budg-
et where the appropriation was $3.6 bil-
lion for 2001. Under the Bush budget, 
there is requested $1.669 billion—a 3.5- 
percent increase. That was the request 
for this year—$3.6 billion, down to 
$1.669 billion. 

We weren’t reaching all the children. 
I wish we had. I wish the Democrats 
had done more in terms of education 
and the allocation of resources. 

It is interesting. If you take the last 
5 years of the Democratic administra-
tion, we averaged a 12.8-percent in-
crease in education at a time when we 
were having the deficits in this coun-
try. Now we have the surpluses in this 
country and we are finding out that we 
are willing to request only a fraction of 
that. We are still only covering a third, 
which can bring you to only one con-
clusion, and that is that tax breaks for 
the very wealthy individuals, the 1 per-
cent—we could take a small fraction of 
the tax breaks that are going to the 1 
percent of this country, the top mil-
lionaires of this country. Only .008 of 
the tax break could fully fund title I. 
Imagine that. We are not even asking 
for 1 percent. We are not even asking 
for a half percent, a fraction of that. 
But no. No. We have to have the tax 
break. 

I do not think that expresses the val-
ues of the American people. That is 
translated, I say to the Senator, into 
the children who are sitting there in 
those classrooms today—whether they 
are going to get the supplementary 
services, whether their teachers are 
going to get trained. Today in the 
classrooms across this country, in the 
urban areas, 80 percent of them do not 
have math teachers. If they do not get 
algebra in the eighth grade, they are 
never going on to college and they are 
never going to be a participant. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will my colleague yield 
for a final question? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. DURBIN. I see my colleague from 

Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, is in the 
Chamber. I will be brief. 

The Senator spoke about the dropout 
rates that face students in schools. I 
think we have all read the recent cen-
sus data that suggests a substantial in-
crease in the Hispanic, Latino popu-
lation in America. 

The dropout rate for white students 
in America is 7 percent. The dropout 
rate for African American students is 
13 percent. The dropout rate for His-

panic, Latino students is 30 percent. It 
is higher among Latinos, Hispanic 
American women, than those Latino 
populations. 

I say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, how can we have this dramatic 
increase of people coming into this 
country and dramatic dropout rates in 
this population without terrible con-
sequences for our Nation? Could the 
Senator address, in this final question, 
what we can do, and should do, on this 
dropout side that is not going to be 
done if we do not receive adequate 
funding supported by the Bush White 
House? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Last year, there were 
about 450,000 to 500,000 children who 
dropped out. It is a challenge as to how 
we bring them back in. There are a 
number of very effective programs that 
are doing it, but they are dramatically 
underfunded. They are not prioritized 
either. We will welcome the oppor-
tunity to join with the Senator as this 
process moves forward to see what we 
can do to fund them. 

I thank the Senator. 
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time to the Senator from Mary-
land? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. May I have 5 min-
utes? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator may 
have whatever time I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I ask the 
Chair, then, what is the time situa-
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
HARKIN has 41 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I see. 
I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, yes-
terday I talked about the three R’s 
that are needed in the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. If we have 
reform—which I am firmly in support 
of—plus resources, that equals results. 
But if we have reform minus resources, 
all we end up with is rhetoric. 

So I believe we need to practice the 
three R’s that give us the right results: 
reform, plus resources, equals the right 
results. 

One of the ways that we can really 
help have reform is by really backing 
what we need to do to help our special 
needs children. We are going to be de-
bating very shortly the expansion of 
the funding for something called IDEA, 
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. Some years ago, under the 
leadership of a former colleague, Sen-
ator Weicker, we passed legislation 
that said every child in the United 
States of America who had a special 
need required an individual education 
plan. 

We gave that as a mandate to States 
and local school districts. We also said 
we would provide 40 percent of the 
money to help pay that bill. 
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In over the 20-plus years that IDEA 

has been in existence, we have only 
funded roughly 15 percent of the cost to 
local school districts to pay for these 
individual education plans for our chil-
dren. 

I hope that as we continue the debate 
on the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and as we work on the bill, 
that one of our tools for really increas-
ing the resources, without us becoming 
the new schoolmarms or a Federal 
school board, is to fund the mandate 
that we have given local school dis-
tricts—to meet the individual edu-
cational needs of our special needs 
children. 

Some of these services can cost as 
much as $75,000 a year. In my own 
State, the average cost to educate a 
special needs child is roughly 13,000 and 
the costs are rising steadily. 

I will tell you, funding for IDEA is 
not about being a Democrat or a Re-
publican. But I can tell you, every-
where in my own State—Democrats 
and Republicans, parents and teachers, 
doctors and school counselors, county 
executives, mayors, commissioners at 
the local level keep saying: Please in-
crease the funding for the IDEA. 

I believe that if we pass the Harkin/ 
Hagel amendment, we could increase 
the percentage of Federal IDEA funds 
to school districts and by giving them 
greater flexibility—open up the oppor-
tunity to make sure we cross the dig-
ital divide, hire the right teachers, and 
reduce class size. 

I do hope we have reform, plus re-
sources, to get the results. And one of 
the ways to do that is to dramatically 
increase the funding for our special 
needs children. I do believe there is 
very strong bipartisan support to be 
able to do this. 

I look forward to supporting that ef-
fort and trying to find a way to pass 
this bill in a way that we can be proud 
of and that the parents in America can 
count on, so that the children in Amer-
ica will believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment is on their side. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
any time I might have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If no one yields time, time will be 
charged equally to both sides. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent the time under the 
quorum call be evenly divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FITZGERALD). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Who yields time to the Senator from 
Nebraska? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand under the previous agreement 

there is time on the Harkin-Hagel 
amendment; am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Senator HARKIN has 30 
minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is that the total time 
on the amendment, just 30 minutes? I 
ask unanimous consent that 15 minutes 
of that time be given to Senator 
HAGEL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the total time. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. The Senator is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 360 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358 
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, on behalf 

of Senator HARKIN, myself, and others, 
I send an amendment to the desk to 
the education bill to amend the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HAGEL], 
for Mr. HARKIN, for himself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 360 to amendment No. 
358. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the Individuals with Dis-

abilities Education Act to fully fund 40 
percent of the average per pupil expendi-
ture for programs under part B of such 
Act) 
At the end of title IX, add the following: 

SEC. ll. HELPING CHILDREN SUCCEED BY 
FULLY FUNDING THE INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
(IDEA). 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) All children deserve a quality edu-
cation. 

(2) In Pennsylvania Association for Re-
tarded Children vs. Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania (334 F. Supp. 1247)(E. Dist. Pa. 1971), 
and Mills vs. Board of Education of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (348 F. Supp. 866)(Dist. D.C. 
1972), the courts found that children with 
disabilities are entitled to an equal oppor-
tunity to an education under the 14th 
amendment of the Constitution. 

(3) In 1975, Congress passed what is now 
known as the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (referred to in this section as 
‘‘IDEA’’) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) to help 
States provide all children with disabilities a 
free, appropriate public education in the 
least restrictive environment. At full fund-
ing, Congress contributes 40 percent of the 
average per pupil expenditure for each child 
with a disability served. 

(4) Before 1975, only 1⁄5 of the children with 
disabilities received a formal education. At 
that time, many States had laws that spe-
cifically excluded many children with dis-
abilities, including children who were blind, 
deaf, or emotionally disturbed, from receiv-
ing such an education. 

(5) IDEA currently serves an estimated 
200,000 infants and toddlers, 600,000 pre-
schoolers, and 5,400,000 children 6 to 21 years 
of age. 

(6) IDEA enables children with disabilities 
to be educated in their communities, and 
thus, has assisted in dramatically reducing 

the number of children with disabilities who 
must live in State institutions away from 
their families. 

(7) The number of children with disabilities 
who complete high school has grown signifi-
cantly since the enactment of IDEA. 

(8) The number of children with disabilities 
who enroll in college as freshmen has more 
than tripled since the enactment of IDEA. 

(9) The overall effectiveness of IDEA de-
pends upon well trained special education 
and general education teachers, related serv-
ices personnel, and other school personnel. 
Congress recognizes concerns about the na-
tionwide shortage of personnel serving stu-
dents with disabilities and the need for im-
provement in the qualifications of such per-
sonnel. 

(10) IDEA has raised the Nation’s aware-
ness about the abilities and capabilities of 
children with disabilities. 

(11) Improvements to IDEA in the 1997 
amendments increased the academic 
achievement of children with disabilities and 
helped them to lead productive, independent 
lives. 

(12) Changes made in 1997 also addressed 
the needs of those children whose behavior 
impedes learning by implementing behav-
ioral assessments and intervention strate-
gies to ensure that they receive appropriate 
supports in order to receive a quality edu-
cation. 

(13) IDEA requires a full partnership be-
tween parents of children with disabilities 
and education professionals in the design and 
implementation of the educational services 
provided to children with disabilities. 

(14) While the Federal Government has 
more than doubled funding for part B of 
IDEA since 1995, the Federal Government has 
never provided more than 15 percent of the 
maximum State grant allocation for edu-
cating children with disabilities. 

(15) By fully funding IDEA, Congress will 
strengthen the ability of States and local-
ities to implement the requirements of 
IDEA. 

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ELIGI-
BILITY.—Clauses (i) and (ii) of section 
613(a)(2)(C) of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(2)(C)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) Notwithstanding clauses (ii) and (iii) 
of subparagraph (A), for any fiscal year for 
which amounts appropriated to carry out 
section 611 exceeds $4,100,000,000, a local edu-
cational agency may treat as local funds, for 
the purpose of such clauses, up to 55 percent 
of the amount of funds it receives under this 
part that exceeds the amount it received 
under this part for fiscal year 2001, except 
where a local educational agency shows that 
it is meeting the requirements of this part, 
the local educational agency may petition 
the State to waive, in whole or in part, the 
55 percent cap under this clause. 

‘‘(ii) Notwithstanding clause (i), if the Sec-
retary determines that a local educational 
agency is not meeting the requirements of 
this part, the Secretary may prohibit the 
local educational agency from treating funds 
received under this part as local funds under 
clause (i) for any fiscal year, and may redi-
rect the use of those funds to other edu-
cational programs within the local edu-
cational agency.’’. 

(c) FUNDING.—Section 611(j) of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411(j)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(j) FUNDING.—For the purpose of carrying 
out this part, other than section 619, there 
are authorized to be appropriated, and there 
are appropriated— 

‘‘(1) $8,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
‘‘(2) $11,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
‘‘(3) $13,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(4) $16,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
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‘‘(5) $18,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(6) $21,067,600,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(7) $21,742,019,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(8) $22,423,068,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(9) $23,095,622,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(10) $23,751,456,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, the 
amendment we are offering today 
would fully fund the Federal commit-
ment to the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, IDEA. When Con-
gress approved IDEA in 1975, which 
mandates that States provide an appro-
priate education to students with spe-
cial needs, it pledged to provide 40 per-
cent of the funding. Congress has re-
peatedly passed nonbinding resolutions 
supporting the full funding of this com-
mitment. However, even with large in-
creases in funding over the last 5 years, 
from $3.1 billion in 1997 to $6.3 billion 
in 2001, the Federal portions of the 
funds for IDEA has not exceeded 15 per-
cent. This leaves State governments 
and local school districts to pick up 
the tab for this federally mandated 
program, taking away vital local edu-
cation funds and options. 

There is no question of the intent of 
this legislation. There was no question 
of the intent 25 years ago. Surely there 
is no question of the rightness of the 
intent of this program today. IDEA has 
proven to be a great success in ensur-
ing all children, including those with 
special needs, receive a free and appro-
priate education across the United 
States. 

Prior to its enactment, only 50 per-
cent of students with disabilities were 
receiving an appropriate education. 
Today the majority of children with 
disabilities are receiving an education 
in their neighborhood schools in reg-
ular classrooms with their nondisabled 
peers. High school graduation rates for 
special needs students have increased 
dramatically, and students served by 
IDEA are employed at twice the rate of 
older adults who did not benefit from 
this program. 

Congress did the right thing in pass-
ing IDEA 25 years ago. Today we are 
calling on Congress to again do the 
right thing, to fully fund the commit-
ment Congress made to this program 
and to the people of this country. 

It is typical in a way of some of the 
things we do here in Washington to 
mandate a program and then leave the 
State or the local governments to pay 
for it. Congress said when it passed 
IDEA that it would provide 40 percent 
of the funding, but 25 years later we 
are providing barely 15 percent. This 
amendment will fulfill that commit-
ment we made 25 years ago and in-
crease Federal funding for this very 
important and relevant program. 

This amendment increases funding 
for IDEA in annual increments of $2.5 
billion until the full 40 percent share of 
funding is reached in fiscal year 2007. 
With these annual increments the 
amendment provides an additional $120 
billion for IDEA over 10 years. The 
amendment will also free up at least 
$28.9 billion and up to $52.5 billion in 

education funds for local school dis-
tricts by 2007. School districts will be 
eligible for additional flexibility if the 
State certifies they are meeting the re-
quirements of the law. Forcing them to 
pick up the slack for Federal funding of 
IDEA has caused them to take funds 
away from other important priorities 
that they, the school boards, the teach-
ers, the principals, and the parents 
think are most important—not what 
Washington thinks is most important 
but what those closest to education in 
America think is most important. 

This amendment will give local edu-
cation authorities and taxpayers the 
ability to spend these funds as they see 
fit to fulfill their own education needs. 
They could hire more teachers, build 
new schools, and increase the tech-
nology in their schools. There are so 
many areas where they could use this 
funding to help our children every-
where achieve a better education. This 
amendment will give them the flexi-
bility to do that. 

This amendment fulfills a commit-
ment Congress made but has never 
kept. It increases funding for edu-
cation. It frees up money for local 
school districts. It gives the local 
school districts more flexibility and at 
the same time fulfills the commitment 
to our disabled children. It restores 
local control to local dollars. This 
amendment will help our teachers and 
our State and local school officials to 
provide the best education possible for 
our young people. That should be our 
goal. 

In urging my colleagues to support 
our amendment, I point out it is be-
cause Senators KENNEDY, JEFFORDS, 
and HARKIN, and many others, both Re-
publican and Democrat, over many 
years have led this effort to assure 
quality education for our disabled chil-
dren. This amendment accomplishes 
what we set out to accomplish 25 years 
ago and more. And the ‘‘more’’ part of 
this amendment is to free up local 
school moneys to allow those local 
school districts to put that money 
where they believe their highest prior-
ities are for education. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent the time not be 
charged against this amendment. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 360 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358, AS 

MODIFIED 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is 

an amendment at the desk in behalf of 
myself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
KENNEDY, and others. I ask unanimous 
consent to send a modification to of 
the amendment to the desk. 

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

The amendment is so modified. 
The amendment, as modified, is as 

follows: 
At the end of title IX, add the following: 

SEC. ll. HELPING CHILDREN SUCCEED BY 
FULLY FUNDING THE INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT 
(IDEA). 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) All children deserve a quality edu-
cation. 

(2) In Pennsylvania Association for Re-
tarded Children vs. Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania (334 F. Supp. 1247)(E. Dist. Pa. 1971), 
and Mills vs. Board of Education of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (348 F. Supp. 866)(Dist. D.C. 
1972), the courts found that children with 
disabilities are entitled to an equal oppor-
tunity to an education under the 14th 
amendment of the Constitution. 

(3) In 1975, Congress passed what is now 
known as the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (referred to in this section as 
‘‘IDEA’’) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) to help 
States provide all children with disabilities a 
free, appropriate public education in the 
least restrictive environment. At full fund-
ing, Congress contributes 40 percent of the 
average per pupil expenditure for each child 
with a disability served. 

(4) Before 1975, only 1⁄5 of the children with 
disabilities received a formal education. At 
that time, many States had laws that spe-
cifically excluded many children with dis-
abilities, including children who were blind, 
deaf, or emotionally disturbed, from receiv-
ing such an education. 

(5) IDEA currently serves an estimated 
200,000 infants and toddlers, 600,000 pre-
schoolers, and 5,400,000 children 6 to 21 years 
of age. 

(6) IDEA enables children with disabilities 
to be educated in their communities, and 
thus, has assisted in dramatically reducing 
the number of children with disabilities who 
must live in State institutions away from 
their families. 

(7) The number of children with disabilities 
who complete high school has grown signifi-
cantly since the enactment of IDEA. 

(8) The number of children with disabilities 
who enroll in college as freshmen has more 
than tripled since the enactment of IDEA. 

(9) The overall effectiveness of IDEA de-
pends upon well trained special education 
and general education teachers, related serv-
ices personnel, and other school personnel. 
Congress recognizes concerns about the na-
tionwide shortage of personnel serving stu-
dents with disabilities and the need for im-
provement in the qualifications of such per-
sonnel. 

(10) IDEA has raised the Nation’s aware-
ness about the abilities and capabilities of 
children with disabilities. 

(11) Improvements to IDEA in the 1997 
amendments increased the academic 
achievement of children with disabilities and 
helped them to lead productive, independent 
lives. 

(12) Changes made in 1997 also addressed 
the needs of those children whose behavior 
impedes learning by implementing behav-
ioral assessments and intervention strate-
gies to ensure that they receive appropriate 
supports in order to receive a quality edu-
cation. 

(13) IDEA requires a full partnership be-
tween parents of children with disabilities 
and education professionals in the design and 
implementation of the educational services 
provided to children with disabilities. 

(14) While the Federal Government has 
more than doubled funding for part B of 
IDEA since 1995, the Federal Government has 
never provided more than 15 percent of the 
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maximum State grant allocation for edu-
cating children with disabilities. 

(15) By fully funding IDEA, Congress will 
strengthen the ability of States and local-
ities to implement the requirements of 
IDEA. 

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ELIGI-
BILITY.—Clauses (i) and (ii) of section 
613(a)(2)(C) of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(2)(C)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) Notwithstanding clauses (ii) and (iii) 
of subparagraph (A), for any fiscal year for 
which amounts appropriated to carry out 
section 611 exceeds $4,100,000,000, a local edu-
cational agency may treat as local funds, for 
the purpose of such clauses, up to 55 percent 
of the amount of funds it receives under this 
part that exceeds the amount it received 
under this part for fiscal year 2001, except 
where a local educational agency shows that 
it is meeting the requirements of this part, 
the local educational agency may petition 
the State to waive, in whole or in part, the 
55 percent cap under this clause. 

‘‘(ii) Notwithstanding clause (i), if the Sec-
retary determines that a local educational 
agency is not meeting the requirements of 
this part, the Secretary may prohibit the 
local educational agency from treating funds 
received under this part as local funds under 
clause (i) for any fiscal year, and may redi-
rect the use of those funds to other edu-
cational programs within the local edu-
cational agency.’’. 

(c) FUNDING.—Section 611(j) of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411(j)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(j) FUNDING.—For the purpose of carrying 
out this part, other than section 619, there 
are authorized to be appropriated, and there 
are appropriated— 

‘‘(1) $8,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
‘‘(2) $11,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
‘‘(3) $13,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(4) $16,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(5) $18,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(6) not more than $21,067,600,000, or the 

sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2007; 

‘‘(7) not more than $21,742,019,000, or the 
sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2008; 

‘‘(8) not more than $22,423,068,000, or the 
sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2009; 

‘‘(9) not more than $23,095,622,000, or the 
sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2010; and 

‘‘(10) not more than $23,751,456,000, or the 
sum of the maximum amount that all States 
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I 
wish to thank my colleagues, particu-
larly Senator HAGEL, for working so 
hard to come to an agreement on this 
important bipartisan amendment. We 
have had some good give and take on a 
lot of issues, especially on this one. I 
believe we have produced a proposal 
that is good for our future, good for our 
kids, and good for our taxpayers. 

This amendment is really quite sim-
ple and straightforward. It says that 
the Federal Government is finally 
going to meet its full commitment 
which we set in 1975. In fact, I remem-
ber it well. Senator JEFFORDS, the 
chair of the health committee in the 
Senate, and I were freshmen in the 

House that year. Both of us were inter-
ested in education, especially in issues 
that dealt with people with disabilities. 

In 1975, when IDEA was passed in the 
House and Senate, there was an agree-
ment made by the negotiators on the 
understanding that this would cost our 
local school districts more resources in 
the future. The negotiators agreed that 
the Federal Government’s goal would 
be to provide at least 40 percent of the 
average per-pupil expenditure in each 
local education area. There was no 
timeframe put on it. 

So, for 25 years after 1975, we contin-
ued to put more and more money into 
IDEA but never getting close to fully 
funding it, which would have been 40 
percent of the average per-pupil ex-
penditure. 

The amendment that we have at the 
desk says we are going to put our 
money where our mouth is. We are fi-
nally going to be full partners with 
State and local governments. 

This amendment fully funds the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education 
Act. It appropriates funds for the next 
10 years, gradually rising so that with-
in 6 years we are at the level projected 
to equal 40 percent of the average per 
pupil cost. 

That is what was promised. That is 
what this amendment will deliver, 
plain and simple. 

Let me clarify what the amendment 
does not do. This amendment does not 
create a new entitlement program. It 
provides advanced appropriations for 
the next 10 years. That amount would 
be set in law. It does not create an un-
controlled tap on the Treasury, so that 
whatever the 40 percent costs are we 
would match. If we did that, the incen-
tive would be to shift costs from other 
education programs into IDEA, and the 
costs would then likely skyrocket. We 
don’t want that. Our amendment does 
not allow for that. 

As Senator HAGEL and so many of us 
have said so many times, this is not a 
partisan issue. Both sides have worked 
diligently over the years to ensure that 
children with disabilities and their 
families get a fair shake in life, and es-
pecially get a fair shake in our edu-
cational system. 

This really is a win-win-win amend-
ment. With this advanced appropria-
tion, students with disabilities will get 
the public education they have a con-
stitutional right to receive. 

