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Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam 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. I know the hour is 12:30
and we will recess for the weekly cau-
cuses. I ask unanimous consent that
the Senator from Michigan, Mr. LEVIN,
be recognized to speak for up to 5 min-
utes.

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

The Senator from Michigan.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, this
morning’s newspapers brought the wel-
come news that the administration is
finally waking up to the need to seek
greater international support for and
participation in our stabilization and
reconstruction efforts in Iraq by seek-
ing a new U.N. Security Council resolu-
tion. There has been a tragically long
overdue recognition of the importance
of doing so.

While this welcome news was attrib-
uted to an unnamed administration
spokesman, hopefully some named
spokesman will soon confirm it. The
delay in arriving at this new approach,
along with too much lone-ranger,
bring-them-on rhetoric, will make the
effort to internationalize the situation
in Iraq more difficult and perhaps more
costly in terms of the conditions ex-
acted by the international community
for its participation.

The word games that have been
played by administration officials who
have stated that they would ‘‘wel-
come’ the participation of troops of
other nations but refused to request
that participation have also not been
helpful.

While the need to internationalize
this effort and obtain a U.N. mandate
has been apparent to many of us from
the beginning, the recent report of the
Congressional Budget Office, requested
by Senator BYRD, concerning the dif-
ficulty of sustaining a large U.S. mili-
tary force in Iraq reinforces the need to
reach out to the U.N. for support in
this effort. There will not and should
not be any need to compromise with re-
spect to command and control of U.S.
troops. There is ample precedent for
the nation that provides the bulk of
military forces to provide the senior
military commander and for the senior
military commander to exercise over-
all command of all the troops partici-
pating in a U.N.-mandated mission.

A recent example of that approach
was the case of East Timor, where Aus-
tralia led a coalition of the willing pur-
suant to a U.N. resolution and provided
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the senior military commander for the
operation. Once circumstances per-
mitted it, the Australians turned over
control to a U.N. blue helmeted peace-
keeping force. The first gulf war was an
earlier example where one nation, the
United States, led a coalition of the
willing with U.N. sanction. There will,
however, be a need for compromise
with respect to the control of civilian
reconstruction and political develop-
ment of Iraq. We should be willing to
agree to a reasonable sharing of deci-
sionmaking with respect to the phys-
ical and political reconstruction of
Iraq. If we are willing to do so, Ger-
many and Russia will proudly go along
and France would then have little
choice, I believe, but to go along as
well.

Statements by administration offi-
cials, when we went to the U.N. before
the war, which denigrated the impor-
tance of U.N. support and the work of
U.N. inspectors, were counter-
productive to acquiring U.N. backing
at that time. We must avoid a repeti-
tion of that attitude. Given the pres-
sures that have been brought to bear
that were necessary to get the adminis-
tration to seek support from the inter-
national community, I am afraid it will
be necessary to keep the pressure on
the administration to make the appro-
priate compromises to work out a new
U.N. resolution.

Yesterday, three more U.S. soldiers
lost their lives in Iraq, two due to hos-
tile action and one in an accident.
While internationalizing the effort in
Iraq will not prevent all loss of life in
the future, it should help to reduce the
risks and ease the burdens on U.S.
forces and will help convince Iraqis of
international backing and support for
our military presence there, and hope-
fully will increase the sharing of intel-
ligence that is so critical to stopping
terrorists in other attacks.

I yield the floor.

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m. today.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:36 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. DOLE).

———————

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2004—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, we just
completed a very important vote prior
to the break. Senator BINGAMAN and I
offered an amendment to increase
funding for programs relating to His-
panic children. There was a point of
order raised and that amendment was
defeated.

I understand that. But I have trouble
understanding a communication re-
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leased today from the White House. On
this very day we were voting on impor-
tant issues relating to Hispanic chil-
dren in America, they released this
communication that talks about an
historic partnership to improve edu-
cational opportunity for Hispanic chil-
dren. This is nothing but fluff, big piles
of fluff.

When it comes to putting the pro-
grams where their mouth is, nothing
ever happens. We had an opportunity
this morning to vote to help Hispanic
children, and what do we get from the
White House? We get a press release
talking about an opportunity to sit
down and talk. Here is the statement:
The partners will work with local com-
munities to reinforce positive expecta-
tions.

The positive expectations were the
programs that have been cut and elimi-
nated by this White House.

I hope the American public sees what
is happening. What we have from the
White House is nothing but piles of
paper, nothing to help the children
about whom I spoke earlier today, in-
cluding Ted Eubanks, Mississippi Val-
ley State University, or Maria de
Lurdes Reynoso, who talked about pro-
grams that changed her life, or Oscar
Guzman, who talks about programs
that have given his family dignity as
the first person in his family to attend
college.

I repeat for the third time in these
few minutes, I am willing to under-
stand the defeat that has just occurred
where, with rare exceptions, the major-
ity voted against the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from New Mexico
and me to help Hispanic children. I un-
derstand that. However, to have the
hypocrisy, the same day, issuing this
release, ‘‘Historic partnership to im-
prove education for Hispanic Ameri-
cans,” is absolutely ridiculous.

AMENDMENT NO. 1552 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1542

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
rise to join with my colleague from
Maine, Senator COLLINS, to introduce a
bipartisan amendment to increase the
funding for nursing programs. I send
this amendment to the desk.