Second, school districts will be able 
to provide these services without cut-
ting into their general education budg-
ets. And in cases where all of the 
IDEA-eligible kids are getting the serv-
ices they are entitled to, property tax-
payers will get relief. 

Here are some of the specifics of our 
amendment. First, our amendment 
would set in law appropriations levels 
for IDEA, an increase in roughly $2.35 
billion increments annually over the 
next 6 years. Currently, the State 
grant program within IDEA receives 
$6.34 billion a year. This is about 15 
percent of what we should be doing 

under IDEA. In other words, we want 
to be at 40 percent. This is only about 
15 percent of that full funding. 

Under our amendment, by 2007 we 
will meet the goal of 40 percent by ap-
propriating just a little over $20 bil-
lion—$20 billion with a ‘‘b’’. 

Second, our amendment strikes an 
appropriate balance between the needs 
of our students with disabilities and 
the needs of our State and local gov-
ernments. Students will get a free and 
appropriate public education, and local 
schools will be able to deliver these 
services without breaking the bank of 
the local tax base which they have. 
Under our amendment, States could 
use 55 percent of the increased funds. 
That could be used for local purposes 
or for whatever purpose they want. 

Furthermore, if a local school dis-
trict can show that they are indeed 
meeting 100 percent of the needs of 
their students with disabilities, they 
can use 100 percent of the increase we 
are giving them for other purposes. 

We did not want an anomaly where if 
a school district was, in fact, meeting 
all of the needs and services for stu-
dents with disabilities, we would then 
give them all of their money and they 
would use this money for student dis-
abilities when they don’t have any. If 
they are meeting 100 percent of their 
needs, why should they get more 
money to use for that specific purpose? 

Our amendment says if that is the 
case, and they can show that, then all 
of the increases that would accrue 
under their local State agency to a 
local school district they could use for 
other purposes. Also, our amendment 
provides a new measure to ensure that 
kids are being served appropriately. 

Another section of the amendment 
says that the Secretary can look at a 
school district and, if there is clear evi-
dence that they are not meeting 100 
percent of the needs of their students 
with disabilities, these increases then 
have to go to meet that 100 percent of 
need. 

This provides a good balance. It al-
lows those local school districts that 
are doing a great job—there are a lot of 
them who are meeting all of the needs 
of kids with disabilities—they can use 
this money for other purposes. It pro-
vides the Secretary with the ability to 
go in and say, No, you are not. In cer-
tain areas where they are not meeting 
their constitutional requirements—and 
there are a lot of cases that do—they 
have to use these increases for that 
purpose. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
Federal mandates. Every year since I 
have been in the Senate—that is going 
on 17 years now—I have come to the 
floor to talk about IDEA and to talk 
about the fact that while we should ful-
fill our 40 percent requirement or sort 
of a guarantee of 40 percent that we 
put out there 26 years ago, the provi-
sion of services to kids with disabil-
ities is not a Federal mandate. It is a 
constitutional mandate. 

Two landmark Federal district court 
cases—PARC v. Commonwealth of 
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Pennsylvania, and another case, Mills 
v. Board of Education of the District of 
Columbia—established that children 
with disabilities have a constitutional 
right to a free, appropriate public edu-
cation. 

Again, there is nowhere in the Con-
stitution of the United States says that 
a State—any State—has to provide a 
free public education to any of its kids. 

Nowhere in the Constitution is that 
mandated. What the Constitution does 
say, however, under its equal protec-
tion laws, is that if a State does pro-
vide a free public education, it cannot 
discriminate and say, OK, we will just 
educate white males. It cannot say, we 
will just educate whites but not blacks. 
It cannot say, we will educate people of 
one religion over another. If they are 
going to provide a free public edu-
cation, States cannot discriminate on 
the basis of race, sex, creed, or national 
origin. And with the two cases in the 
early 1970s that I mentioned, States 
cannot discriminate on the basis of dis-
ability. So a child with a disability in 
America—in Illinois, Iowa, or Ne-
braska—has a constitutional right to a 
free and appropriate public education. 

In response to those two cases, in 1975 
Congress enacted the Education of 
Handicapped Children Act, which later 
became IDEA. It was to help the States 
meet their constitutional obligations. 
So even if we did not have this, States 
would still have to provide the funds. 
But since I believe, and I think many 
of my colleagues believe, that the edu-
cation of children with disabilities is a 
national problem, that we at the Fed-
eral level ought to at least live up to 
what we said 26 years ago and provide 
at least 40 percent of the average per- 
pupil expenditure for children with dis-
abilities. 

Again, that is what this amendment 
does. It does it over the next 6 years, so 
that by the year 2007, fully 32 years 
later, Congress will finally live up to 
its promise to our States and local edu-
cation agencies. 

Congress enacted Public Law 94–142 
for two reasons, first, to establish a 
consistent policy on what it means to 
provide a free and appropriate public 
education to kids with disabilities; 
and, second, to provide Federal funding 
to help States meet their constitu-
tional obligations. 

Finally, the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion regarding Garret Frey of Cedar 
Rapids, IA, underscores the need for 
Congress to help school districts with 
the financial costs of educating chil-
dren with disabilities. While the excess 
costs of educating some children with 
disabilities is minimal, the excess costs 
of educating other children with dis-
abilities, such as Garret, can be very 
great. We need to help school districts 
meet these challenges. 

Earlier this year, I heard from the 
Cedar Rapids and Iowa City Chambers 
of Commerce that more IDEA dollars 
will help them continue to deliver 
high-quality educational services to 
every child in their school districts. I 

have heard from parents in Iowa that 
their kids need more qualified inter-
preters for deaf and hard-of-hearing 
children. Our school districts and our 
families need better mental health 
services and better behavioral assess-
ments of children. 

Our amendment would let these folks 
do it all because, over the next 10 
years, my State of Iowa, I figured out, 
under this amendment, would receive 
over $1 billion in new money. 

Again, there are so many families 
out there where both parents are work-
ing. They may be low income families. 
They may have a child with a dis-
ability, and all they want for that 
child—a child they love, as we all love 
our children—is to make sure that 
child is not discriminated against, that 
child gets the support services he or 
she needs to be as successful in life as 
their capabilities will allow. 

I have heard so many times about 
how kids in classes, who may have a 
disability—sometimes we hear this old 
saw about how they act up and become 
disruptive. Consider if you were like 
my brother, who was deaf, and you 
were in a classroom with a TV monitor 
but did not have closed-captions, and 
you were not provided an interpreter. 
After a while would you get pretty 
frustrated. 

Sometimes, because you cannot 
speak well, and you cannot hear, 
maybe you would act out a little bit of 
your frustrations. What happens then? 
Maybe they would expel you—all for 
the lack of the needed services to pro-
vide that free and appropriate public 
education. 

I must say, my heart goes out to 
many school teachers in this country, 
especially in elementary schools. A lot 
of them have large classes. I have seen 
as many as 28 to 30 in a class. Teachers 
are trying to do the best they can to 
provide instruction to these kids. They 
may have a couple kids with disabil-
ities. These teachers are not trained to 
handle kids with disabilities. They 
have never been trained to do that. 
They are not experts in behavioral as-
sessments. They might not have had 
any kind of mental health training. 
They probably have had no training at 
all for any one particular disability or 
another. 

So I feel sorry for these teachers be-
cause they want to teach these kids. 
They may have a big class to teach, 
and yet they are not getting the sup-
portive services they need to ensure 
that kids with disabilities get a good 
education. 

That is what we hope this amend-
ment will do, to begin to provide the 
funding, so that school districts can 
provide the supportive services, so that 
our teachers are not frustrated, and so 
that children will not act out their 
frustrations because they are disabled 
and are not getting the support and the 
kind of services they need. That is 
what this amendment is all about. 

Over the past 6 years, as ranking 
member on the appropriation sub-

committee, I have worked with my 
chairman, Senator SPECTER, and many 
others in the Senate, to improve IDEA 
funding through the normal appropria-
tions process. I think we have done 
quite well. On a bipartisan basis, we 
have been able to almost triple IDEA 
appropriations in the last 6 years. I 
thank Senator SPECTER for his leader-
ship in this area. So we are now up to 
15 percent of the funding formula. But 
that is still not adequate. 

That is why this amendment is so 
necessary. Yes, we can go by, year 
after year, trying to get some money 
out of the discretionary pot. But then 
that is always a battle. It is always a 
battle. With this amendment, we will 
not have to fight that battle every 
year. 

Let me make very clear what this 
amendment does. This amendment ap-
propriates the money that is necessary 
to get us to that 40 percent level. This 
is not an authorization amendment, 
my friends. This amendment appro-
priates the money. And it does it over 
a 6-year period of time. 

I will read the words. The amend-
ment says: Funding. For the purposes 
of carrying out this part, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated, and there 
are appropriated—so this amendment 
isn’t just a lot of rhetoric. This amend-
ment isn’t just a lot of flowery speech-
es about how we are going to help our 
States. This does it. This puts our 
money where maybe our rhetoric has 
been in the past. It puts in the money. 

It lists right in the amendment the 
amount of moneys that will be appro-
priated next year, and every year 
thereafter, until the year 2011. It sets 
forth those sums. By the year 2007, we 
will be at approximately $21 billion per 
year or at 40 percent of the average per 
pupil expenditure. That is why this 
amendment is so critical. 

Now we can say to our States and our 
local school districts that it isn’t just 
the promise that next year we will try 
to do better, next year we will try to 
do a little bit more, and yet every year 
they see that promise is unfulfilled. 
This amendment actually means the 
money is going to be there. For kids 
with disabilities, IDEA is a downpay-
ment on the American dream. If we 
want adults with disabilities to succeed 
in the workplace, we have to first help 
them succeed in school. Now we have 
this amendment that will do that. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators STABENOW, DODD, REED of Rhode 
Island, WELLSTONE, and LEVIN be added 
as cosponsors of the amendment. 

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

Mr. HARKIN. Once again, I thank 
Senator HAGEL for working so closely 
on this amendment to make sure we 
had one that really did what we wanted 
it to do and did it in a cost-conscious 
and fiscally responsible manner, to 
make sure we address what is the need 
out there, the need of kids with disabil-
ities who are not getting served, and to 
help our local school districts that are 
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meeting that need to be able to use 
this money to help out their hard- 
pressed property tax payers. 

I thank Senator HAGEL for his strong 
work on this amendment; Senator JEF-
FORDS, for his many years of support 
both on the authorizing side and on the 
appropriations side for kids with dis-
abilities; Senator KENNEDY, for his 
stalwart leadership in all aspects of 
trying to make life more fair for people 
with disabilities; Senator DODD, who, 
again, has worked hard on these issues 
through all the years; and my other 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
under the control of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 more minutes. 

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

Mr. HARKIN. Through all the years, 
while we may have had disagreements 
on one little aspect of this, I have 
found generally on both sides of the 
aisle a lot of goodwill to try to reach 
some consensus on how we fulfill the 
constitutional mandate of providing 
our kids with disabilities a free and ap-
propriate public education. 

We have, indeed, come a long way 
since I first came here in 1975, with the 
passage of IDEA, then, later on, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, early 
intervention programs and now, fi-
nally, the fulfillment of the promise we 
made 26 years ago that the Federal 
Government would provide the lion’s 
share of funding to our States and local 
school districts so our constitutional 
mandate could be fulfilled. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I will take a few mo-

ments to talk about the substance of 
the Harkin-Hagel amendment and the 
reasons I support it. 

Mr. President, I strongly support this 
amendment of Senator HARKIN and 
Senator HAGEL. I congratulate both of 
them for bringing focus and attention 
to this great opportunity and responsi-
bility to the Senate. They both deserve 
great credit. I am on the floor now 
with my friend and colleague, the Sen-
ator from Vermont, who has been a 
strong supporter over his lifetime in 
terms of funding for the special needs 
as well. I know he will have a chance to 
speak to it. I think all of us are very 
grateful for their leadership, and it is 
appropriate, as we are coming into the 
Nation’s choices about its budget and 
taxes, that we get an idea of some of 
the alternatives. 

This amendment to fully fund IDEA 
finally puts real dollars behind the goal 
of full funding by providing $181 billion 
over the next 10 years in increased 
funding for special education. Congress 
owes the children and families across 
the country the most effective possible 
implementation of this legislation and 
the Federal funding necessary to make 
it happen. 

For 25 years, IDEA has sent a clear 
message to young people with disabil-
ities that they can learn and that their 

learning will enable them to be inde-
pendent and productive citizens and 
live fulfilling lives. Prior to 1975, 4 mil-
lion disabled children didn’t receive 
the help they needed to be successful in 
school. Few disabled preschoolers re-
ceived the services; 1 million disabled 
were excluded from public schools. 
Now, IDEA serves almost 6 million dis-
abled children from birth through the 
age of 21, and every State in the Nation 
offers public education and early inter-
vention services to disabled children. 

That is a remarkable statement in 
terms of the American people, to tran-
sition from this point where so many of 
these children were basically ignored, 
shunned, placed in the shadows of the 
communities, and it has been extraor-
dinary courage those children have 
shown, their parents have shown, 
schoolteachers have shown, community 
leaders have shown, and to awaken this 
Nation to its responsibilities to provide 
education and opportunity for these 
children to live independent, construc-
tive, and positive lives is just virtually 
unlimited. 

I don’t think any day goes by when 
we don’t hear another remarkable 
story. I saw Leonard Slatkin just yes-
terday. I was commenting about the 
wonderful success the National Sym-
phony had with its brilliant sym-
phonies; many positive comments have 
been made about it. One of the com-
ments made was regarding the percus-
sionist, who is tone deaf, for the Na-
tional Symphony. Maestro Slatkin had 
indicated that this woman is probably 
the best percussionist in the world; she 
has a general worldwide reputation. 
She plays the instruments with bare 
feet. She can hear the vibrations that 
are coming through the floor of the 
concert hall as she plays her music. 
She is able to produce just superlative 
performances. 

Every day we are all reminded of 
these extraordinary acts of courage. So 
little of that would have been possible 
if we had not moved ahead to develop 
an IDEA program a number of years 
ago. IDEA now serves almost 6 million 
disabled from birth to age 21. Every 
State in the Nation offers public edu-
cation and early intervention services 
to disabled children. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from 
Massachusetts yield for a question? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, I am glad to. 
Mr. REID. I have been impressed 

with the Senator’s statement about in 
1975 it became a Federal edict, in ef-
fect, saying we are going to educate 
the handicapped—mentally, physically, 
and emotionally. It is my under-
standing, though, the reason this 
amendment is offered on a bipartisan 
basis by the Senator from Iowa and the 
Senator from Nebraska is that the Fed-
eral Government hasn’t been living up 
to its financial responsibility to take 
care of these disadvantaged children; is 
that true? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. 

Mr. REID. So this amendment is to 
allow school districts to use the money 

they have on programs that are not 
mandated by the Federal Government. 
They can use the money that we hope 
will come from this amendment to 
take care of the disadvantaged chil-
dren; is that true? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is entirely cor-
rect. 

Mr. REID. Is it true that one reason 
school districts all over America are 
just scavenging for money, desperate 
for money, is the necessity that we all 
accept of educating these children? Is 
that true? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is true. 
Mr. REID. Well, I look forward to 

supporting the amendment. Again, in 
this 50/50 split Senate, I look forward 
to voting for this bipartisan amend-
ment on this important issue. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Just to come back to looking at the 

history, when the original special edu-
cation law was passed, the Congress in-
tended to work toward the goal of fully 
funding the 40 percent of the cost of 
educating special needs children—a 
child. After 25 years, the Federal Gov-
ernment pays only 13 percent of the ex-
cess costs. This bill will obligate funds 
to reach the 40 percent, full funding, in 
the fiscal year 2007. So that is what 
this bill does. It meets the responsi-
bility we have given to the commu-
nities. I am sure in your own State, as 
in mine, you can go to a very small 
community where they have maybe a 
severely challenged child and the child 
goes to the local school. These extraor-
dinary benefits are for the child. 

But these are extraordinary burdens 
to the community. The community 
wants to help the child, and suddenly 
they are caught up in something they 
never anticipated or thought possible, 
and they are sort of left out there with-
out assistance. If we recognize that we 
as a nation have additional responsibil-
ities in these areas of the very special 
needs—we do this in different ways 
under the Medicare and Medicaid sys-
tems; I recognize that—I think that 
helps define our humanity. But if we 
are going to define our humanity, we 
ought to at least be able to define it in 
a more complete way, and that is by 
providing the resources for this prob-
lem. 

I will just mention a couple of addi-
tional facts. I see my friend and col-
league from Vermont, who I know 
wants to say a word. Listen to what 
has happened in the schools. The drop-
out rate for these students has de-
creased, while graduates have ex-
ploded. The number of young adults 
with disabilities enrolling in college 
has tripled. These results do not come 
without financial costs. It is time for 
the Congress to help schools provide 
the services that give children with 
special needs the educational opportu-
nities to pursue their dreams. 

For too many years there were 
empty promises. The amendment of 
Senators HARKIN and HAGEL will help 
the schools and communities to meet 
the responsibilities. This amendment 
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would make IDEA mandatory, and by 
passing it we will free up discretionary 
funds that could be allocated to other 
critical education priorities. We can 
truly ensure that no child is left be-
hind; that every needy child has a fair 
chance at a quality education; that 
more teachers are better trained; that 
more afterschool opportunities are 
available; and more schools are modern 
and safe. 

This is another chapter, I believe, in 
no child being left behind. We want to 
make sure that no child with special 
needs is left behind. We need the fund-
ing for the title I. We want to make 
sure that the children with special 
needs are not going to be left behind. 
This is a continuum. We should free 
ourselves from: Well, look, we have in-
creased this fund, that fund by X per-
cent, by Y percent. 

What we are talking about is not 
leaving the children behind and at a 
time of record surpluses, these are 
questions and choices. There will al-
ways be reasons why we cannot. The 
question is, Do we have the will and de-
termination? Now is the time. 

I see my friend and colleague, the 
Senator from Vermont. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for yielding. I com-
mend him for his statement. 

As we all know, there is nothing 
more crucial in this bill than to make 
sure we have the resources available to 
help the schools and communities meet 
the demands that will be placed upon 
them by the required standards. At 
present, those resources are not there. 

I correct the Senator’s statement on 
one matter. We do not fund 40 percent 
of the cost of the disabled child. We 
fund it at 40 percent of the cost of the 
average child. That means we are real-
ly far from fully funding the cost of a 
child with disabilities. Keep that in 
mind. 

What we are asking for is 40 percent 
of the average child, but that is bil-
lions of dollars in shortfall. If one ex-
amines this bill and examines the prob-
lems in this Nation, what I am con-
cerned about—from the perspective of 
the President—is if we do not have the 
resources that are necessary to bring 
about the changes in our schools to 
have these young people meet the 
standards which are going to be re-
quired of them, then this bill is not 
going to reach its fulfillment. 

I urge all Members to recognize that 
if they want to help the President’s 
goals that are set forth in this bill, 
they are going to need the resources. 
Fully funding IDEA will be a big step 
forward. Forty percent of the cost of an 
average child is far less than the cost 
of a disabled child. This is what is 
draining the money out of our school 
systems. This is what is putting pres-
sure on property taxes in this Nation, 
to the point that, as in my State and 
all across this country, more and more 
votes are going against additional re-
sources for the schools because we do 

not fund that 40 percent that we prom-
ised. 

If we do fund it, then many of the 
young people who presently will not be 
helped educationally or because of dis-
abilities will be helped. The President’s 
goal will not be reached if we do not 
provide the necessary funds. 

I strongly support the Harkin-Hagel 
amendment. I want to make sure ev-
erybody understands that if we do not 
do this, this bill is going to have a very 
difficult time reaching the goals which 
the President desires. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
to thank Senator HARKIN for his work 
on this amendment. 

I’ve supported this proposal in a free- 
standing bill, and today I’m proud to 
be an original cosponsor of this bipar-
tisan amendment. And as an appropri-
ator, I have special concerns I want to 
share. 

We agree as a country that we need 
to work together, in partnership at the 
Federal, State, and local levels, to 
make sure that students with special 
needs get the support to succeed. 

Under the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, IDEA, the Federal 
Government is supposed to provide 40 
percent of the average per student 
costs. But we all know that the Federal 
Government has not paid its share. 

This amendment will make sure the 
Federal Government meets its obliga-
tion to support special education. This 
amendment will bring us to full fund-
ing in 6 years. 

This amendment also has another 
important advantage. By moving IDEA 
funding from the discretionary side to 
the mandatory side, we will free up 
about $7.1 billion for education. That 
money can be used to pay for the costs 
the underlying bill imposes on States. 

As I have mentioned before, the un-
derlying bill creates a number of ex-
pensive, and unfunded, mandates on 
States in areas like testing and ac-
countability. 

We can not just demand that stu-
dents pass tests. We have got to give 
them the tools to pass those tests. But 
funding all the requirements in this 
bill will be difficult because of the lim-
its imposed by the President’s tax cut. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Committee, I’m trying to prevent a 
train wreck. I want to make sure the 
$7.1 billion freed up by this amendment 
will go to fund the mandates in this 
bill. If that does not happen, we will 
have to fund this bill’s requirements at 
the expense of other priorities such as 
child care, higher education, and social 
services. 

So we need to pass this amendment 
because it is the right thing to do for 
students who have special needs, and 
we also need to use the money this 
amendment frees up to bolster our in-
vestment in education. That extra 
money should stay in the classroom. 

I have received many letters and e- 
mail messages about the importance of 
fully funding IDEA. 

I should like to share with my col-
leagues a letter I received in March 

from the Yakima School District in 
Washington State. It is from Super-
intendent Benjamin Soria and Barbara 
Greenberg, who is president of dis-
trict’s board of directors. 

They write that the Yakima School 
District serves about 1,800 students 
with disabilities, about 13 percent of 
the district’s total school population. 

Unfortunately, the State of Wash-
ington only provides 12.7 percent of 
funding for special education. And, as 
we know, the Federal Government is 
not paying its promised share. 

As a result, they write: 
The Yakima School District must supple-

ment state and federal funds for special edu-
cation with local district dollars, this year 
amounting to $850,000. 

If the district were to receive full funding 
as promised by Congress, it would amount to 
more than $3 million to be used to meet the 
provisions of IDEA as intended 26 years ago. 

It is time for Congress to make good on a 
long overdue promise. 

I received another letter from John 
Cady from Seattle. John is the parent 
of a child with a disability. 

He writes: 
I believe that by investing in the education 

of our nation’s children, we are enabling in-
dividual growth an productivity that will ul-
timately lead to financial independence and 
an adult life of dignity and self-fulfillment. 
The dollars spent on our children in Wash-
ington now are well worth the rewards both 
they and America will receive in the long 
run. 

Schools throughout the country are 
working to help students with special 
needs reach their full potential. This 
amendment will help them and will 
provide additional funding that we 
should use to support classrooms. 

Let’s show the educators in Yakima 
and across the country, and parents 
like John Cady, that we will fully fund 
our share of special education. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Harkin-Hagel amend-
ment to fully fund the Individuals with 
Disabilities Act. 

I have been a strong supporter of full 
funding for IDEA for many years and 
hope that this amendment finally will 
realize that goal. 

This Congress, I joined Senators HAR-
KIN and HAGEL and many others as an 
original co-sponsor of S. 466, to fully 
fund IDEA. 

Last Congress, Senator JEFFORDS and 
I twice offered budget amendments to 
fully fund IDEA, and I have offered 
many measures over the years to in-
crease funding for IDEA. 

The Harkin-Hagel amendment offers 
Congress the opportunity to fulfill our 
goal of funding 40 percent of the cost of 
educating children with disabilities 
and to strengthen our support for chil-
dren, parents, and local schools. 

When Congress passed IDEA in 1975, 
we set a goal of helping States meet 
their constitutional obligation to pro-
vide children with disabilities a free, 
appropriate education by paying for 40 
percent of those costs. 

We have made great strides toward 
that goal in the last few years, having 
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doubled Federal funding over the past 
five years. Nevertheless, we still only 
provide 15 percent of IDEA costs. 

In my own state of Connecticut, in 
spite of spending hundreds of millions 
of dollars to fund special education 
programs, we are facing a funding 
shortfall. In our towns, the situation is 
even more difficult. Too often, our 
local school districts are struggling to 
meet the needs of their students with 
disabilities. 

The costs being borne by local com-
munities and school districts are rising 
dramatically. From 1992 through 1997, 
for example, special education costs in 
Connecticut rose half again as much as 
did regular education costs. Our 
schools need our help. 

Of course, no one in Connecticut, or 
in any state or community in our coun-
try would question the value of ensur-
ing every child the equal access to edu-
cation that he or she is guaranteed by 
our Constitution. The only question is 
how best to do that—and a large part of 
the answer is in this legislation. This 
amendment would demonstrate that 
our commitment to universal access is 
matched by our commitment to doing 
everything we can to helping states 
and schools provide that access. 

And, this amendment will help not 
only our children and schools, it will 
help entire communities, by easing 
their tax burden. By our failure to 
meet our goal of fully funding IDEA, 
we force local taxpayers—homeowners 
and small businesspeople—to pay the 
higher taxes that these services re-
quire. That’s especially a problem in 
Connecticut, where so much of edu-
cation is paid for through local prop-
erty taxes. 

If we’re going to talk about the im-
portance of tax relief for average 
Americans, there are few more impor-
tant steps we can take than adopting 
this amendment. It will go far to al-
leviate the tax burden that these peo-
ple and businesses bear today. 

Last year, the National Governors’ 
Association wrote me that ‘‘Governors 
believe the single most effective step 
Congress could take to help address 
education needs and priorities, in the 
context of new budget constraints, 
would be to meet its commitment to 
fully fund the federal portion of 
IDEA.’’ 

Over the next ten years, we’re look-
ing at a $2.7 trillion non-Social Secu-
rity, non-Medicare surplus. I think 
that fully funding IDEA is one of the 
most productive ways that we can use 
a small part of that surplus. 

I ask that my colleagues seize this 
opportunity and support this amend-
ment and choose to help our schools 
better serve children with disabilities. 
Because, I am tired of the false dichot-
omy that many people perceive be-
tween parents of children without dis-
abilities and parents of children with 
disabilities. 

By fully funding the Federal share of 
IDEA, and easing the financial burden 
on states and schools, we can stop talk-

ing about ‘‘children with disabilities’’ 
and ‘‘children without disabilities,’’ 
and start talking instead about all 
children, period. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 5 minutes in favor of 
the amendment. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to Senators HARKIN and 
HAGEL for proposing this amendment. 
It is very important. It is a promise 
long overdue. 

If we look at what has happened 
since we created this program, which 
essentially is a mandate to the schools 
to ensure that they take care of the 
disabled children in their school dis-
tricts, we have fallen far short of our 
commitment to those children and to 
those schools. Every one of us knows 
this, regardless of whether we are from 
Illinois or California, east coast, west 
coast, North, South. 

The fact is, if you look at the chart 
behind me, what you see is that in 1996, 
for example, we voted $2.3 billion to 
help fund this program for our disabled 
children when in fact our commitment 
really was for $12.7 billion. It goes right 
through: In 2001, $6.3 billion. Remem-
ber, we added quite a lot, but it still is 
far short of the $17 billion we promised. 

This amendment is about fulfilling a 
commitment and a promise to our dis-
abled children and also to the school 
districts all across this country that 
are doing so well at taking care of the 
children. As a matter of fact, if you 
look at the results of this IDEA pro-
gram, these children are doing so much 
better. Fewer of them are dropping out. 
They are living up to their potential. 
This is an important and a good pro-
gram. 

I will show this other chart that il-
lustrates in another way the unfulfilled 
promise that has occurred. This is 
mandatory spending for our school dis-
tricts. Yet that whole inner part of our 
graph shows how we have had an 
unfulfilled promise. But we will gradu-
ally begin to fulfill this promise with 
this IDEA authorization that this 
amendment would bring us, until we 
get to the point in several years where 
the need and the Federal money, 40 
percent of the program, actually meet 
and we are meeting our commitment. 

For too many years we made too 
many empty promises. I know Senator 
KENNEDY believes strongly in this re-
gard. I was pleased he asked if I would 
say a few words. By committing to this 
level of funding, we are not only keep-
ing a promise, which is the moral and 

right thing to do, but we are helping 
the children who most need our help. 

Again, I hope we have a very good 
vote in favor of the amendment. It is 
extremely important that we keep our 
promise to these children. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand all time has expired on our 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
amendments are being considered con-
currently. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all time be 
yielded back on the Harkin-Hagel 
amendment that is now at the desk, 
and I ask consent that the question be 
put to the Senate regarding that 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, may we add to that request that 
the time until 4 o’clock be evenly di-
vided between the majority and minor-
ity to speak on this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Iowa modify his request 
accordingly? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I will modify the 
request accordingly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modified request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 360, as modified, of-
fered by the Senators from Nebraska 
and Iowa. 

The amendment (No. 360), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senators from Iowa and 
Nebraska. We need to do more legis-
lating on a bipartisan basis. This is a 
very important amendment that was 
accepted in this manner, with the 
unanimous consent of the Senate. That 
says it all. This should set a good tone 
for the rest of this bill. The reason I 
asked that the time be set aside, there 
are some Members who still want to 
come and speak on this subject. It is 
very important. Senator WELLSTONE 
wanted to speak, as do others. I wanted 
to make sure they could do that. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
time be charged equally. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
was meeting with some people from the 
small business community. I was an 
original cosponsor of this very impor-
tant IDEA amendment. 

I congratulate Senators HARKIN and 
HAGEL. I understand we actually had a 
voice vote on this amendment. I also 
congratulate Senator JEFFORDS, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, and others who were in-
volved in drafting and passing this crit-
ical piece of legislation. 

I point out to colleagues that by 
making IDEA part of mandatory spend-
ing and not leaving it up to the appro-
priations process year to year, we have 
done something very significant. In the 
State of Minnesota, if we have auto-
matic funding for IDEA—and I think 
we get to fully funding it over a 7-year 
period—then we are going to have 
about $169 million for education in 
Minnesota. 

This is extremely important. I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor. The 
voice vote is a good thing but it makes 
me nervous; a voice vote is an indica-
tion of strong support, which is what I 
take it to be in this case. But I also 
must assert how extremely important 
it is that this, of course, stay in the 
bill through the conference committee. 
The word from the Senate today on 
this question is one of clear, unani-
mous support. 

Speaking for my colleague, Senator 
DAYTON, he is going to have an amend-
ment next week—and I will join him— 
that will accelerate the timetable for 
funding IDEA. He feels strongly about 
it. He campaigned on this issue and be-
lieves it is a longstanding commitment 
we have not met. I could not agree 
with him more. 

But for today, this is an extraor-
dinary first step the Senate has taken. 
I congratulate everyone involved. 

In particular, I congratulate Sen-
ators HARKIN and HAGEL. I know this is 
near and dear to Senator HARKIN’s 
heart because he has been, maybe more 
than anyone in the Senate, the strong-
est advocate for children with special 
needs. There is some poetry and justice 
to the fact that Senator HARKIN has led 
the way on this issue of funding. 

I am proud of what the Senate has 
done today. I hope with this and on a 
whole lot of other amendments we will 
continue to dramatically change and 
improve this bill to the point where we 
are really doing well for education and 
children. I will take it 1 day at a time 
or 1 hour at a time. This was important 
action. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER are lo-
cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morn-
ing Business’’.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ex-
press the appreciation of all of us to 
Senator HAGEL and Senator HARKIN 
and their staffs and all those who have 
been part of the effort to bring about 
this extraordinary and incredibly im-
portant resolution that will result in 
hundreds of thousands of children hav-
ing better opportunities for their fu-
ture. This action that was taken here 
today sends an enormous message of 
help to many children who are growing 
up, not only with the challenges and 
needs that normal children have, but 
who have the additional burdens of 
some physical or mental disability or 
challenge. 

It will make an enormous difference 
to their lives. It will make an incred-
ible difference to their parents’ lives. It 
will make an extraordinary difference 
to those who care for these children. I 
think it is really the Senate at its best. 
So I thank those two leaders. It seems 
to me you probably do not have to do 
much more than that, to have had a 
very great mark on the lives of many 
people in this country. 

I salute them both. This adds a very 
important, special, and extra dimen-
sion to this legislation. It will take 
time for the American people to under-
stand it, but it will make an important 
difference. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? Does the Senator from 
Massachusetts agree that it also sets a 
very good tone for this very important 
piece of legislation that one of the 
most important amendments this bill 
could have was offered on a bipartisan 
basis and approved on a bipartisan 
basis? Doesn’t it set a good tone for the 
rest of the bill? 

Mr. KENNEDY. It certainly does. I 
appreciate the Senator mentioning 
that. The underlying blueprint reflects 
the best judgment of Members on both 
sides of the aisle. It is a blueprint 
which I strongly support. 

The real gap, as the Senator heard, is 
placing enormous demands on schools, 
on teachers, and on children. We need 
to have the resources for the children. 
That requires funding, and we still are 
not there on that particular issue. 

But certainly with regard to the spe-
cial needs children, this has been an ex-
traordinarily bipartisan effort. That is 
of incredible importance to this coun-
try. I congratulate our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle. This is a very 
sound, bipartisan effort. We are enor-
mously grateful for their initiatives 
and for the result. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join Senator KENNEDY in con-
gratulating Senators HAGEL and HAR-
KIN on their amendment with respect 
to IDEA. This amendment will guar-

antee America’s 16,000 school districts 
a long overdue increase in special edu-
cation funding. 

The amendment proposes to fully 
fund part B of the IDEA over the next 
6 years. 

One of my first legislative tasks, 
when I was a freshman Congressman in 
1975, was to work on the first federal 
legislation to guarantee a free and ap-
propriate public education for children 
with disabilities. 

Public Law 94–142, later renamed the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, was passed in response to numer-
ous court decisions involving lawsuits 
against a majority of the states, and 
growing concerns about the unconsti-
tutional treatment of children with 
disabilities. 

In passing this legislation, it was 
Congress’ intent to define a state’s ob-
ligation to students with disabilities 
residing in the State. 

In crafting Public Law 94–142, Con-
gress looked at the national average 
per pupil expenditure and estimated 
that it would cost approximately twice 
as much to educate children with dis-
abilities as it would to educate other 
children. 

At that time, 26 years ago, Congress 
pledged to assist states and localities 
in meeting the needs of students with 
disabilities by providing federal fund-
ing to cover 40 percent of the average 
student cost. 

Although numerous studies con-
ducted since 1975 have verified that it 
costs at least twice as much to educate 
children with disabilities, Congress has 
never provided more than 14.9 percent 
of the average per pupil expenditure. 

If we were funding 40 percent of the 
costs educating students as promised 
in 1975, we would have appropriated $17 
billion for Part B of IDEA for fiscal 
year 2001. The $6.3 billion that we did 
appropriate for fiscal year 2001 falls far 
short of that commitment. 

While I commend Congress for in-
creasing the appropriation for Part B 
of IDEA over the years since 1996, it 
frustrates me to no end that we still 
fall so far short of meeting our 26 year 
old commitment to fund out 40% of the 
costs. 

However, this amendment will have a 
far greater impact than simply helping 
students with disabilities. With the 
Federal Government’s failure to live up 
to its obligation under IDEA, State and 
local governments have been forced to 
incur almost all of the additional costs 
associated with educating children 
with disabilities and putting undue 
stress on such things as property taxes. 

Money that might have been directed 
to additional training for teachers, to 
hiring new teachers, to increasing sala-
ries to retain high quality teachers, or 
to repairing schools, has instead gone 
to meeting part of the Federal Govern-
ment’s obligation under IDEA. 

This amendment provides increased 
flexibility to states and localities by 
modifying the provisions that were in-
cluded in the 1997 reauthorization of 
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IDEA which permit a local education 
agency to treat up to 20 percent of the 
increase in the appropriation over the 
preceding fiscal year’s appropriation as 
local funds. 

Currently, a State or locality must 
maintain their share of the annual spe-
cial education spending levels regard-
less of the amount of the Federal con-
tribution. 

Our amendment would give local edu-
cation agencies the flexibility to use 
local funds in an amount up to 55 per-
cent of the increased funding over the 
fiscal year 2001 appropriation for other 
local needs. In passing this amend-
ment, we will be increasing our Federal 
commitment to meeting the needs of 
students with disabilities, and we will 
be giving local communities the flexi-
bility to use local tax dollars that are 
currently meeting the Federal Govern-
ment obligation for special education, 
for other local purposes and to reduce 
the stress on property taxes. 

While I think the reforms proposed in 
the BEST Act are critical to overall re-
form in our education system, I feel it 
is unfair for us to demand more of 
state and local educators when we have 
failed so badly in meeting our obliga-
tion to assist in funding special edu-
cation. 

Without question, we need to dra-
matically improve the education we 
provide to all of our children. Some of 
this will come through the increased 
accountability and flexibility we pro-
vide in the BEST Act. 

Forty percent of our 4th grade stu-
dents are not proficient in reading. Our 
12th grade students come in near the 
bottom of international exams in 
mathematics and science. 

The crisis we face in math and 
science was recently underscored by 
the work of the Glenn Commission. 
Many of its recommendations, which 
were also supported by President Bush, 
have been incorporated in the BEST 
Act. 

But training and retaining high qual-
ity math and science teachers requires 
money, especially when schools are 
competing in a tight market for their 
skills. 

Turning our schools around will not 
be easy, and it cannot be done on the 
cheap. This amendment to fully fund 
IDEA should help us achieve the re-
form we all seek. We owe our children 
nothing less. 

Increasing special education funding 
is a top priority for many disability 
groups, for teachers, for school boards 
throughout the country, for local edu-
cation agencies, for governors, and for 
children with disabilities and their 
families. 

I have a petition from every school 
board in my State. Vermont schools 
have made it clear to me again and 
again that their number one priority is 
to fully fund IDEA. These petitions 
serve as a sobering reminder of my re-
sponsibility to the children, and fami-
lies, and the schools in my State. 

I have no doubt that each and every 
one of us has heard similar messages 

from your state education agencies, 
local education agencies, and school 
boards, and from the families of chil-
dren with disabilities. 

This amendment is a win-win for ev-
eryone. Children with disabilities will 
get the services they need. 

There will be more money in local 
school districts to hire personnel and 
to train or retrain personnel to work 
with children with disabilities. 

Schools will be able to provide more 
support to general education teachers 
who have children with disabilities in 
their classrooms. 

More money will be freed up for other 
purposes such as general education re-
form initiatives chosen by local com-
munities. 

School boards will no longer feel as 
though they are pitting the needs of 
one group of students against another. 

Finally, with predictable, substantial 
increases in IDEA funds and expanded 
flexibility, school districts will be bet-
ter able to undertake thoughtful plan-
ning. 

Over the last few months, I have 
heard references to the need to fully 
fund special education almost every 
day that Congress has been in session. 

Our country is currently enjoying 
thoughts of a projected 5.7-trillion-dol-
lar budget surplus over the next ten 
years. We are discussing over a trillion 
dollar tax cut. The presence of this 
large surplus and the possibility of pro-
viding substantial tax cuts provides 
Congress with the unprecedented op-
portunity to fulfill the commitment 
that Congress made 26 years ago in 
passing P.L. 94–142. If not now, when? 

The time for rhetoric is passed. The 
time to act is now. I’m glad the Senate 
has agreed to fully fund IDEA and 
make good on the promise we made 
over 26 years ago. 

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port of this amendment. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Vermont has certainly not let the 
people of Vermont down who have been 
asking for his help on this important 
issue. We have a long way to go on this 
bill. We have to take the wins when we 
get them. This is a tremendous win, 
and we could not have accomplished it 
but for advocacy of the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time be charged equally. 

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

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

call the roll. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. CARPER. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator from 
Vermont yield me several minutes of 
time. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the Senator 
10 minutes. 

Mr. CARPER. Terrific. I thank the 
Senator. 

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

The Senator from Delaware is recog-
nized. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I serve 
today in the Senate, but for the last 8 
years I served as the Governor of Dela-
ware, and for several of those years as 
the vice chairman and chairman of the 
National Governors’ Association. I 
sometimes still think a little bit as a 
Governor. On behalf of the Governors 
of this country in all 50 States, prob-
ably, I give a special thank you to 
those who made possible the adoption 
of an amendment in this Chamber 
today that would provide for full fund-
ing of IDEA, to meet the longstanding 
obligation from the Congress for pro-
grams throughout the country that are 
funded in this way. 

I cannot recall how many Governors’ 
meetings I sat in where one Governor 
after another—Democrats and Repub-
licans, from one end of the country to 
another—would say, if the Federal 
Government would simply meet its ob-
ligations under the Individuals With 
Disabilities Act, if they would only do 
that, we would be able to meet some of 
our other needs in our schools—wheth-
er the needs are small class sizes, extra 
learning time, or technology in our 
classrooms. The Federal obligation is 
that we would pay 40 percent of the 
cost of educating these children. Today 
we provide less than 15 percent of the 
cost of educating these children. 

We have taken an important step in 
the Senate toward meeting that obliga-
tion. But it is only one step. It needs to 
be followed by other steps when we go 
to conference with the House, to make 
sure that what emerges from that con-
ference committee, and what we ulti-
mately vote on, is a final compromise 
containing this provision. If we do 
that, then the Governors of those 50 
States and the parents—parents of 
hundreds of thousands of children—and 
the teachers in our schools will stand 
up and applaud. 

I also say that as this bill comes to 
us today, I am encouraged. It is not a 
perfect bill, but it is one that offers the 
prospect of additional investments 
from the Federal Government for our 
schools. It offers that money with a bit 
more flexibility than is the case under 
current law. It makes it clear that we 
offer that additional money targeted 
where the needs are the greatest, but it 
offers that money more flexibly and de-
mands results. 

As we look more closely at the ac-
countability provisions in this legisla-
tion, once testing begins in earnest in 
the various States, in accordance with 
annual testing and in accordance with 
the standards adopted by the various 
States, there are consequences that 
come to bear for schools that do not 
make progress in accordance with the 
schedule agreed to, adopted by the in-
dividual States. 
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If a school is not making progress in 

meeting its own stated goals by the 
end of the fourth year—if a school con-
tinues to fail its students—a number of 
things will happen. One is that those 
students in that failing school must be 
offered the right to go to another pub-
lic school, where transportation will be 
provided by the school that is failing, 
by the school district that is failing, 
using up to 15 percent of their title I 
moneys. 

There are also three other things 
that must happen to that school that 
fails for the fourth year in a row. One, 
it has to be closed and reconstituted as 
a charter school, or, two, closed and re-
constituted with a new administration 
and with a new faculty, or, three, 
turned over to the State or some prof-
itable enterprise, commercial enter-
prise, to run the school—those three 
options. 

I simply remind my colleagues, as we 
move past the adoption of the funding 
for IDEA, we have to keep in mind the 
accountability provisions. We have fo-
cused on more money and more flexi-
bility, and I support that. But on the 
accountability issue, if children are 
really going to have the ability to 
choose another public school, we have 
to make sure we include in this bill as-
sistance to States and school districts 
across America to enable them to 
adopt public school choice statewide. It 
is not easy and it is not free. 

Secondly, if we are really serious 
about charter schools being a viable 
option for schools that fail 4 years in a 
row, we need to provide assistance, in-
cluding brick-and-mortar assistance, 
so that those charter schools can be 
successful, so the kids going to those 
schools will have a fighting chance to 
get the kind of education they did not 
previously receive. 

I say to Senators HARKIN and HAGEL, 
who have worked for weeks on the leg-
islation to increase IDEA funding and 
to make sure we meet our fair share of 
that burden, job well done. 

To the Senator from Vermont, the 
chairman of the committee, and to 
Senator KENNEDY, who has been very 
supportive, I give my thanks as well. 

On behalf of all Governors who have 
sought this support, sought this day, 
this kind of victory, it is a day to sa-
lute and celebrate for their children, 
for their students, and all of America. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
for yielding the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Collins 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am not 
going to propound an additional unani-
mous consent request at this time, al-
though we are working with the lead-
ers on both sides of the aisle so we, 
hopefully, can have a further agree-
ment entered into between 4:30 and 5. 
We will go ahead and be able at that 
time, hopefully, to lock in the se-
quence of amendments that will come 
after these two. 

I announce to the Senate that fol-
lowing this vote, I will ask the Senate 
to begin debate on the budget resolu-
tion conference report notwithstanding 
receipt of the papers. Assuming con-
sent is granted, I would expect several 
hours of debate tonight on this impor-
tant conference report to be followed 
by a vote on the adoption of the budget 
conference report. 

Therefore, Members should be on no-
tice that a vote is expected to occur 
late tonight on the budget unless an 
agreement is entered into to have it at 
a specific time in the morning. We ex-
pect to continue working tonight and 
go into the night, and we will get exact 
timing of when we might expect an-
other vote hopefully within the next 
few minutes or within the hour. 

If consent cannot be granted to begin 
debate before the paperwork enters the 
Senate, then a vote would have to be 
scheduled tomorrow. 

I hope all Senators will cooperate, 
and I have every indication that we 
will be able to get an agreement so we 
can vote on the budget resolution this 
evening. 

Then we will also be able to enter 
further agreements with regard to ad-
ditional amendments. 

I believe we are ready to go to a vote 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 359 offered by the Senator from 
Maine. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

The result was announced—yeas 100, 
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 89 Leg.] 

YEAS—100 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 

Cleland 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 

Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 

Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 359) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 361 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

have an amendment at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon). The clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 
proposes an amendment numbered 361 to 
amendment No. 358. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent the reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To improve the provisions relating 

to certain assessments) 
On page 47, beginning with line 13, strike 

all through page 48, line 14, and insert the 
following: 

‘‘(i) a State may defer the commencement, 
or suspend the administration, of the assess-
ments described in this paragraph, that were 
not required prior to the date of enactment 
of the Better Education for Students and 
Teachers Act, for 1 year, for each year for 
which the amount appropriated for grants 
under section 6203(a) is less than— 

‘‘(I) $370,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
‘‘(II) $380,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
‘‘(III) $390,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(IV) $400,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(V) $410,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(VI) $420,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
‘‘(VII) $430,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
‘‘(ii) the Secretary may permit a State to 

commence the assessments, that were re-
quired by amendments made to this para-
graph by the Better Education for Students 
and Teachers Act, in school year 2006–2007, if 
the State demonstrates to the Secretary 
that exceptional or uncontrollable cir-
cumstances, such as a natural disaster or a 
precipitous or unforeseen decline in the fi-
nancial resources of the local educational 
agency or school, prevent full implementa-
tion of the assessments in school year 2005– 
2006 and that the State will administer such 
assessments during school year 2006–2007. 

On page 778, strike lines 5 through 10, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR STATE ASSESSMENTS AND 
RELATED ACTIVITIES.— 

‘‘(1) STATE GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From 
amounts appropriated under paragraph (3) 
the Secretary shall award grants to States 
to enable the States to pay the costs of— 

‘‘(A) developing assessments and standards 
required by amendments made to this Act by 
the Better Education for Students and 
Teachers Act; and 
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‘‘(B) other activities described in this part 

or related to ensuring accountability for re-
sults in the State’s public elementary 
schools or secondary schools, and local edu-
cational agencies, such as— 

‘‘(i) developing content and performance 
standards, and aligned assessments, in sub-
jects other than those assessments that were 
required by amendments made to section 
1111 by the Better Education for Students 
and Teachers Act; and 

‘‘(ii) administering the assessments re-
quired by amendments made to section 1111 
by the Better Education for Students and 
Teachers Act. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATIONS TO STATES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—From the amount appro-

priated to carry out this subsection for any 
fiscal year, the Secretary shall first allocate 
$3,000,000 to each State. 

‘‘(B) REMAINDER.—The Secretary shall allo-
cate any remaining funds among the States 
on the basis of their respective numbers of 
children enrolled in grades 3 through 8 in 
public elementary schools and secondary 
schools. 

‘‘(C) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose 
of this subsection, the term ‘State’ means 
each of the 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For the purposes of carrying out paragraph 
(1), there are authorized to be appropriated 
$400,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the suc-
ceeding 6 fiscal years. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the role. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it has been 
so hard to get this very important edu-
cation bill up and actually moving that 
I hate to let any time go by without 
making some further progress. So we 
have been working on both sides of the 
aisle, and I believe we have an agree-
ment to allow us to proceed with the 
Jeffords amendment next and then go 
to the Dodd amendment after that. 

Mr. DODD. Dodd-Collins. 
Mr. LOTT. No. I prefer to say just the 

Dodd amendment. 
Mr. DODD. I am just trying to help 

out. 
Mr. LOTT. You are giving too much 

credit here, I say to the Senator. No. 
We would try to have the vote on 

both of these at 7:30. I think that is 
more than enough time. I hope that 
maybe even some time could be yielded 
back. That way we could make 
progress. Senators could attend to 
other business and then would be pre-
pared to be here for those two votes be-
tween 7 and 7:30, or not later than 7:30. 

I also had intended—and hope to get 
agreement—to proceed to the con-
ference report to accompany H. Con. 
Res. 83, the budget resolution, imme-
diately following those two votes. I was 
not going to try to get a time specified 
as to exactly how we would use the 
time or when a vote would occur. I un-

derstand that the Democrats are not 
prepared to agree to that at this point. 
And I cannot force it at this point. 

I do think it is very important we get 
an agreement on the budget resolution 
as soon as we can so Members can 
know what to expect tomorrow, and/or 
Monday, and so that we could get this 
completed so we can move on with our 
annual appropriations bills and also 
our reconciliation bill. 

So I now ask unanimous consent that 
the next two first-degree amendments 
to be offered to S. 1 be the following, 
and not subject to second-degree 
amendments: Jeffords No. 361 and the 
Dodd-Collins amendment. 

I further ask consent that votes rel-
ative to these amendments occur at 
7:30 in the order in which they were of-
fered, and the time between now and 
then be equally divided and run concur-
rently on both amendments, and there 
be 2 minutes prior to each vote for ex-
planation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I will not object, other than 
to say that we appreciate the leader 
not asking for the last paragraph of the 
request that is written on the paper in 
front of me. We are trying to work that 
out. 

As the distinguished majority leader 
knows, we are in consultation with the 
ranking member, Senator CONRAD. Sen-
ator DASCHLE has been in touch with 
him. We are going to try to work some-
thing out as soon as we can. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator REID. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 361 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have an amend-
ment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is right. I 
thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, my amendment will 
establish the Federal Government as a 
full partner in the assessments that are 
required under this bill. 

Earlier today, the Senate went on 
record, after 26 years, to fulfill its re-
sponsibility under IDEA. My amend-
ment will ensure we do the same on 
testing, only we do it today, not 26 
years later. 

If we want the States to undertake 
these extensive testing requirements, 
we should be willing to pay for them. 
Each Senator I have spoken to sup-
ports the thrust of this amendment— 
that we avoid creating yet another un-
funded mandate, especially at a time 
when we are asking more and more of 
our schools. 

Good tests are not cheap. They must 
be aligned with the State’s standard. 
They should measure higher order 
thinking, and they should constantly 

be improved. This bill will not just re-
quire testing in reading and math but 
will also require standards in history 
and science and an assessment later on 
in science. 

My amendment calls for close to $400 
million in spending each and every 
year to help pay for the cost of devel-
oping and implementing assessments. 
If the money is not forthcoming, the 
State’s obligation will be suspended 
until Congress meets its obligation. 

The exact cost of testing cannot be 
known. I can tell my colleagues with 
confidence that this amendment will 
cover the great majority of those costs. 
I urge my colleagues to give me their 
support. 

I yield the floor to the Senator from 
Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I com-
mend the chairman of the committee 
for drafting this very important 
amendment to the bill. 

I have been concerned that we could 
be imposing an expensive new mandate 
on State and local governments 
through the testing requirements of 
this bill. Testing is very important, but 
I think we need to provide support. The 
chairman’s amendment will ensure 
that the funding is provided to help 
States and local school districts de-
velop the very best possible tests in 
order to assess the performance of 
their students and that we will be pro-
viding a good chunk of the money to do 
so. 

I commend the Senator for his 
amendment and for understanding that 
we need an assurance that that funding 
will be forthcoming before imposing 
this requirement. 

Again, I thank the Senator from 
Vermont for coming forth with this im-
portant amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
know of no other Senator who desires 
to participate in the discussion. I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend 

my colleague from Vermont for his 
amendment. I would add myself as a 
cosponsor, but I don’t want to get into 
trouble. I will tell him I am for it and 
cast my vote when the time comes. He 
has been a wonderful leader on edu-
cation issues for many years and cares 
about it very deeply. He comes from a 
great tradition in his home State of 
Vermont where Members of this body 
have dedicated a good part of their ca-
reers to improving the quality of edu-
cation. I commend him not only for the 
amendment he has just introduced but 
also for his tireless efforts over the 
years. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 365 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk offered by my-
self and my colleague from Maine, Sen-
ator COLLINS, and Senator LANDRIEU, 
among others, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 

for himself and Ms. COLLINS, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. CORZINE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. REED, and Mrs. CLINTON, 
proposes an amendment numbered 365. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To increase the authorization of 

appropriations for local educational agen-
cy grants) 
On page 31, strike line 23 through line 2 on 

page 32, and insert the following: 
‘‘(a) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY GRANTS.— 

‘‘(1) SHORT TITLE.—This subsection may be 
cited as the ‘Equal Educational Opportunity 
Act’. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION.—For the purpose of 
carrying out part A, other than section 
1120(e), there are authorized to be appro-
priated— 

‘‘(A) $15,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
‘‘(B) $18,240,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; 
‘‘(C) $21,480,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(D) $24,720,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(E) $27,960,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(F) $31,200,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(G) $34,440,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(H) $37,680,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(I) $40,920,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(J) $44,164,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will take 
a few minutes. Others may arrive 
shortly. In fact, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to offer this amendment on be-
half of myself and my good friend and 
colleague from New England, Senator 
COLLINS of Maine, among others; Sen-
ator LANDRIEU of Louisiana; my col-
league from Connecticut, Senator LIE-
BERMAN; and others who have been sup-
porters of seeing to it that we have the 
goal—that is what this amendment is; 
there are no mandates in this amend-
ment—of full funding for title I over 
the next 10 years. 

I ask unanimous consent that a chart 
be printed in the RECORD showing how 
title I funds are presently allocated 
and what this amendment would do if 
it were an appropriation—which it is 
not—and were to be adopted, in terms 
of the number of children who would 
then benefit under this amendment if 
it were to receive full funding. 

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

ACTUAL FY2000 (2000–2001) ESEA TITLE I, PART A GRANTS 

Children counted 
in allocating part 

A grants, FY 
2000 

Total basic and 
concentration 

grants 

Accountability 
grants Capital expenses 

Total basic, con-
centration, ac-

countability, and 
capital expenses 

grants 

Total grants per 
child counted for 

allocations 

United States ........................................................................................................................................................................... 10,266,051 $7,807,397,0900 $134,000,000 $12,000,000 $7,953,397,000 $774.73 
Alabama .................................................................................................................................................................................. 192,377 129,133,448 2,239,838 25,918 131,399,204 683.03 
Alaska ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 16,346 19,089,449 331,109 62 19,420,620 1,188.10 
Arizona ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 191,360 121,896,690 2,114,315 131,143 124,142,148 648.74 
Arkansas .................................................................................................................................................................................. 121,258 79,070,702 1,371,492 37,976 80,480,170 663.71 
California ................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,440,856 972,870,300 16,874,570 1,830,602 991,575,472 688.18 
Colorado ................................................................................................................................................................................... 94,208 71,304,340 1,236,784 28,218 72,569,342 770.31 
Connecticut .............................................................................................................................................................................. 79,352 70,351,232 1,220,252 97,270 71,668,754 903.18 
Delaware .................................................................................................................................................................................. 17,423 21,268,392 368,903 0 21,637,295 1,241.88 
District of Columbia ................................................................................................................................................................ 28,811 25,547,302 443,121 197,710 26,188,133 908.96 
Florida ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 537,170 363,365,948 6,302,633 169,492 369,838,073 688.49 
Georgia .................................................................................................................................................................................... 315,471 210,267,990 3,647,127 29,150 213,944,267 678.17 
Hawaii ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 27,586 20,157,643 349,637 7,521 20,514,801 743.67 
Idaho ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 34,959 23,516,224 407,892 10,069 23,934,185 684.64 
Illinois ...................................................................................................................................................................................... 386,359 326,710,586 5,666,840 626,443 333,003,869 861.90 
Indiana .................................................................................................................................................................................... 146,101 116,421,506 2,019,347 139,161 118,580,014 811.63 
Iowa ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 65,848 53,287,278 924,275 114,797 54,326,350 825.03 
Kansas ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 73,562 56,306,231 976,639 87,760 57,370,630 779.89 
Kentucky .................................................................................................................................................................................. 170,233 127,790,039 2,216,536 91,428 130,098,003 764.23 
Louisiana ................................................................................................................................................................................. 260,808 191,235,915 3,317,013 330,407 194,883,335 747.23 
Maine ....................................................................................................................................................................................... 34,734 31,963,499 554,411 10,007 32,527,917 936.49 
Maryland .................................................................................................................................................................................. 114,292 102,603,524 1,779,672 75,889 104,459,085 913.97 
Massachusetts ......................................................................................................................................................................... 149,980 153,374,071 2,660,294 568,641 156,603,006 1,044.16 
Michigan .................................................................................................................................................................................. 348,377 334,366,422 5,799,632 277,452 340,443,506 977.23 
Minnesota ................................................................................................................................................................................ 103,181 87,985,945 1,526,128 244,884 89,746,957 869.90 
Mississippi ............................................................................................................................................................................... 156,879 124,796,295 2,164,609 129,714 127,090,618 810.12 
Missouri ................................................................................................................................................................................... 190,061 134,785,325 2,337,870 253,523 137,376,718 722.80 
Montana ................................................................................................................................................................................... 35,471 26,320,082 456,525 21,940 26,798,547 755.51 
Nebraska .................................................................................................................................................................................. 38,316 32,206,952 558,634 83,658 32,849,244 857.32 
Nevada ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 37,365 23,321,774 404,519 4,910 23,731,203 635.12 
New Hampshire ....................................................................................................................................................................... 16,079 19,697,776 341,661 7,458 20,046,895 1,246.77 
New Jersey ............................................................................................................................................................................... 184,403 177,216,019 3,073,836 400,516 180,690,371 979.87 
New Mexico .............................................................................................................................................................................. 108,931 66,239,892 1,148,940 72,346 67,461,178 619.30 
New York .................................................................................................................................................................................. 811,011 731,360,429 12,685,548 1,904,316 745,950,293 919.78 
North Carolina ......................................................................................................................................................................... 238,302 150,972,799 2,618,644 10,193 153,601,636 644.57 
North Dakota ........................................................................................................................................................................... 18,999 19,820,740 343,793 25,234 20,189,767 1,062.68 
Ohio ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 339,503 302,371,742 5,244,680 458,381 308,074,803 907.43 
Oklahoma ................................................................................................................................................................................. 153,064 96,337,713 1,670,991 20,448 98,029,152 640.45 
Oregon ..................................................................................................................................................................................... 79,615 68,818,656 1,193,669 46,677 70,059,002 879.97 
Pennsylvania ............................................................................................................................................................................ 354,835 335,858,213 5,825,507 1,382,601 343,066,321 966.83 
Rhode Island ........................................................................................................................................................................... 27,324 24,654,345 427,633 89,998 25,171,976 921.24 
South Carolina ......................................................................................................................................................................... 159,793 100,733,900 1,747,243 7,521 102,488,664 641.38 
South Dakota ........................................................................................................................................................................... 27,908 19,734,301 342,294 18,335 20,094,930 720.04 
Tennessee ................................................................................................................................................................................ 191,731 134,693,146 2,336,271 24,488 137,053,905 714.82 
Texas ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 984,807 665,787,285 11,548,173 453,346 677,788,804 688.25 
Utah ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 39,442 35,293,180 612,165 7,645 35,912,990 910.53 
Vermont ................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,064 17,738,863 307,683 15,352 18,061,898 1,284.26 
Virginia .................................................................................................................................................................................... 178,979 118,413,150 2,053,892 40,027 120,507,069 673.30 
Washington .............................................................................................................................................................................. 139,324 108,939,573 1,889,572 38,659 110,867,804 795.76 
West Virginia ........................................................................................................................................................................... 85,656 73,479,762 1,274,517 18,832 74,773,111 872.95 
Wisconsin ................................................................................................................................................................................. 133,180 125,861,555 2,183,086 285,594 128,330,235 963.58 
Wyoming .................................................................................................................................................................................. 13,851 17,754,152 307,948 7,893 18,069,993 1,304.60 
Puerto Rico .............................................................................................................................................................................. 556,506 262,415,735 4,551,637 1,038,395 268,005,767 481.59 

Mr. DODD. I note my good friend 
from Alabama is in the chair. His is al-
ways the first State on the list. But 
just to make the point, presently there 
would be some 10 million children in 
the country who would be served by 
title I out of the 55 million children 

who go to school. In the case of Ala-
bama, there would be 192,377 children 
who would be served if we had full 
funding. That number today is about a 
third of that number, a third of the 192. 

If we go down the list—and what I 
have provided in the first column is 

what full funding would provide—and 
look at the number under your State 
and then calculate what one-third of 
that number is, you would get a rough 
idea of what the present number of 
children is who are being served. Of 
course, the number itself reflects what 
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full funding would amount to in all 50 
States. That is what this chart pro-
vides. 

As we know, our society is based on 
the promise of equal opportunity, not 
equal success. None of us bears an obli-
gation to guarantee the success of any-
one, but we all share the common goal 
that everyone ought to have an equal 
opportunity to succeed. 

This amendment, offered on behalf of 
myself and my colleague from Maine, 
and others, is designed to see to it 
that, as we ask for in this legislation, 
as we will over the coming days, there 
be greater accountability at the local 
level—in fact, a requirement of addi-
tional testing—so that we don’t just so-
cially promote students through the 
educational process; that we have some 
data about how students are doing— 
taking their temperature, in effect. 

Imagine, if you would, taking a tem-
perature every year to see how the pa-
tient is doing. We know that just tak-
ing the temperature doesn’t make a 
child better. We may get some idea of 
their health, but we don’t really know 
or are not really providing any medi-
cine that they need in order to improve 
the quality of their health. 

What title I does, and what it has 
done historically, is to provide that 
needed medicine, which I will dem-
onstrate in these remarks, to the most 
disadvantaged children in our society. 
Title I represents about one-third, or a 
half, almost, of the entire Federal dol-
lar commitment to education in the 
country. It is what our primary respon-
sibility has been over the last 35 years 
since we decided to enact the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

Just to back up a little bit and put 
this in perspective, the Federal Gov-
ernment, when it comes to elementary 
and secondary education—this may 
come as a shock to some—allocates be-
tween one-half and 1 percent of our en-
tire Federal budget to elementary and 
secondary education. If we add higher 
education, that number jumps to about 
2 percent of the entire Federal budget. 
If we exclude higher education and just 
take elementary and secondary, it is 
between one-half and 1 percent of the 
entire Federal budget. That is our com-
mitment. 

If you take the amount of money 
being spent on elementary and sec-
ondary education, for every dollar that 
is spent, that one-half of 1 percent 
amounts to somewhere between 4 and 7 
cents on the dollar. In other words, for 
every dollar that is spent to improve or 
invest in the elementary and secondary 
education needs of America’s children, 
about 94 or 95 cents comes from our 
local communities or our States, and 
about 5 or 6 cents comes from your 
Federal Government. That is one-half 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget. 

So when we start talking about title 
I, which was designed to go to the 
neediest districts in both rural and 
urban areas, we are talking about a siz-
able percentage of that 4 or 5 cents on 
the dollar. Yet we have never gotten to 

the full funding of title I since we initi-
ated it 35 years ago. We are only serv-
ing about a third of title I eligible chil-
dren in the country. So what the Sen-
ator from Maine, myself, and others 
are saying is that sometime over the 
next 10 years we have laid out a sched-
ule, but obviously the schedule is an 
authorization subject to whatever 
changes this body and the other body 
and the President would like to adopt. 
Then we could modify this formula. 

We have laid out a formula for our 
colleagues that doesn’t mandate any-
thing. It just sets out a goal and says 
that as we are going to test children, 
as we are going to ask for greater ac-
countability, we also want you to know 
that we believe as a goal that we ought 
to fully fund title I to give these chil-
dren a chance to reach their maximum 
potential educationally. That is what 
this amendment is really designed to 
do. 

Let me lay it out a little bit. Con-
gress passed the ESEA to help provide 
disadvantaged children with an edu-
cation to enable them to take advan-
tage of America’s promise of equal op-
portunity, and the primary mechanism 
for delivering on that promise has been 
title I grants for schools. 

Title I does more than just serve all 
eligible children. The reason why is 
simple: According to the Congressional 
Research Service, Congress funds title 
I grants to local education agencies at 
only about one-third of the amount al-
lowed under the formula. 

Twenty percent of schools with pov-
erty levels between 50 and 75 percent 
receive no funds at all. Let me repeat 
that. Twenty percent of all the schools 
in America with poverty levels between 
50 and 75 percent do not receive any 
title I funds today at all. And 36 per-
cent of schools with poverty rates be-
tween 35 and 50 percent do not receive 
any funds. 

So it is quite clear that an awful lot 
of eligible children that are clearly dis-
advantaged, by any standard, are not 
getting the kind of help that we origi-
nally envisioned with title I. About 
one-third are, if you take the country 
as a whole. Some areas get zero. 

So our goal with this amendment, 
without mandating anything, is to say 
that over the next 10 years we would 
like to get as close to living up to and 
fulfilling the promise made of serving 
these children. 

The bill we are debating will impose, 
as we know, some significant testing 
and accountability standards, many of 
which I think most colleagues support, 
on States and local schools. I think all 
of us agree—although the devil is in 
the details—that we need to know how 
students are doing in school and that 
States and schools need to be account-
able for educating our children. 

We need to remember that testing 
and accountability aren’t the same as 
reform. They measure reform, or they 
measure how students are doing, but 
they are not reform in and of them-
selves. Some of my colleagues have 

said that we should not provide schools 
with more resources until we have im-
plemented these reforms. 

This bill would require schools to set 
the goal of having all children become 
proficient in reading and math in 10 
years. That is what the bill says. It 
only makes sense that we in Congress 
set a goal for ourselves of providing 
districts with the resources over the 10 
years that they and the students and 
schools will need to meet the goals of 
proficiency in reading and math. That 
is reform. 

Some often talk about the impor-
tance of communities, not the Federal 
Government, in making decisions 
about education policy. I don’t disagree 
with that at all. 

Mr. President, this is a very impor-
tant point I want to make here because 
I think this gets lost, and sometimes 
we talk about titles and numbers and 
programs and you can glaze over the 
eyes of even the most interested lis-
tener when you start talking in acro-
nyms and numbers and so forth. Aver-
age people who even care about edu-
cation can get lost in all of this. But 
this is a very important point I want to 
make about title I because I think 
there are a lot of misimpressions about 
how title I funds are allocated and 
what it means if you get title I funds in 
your town and school. 

Title I funds are used in a completely 
flexible fashion—completely flexible— 
if you are a qualified district and the 
students are qualified. There has been 
great flexibility. Schools, for instance, 
use title I funds to hire new teachers 
and provide them with professional de-
velopment. Title I funds are used to 
provide new technology in schools if 
the district desires it and thinks that 
is the best way to improve their edu-
cation. They use title I funds to imple-
ment cutting-edge research based on 
new academic programs to provide bet-
ter, more intensive instruction in read-
ing and math to students with the 
greatest educational need. They use 
title I funds to support preschool and 
afterschool activities. They can be used 
to support any number of other activi-
ties to increase student achievement. 

The only goal required in the title I 
that we have ever mandated is that 
they should be designed to reach eligi-
ble children and to increase student 
achievement. That is it. So at the local 
level, if you are a qualified student or 
qualified school district and you are 
designing a program to increase stu-
dent achievement, then title I funds 
can be used. That is all we really re-
quire. 

Despite the rumors and the misin-
formation about title I, this is not 
some narrowly construed, highly nar-
row Federal mandate. We really do 
allow great flexibility. 

Contrary to what some have also ar-
gued, schools have been implementing 
reforms, and we need to do more to 
help them. The Department of Edu-
cation 1999 National Assessment of 
title I, which was done, I might add, in 
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consultation with an independent re-
view panel, found the following: Since 
1992, national reading performance has 
improved for nine-year-olds in the 
highest poverty public schools, regain-
ing lost ground in the late 1980s and 
early 1990s. Since 1992, math achieve-
ment also has improved among stu-
dents in the highest poverty public 
schools. 

Another study, which I have put up 
here for the edification of those who 
might like to see it, found in 1999 that 
students receiving title I services in-
creased their reading achievement in 21 
of 24 urban districts studied, and in-
creased their math achievement in 20 
of 24 urban districts studied. 

Mr. President, it is apparently work-
ing. Again, I come back to the fact 
that there were a significant number of 
school districts where students were 
not receiving any funds. But where 
they are, it is making a difference. 

In 2000, the Rand Corporation found 
that the largest gains in test scores 
over the last 30 years have been made 
by African American, Hispanic, and 
white disadvantaged students when 
title I funds have been expended. 

A study published this year con-
cluded that, ‘‘Whenever an inner city 
or poor rural school is found to be 
achieving outstanding results with its 
students by implementing innovative 
strategies, these innovations are al-
most invariably funded primarily by 
title I.’’ 

Mr. President, these title I funds are 
making a difference. They really make 
a difference. Our goal is not to man-
date these funds, but to say that if over 
the next 10 years we really want to 
raise the level of achievement, and if 
we are going to test people over the 
next 10 years to reach full proficiency 
in math and reading, our goal is to 
fully fund this program that is making 
a difference today. 

Some of my colleagues say that al-
though we have spent about $120 billion 
on title I since 1965—which is true. 
Over the last 35 years, we have spent 
about $120 billion in this program— 
there is still a huge achievement gap. 
There is; they are right. Even the num-
bers showing improvement don’t really 
deserve to be heralded too much be-
cause where they started from was so 
low that while it is improvement, it is 
not a level that any one of us would ac-
cept as satisfactory, but clearly there 
has been. Therefore, they say, because 
we spent this amount of money and 
still have an achievement gap, we 
should not spend any more money until 
we get the reforms. 

Let’s keep in mind that title I spend-
ing represents only about 3 percent of 
all spending on elementary and sec-
ondary education nationally. Let’s not 
blame all the problems on title I. It is 
such a tiny percentage. Again, you 
start talking about a dollar being 
spent, and I mentioned that about 5 or 
6 cents is the Federal commitment, and 
of the 5 or 6 cents, about 3 cents is title 
I. So when people say your title I 

money is a waste of money because the 
3 cents isn’t working, remember, there 
is about 95 cents that we ought to look 
at in terms of where that is going. So 
title I funds are important. 

Many experts argue that to the ex-
tent there is still an achievement gap, 
as I said, title I has kept it from grow-
ing even greater. I think that is prob-
ably a more accurate statement. 

The new Secretary of Education, Sec-
retary Paige, the former super-
intendent of schools in Houston, TX, 
has often spoken about the need to 
shine a spotlight on those schools so 
that parents and the public will bring 
pressure to bear where schools aren’t 
doing their job. 

I could not agree more. The parents 
and public have a right to know how 
the schools are doing and a responsi-
bility to get involved. But if we do not 
provide schools with the resources they 
need to implement reforms, then all of 
the testing and accountability in the 
world is not going to make any dif-
ference. 

As my colleague from Louisiana, 
Senator LANDRIEU, has often said—and 
I think it is a good statement—re-
sources without reforms may be a 
waste of money, but reforms without 
resources are a waste of time. And I 
agree with that statement. Testing and 
accountability without more resources 
are an unfunded mandate, however 
well-intentioned. 

No one questions the need for reform 
and no one should question the need for 
more resources for the full funding of 
title I. Congress passed the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act 36 years 
ago because of the achievement gap, 
and we need to provide schools with 
the resources to close it. 

This again does not mandate dollars. 
It sets the goal over 10 years. Many 
agree if we do not have an adequate al-
location of resources that we may be 
creating an unfunded mandate, where 
we are going to shut down schools, 
close the doors, without providing the 
financial backing that is needed. 

As I said, only 2 cents of every dollar 
go to education, and less than that, in 
fact, if you are talking about elemen-
tary and secondary education. Eighty 
percent of American citizens approve 
more than doubling the Federal invest-
ment in education in the next 5 years. 
We are talking about a 10-year commit-
ment. 

I know all of us are interested in 
closing the education gap for disadvan-
taged students. This amendment, while 
an authorization, is an important step 
in that direction. 

We will have further debates on the 
appropriations bill down the road. 
There will have to be an agreement 
struck between the White House and 
Congress, but many of us, Democrats 
and Republicans, would like to go on 
record that over the next 10 years we 
ought to try to get it. There may be 
other reasons that get in the way, but 
sending a message to America that we 
care about this; that as an authorizing 

bill these goals are commendable and 
deserving of bipartisan support in this 
body. 

I yield the floor to my colleague from 
Maine who I know wants to be heard. 
There are several other Members who 
want to be heard on title I. I have al-
ready taken more time than I should 
have. I apologize to my colleagues. I 
thank my colleague from Maine. 

I mentioned earlier my colleague 
from Vermont who has done so much 
on education issues, but Senator COL-
LINS from Maine, from the day she ar-
rived, has been committed to these 
issues. 

There are many reasons why I enjoy 
my service on the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee—I 
think that is the right name. We some-
times change the names of the commit-
tees, the education committee—but no 
more significant reason than serving 
with the Senator from Maine whom I 
have joined on numerous occasions on 
a variety of efforts where we find com-
mon ground. We have on this amend-
ment, Mr. President, and I am de-
lighted to join her in this effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DODD. I yield time to my col-
league from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I first 
commend the Senator from Con-
necticut for his extraordinary efforts. 
He has such a commitment to improv-
ing the education of disadvantaged 
children. He has been a leader in this 
effort, and I am very honored and 
pleased to join him tonight as his prin-
cipal cosponsor of a very important 
amendment. 

We talked a great deal during the 
past few days about what the proper 
role is for the Federal Government 
with regard to education. We all agree 
that States and local communities 
have the primary responsibility for 
education, but since the mid-1960s, 
when the Federal Government first 
passed the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the role of the Federal 
Government has been to promote edu-
cational equity, to try to narrow that 
persistent and troubling achievement 
gap between disadvantaged children 
and their peers. That is the reason the 
Federal Government is involved at all 
in education. It is to help with the edu-
cation of the poorest children in this 
country, to help ensure they have the 
same opportunities as children from 
more affluent families. 

Title I authorizes Federal aid to 
State and local education agencies for 
the education of these disadvantaged 
children. Title I grants are used to pro-
vide supplementary educational and 
other services to low-achieving chil-
dren attending schools with relatively 
high concentrations of pupils from low- 
income families. 

Much has been made of the fact that 
more than $120 billion has been poured 
in to title I programs over the past 35 
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years with not much to show for re-
sults. I understand that argument, and 
I am concerned that we have not made 
more progress in providing educational 
opportunities to disadvantaged chil-
dren, but I firmly believe that is about 
to change. 

We are not talking about putting 
considerably more money and doing 
things in exactly the same manner. We 
are not talking about pouring more 
money into a failed system. Instead, 
what we are putting forth with this bill 
is a new approach, a reformed system, 
a system that sets forth the goal of 
leaving no child behind, including and 
especially those children from dis-
advantaged families. 

We are talking about having account-
ability, of holding schools responsible 
for what really counts, and that is im-
proving student achievement. We are 
changing the focus from regulations 
and rules to results. We are asking the 
right questions. We are asking the 
question, ‘‘are our children learning?’’ 
And not, ‘‘Was that form filled out cor-
rectly?’’ That is a fundamentally dif-
ferent approach to education policy. 

With the leadership of President 
Bush and the Members on both sides of 
the aisle, the Senate has produced 
landmark legislation, the BEST Act, 
legislation that I believe may well be 
the most important bill we consider 
this year. It is legislation that I believe 
will help turn around many failing 
schools across America. 

With this act, we are making a fun-
damental change in our expectations 
for our schools. We are rejecting what 
President Bush has so eloquently 
called the soft bigotry of low expecta-
tions. But along with reforming the 
system, as we are imposing these new 
requirements and holding schools ac-
countable for improved student 
achievement, we need to provide some 
assistance with the financial aspects of 
reform. 

The amendment I have cosponsored 
with Senator DODD will do just that. 
Our amendment authorizes the Federal 
Government to provide the poorest 
schools in our country with significant 
additional funding over the next 10 
years. Our effort would set the goal of 
fully funding title I programs by the 
year 2011. 

We may not be able to do it. We may 
not be able to produce the appropria-
tions over the next 10 years that match 
these authorization levels, but 
shouldn’t we set forth the goal of doing 
so? 

Shouldn’t we challenge ourselves, 
just as we are challenging schools, par-
ents, teachers, administrators, school 
boards, and students all over this great 
Nation to increase their standards, to 
set high standards for our children, and 
to hold schools accountable for improv-
ing student achievement? 

Shouldn’t we, too, set high standards 
for ourselves? Shouldn’t we challenge 
ourselves to meet the goal of fully 
funding title I? 

That is what our amendment pro-
poses. 

We should be troubled by the growing 
achievement gap between disadvan-
taged students and their peers. Recent 
test results suggest we are going in the 
wrong direction, that the students who 
are performing the worst are actually 
getting worse. We cannot accept that. 
We have to make the difference. 

The system has failed to narrow this 
persistent and troubling achievement 
gap over the past 35 years. That is why 
we need the fundamental reforms in-
cluded in this legislation. But it is also 
why we need to put more resources 
into the system to support these new 
reforms. 

We have set these challenging goals 
for the schools of America. Let mem-
bers set an equally challenging goal for 
ourselves to fully fund title I. I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and to join with the Senator from 
Connecticut and with me in setting 
this goal for America’s schools. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague 

from Maine for her eloquent statement. 
I know my colleague from Tennessee 
wants to make some remarks, and I 
yield whatever time he may consume. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we have 
two amendments on the floor now. My 
colleague from Vermont talked 30 min-
utes ago about an amendment that is 
very important that I want to elabo-
rate on and express my support for, 
while addressing some of the issues 
that, to me, are very important. It is 
important the American people under-
stand the significance of that par-
ticular amendment. 

Earlier today we addressed the issue 
of fulfilling an obligation on behalf of 
our Government, an obligation we 
made through a mandate called IDEA, 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. 

As we debated in this body in the 
past we put a mandate on local schools 
and school districts and on States to 
fulfill a very important obligation. 
That mandate was to make absolutely 
sure we didn’t leave individuals with 
disabilities behind. In doing that, it 
imposed certain additional costs on the 
system locally. Yet we never fulfilled 
our obligation in supporting that so- 
called unfunded mandate. That is ex-
actly what it is. We addressed that ear-
lier today. 

In spite of our best efforts over the 
last 6 years and a true market increase 
in funding, we have a long way to go to 
address that issue. 

I think this bill, through bipartisan 
cooperation and the addition to the un-
derlying bill worked through the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pension 
Committee, goes a long way in stress-
ing President Bush’s agenda of edu-
cation, looking at local control, ac-
countability, measurable standards, 
and involvement of parents and em-
powering parents to make choices in 
the best interests of their children, in-
stead of having the Federal Govern-

ment or bureaucrats making those de-
cisions. There will be a lot of debate as 
to whether it went far enough in areas 
such as choice and parental involve-
ment, while others said we went too 
far. 

It is important to recognize the ac-
countability provisions in this bill are 
strong. They have been strengthened, I 
believe, after a lot of debate in the 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pension 
Committee and have been strengthened 
through bipartisan efforts of Demo-
crats and Republicans and representa-
tives from the administration working 
very hard to make sure whatever we do 
in terms of streamlining—getting rid of 
red tape, allowing the freedom to inno-
vate—we couple that freedom with 
very strong accountability provisions. 
These are not block grants as we have 
in the bill elsewhere. These are per-
formance grants. Don’t just give 
money to the problem and walk away. 
We have tried that and it does not 
work. We invest the money and meas-
ure the results, and we measure the re-
sults in a way that it helps not to just 
identify the problem but make the di-
agnosis specifically as to what the 
problem is so we can fix it. Reward suc-
cess; do not reward failure. If there is 
failure, further invest if necessary or 
put in a type of reform in an innova-
tive way, that could correct whatever 
the deficiency. 

What has become apparent to most 
everyone today is that over the last 35 
years, in spite of very good intentions, 
we have not made the accurate diag-
nosis as to why the achievement gap is 
getting worse every year and why we 
are failing to boost the academic 
achievement of the disadvantaged or 
the underserved, the less fortunate. 
Looking at international comparisons 
and what progress has been made over 
the last 30 years, we have to figure out 
how to eliminate the achievement gap 
and define it. That means more assess-
ments. 

We will hear people who do not like 
assessments saying it is a bunch of 
Federal tests we are imposing on local 
communities, and there is no Federal 
role for that. People will call and say 
we already have too many tests out 
there and that is not the problem. We 
are already testing our kids four or five 
times a year. 

It is now apparent for the first time, 
and this is why the bill is so important, 
the accountability, making the diag-
nosis, identifying the problem, and de-
fining it, requires an understanding of 
where we are today but also making 
comparisons over time. If you just give 
a test sporadically or there is no uni-
formity to the test, there is no ability 
to longitudinally, year by year, com-
pare and there will be an inadequate di-
agnosis. 

A bunch of results such as A, B, C, D, 
E, or F, and you will not know whether 
a B in Nashville, TN, is the same in 
Alaska or down in Florida or Cali-
fornia. 

All of this requires a degree of stand-
ardization but not a Federal test. 
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Again, I have talked to people around 
the country today who are calling and 
asking: Are you going to impose this 
national Federal test designed by bu-
reaucrats or designed by the Depart-
ment of Education or designed by Sen-
ators? The answer is no. 

The assessment, however, is critical. 
We have spent, according to Secretary 
Paige, about $150 billion over the last 
35 years, and we have hundreds of new 
programs. In spite of that, too many 
children are being left behind by our 
education system. That is the problem. 

Now we have to make the diagnosis. 
It means accountability systems and 
the foundation of making that diag-
nosis, the foundation of those assess-
ments, and the foundation of defining 
that problem means we have to assess, 
and we have to assess on a regular 
basis so we can intervene at the appro-
priate time —not just once in the 
fourth grade, wait 4 years and test that 
same individual in the eighth grade be-
cause then it is too late, and 4 years 
are lost. 

Thus, in the underlying bill, which I 
think is critically important, we have 
the annual assessment of all students 
in reading and math in grades 3–8 con-
sistent with President Bush’s proposal. 
That is a problem. The problem is out 
there, and we can define the problem 
and define it earlier. We can track a 
school or an individual. If they are 
doing OK the first year, worst next 
year, worst next year, we can inter-
vene. Whereas today we cannot inter-
vene because the test that is applied, 
there is no uniformity, and we do not 
know if the test in the eighth grade is 
the same in the fourth grade, if there is 
a difference. There is no standardiza-
tion. 

Now, it is critical; this is not a Fed-
eral test. We are not designing a cur-
riculum. That is dangerous. Everybody 
will be out there teaching just to the 
test and that will probably not give the 
results that are desired. Therefore, in 
this bill, it very specifically says that 
States would be free to develop their 
own assessments, but they have to be 
linked to state standards, No. 1; and 
No. 2, student achievement results 
must be comparable to year after year 
after year—fourth grade, fifth grade, 
sixth grade, seventh grade, eighth 
grade. We have to compare year to 
year. It is like looking at the heart, 
and you take pictures and you see 
parts at a time, and that is useful, but 
it is really useful to get an EKG 1 year, 
and the next year, and the next year. 
That is where the powerful diagnosis is 
actually made. 

States would be required, in addition, 
to report those assessment results. Can 
you do a test and get accurate data to 
make the diagnosis? Unless you give 
that information to somebody who can 
use it to intervene or correct, once 
again, it might just be a bunch of test 
results sitting on a shelf that nobody 
looks at, an accurate test, a cross-sec-
tional and longitudinal comparison. 
Then you have to require reporting of 

that information—this is in the bill—to 
the parents. Again, the importance of 
this bill is it empowers parents to 
make choices, to be involved, to make 
demands, to hold teachers accountable 
or schools accountable, again con-
sistent with the principles of President 
George W. Bush. Those results are also 
reported and spelled out to the public 
in the bill. 

The test results also—again, it is im-
portant because of this achievement 
gap—must be disaggregated. You don’t 
want to report in the aggregate how 
good a school or district or State does. 
You want to be able to take out that 
data, dissect it out. Therefore, in the 
bill we say that you have to do what is 
called disaggregation. Instead of 
lumping all the data together, you 
want to be able to take it apart, again 
so you can more specifically and better 
identify what the deficiencies might 
be, or what groups are doing well, what 
groups are not doing well. So there will 
be this so-called disaggregation or fur-
ther dissection of the information and 
data by socioeconomic status, by dis-
ability, by language proficiency—all of 
which you can address in innovative 
and creative ways if there is failure. 

All of that brings me back to the Jef-
fords amendment. That is because 
those are mandates of a sort, but they 
are mandates that are carried out at 
the local level—again, not a Federal 
test but a State-designed or locally-de-
signed test. But it is a mandate. You 
have to give the test. You have to give 
the paper. You have to wait the hour or 
two. You have to grade it. You have to 
develop the test. You have to make 
sure it is a useful test in a longitu-
dinally and cross-sectional way. 

In 1994 when we addressed the reau-
thorization—and we have to learn from 
our past mistakes—we did not quite 
get it right. Remember, we reauthor-
ized ESEA, or the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, seven times. In 
1994, Congress adopted a State assess-
ment requirement for title I but at 
that time did not provide the funds to 
the States to meet that requirement. 
Again, you have a mandate out there 
and you have no resources to go with 
it, and therefore it has had very little 
in the way of impact. 

The significance of the Jeffords 
amendment, once it is added to this 
bill and voted upon in an hour and a 
half or so, is it will commit the Federal 
Government to sharing the cost of the 
proposed assessments, of the proposed 
testing. What it specifically does, S. 1, 
or the Jeffords amendment once in-
serted into S. 1, is it will provide $370 
million in the year 2002. There will be 
annual increases of $10 million each 
year all the way out to 2008. A total of 
about $2.8 billion will be added through 
the Jeffords amendment over 7 years. 

There was a discussion of from where 
that figure came. It came from a lot of 
analysis and a lot of study. I want to 
tell my colleagues that because this 
was initially raised in one of the work-
ing group meetings, the bipartisan 

working group. It became very clear 
that we were all concerned about giv-
ing this additional responsibility to 
States and local communities. 

Everybody said: How much does it 
cost to conduct a test or to develop a 
test? Again, the data that came back 
showed that there is a lot of variation 
from State to State. 

A State such as Tennessee has been 
very involved in testing many times 
during the year for many of the grades 
and therefore has gotten on down the 
line. The cost is going to be less. We 
will still be able to use many of those 
tests and adapt them according to Fed-
eral standards. 

The 7-year cost estimates have 
ranged, in terms of estimates you see 
in the press circulating around, from $2 
billion to some as high as $7 billion. 
But the more we as a group looked and 
analyzed this data, the more com-
fortable at least I became with this fig-
ure of about $2.7 or $2.8 billion as a part 
of carrying that additional burden that 
the States will have for this testing. 
Again, it depends so much on how 
much is already going on in that State. 

It also depends on what types of as-
sessments are out there. You can do all 
sorts of assessments, what is called 
norm-referenced assessments or cri-
terion-based assessments. There are 
States such as Massachusetts, I be-
lieve, which have a certain criterion 
that far surpasses even what we re-
quire. We are able to compare State by 
State. 

I, for one, am very comfortable with 
the Jeffords amendment as sufficiently 
and appropriately supporting that in-
cremental cost with this increased re-
quirement, very important require-
ment, of accountability to make sure, 
in everything else we are doing, we are 
linking any change we proposed in this 
bill to strong accountability. 

In closing, I urge support of the Jef-
fords amendment to S. 1. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield as 

much time as she may consume to the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana, 
who is a principal cosponsor for full 
funding for title I, an amendment by 
myself and the Senator from Maine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues, Senators DODD 
and COLLINS, for their great leadership 
in this area. In committee on many 
days, in many meetings, in many dif-
ferent forums, these two have been just 
tremendously powerful voices for a 
very important piece of our education 
reform efforts, and that is, in fact, title 
I. 

The title, the block grant, if you will, 
is the money that goes to all of our 
school systems and our districts to 
help turn around poor performing 
schools, to help reach those children 
who are in the greatest need, to help 
reach those counties—in Louisiana’s 
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instance, our Parishes—where the tax 
base is minimal or weak, where even 
well-intentioned individuals who want 
to give more revenues for schools can-
not because of their limited capacities. 
Title I was intended, when it was cre-
ated, to be the answer to that, to help 
equalize the playing field. It was in-
tended to make real what we say about 
giving equal opportunity for children. 

I thank them because they were very 
forceful in committee and now bring-
ing this amendment to the floor, in 
which it seems many of our colleagues 
are going to join. 

I also thank Senator KENNEDY for his 
outstanding work in the whole area of 
education, for working so diligently to 
bring us to the underlying compromise 
which Senator JEFFORDS’ amendment 
represents, which is a strong account-
ability component. The Federal Gov-
ernment now really enters into a part-
nership with States to not just throw 
more money at education but to im-
prove every school. It will give them 
the resources to help frame the goals. 
It will give them the tools they need to 
set their own standards of performance 
and to increase testing and account-
ability in addition to adding invest-
ments through title I to meet those 
goals. 

Senator KENNEDY and Senator JEF-
FORDS, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
BAYH, and so many others have been 
engaged in this compromise. I am 
proud to be here to support it and to 
speak for just a moment on what the 
title I amendment will do for Lou-
isiana. 

Mr. President, for your State, Ala-
bama, which is similar to Louisiana, it 
will be a tremendous victory for our 
schools and our schoolchildren, par-
ticularly in the South, particularly in 
areas where there are high concentra-
tions of the poor. If this amendment we 
are advocating is adopted and the au-
thorization for title I is increased as 
substantially as this amendment calls 
for and the underlying agreement al-
lows, it is going to mean, for Lou-
isiana, an additional $161 million. That 
is going to help add resources to one of 
the strong accountability systems we 
have in the Nation. 

I commend our Governor and our leg-
islature, our BESE board, for stepping 
out years ago, introducing rigorous 
tests and accountability, trying to 
identify failing schools. If we are suc-
cessful in not only passing this amend-
ment and authorizing this increase in 
title I but ultimately successful and 
can lean hard on the appropriators— 
and I am a new member of that com-
mittee—to actually get this money ap-
propriated, it will be a tremendous help 
to Louisiana, to Alabama, to Cali-
fornia, to New York, to Maine, to Con-
necticut—to all of our States, to give 
those administrators the resources 
they need to help these schools turn 
around and improve. 

In addition, on a separate amend-
ment which is not what we are dis-
cussing but was already adopted, we 

have now made a commitment and a 
statement in the Senate that we want 
to live up to full funding for special 
education. 

If we will do those two things—get 
the full funding for special education 
and, in fact, adopt this title I amend-
ment, and get the money actually 
funded through the appropriations 
process—I would say we have done 
more to really improve, enhance, and 
strengthen public education than we 
perhaps have done in the last 30, 40, or 
50 years. I mean that. Let me tell you 
why. 

Some Senators have made state-
ments that would lead people to be-
lieve that in the years past we have 
really funded title I and that the prob-
lem is we just kept funding it but we 
didn’t ask for results. I would like to 
take issue with that in the few minutes 
I have. 

Title I was created under President 
Johnson’s administration with the idea 
that for the first time in America the 
Federal Government would step up to 
the plate and recognize there were 
some areas of our country that needed 
extra help and tried to provide extra 
money for these schools. We have real-
ly barely kept pace with inflation. 
While the amount of money has gone 
up, when you look at it, it has barely 
kept pace with inflation. 

This amendment would significantly 
increase our investments in title I so 
we can live up to that promise we made 
35 years ago. Whether children live in 
the rural part of Maine or Louisiana, 
or Massachusetts, whether they are in 
a poor pocket of a large urban area; 
whether their community can afford to 
pay high property taxes or whether 
there is property of value to tax, these 
children could get qualified teachers; 
they could get computers; they could 
get technological training; they could 
have access to wonderful libraries, not 
only physically but on the Internet; 
they could have courses in science and 
literature to help build the kind of edu-
cation they need to break out of the 
cycle of poverty. 

We know schools can’t do all of it. 
We know parents, families, and the 
community have a role to play. But I 
can tell you, as a great beneficiary of 
an education system, that every single 
Senator in this room has benefitted. 
Some Senators came from very 
wealthy families, but many Senators 
came from poor families with very lim-
ited opportunities. If it wasn’t for 
strong parents and a good sense of 
community and a good education, none 
of us would have made our way to the 
Senate. 

That is why I believe so strongly in 
title I and why I thank Senators DODD 
and COLLINS for putting forth this 
amendment while we have a projected 
surplus to make a real commitment in 
moving these dollars to title I. 

Lets add another word about title I. 
Title I is not just one part. There are 
four parts to it. There is a basic grant 
that is distributed to all the States 

based on the number of poor children. 
Then there are three other parts laid 
on top of that to make sure the money 
we send actually reaches to the poorest 
districts that need the most help. 

While this amendment doesn’t spe-
cifically direct those dollars in that 
way, the underlying amendment and 
the underlying bill basically say if this 
amendment is adopted, the new 
money—we are talking about a signifi-
cant amount of new money, $6.4 bil-
lion—will not only be added to title I 
but it will be appropriated through 
those targeted concentration formulas 
so that States such as Louisiana that 
have high rates of poverty can be well 
served, and so that in the field Federal 
Government will, in fact, step up and 
be a real partner to these States and 
these local communities that are try-
ing their very best to make the kind of 
real reforms that we are advocating. 

It will enable them to provide this 
new testing—not just fake tests, not 
just the easy tests, not testing on the 
cheap, but good tests and good ac-
countability measures so we can iden-
tify what schools need help and then 
give them the help they need so we 
don’t leave any child behind. 

That is what is exciting about this 
amendment. I am so proud to be work-
ing on it with Senator DODD and Sen-
ator COLLINS. 

I believe it is most appropriate, while 
we are in this debate about the budget 
and setting parameters for how we are 
going to spend our money—we are 
going to give significant tax relief, and 
we can most certainly do that—that we 
set aside the right kind of investments 
for our schools. 

It has been said, and it was repeated 
to me over the weekend by one of the 
outstanding authors on the subject of 
education in the Nation, and I think it 
is worth repeating at this time, our 
schools don’t just serve the public; our 
schools create the public. 

In a nation that prides itself as being 
the longest living democracy in the 
world, a nation, while not perfect—we 
most certainly have many flaws and we 
have much to improve—that is really a 
model of democracy for the world, our 
education system becomes more than 
just learning facts about what was and 
what is. Students learn about the pos-
sibilities of what can be. They learn to 
think. They learn to believe in them-
selves. They learn to put things in per-
spective. An education system literally 
becomes a place where we create a pub-
lic that is educated enough to sustain a 
democracy that not only brings hope to 
every person that lives in America but 
brings hope to millions of people 
around the world. 

This is a big issue. I don’t mean to 
overemphasize how important title I is. 
But it really becomes imperative that 
this National Government, our Federal 
Government, give the resources nec-
essary to strengthen the schools that 
create the foundations and the bedrock 
of our Nation. 
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Again, I am proud to be part of it. I 

most certainly hope we have a strong 
vote on this amendment tonight. 

I thank my distinguished colleagues 
from Connecticut and Maine for bring-
ing this amendment to the floor, and I 
urge passage of the Dodd-Collins 
amendment. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-

NETT). Who yields time? 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield 10 

minutes to my colleague from Florida. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I rise to support the Dodd-Collins 
amendment. 

I have had the privilege of being a 
legislator most of my adult life. I must 
admit what we are facing today is not 
a first. I realize that legislation and 
the legislative process is an imperfect 
activity. As a matter of fact, it was 
Bismarck, I believe, who was quoted as 
saying that making laws is something 
similar to making sausage. It is a proc-
ess that you should never see. Today is 
an example of that, for here we are dis-
cussing one of the most important sub-
jects facing this Nation: How we are 
going to invest additional funding in 
education, a subject matter that is ab-
solutely essential to the future of this 
country, while at this very moment 
discussing and hopefully adopting the 
Dodd-Collins amendment that will 
fully fund title I over the next 10 
years—title I being the funding for dis-
advantaged students—while at the 
same time we have just received the re-
port from the other end of the U.S. 
Capitol Building that the House is 
about to take up a conference com-
mittee report on the budget resolution 
from which the Democratic leadership 
was excluded. All of the Democrats on 
the Budget Committee were excluded 
from knowing what was in that budget 
conference report. 

We find, in fact, that what is in it is 
exactly the opposite of what we are de-
bating right now—that instead of fully 
funding title I, title I will not be fully 
funded; much less, it will not even be 
adequately funded; much less, it will 
not even be increased over the next 10 
years. That is an irony of all ironies. 

But let’s look at some other issues. 
We understand that the budget resolu-
tion may come here tonight for a vote, 
while at the same time we are dis-
cussing the education bill and voting 
to invest additional resources into edu-
cation. What we are going to be voting 
on tonight is a budget resolution that 
has no increase in funding for edu-
cation. You can’t have it both ways. 

We understand, although we have not 
been privy to this documentation yet, 
that not only are there not going to be 
the increases in title I, the subject of 
the amendment that we are discussing 
for a significant increase—indeed, the 
full funding of title I—but that there is 
going to be less funding, with no in-
creases, for safe and educational after-
school opportunities. Head Start is not 

going to be significantly increased, the 
program to get children ready to enter 
kindergarten and the elementary 
school years. It is going to eliminate 
the additional funding for the training 
of our teachers. It is going to eliminate 
the additional funding for reducing 
class sizes. And it is going to eliminate 
funding for making our schools more 
safe. 

What we have just talked about is 
what the American people want. They 
want safe schools. They want smaller 
classes. They want better paid teachers 
and better trained teachers with con-
tinuing education opportunities. They 
want additional opportunities for dis-
advantaged children. And they want 
afterschool programs for children. 

That, in large part, is what this en-
tire bill, S. 1, is about, which we are 
talking about and have amended. 

Earlier today we adopted the Harkin 
amendment. It provided some $180 bil-
lion over the next 10 years for children 
with disabilities. Yet I am told that a 
stealth budget resolution conference 
report, that we are not privy to see, is 
coming to this Chamber for a vote to-
night. That is exactly the opposite of 
what we are doing in the consideration 
of this education bill. 

I know the process of legislation is 
not pretty, but this defies anybody’s 
description about any kind of sym-
metry because there is none. It is a 
total irony that we would be giving, 
with one hand, for one of the most fun-
damentally important needs of this 
country, education, and later tonight 
taking away with the other hand. 

Mr. President, I thank you for the 
opportunity to address the Senate. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend 
our colleague from Florida. He has 
made an eloquent statement. He raises 
a very valuable point. I appreciate his 
support for this amendment. This is 
one way to put us on record, in a bipar-
tisan way, to say how critical in-
creased Title I funding is to edu-
cational reform. Not only must we in-
sist upon accountability but we must 
make it possible for people to dem-
onstrate their academic achievement, 
which is necessary if we are going to be 
successful. 

So I, for one, am very grateful for his 
support on this amendment and also 
for his comments in relation to the po-
sition we may find ourselves in with 
having supported a reauthorization but 
then finding it difficult under the budg-
et agreement to have the resources ac-
tually committed. 

I thank the Senator for his com-
ments. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes, and then I will yield 
the Senator from Alabama 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the whole 
issue of funding is very important. It is 
very clear to everybody in this Cham-
ber that we have not sufficiently fund-
ed title I, especially if we are to focus 
on eliminating the achievement gap. In 

fact, after the bill passes, we will re-
quire our States to engage in assess-
ments so we can make the diagnosis 
and understand better why, after 35 
years, $150 billion, and over 200 pro-
grams, we continue to fail the dis-
advantaged. We have failed to elimi-
nate or even diminish that achieve-
ment gap. In fact, we have done just 
the opposite. That achievement gap 
has increased over time. The President 
of the United States has pointed that 
out again and again. That is our 
charge: to have measurable results, 
linked with the freedom of innovation 
and the best of what America is all 
about to address this fundamental 
problem. 

Title I is the cornerstone of the Fed-
eral involvement in focusing on the 
disadvantaged in this country. It is a 
monument, in many ways, to our com-
mitment as a nation to boost the aca-
demic performance of disadvantaged 
children and to close that gap between 
rich and poor youngsters. 

It is not because of a lack of good in-
tentions; we have a litany of programs 
that are out there today—some have 
been funded fully and some have been 
inadequately funded—but we have 
failed the disadvantaged in this coun-
try. Title I is not accomplishing its 
purpose today. 

We are talking a lot, in relation to 
the two amendments we will be voting 
on at 7:30, about markedly increasing 
the funding in title I and in the edu-
cation bill. We are talking about mark-
edly, massively increasing it with this 
increased authorization. 

I just want to make two points. The 
answer is not just money. It does take 
an increased investment. But we abso-
lutely have to link that increased in-
vestment to accountability and to ap-
propriate reforms and flexibility. We 
have to empower parents, have local 
control, and accountability. 

The strategy over the last 35 years of 
aiming dollars at programs or school 
districts to create just new programs 
for disadvantaged students simply has 
not worked. I do not want this body to 
think that just throwing money at the 
problem alone is going to address the 
issue. 

Part of the problem with title I, and 
this whole concept of fully funding 
title I, is it is pretty complex. The de-
cision was made about 30 years ago not 
to fund individual students. We say: 
Leave no child behind. People think 
when we are increasing this money, we 
are giving it to that child or to that 
family, or that the value goes to that 
child or to that family, the disadvan-
taged student, that the resources are 
aimed at that student. 

In truth, that is not what was de-
cided historically. It has been to fund 
the institutions where the highest per-
centage of those students are but by 
using a formula which really funds the 
institutions. That means even if we put 
in an unlimited amount of money into 
title I, we would still not be addressing 
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the issue of covering all the disadvan-
taged students. It is a quirk in the for-
mula. It is a quirk of the decisions that 
have been made in this body. 

I mention that because Senator JUDD 
GREGG of New Hampshire will later, 
next week, address this issue of port-
ability. If we really care about dis-
advantaged students, shouldn’t we, in 
some way, address every disadvantaged 
student? The best way to do that, con-
ceptually and practically, would be at 
least to take some of these resources 
and attach them to the student—the 
disadvantaged student, the poor stu-
dent, the student with the disability— 
and allow that student to have the re-
sources that are most appropriate for 
him or her. Again, it comes back to 
portability. But that is not the issue 
tonight. 

But as I see the great support for in-
creased funding, we have to link it to 
accountability. 

I want to introduce the concept we 
will be debating next week, and that is 
portability. 

Just so people will understand, the 
title I formula is based on the number 
of low-income children living in a dis-
trict, but the money goes to the school 
and does not go to the child. As a proc-
ess, we have corrected some of it in the 
underlying bill. The formula favors 
high spending in wealthy States be-
cause part of the equation is how much 
you are spending right now in a State, 
and wealthy States or wealthier 
States—New York spends a lot more 
per capita or per student than Ten-
nessee; that is an important part of the 
formula—are going to get more money 
through title I than a student will in 
Tennessee or Louisiana or many other 
States. 

Secondly, districts with high-poverty 
schools are served first, and that is ap-
propriate, but at some level there is a 
cutoff and, therefore, you can’t serve 
all schools. You just don’t have enough 
money to serve all schools that have 1 
or 2 or 3 percent or 4 percent of dis-
advantaged students. 

Third, high-poverty schools receive a 
priority for funding but because of the 
equation, per pupil, per individual dis-
advantaged student, they receive less 
than low-poverty schools. It doesn’t 
make sense for a high-poverty school 
to receive less per pupil. It is because 
they have a higher percentage. 

I mention that because the formula, 
the way it is configured today, means 
that nearly half of low-income children 
in America receive no assistance from 
title I. Therefore, when you hear that 
half who deserve it don’t receive it, 
then the response is: Let’s put more 
money into it. 

I want to point out to my colleagues, 
you could put more money into it and 
more money into it. I am not arguing 
against that. I think we need to put 
more money into it, but given the for-
mula and the way we target institu-
tions and not the students, with unlim-
ited money put into the system as cur-
rently configured, you will never be 

able to take care of all the disadvan-
taged students out there. The only way 
you can do that is looking at port-
ability and saying that you need to at-
tach some of these funds to the indi-
vidual student. 

I know we have been going back and 
forth. 

Mr. DODD. May I yield to my col-
league from Delaware who has another 
engagement before we actually vote? If 
he could have 2 minutes or 3 minutes 
and then go to my colleague from Ala-
bama. 

Mr. FRIST. Absolutely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want 

to say a word about accountability and 
relate that to resources. In the meas-
ure we will be voting on and amending 
later today and for the next week or so, 
there is a full measure of account-
ability. I want to mention some of the 
provisions. 

If after 4 years a school has been un-
able to shed its label of a nonper-
forming school, a school is unable to 
meet its yearly progress goals, a stu-
dent who is trapped in that school 
must be offered the chance to go to an-
other public school. That school dis-
trict must provide the transportation 
for that student. 

Under the accountability regimen 
that is part of this bill, after 4 years of 
failure by the school, either that 
school must simply be reconstituted 
and the administration and teachers 
let go, or largely replaced, or the 
school has to be turned over to the 
State or another entity. There is real 
accountability in this legislation. 
There ought to be. 

The question we need to consider is, 
Are we investing the resources that 
will enable that school and thousands 
of other schools falling short of the 
mark to help their kids meet the 
standards that have been set by the 
various States, particularly in reading 
and in math? 

Our role in the Federal Govern-
ment—when I spoke yesterday I talked 
about our role—is to level the playing 
field for kids who come from a dis-
advantaged background. Part of that 
role is making sure that kids are 
healthy, born healthy, have enough to 
eat and nutritious food early in their 
lives, and to make sure they have ac-
cess to health care so that when they 
are old enough to go to school, they are 
not already hopelessly behind. 

It goes beyond that. It is trying to 
make sure that there is adequate child 
care, as we push people off the welfare 
rolls, compel them to go to work, to 
make sure that those children of wel-
fare parents have some decent child 
care so that they get that help when 
their brains are young and so much can 
be done to get them on the right path. 

Our role extends to Head Start. We 
don’t begin to provide the Head Start 
funding that we have promised to pro-
vide. We just don’t meet our obligation 
for 3- or 4-year-olds in this country. We 

leave it up to the States to try to make 
up the difference. States such as Dela-
ware and Ohio do, but many do not. 

Until the adoption of an amendment 
earlier today on a voice vote for the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, we simply didn’t fund it. We met 
about a third of our obligation but not 
the rest. 

As we prepare to hold schools and 
school districts and States accountable 
for the children left behind today in 
failing schools, we have to make the 
appropriate investments. Whether it is 
Head Start, whether it is child care, 
whether it is individuals with disabil-
ities, and whether it is children who 
are eligible for these title I programs, 
they actually work. To the extent that 
we can come closer to funding for every 
three kids, to make the program avail-
able for those three kids instead of, 
today, one out of three, we will enable 
those children to be successful and en-
able their schools to avoid being a fail-
ure. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 

our colleague from Delaware. As a 
former Governor, I know many Gov-
ernors believe as he does as well. I ap-
preciate his comments and thoughts. 

I ask unanimous consent that our 
colleague from Vermont, Senator JEF-
FORDS, be added as a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I also 
commend the Senator from Delaware. 
About 3 years ago, I guess it was, as 
Governor, he was one of the instru-
mental driving forces in a bill called 
Ed-Flex, where it, in a bipartisan way, 
was brought to the Senate and passed, 
providing education flexibility. It is a 
pleasure now that we can all partici-
pate in a bill in a bipartisan way, al-
though we get partisan at times, devel-
oping those things that started several 
years ago. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, we would not have 
education flexibility in all 50 States 
were it not for the leadership that he 
provided in the Senate and the support 
of Senators DODD and KENNEDY and 
others. I thank him for the great work 
he does. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I yield to 
my colleague from Alabama. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, it is a 
pleasure to be able to discuss once 
again some of the issues facing edu-
cation. We can really do better. The 
Government has not, in my view, been 
effective enough in utilizing our re-
sources and our laws and regulations 
and paperwork to produce education 
excellence. 

Yes, we should have accountability. 
As the Senator from Delaware: You 
have to have more money then to 
achieve excellence, and we are going to 
have a lot more money this year in 
education. That is going to be a good 
start. 
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I suggest that that is not the only 

thing that drives improvement in edu-
cation. Dr. Paige, our Secretary of 
Education, who served in the Houston 
school system from 1995 to 2000, took 
over the seventh largest system in the 
country with only 37 percent of the stu-
dents passing the basic Texas test. He 
applied, when President Bush was Gov-
ernor, principles that he believed in 
and learned as the dean of an education 
school, as a teacher himself, and as a 
coach. 

He went to work to improve edu-
cation in the Houston schools, and in 5 
years, he reported that 73 percent of 
the students in Houston passed that 
test. 

When asked recently: Didn’t you get 
a lot more money? He said: The third 
year we had a proposal for more 
money. The voters voted it down. Test 
scores kept going up and things were 
getting better, and we came back 
again. And we did get more money. 

Most of the progress and the frame-
work for the progress was made before 
he was given any more money. 

Testing, he says, is not an account-
ability factor so much as a part of 
teaching. It is a way, an ability. The 
process of helping children learn is to 
find out where they are and what they 
can do. 

Are they up to speed? Are they be-
hind? What level are they on? How can 
you improve them? We cannot leave 
children behind. We cannot wait until 
the fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth 
grade, and find out that children are 
able to do basic math and read and 
write. Isn’t that terrible? That has 
been happening, we know, too much in 
America. 

I would say the key component of 
testing isn’t just some sort of account-
ability, although it does provide ac-
countability; it is a way and a tech-
nique of identifying children that are 
falling behind. We don’t want to leave 
children behind. No child should be left 
behind. We can intervene early, and the 
President wants testing from third to 
eighth grade to make sure they are up 
to speed and not falling behind, be-
cause he cares about them. 

Dr. Paige said he loved those chil-
dren. He loved them enough to test 
them and find out how they were doing 
and make sure they are catching up. 
And he wants to engage parents. You 
can bring them in if things aren’t going 
well. If the whole school is doing badly, 
you can come in and improve it. You 
can challenge the leadership if they are 
not doing well. 

So I think we have some real poten-
tial movement in education, and that 
is exciting. If we allow schools to have 
more freedom to use their education 
money that they are going to be receiv-
ing—and are receiving now—in ways 
that they believe will drive academic 
achievement, but we simply say find 
out how your children are doing, report 
that to the parents and teachers and 
the taxpayers, and if you are not doing 
well, let’s confront that problem quick-

ly. I think that is something that will 
work. 

We voted today to fully fund the 
IDEA, the Individuals With Disability 
Education Act. I think that is wonder-
ful, and it is an act that has a great 
goal. It has achieved some very good 
things. The vision of the Individuals 
With Disability Education Act was to 
make sure that children were not 
shunted aside, that they were allowed 
to participate fully in the environment 
in which they would be participating 
when they graduated, and that phys-
ically disabled children would be able 
to participate with other children in a 
classroom, that children who are blind 
or deaf would be able to mainstream in 
the classroom and benefit from it. It 
had some good provisions in it. 

But I am here to tell you that there 
is a growing problem in America with 
this act, dealing with one just minor— 
really, in the scheme of things—part of 
it, but it has a major impact; that is, 
the ability of schools to discipline and 
deal with children who are not able to 
function in a classroom. It is a major 
source of frustration and anger, and a 
major factor in teachers actually quit-
ting education. We can do something 
about this. We do not have to allow 
this to continue. 

I have visited in my State approxi-
mately 25 school systems within the 
last year and asked them about what is 
going on. I have been hearing routinely 
about the problems they are having 
with the disciplinary requirements 
that really limit their ability to main-
tain order in their classrooms. The 
head of the Alabama Education Asso-
ciation and Teachers Group said he be-
lieves changes need to be implemented. 
He said, ‘‘I am tired of these people 
cursing teachers in Alabama and noth-
ing can be done about it.’’ 

So I believe that the time has come 
to deal with it, and I want to share 
some of the information I have learned 
over the last year or so about this par-
ticular subject. Let me read this letter 
from a student that I think gives an in-
dication of what we are about: 

I am a 14-year-old eighth grader. I have a 
problem. There is this girl that goes to 
school with me. She is an ADD student. She 
has been harassing me for no reason. She has 
pretty much done everything from breaking 
my glasses to telling me she is going to kill 
me. This really bothers me because she is an 
ADD student and the only punishment she 
ever gets is a slap on the hand. My principal 
says there is not much he can do because her 
status as a special ed kid. I asked what 
would happen if I threatened her back and he 
told me I would be suspended from school 
and forced to stay away. The most she has 
ever gotten is 3 days ‘‘in school’’ suspension. 
I think this is wrong. She scares me and I am 
tired of this. It has been going on for 5 
months and it’s really getting scary. 

Doesn’t that bother you? Can you 
hear that child saying that? She is ex-
actly correct. That principal is able to 
discipline her for a threat or a violent 
behavior much more severely and much 
more effectively than he can deal with 
a special ed student. 

Let me read this story in the Dothan 
Eagle, a newspaper in Alabama: 

Until recently, Tina Ham never worried 
about the safety of her child in Geneva Coun-
ty Elementary School in Hartford, AL. But 
since last week, school safety is all she and 
other parents have thought about after a 
third grade special ed student threatened to 
kill his fellow third graders. Parents say 
that an 11 year old boy threatened to shoot 
and kill two African American students and 
then threatened to kill the entire third 
grade. Parents say that the boy has a history 
of behavior problems and has frequent out-
bursts at school. He has a history of report-
edly attacking other students. Sources say 
the boy can be heard yelling in his class-
room, and that he has been seen spitting on 
people, walking on tables, and throwing 
books and desks. The threats came to light 
after calls were made to a State violence 
prevention hotline. 

I would like to see more States do 
that, so that if a parent or teacher or 
student sees something they are con-
cerned about or violence, they can 
make an anonymous call and perhaps 
something can be done about it. 

About 50 parents confronted the school 
board members recently to express their con-
cern about the situation. One parent was 
quoted as saying that she ‘‘didn’t want to 
hurt the child, but I don’t want him to hurt 
my child. I lose faith in school officials.’’ 
One school official explained that since the 
child was in special education, they would 
have to meet Federal guidelines in dis-
ciplining the student. It is more involved 
than it is with general students. One school 
official was quoted as saying that it is a seri-
ous situation and has created quite a disrup-
tion to the day-to-day activities of the 
school. More intervention is needed. One par-
ent explained, ‘‘I want this child to be 
helped. I want him to receive the help he 
needs and my child afforded the education 
she deserves. If there is a problem, get him 
some help. I feel this child is capable of kill-
ing someone.’’ 

This is a letter from a teacher from 
Troy, AL. First, let me just add, par-
enthetically, that as I went about and 
people would tell me stories, I would 
routinely ask them to send me a letter, 
put that in writing to me and I may 
share it one day on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate. I have received 50 to 75 or more 
letters with these kinds of examples. 

This is a letter from a mid-sized rural 
town in Alabama: 

As a special educator of 6 years, I consider 
myself ‘‘on the front lines’’ of the ongoing 
battle that takes place on a daily basis in 
our Nation’s schools. I strongly believe that 
part of the ‘‘ammunition’’ that fuels these 
struggles are the rights guaranteed to cer-
tain individuals by the IDEA act of 1997. The 
law, though well-intentioned, has become 
one of the single greatest obstacles that edu-
cators face in our fight to provide all chil-
dren with a quality education delivered in a 
safe environment. There are many examples 
that I can offer firsthand. However, let me 
reiterate that I am a special educator. I have 
dedicated my life to helping children with 
special needs. It is my job to study and know 
the abilities and limitations of such chil-
dren. I have a bachelor’s degree in psy-
chology, a masters degree in special edu-
cation and a PH.D. in good ole common 
sense. No where in my educational process 
have I been taught a certain few ‘‘disabled’’ 
students should have a ‘‘right’’ to endanger 
the right to an education of all other dis-
abled and non-disabled children. It’s non-
sense; it’s wrong; it’s dangerous; and it must 
be stopped. There is no telling how many in-
structional hours are lost by teachers in 
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dealing with behavior problems. In times of 
an increasingly competitive global society it 
is no wonder American students fall short. 
Certain children are allowed to remain in the 
classroom robbing the other children of 
hours that can never be replaced. There is no 
need to extend the school day. There is no 
need to extend the school year. If politicians 
would just make it possible for educators to 
take back the time that is lost on a daily 
basis to certain individuals there is no doubt 
we would have better educated students. It is 
even more frustrating when it is a special 
education child who knows and boasts ‘‘they 
can’t do anything to me’’ and he is placed 
back in the classroom to disrupt it day after 
day, week after week. It is clear that IDEA 
’97 not only undermines the educational 
process it also undermines the authority of 
educators. In a time when our profession is 
being called upon to protect our children 
from increasingly dangerous sources our 
credibility is being stripped from us. 

Strong letter. I am reading her 
words: 

I am sure you have heard the saying: The 
teachers are scared of the principals, the 
principals are scared of the superintendents, 
the superintendents are scared of the par-
ents, the parents are scared of the children, 
and the children are scared of no one. And 
why should they be? I have experienced the 
ramifications of the ‘‘new and improved’’ law 
first hand. I had one child attempt to assault 
me (he had been successful with two other 
teachers) He was suspended for one day. I 
had another child make sexual gestures to 
me in front of the entire class. Despite the 
fact that every child in my class and a ma-
jority of the children in the school knew of 
it, I was told by my assistant principal that 
nothing could be done because ‘‘these special 
ed kids have rights’’, I literally got in my 
car to leave that day, but my financial obli-
gations to my family and my moral respon-
sibilities to the children I had in my class 
kept me there. 

She was going to give up the profes-
sion she had given her life to. 

The particular child I spoke about fre-
quently made vulgar comments and threats 
to my girls in my class on every opportunity 
he had when there was no adult present. For-
tunately, the girls, also special ed, could 
talk to me about it. Unfortunately, they had 
to put up with it because ‘‘nothing could be 
done’’. I know of a learning disabled child 
who cut a girl in a fight. The learning dis-
abled child and her parents then attempted 
to sue the school system because the child 
was burned when she grabbed a coffee pot to 
break it over the other child’s head. I know 
of another specific incident where three chil-
dren brought firearms to school. The two 
‘‘regular’’ children were expelled. The special 
education student was back to school the fol-
lowing week. I fully expect that you and 
your colleagues in Washington will do what 
it takes to take our schools back from this 
small group of children who feel it is their 
right to endanger the education of every 
other child in school. 

Listen to that: 
I fully expect that you and your colleagues 

in Washington will do what it takes to take 
our schools back from this small group of 
children who feel it is their right to endan-
ger the education of every other child in 
school. As my grandmother said, ‘‘right is 
right and wrong is wrong’’ and to enable this 
to continue is just wrong. 

That is a serious commentary. The 
example of guns is a good one. For ex-
ample, three children bring guns to 
school. One of them is a special ed stu-

dent and the other two are not. The 
two that are not are expelled while the 
special ed student goes right back in 
the classroom. 

What does that say about equal jus-
tice and fairness? Is there any concern 
that the disabilities were not the driv-
ing factor in this and independent deci-
sions can be made by these children? 

Mr. President, I had 15 minutes. I do 
not want to go over my time. Is anyone 
keeping time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed his 15 minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair for 
allowing me to talk about this impor-
tant subject. We have provided a his-
toric and highly significant increase in 
funding for IDEA, but the Federal 
IDEA requirements for schools all over 
America have created a dual system of 
education and of discipline. 

It is important, perhaps even more 
than the money we are spending, that 
we consider trusting those educators 
who have given their lives to special 
education children and are trained to 
teach them, and allowing them to han-
dle these discipline problems in ways 
they think are appropriate. This would 
be a lot better than having Federal reg-
ulations micromanaging the schools. It 
is a very sore spot among every teacher 
in America, and if any of my colleagues 
do not think it is, they should just ask 
them. They will tell you about it. I 
thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 15 minutes on the time of the 
Senator from Vermont. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 
to address the issues before us, the Jef-
fords amendment, and also the Dodd 
amendment. 

Having listened to my colleague from 
Alabama, there are many children who 
attend our schools who need assist-
ance. One of the more recent studies 
shows in our city of Boston, a quarter 
of the children come from homes where 
either substance abuse or violence is 
present. 

Those who have looked at the profile 
of children from that urban area and 
similar urban areas understand the 
need for assistance for children who are 
facing different challenges. One is the 
kind of violence they have at home. 
Another is the medical challenges they 
are facing. 

All of us want to find ways to deal 
with these issues. What we have seen in 
recent times is where, out of the secu-
rity for other children, children are 
dismissed arbitrarily. Too often we see 
instances where they get further frus-
trated and resort to other types of vio-
lence, such as going home and finding a 
gun and acting out their anger with 
even greater violence. 

These are complex issues and ques-
tions. Children ought to be able to 
learn in a climate which lends itself to 
progress, and we also ought to find 

ways of providing assistance to the 
children who need it. 

We can address those issues, and I 
welcome the opportunity to participate 
as we move through the reauthoriza-
tion of IDEA or at other times. 

I want to reserve 4 minutes at the 
end of my 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join 
in supporting the Jeffords amendment 
which proposes the trigger for testing. 
There is bipartisan support for this 
program. 

The case has been made very elo-
quently by Senator JEFFORDS and oth-
ers about the role of testing. I was im-
pressed when I heard Secretary Paige 
and the President talk about their 
strong views that this should never be 
used as a punitive measure; that the 
role of these tests is to try to deter-
mine what the children know and to 
help the teachers develop approaches 
to assist those students so they can do 
better in their school work and in the 
future. That is certainly my view. I be-
lieve that is certainly the view of those 
who fashioned and shaped this proposal 
that is included in the legislation. 

A reasonable question has been 
raised about tests, tests which are sim-
ple, easy, multiple-choice tests that 
too often are used to test children and 
too often the curriculum or the chil-
dren are coached or taught to those 
tests. That, clearly, is not our interest. 

During the course of this debate we 
will attempt to address the issue of the 
quality of the tests, the tests that take 
critical thinking, demonstrate an ex-
cellence in writing, tests that examine 
what the child should know. Obviously, 
the difficulty is calibrated upon a well- 
thought-out curriculum taught by a 
well-qualified teacher. That is basi-
cally what we are looking at in this 
legislation. 

We are going to upgrade the curricu-
lums. We are going to incorporate pro-
fessional development for the teachers 
and thoughtful examination for the 
teachers themselves so they under-
stand the challenges that remain for 
children and help develop the supple-
mentary services that will be of high 
quality to help the children make 
progress in their education. That is 
certainly the way we want to proceed. 
That is the objective. 

The Jeffords amendment indicates we 
recognize our responsibility in helping 
fashion, shape, and support those de-
velopments. We will give our strong 
support and commitment and help de-
velop those tests. This is the essence of 
the Jeffords amendment. It provides re-
sources. It has a trigger. I think this 
will be funding that, effectively, will be 
assured as we move through the proc-
ess. I will certainly support it. 

As we make this case in support of 
the Dodd amendment, we are talking 
about additional resources. As has been 
said eloquently by the Senator from 
Connecticut and by others, we have de-
vised a new blueprint for account-
ability and responsibility on the 
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schools, on the States, on the teachers, 
and really with the students. What we 
are pointing out and what Senator 
DODD and Senator COLLINS have point-
ed out is, in order to give life to those 
dreams, we have to have the resources 
to make sure all of the elements of this 
proposal will be available to the need-
iest children in our society. 

Twenty percent of our children live 
in poverty. There are 10 million who 
qualify for the benefits of this pro-
posal. Only about 3.5 million are 
reached. Under the Dodd amendment, 
in the first year we will increase chil-
dren reached from 3.5 million to 6.8 
million. That is a dramatic increase. 
Over the rest of the years, we are mov-
ing for the final 3.5 million. For those 
who want to say we have done some-
thing important, if we support the 
Dodd amendment we will cover 6.8 mil-
lion children at the end. This is 
progress. This is what we believe this 
whole legislation should do. 

We will consider later this evening 
the proposal on the budget of $1.2 tril-
lion. What we are talking about in this 
instance amounts to less than six-thou-
sandths of 1 percent of that tax cut in 
order to be able to fund that program. 
Mr. President, $250 billion was ap-
proved in this body, Republicans and 
Democrats, to go to the conference on 
the budget. Virtually zero is coming 
back. We are asking six-thousandths of 
1 percent, and with that money we are 
including an extra 6.8 million children. 

Investing in these children makes a 
difference for the children, not just for 
the future but for our country. Al-
though the support for title I histori-
cally has been very minimal—less than 
2 percent of the money that has actu-
ally been expended—it is important to 
respond to those comments I heard re-
cently on the floor about what has 
been happening in Texas and the fact 
they made such progress, allegedly, 
without using any more resources. 

The fact is, in 1994, they spent $673 
million in the Dallas independent 
school district. In the year 2000, they 
spent $985 million. That is a $312 mil-
lion increase. What have been the re-
sults? The results have been a signifi-
cant increase in the funding and a dra-
matic increase in student achievement. 
We are not just saying throw the 
money at the problem and that will an-
swer it all. We are saying if the money 
is used, and used effectively, it results 
in student achievement. We have seen 
it in Dallas, as raised earlier this 
evening, and we have seen it in a num-
ber of other places. 

I will mention a few other title I suc-
cess stories. 

Approximately 80 percent of the stu-
dents at the Baldwin Elementary 
School in Boston, MA, are from low-in-
come families, and many are recent 
immigrants. With a strong focus on 
professional development and high 
standards for even the neediest chil-
dren, test scores soared between 1996 
and 2000. In the year 2000, 96 percent of 
the third graders and 91 percent of the 

fifth graders passed the State reading 
test, and 60 percent of the third graders 
and 39 percent of the fifth graders 
scored proficient at advanced levels. 

At Gladys Noon Spellman Elemen-
tary School in Cheverly, MD, in 1994, 
only 17 percent of third graders scored 
at or above the satisfactory level on 
the State test. Title I was used to im-
plement reform. Each teacher was 
paired with another staff member to 
provide small group instruction during 
a 90-minute reading period in a lan-
guage arts block in the mornings. All 
staff utilized specialists as a basis for 
language instruction and were provided 
with professional development. By 1999, 
73 percent of the third graders per-
formed at or above satisfactory on the 
State tests. 

These are exactly the kinds of pro-
grams that have been included in this 
legislation and which the Collins-Dodd 
proposal intends to support. 

The poverty rate at Burgess Elemen-
tary in Atlanta, GA, is 81 percent. Bur-
gess Elementary staff set out to im-
prove parent involvement in working 
with parents in the classroom, parent 
volunteer programs, academic pro-
grams for parent learning, and Satur-
day school programs for parents and 
students. Parental involvement in the 
school has boomed. Most days, 10 or 15 
parents are in the school voluntarily. 
In 1995, only 29 percent performed at or 
above the norm on the State tests. 
That increased to 64 percent as of 1998, 
and the math scores have improved 
from 34 percent to 72 percent. 

Parental involvement is in this bill. 
We can take the other examples and 

take the time of the Senate to review 
these other examples. We have tried to 
find the kinds of efforts that have dem-
onstrated success and support those in 
this proposal. But unless we are going 
to provide the investment in the chil-
dren, we are not going to be able to 
achieve those objectives; we are not 
going to be able to get there. That is 
what this amendment is all about. 

We have the blueprint. It will do the 
job. It will make a big difference. But 
we want to make sure no child is left 
behind. This should be a priority. We 
have an opportunity in a few moments 
to indicate our priorities, our support 
for this strong bipartisan effort to 
make sure the most needy and poorest 
children in this country will not be left 
behind. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ALLEN). The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Let me first say that last 

evening I had the privilege of pre-
senting an award at the Greater Boys 
and Girls Clubs of Washington, DC, to 
a very good friend of mine, Bud Selig, 
the Commissioner of Baseball. But an-
other recipient of last evening’s Boys 
and Girls Club Award was the distin-
guished Presiding Officer of this body, 
the Senator from Virginia. I will take 
a moment to commend my colleague— 
as I did last evening—for the recogni-
tion he received. I commend his work. 

May I inquire of the Chair how much 
time remains on these amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut controls just 
under 17 minutes, and the Senator from 
Vermont has about 11 and a half min-
utes. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I will yield 
myself, if I may, about 6 minutes. If 
the Chair will notify me when that 
time has expired? I know that one col-
league, the Senator from New York, 
Mrs. CLINTON, is on her way to the floor 
to be heard. I want to reserve some 
time for her, and then will yield back 
some time if necessary and get to a 
vote. 

I thank my colleagues from Delaware 
and Florida and others who have spo-
ken on this amendment that I am of-
fering on behalf of myself, Senator 
COLLINS, Senator JEFFORDS, Senator 
LANDRIEU, and others, to increase title 
I funding. 

I want to share something with my 
colleagues. I have submitted for the 
record data about all 50 States and the 
number of students eligible to be 
served. About 10 million students 
would be fully served under full fund-
ing of title I. We are fully serving 
about 3 million of the 10 million today. 

I mentioned the numbers in Alabama 
earlier. I know in the State of Ten-
nessee, there are 192,000 eligible chil-
dren. In Connecticut, there are about 
80,000 eligible children. In Maine, 34,000. 
In Georgia, the number of eligible stu-
dents is 300,000. In Virginia, roughly 
179,000 are eligible. In each case, we are 
only providing about one-third of the 
support that we ought to be. 

I think most of my colleagues who 
have visited schools and talked to su-
perintendents and principals have dis-
covered as they have gone around, title 
I funds really do work. There is a great 
deal of flexibility in how title I funds 
can be used, particularly in school en-
vironments. Here are some of the 
things I have heard from Connecticut 
educators about how title I funds are 
working. 

Title I has provided the Norwalk 
Public Schools with 35 highly trained 
professionals in the district for elemen-
tary schools, almost 100 computers and 
printers, $17,000 for teacher workshops 
on best practices, parent training, and 
parent center computers. That is title I 
funds at work. It has done a great job 
in that community. 

In Canterbury, we see improvements 
in reading. Without this help, I am told 
by the teachers there, some students 
would be placed in special education. 
We just adopted the special education 
full funding amendment by voice vote, 
and there are some concerns that too 
many kids will be placed into special 
education when in fact it may be just 
that they need remedial training. 

The Connecticut Mastery Test Scores 
for title I students have continued to 
increase. In short, the support provided 
to title I students results in increased 
achievement, according to the Region 
One school district. 
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Norwich, CT, has hired preschool 

teachers under title I so the children 
can have the language development 
needed to be ready to learn, and an in-
structional technology coordinator to 
implement computer-assisted instruc-
tion. 

Title I funding is responsible for the 
increased number of computers avail-
able for students as part of their learn-
ing in New Haven, CT. Title I funding 
has also made it possible for New 
Haven to hire additional teachers. 

Title I in Ashford, CT, is an integral 
part of the K–8 program. Teachers tell 
me that title I students go on to high 
school—many on the honor roll, col-
lege—many on the dean’s list, or the 
military. And, they also tell me that 
students come back to thank them for 
‘‘making me do my work’’ and ‘‘teach-
ing me to respect teachers.’’ 

My colleague from Maine and I are 
not suggesting this is going to create a 
utopia. But, we think if we can get 
more resources to disadvantaged kids 
through a program that is working, 
they can reach their full potential. 

Obviously, a lot of other things need 
to happen. More parental involvement 
and more qualified teachers, for exam-
ple. But we also know that poor dis-
tricts—it could be Virginia, Con-
necticut, Tennessee, Maine—because of 
local property taxes funding most of 
the system, do not get the resources 
they need. 

Because of that, as shown by the ex-
amples I have cited from my own 
State—and I’m sure other Members 
could find similar examples in their 
State—we believe this amendment has 
great merit. 

With that, I will withhold the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee, Mr. FRIST. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, we have 11 
minutes on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A little 
over—11 minutes 17 seconds. 

Mr. FRIST. I yield myself 11 minutes. 
Will the Chair notify me after 10 min-
utes, please? 

Over the last 2 hours we have been 
debating really two amendments. One 
is the Jeffords amendment and the 
other is the Dodd-Collins amendment. 
We will be voting in about 22 minutes. 
We have had a good discussion on both 
amendments, both of which are very 
important. In the case of the Jeffords 
amendment, we will be making abso-
lutely sure that the mandates we are 
placing on States in terms of assess-
ments and districts are adequately 
funded, that responsibility that is 
being imposed from above—I should 
say to the benefit of the children who 
are out there so we can make the diag-
nosis and we can figure out what is not 
working in that failure to diminish 
that achievement gap which has gotten 
bigger and bigger, and boosting edu-
cation for all children today—and the 
Dodd-Collins amendment, which fully 
funds title I funding. 

I again want to make the case that 
money is not the answer. We have 

heard that again and again, that we 
have to have sufficient reforms. There 
is a fear, I think, of a lot of people, 
that we commit to a lot of money be-
fore we really agree on the reforms, 
and the reforms have to involve those 
elements of flexibility, of getting rid of 
redtape, which, as we hear again and 
again, really strangles and straight-
jackets our teachers and principals. It 
happens really across-the-board. 

We have heard testimony in the past 
that, although the Federal funding is 
only 7 percent—the pie chart showed a 
little sliver of Federal funding—most 
of it is local and State funding. But 
coupled with those, 7 percent of the 
funding passes through this body. It 
comes from the taxpayer. We try to 
send it back down. Coupled with that is 
about 50 percent of the paperwork on 
which a teacher back in Nashville, TN, 
is working. Every time we do some-
thing here, we need to be very careful 
in those mandates that come down for 
those regulations. That is coupled, A, 
out of the funding, but, B, also ade-
quate reform, local control, account-
ability, parental involvement, and 
choice. 

It has been fascinating. I am so glad 
we finally got to the floor the under-
lying bill itself, and the agreement 
that has been reached in a bipartisan 
way, working with the administration 
over the last 3 weeks because it allows 
people to see what is in the bill, to read 
the language, and to react to it. It has 
been a positive and negative reaction. 

I, for one, believe it embodies the 
principles outlined by President Bush, 
although I will say it does not go as far 
as I wish it to go in certain areas of in-
novation, freedom, putting the parents 
in charge, and allowing them to choose 
and be more actively involved in their 
children’s education. It is very strong 
on the accountability and in areas such 
as the Straight A’s aspect of it. It is 
very strong on flexibility, tied with ac-
countability. 

One area that falls short—and I am 
very hopeful that over the coming cou-
ple of weeks that we are on the bill we 
can address it—is involving parents 
and families in education. 

We hear public education defined as a 
Federal monopoly. In truth it is a mo-
nopoly. There is a little bit of fringe in-
novation going on in charter schools. 
The underlying bill encourages that 
greatly, although I should also add 
that States like Tennessee do not have 
charter schools yet. It is one of a hand-
ful of States that doesn’t allow charter 
schools. We need to work in that direc-
tion. 

But the area that it falls short in is 
in parental involvement and choice. 

Instead of trying to go through a 
bunch of points, I would like to quote 
several people. We are going to come 
back to it next week because there will 
be amendments proposed on choice, 
empowering parents, and portability. I 
have already commented that we have 
to be careful with the funding. We can 
throw unlimited funds in the current 

formula, and I still leave out disadvan-
taged children because of the way the 
formula is focused on institutions and 
not on the individual disadvantaged 
students—portability. 

Again, Senator GREGG from New 
Hampshire will be introducing an 
amendment to that effect. 

This is a quote from Virginia Walden, 
a single mother and executive director 
of D.C. Parents for School Choice. 

They are actually having a rally to-
night. They expected a few hundred 
people to be there, and thousands 
wanted to come to talk about choice 
here in the District of Columbia. 

This is from the Washington Post of 
May 24, 1998. I think it captures the 
feelings well. 

I am a lifelong Democrat, and I am not 
sure when the Democrats decided that siding 
with the poor and the needy is no longer part 
of their platform. School choice empowers 
parents, and I don’t care who is behind it, 
Democrats or Republicans. 

Again, that is from an article from a 
couple of years ago but captures, I be-
lieve, the feeling about parental in-
volvement. 

Alveda C. King, the niece of Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., has been an out-
spoken person. This is from the Wall 
Street Journal of September 11, 1997, 
which again captures the feeling. I 
refer again to the District of Columbia 
because we talked about choice. 

The District of Columbia public school sys-
tem allocates $10,180 per student, the highest 
in the nation, according to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education. Yet, according to the 
Annie Casey Foundation, 80% of fourth-grad-
ers in the Washington public schools score 
below their grade on basic math skills. The 
National Assessment of Education Progress 
reports that 72% of Washington’s fourth- 
graders test below ‘‘basic proficiency’’ . . . 
[an] appalling failure. . . . 

Washington’s families and teachers favor a 
right to choose the paths of education for 
their families. . . . The issue is not what 
families choose, but rather, that they be al-
lowed and empowered to do so. 

Again, the importance of involving 
parents, and, again, as people look at 
the bill, they will conclude that we 
don’t go far enough. 

I am hopeful that we can address 
that to empower parents to be in-
volved. 

William Raspberry, a columnist 
whom our colleagues know of and read 
on a regular basis, in the Washington 
Post, March 9, 1998, says: 

Look at it from the viewpoint of those par-
ents who grab so avidly for the chance to get 
their children into better schools: Should 
they be required to keep their children in 
dreadful schools in order to keep those 
schools from growing even worse? Should 
they be made to wait until we get around to 
improving all the public schools? . . . Surely 
voucher opponents cannot believe the logic 
of their counterargument: that if you can’t 
save everybody—whether from a burning 
apartment house, a sinking ship or a dread-
ful school system—it’s better not to save 
anybody at all. 

We basically have a provision in the 
underlying bill which, if you are locked 
into a school that fails 1 year, and then 
another year, and another year, in-
creases resources to try to bring that 
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school up. After the third year, that 
parent is empowered to go to another 
public school. A charter school is a 
public school. 

But many of us would like to see that 
expanded to fully empower that parent 
to be able to take whatever money we 
pay as the taxpayer and allow that stu-
dent to go anywhere. It is not in the 
underlying bill. Again, it stops short of 
exactly where we would like to be. 

Rod Paige, Superintendent, Houston 
independent school district, on June 16, 
1998, said: 

[A limited voucher program] doesn’t weak-
en public school systems, it strengthens pub-
lic school systems.] 

That is from Houston Chronicle of 
June 16, 1998. 

One more because the story is a pow-
erful one as we look at choice. The 
President’s belief and my belief is that 
we need to maximize choice and de-
mand strong accountability. 

Urban League of Greater Miami, Sep-
tember 23, 1999, Christian Science Mon-
itor: 

. . .the Urban League of Greater Miami is 
opposing a lawsuit against Florida’s new 
voucher program. The NAACP, on the other 
hand, is one of the parties seeking to stop 
vouchers. They allow us to have access to 
educational opportunity. . . .Why should a 
kid be forced to go to a school where it is ob-
vious that the school is not preparing him or 
her to be competitive? 

The underlying bill as amended today 
is a very powerful bill, again developed 
in a bipartisan way, surrounding the 
principles we believe in strongly and 
that recognize we have not done a serv-
ice which our young people today de-
serve. Yet there are ways to improve 
that bill. 

I am very hopeful, as we look to 
choice, that we can empower because it 
is the parent whom we should trust 
most with the education of our chil-
dren. The bill does not go as far as I be-
lieve we can and that our children de-
serve. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senator from 
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, be added 
as a cosponsor of this amendment. 

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

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven 
minutes, three seconds. 

Mr. DODD. I will yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York, Mrs. CLINTON. 

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

Mrs. CLINTON. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, I am delighted to be 
supporting this critical amendment, 
the Dodd-Collins amendment—and the 
Jeffords amendment—because I think 
that both of them offer the kind of real 
support in terms of resources that are 
needed to make good on the promise of 
this legislation. 

I share the support my friend from 
Tennessee has put forth on the under-
lying structure of this bill, and what it 
offers our children and parents and 
teachers. But I also believe strongly 
that increasing accountability without 
also increasing and targeting resources 
to those children whom we know will 
have difficulty meeting the account-
ability measures is an essential and 
critical component to making this 
piece of legislation all that it should 
be, and hopefully fulfilling the promise 
of leaving no child behind. 

Earlier this week, I came to the floor 
to talk about my concern that increas-
ing accountability without providing 
resources needed to help our children 
meet these high standards and pass 
these new tests would be an empty 
promise. 

Right now, we know from the inde-
pendent, nonpartisan Congressional 
Research Service that in fiscal year 
2001 Congress provided school districts 
with only one-third of the resources 
needed to fully serve eligible students 
in order to help close the achievement 
gap. 

With these limited funds, schools are 
using 70 to 80 percent of their funds to 
pay the salaries of teachers and in-
structional aides, and have little left 
over for other critical investments, 
from ongoing professional development 
to reducing class sizes, or for providing 
all students eligible for title I with the 
extra help they need to meet high 
standards. 

I have gone in and out of schools in 
our country for more than 18 years. I 
have spent a lot of time in the schools 
of New York. I know that we have the 
ingredients for improving education, 
but we have been reluctant to provide 
those ingredients in the quantities 
needed to the children who require 
them the most. 

Yet even with our limited Federal in-
vestment, our urban school districts 
have actually shown gains in reading 
and math. Since 1992, national reading 
and performance has improved for 9- 
year-olds in our highest poverty public 
schools by nearly one grade level. 

We know from local examples that 
title I is working. It will work if we 
target the funds where they are needed. 
Let me just raise one example. I could 
have picked many to talk about. I 
talked about some of them in my ear-
lier remarks in this Chamber. 

P.S. 172 in Brooklyn, NY, enrolls over 
600 students. Three-quarters are His-
panic, and virtually all of them receive 
free or reduced-price school lunches. 
The school has operated a title I 
schoolwide program since 1993. They 
have combined their Federal resources 
from title I, Goals 2000, title 7, with 
State and private funds to help all stu-
dents achieve high standards. 

Since 1994–1995, P.S. 172’s third and 
sixth grade reading and mathematics 
scores on the New York State assess-
ments have exceeded district and city 
averages. 

For what have they used this money? 
They help teachers implement a lit-

eracy-focused curriculum through in-
tensive professional development. A 
master teacher and a full-time staff de-
velopment specialist mentor first-year 
teachers. We know how important that 
is. If we send a first year, inexperienced 
teacher into an overcrowded classroom, 
and in some of the most difficult neigh-
borhoods in our country, and we say: 
‘‘You are on your own; try to teach 
these children,’’ whose first language is 
not English, who come to school with 
all kinds of difficulties; ‘‘teach them to 
read, bring them up to standards,’’ we 
are asking a whole lot from a young, 
inexperienced teacher. 

But if we mentor that teacher and 
say: ‘‘We are going to give you the 
help, the extra attention you need to 
be an effective teacher,’’ we will get 
positive results. 

Teachers share their ideas and their 
expectations with each other and 
across grade levels. They learn how to 
work in a crowded classroom with chil-
dren who may not have the attention 
span that is needed. They do every-
thing they can to really marshal those 
title I resources to make it possible to 
bring about the results that every one 
of us in this Chamber want. 

I do not question any one of my col-
leagues on either side of the aisle about 
their commitment to improving the 
quality of education for our children, 
especially our most needy children. 
But what I do question is that we do 
not look at what has worked. We do 
not look at the best practices where 
title I is making a difference, where 
schools are able to take those re-
sources and get the kind of results that 
we are seeking. 

In 1999, the Council of Great City 
Schools found that fourth and eighth 
graders in urban schools did boost their 
performance. I have heard a lot of talk 
from Senators who say the Federal 
Government has not made a difference, 
that title I has not made a difference. 
I respectfully ask you to look at the 
evidence. Go to the schools where I go. 
Talk to the teachers. 

In fact, 87.5 percent of the urban 
school districts showed reading gains 
in title I schools, and 83 percent 
showed improvements in math achieve-
ment for title I students. We also found 
that the percentage of title I students 
in urban schools below the 25th per-
centile has been declining. 

So we do have the formula. We have 
a recipe. We just need to make sure of 
the ingredients. Setting standards, 
testing to see whether children meet 
those standards, and looking for ways 
to bring more resources to bear is a 
winning strategy. 

I could not be more in favor of what 
my good friends, Senator DODD and 
Senator COLLINS, are attempting to do 
because if we do not focus our re-
sources on these children, then I think 
our attempt to reform education is not 
only an empty promise but really a 
fraudulent one. We are saying, fine, we 
are going to test these children. I have 
used this metaphor before. It is similar 
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to handing out thermometers in the 
midst of an epidemic. We are going to 
find out we have a lot of sick children. 
We know that. 

We know we have children who are 
under tremendous stresses in the world 
today, who come from very difficult 
and dysfunctional environments, who 
cannot concentrate in school. Go in 
and do a random test for the children’s 
eyesight, and you will find children 
who cannot see well enough to see the 
board, and they do not get any medical 
care for that. Do a random dental care 
check, and you will find children, as I 
have, who have abscessed teeth, who 
are not concentrating or learning to 
read because they have too much pain 
which is dulling their abilities. 

But we can today, with this debate, 
and with a bipartisan commitment 
with the administration, make the 
changes that we know will work. 

So I strongly urge all of my col-
leagues that we put our resources 
where our promises are. Let’s not turn 
our back on the evidence of what 
works. 

I sometimes joke that Washington 
occasionally seems to be an evidence- 
free zone. We can come with stacks of 
evidence, with all kinds of reports; we 
can say, look, if we give a little more 
help, this title I school, using these 
best practices, will turn itself around. 
Instead, we say, it is not working be-
cause all of these children, with all of 
these difficulties, are not reading at 
grade level. 

I know that if we are true to the mis-
sion that brings us to this education 
debate, if we are willing to support, 
with resources, the kind of account-
ability we are asking from our chil-
dren, we will see results. We have seen 
results in the past. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join in 
supporting this amendment which will 
make a tremendous difference for our 
children. 

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

yields time? 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, how much 

time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has approximately 2 minutes on 
his side; and the other side has 1 
minute 40 seconds. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me, 
again, thank our colleagues who have 
addressed this important subject. And I 
thank my colleague from New York for 
her eloquent statement on the value of 
expanding the title I program, as my 
colleague from Maine and I are at-
tempting to do with this amendment. I 
do believe, if we have additional re-
sources, based on the evidence—and the 
evidence has been significant—that we 
will get results. 

There are those who suggest that be-
cause we have spent about $120 billion 
on title I over 35 years and have not 
fully closed the achievement gap, that 
it is not working. But, over the years 
that has represented less than 3 cents 
of each dollar spent on education. We 

are proving today, while the results 
certainly are not perfect, that title I is 
essential to improving student achieve-
ment. 

We have listened to those who are 
working on in the districts, in the 
schools, who do not have Ds or Rs asso-
ciated with their names or wear polit-
ical labels, who tell us it is making a 
difference. 

What better evidence could we have 
than relying on those who every day do 
the hard work of trying to improve the 
intellectual and learning capabilities 
of the 50 million children who go to 
public schools in America? The amend-
ment we are offering is based on that 
evidence. It is based on the hard evi-
dence that is provided by teachers and 
school boards and school principals and 
parents who have watched title I funds 
make a difference. 

We think they can make even more 
of a difference, particularly, in con-
junction with accountability stand-
ards. We think that providing the re-
sources to make it possible for these 
children to reach the goals we all want 
them to reach is absolutely critical if 
this Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 2001 is to be worthy of our 
nation’s children. 

With that, Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the Dodd-Collins 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield 

back the time, unless my colleague 
from Maine wants to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
been discussing the schedule and vot-
ing order with Senator DASCHLE and 
the managers of the legislation and 
how we would handle other issues. I 
think we have a good agreement. We 
need to read it carefully and make sure 
we understand exactly who is going to 
be offering the amendments. 

I ask unanimous consent that if the 
House of Representatives has adopted 
and copies have been made available 
under the Senate rules, then the Sen-
ate proceed to the conference report to 
accompany the budget resolution at 10 
a.m. on Monday, May 7, and the time 
between then and 6:30 p.m. be divided 
with 12 hours under the control of the 
minority manager and 31⁄2 hours under 
the control of the majority manager. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the vote occur on adoption of the con-
ference report at 6:30 p.m. and that 
paragraph 4 of rule XII be waived. 

As in executive session, I ask unani-
mous consent that immediately fol-
lowing the 6:30 p.m. vote on Monday, 
May 7, the Senate proceed to executive 
session to consider Calendar No. 39, the 
nomination of John Robert Bolton to 
be Under Secretary of State for Arms 
Control and International Security, 
and there be 3 hours of debate equally 
divided as follows: 30 minutes under 
control of the chairman, 30 minutes 
under the control of the ranking mem-
ber, 60 minutes under control of Sen-
ator DORGAN, 30 minutes under the con-
trol of Senator FEINSTEIN, and 30 min-
utes under the control of Senator 
KERRY. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
following the use of time the Senate 
proceed to vote at 9:30 a.m. on Tues-
day, May 8, on the confirmation of Mr. 
Bolton, and following the vote, the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and the 
Senate immediately resume legislative 
session. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate resumes consid-
eration of S. 1 at 10 a.m. on Friday, the 
next amendment to be in order be of-
fered by Senator CRAIG regarding 
ESEA funding, and the next amend-
ment in order for the minority side of 
the aisle be an amendment by Senator 
KENNEDY, or his designee, and that any 
votes ordered with respect to these 
amendments occur in a stacked se-
quence after the 6:30 vote on Monday, 
with no second degrees in order, and 2 
minutes prior to each vote for expla-
nation. 

I note that we are not sure which 
amendment Senator KENNEDY or the 
Democrats will want to go with in the 
morning. It could be Senator MURRAY, 
Senator WELLSTONE, or some other 
amendment. I believe you will work 
that out during the vote, and we will 
need to be notified, of course, of which 
one it will be and its substance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would like to 
ask the majority leader, is there any 
way that he could postpone this vote 
until Tuesday morning? I will not be 
here Monday evening. There is no way 
I can be here. I haven’t missed a vote 
this year. 

Mr. LOTT. If the Senator will with-
hold one moment, I believe Senator 
BYRD has a question, too, and then I 
will come back to the Senator in a 
minute. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the leader. Mr. 
President, I am very much opposed to 
lining up votes, stacking votes, and I 
am constrained to object to stacking 
votes. I don’t think that is a good way 
to do business in the Senate. I have bit-
ten my tongue many times and did not 
object. I think I should put both lead-
ers on notice, if I may use that kind of 
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