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL-
SKI), for herself, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
CORZINE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
DURBIN, and Mr. DODD, proposes an amend-
ment numbered No. 1552 to amendment No.
1542.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To increase funding for programs
under the Nurse Reinvestment Act and
other nursing workforce development pro-
grams)

On page 61, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:

SEC. . In addition to any amounts oth-
erwise appropriated under this Act for pro-
grams and activities under the Nurse Rein-
vestment Act (Public Law 107-205) and for
other nursing workforce development pro-
grams under title VIII of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296 et seq.), there are
appropriated an additional $63,000,000 for
such programs and activities: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this Act for the
National Institutes of Health, $80,000,000
shall not be available for obligation until
September 30, 2004: Provided further, That the
amount $6,895,199,000 in section 305(a)(1) of
this Act shall be deemed to be $6,958,199,000:
Provided  further, That the amount
$6,783,301,000 in section 305(a)(2) of this Act
shall be deemed to be $6,720,301,000.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
rise to offer this amendment so that we
can really get behind our nurses in this
country and deal with the critical
nursing shortage facing acute care fa-
cilities and other important facilities
that need nurses. This is a bipartisan
amendment to the Specter substitute
amendment. I am joining with Senator
COLLINS to offer this amendment, along
with the other cosponsors.

Let me tell you what this amend-
ment would do. It would provide $63
million to fund programs that recruit
and retain nurses by helping them pay
for becoming nurses. This was created
by last year’s bipartisan effort to pass
something called the Nurse Reinvest-
ment Act and also other important
programs to educate nurses. The Nurse
Reinvestment Act was an important bi-
partisan accomplishment in which we
came together across party lines to
deal with the nursing shortage. This is
a crisis that affects patient care across
the country.

So, what did we do? We created schol-
arship programs and we created loan
forgiveness programs to bring more
nurses into the profession. But while
the legislation, the Nurse Reinvest-
ment Act, created the authorizing
framework, it did not put money in the
Federal checkbook. That is our job in
appropriations. We salute Senator HAR-
KIN and Senator SPECTER for trying to
fund this, but they are funding it at $15
million. You cannot keep nurses, you
cannot get nurses, and you cannot edu-
cate nurses to be nursing faculty on $15
million. We need more money. Where
there is the wallet, there is a will on
the part of many women and men who
want to come into nursing.

We are in a crisis. There are 125,000
nurse vacancies in hospitals nation-
wide. This does not even deal with
nursing homes, home health agencies,
schools, and other sites.

The Senator from Maine and I have
been champions of home health care.
She has the rugged terrain of Maine
and I have the mountain counties of
Maryland, where we know our nurses
get on snowmobiles to get out there to
visit patients who need them. There
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are just not enough of them, and we
need to make sure we deal with this. In
my home State of Maryland, there is
now a 13 percent hospital nursing
shortage; 2,000 full-time nurses are des-
perately needed, not only in the bus-
tling metropolitan area of the Balti-
more-Washington corridor but in our
rural communities. The nursing short-
age will only get worse and we expect
it will double by 2010, to 275,000 nurses.

While we have people who want to
come into nursing, we have a nursing
faculty shortage because nurses have
so much student debt that they really
do not have the wherewithal to go on
to the master’s and doctoral levels to
do this.

I note the Senator acting as the Pre-
siding Officer, Madam President, is
from North Carolina. She knows we
have the wonderful urban areas of Ra-
leigh and Duke University, but I have
talked to her about going out to those
rural communities. They just do not
have what they need in the way of
nurses. Yet we teamed up to make sure
they could use the community college
programs to get people into nursing
and to stay in those communities.
What we are talking about is helping
people who will come into nursing. We
will provide either scholarships or loan
incentives if they will come into those
critical shortage areas. Isn’t this ter-
rific?

What we know is many young women
and even young men are coming into
nursing later in life and they have
other responsibilities. This is why we
need to help them by making nursing
education more affordable, providing
scholarships in exchange for 2 years,
and also financial assistance to obtain
advanced degrees in order to be able to
get our people ready for nursing edu-
cation. Our amendment funds other im-
portant nursing programs to educate
and train advanced-education nurses,
such as nurse practitioners, and also in
other areas.

Our chairman and ranking member of
the subcommittee faced a very tight
allocation. They did a fantastic job.
What we need to do, though, is get the
Senate behind them and increase the
funding for these nursing education
programs. We have all of the nursing
groups behind us. We have groups such
as the Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer
Foundation, the Men’s Health Net-
work, the Federation of American Hos-
pitals, and AARP. Why? Because we
know behind every great doctor there
is an outstanding nurse.

We need it for patient care. Where
there is a nursing shortage, there is
going to be an impact on patient care.
Our patients need it. The baby boomers
are getting older. The need for nurses
is only going to expand, and certainly
by making a public investment to
make nursing education more available
and more affordable, we are helping not
only to educate the nurse but I believe
we are making an investment in saving
lives, in preventive health care, and
home health care.
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I hope my colleagues will join in sup-
porting this amendment and I yield the
floor so others may speak about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
am very pleased to join my friend and
colleague from Maryland in offering
this important amendment to the ap-
propriations bill. Senator MIKULSKI and
I have teamed up on many health care
issues, ranging from home health care,
ensuring adequate reimbursements to
diabetes research, to helping draft the
Nurse Reinvestment Act as members of
the Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee.

Today we team up once again to in-
crease the funding for the Nurse Rein-
vestment Act and other nursing work-
force development programs by $63 mil-
lion. I join my colleague from Mary-
land in saluting the efforts of Senator
SPECTER and Senator HARKIN in pro-
viding some significant funding for
nursing education programs. Our
amendment, however, would bring the
total level of funding for these vital
programs up to $175 million in fiscal
year 2004. That is not up to the full au-
thorized level, but it is an amount that
we believe would allow us to make real
progress in remedying the extreme
nursing shortage facing our Nation.

In fact, the United States is facing a
nursing shortage of critical propor-
tions. Moreover, this shortage is only
expected to worsen as the baby boom
generation ages and their need—our
need—for health care grows. According
to the American Hospital Association,
there currently are more than 126,000
nursing vacancies in hospitals alone.
The Department of Health and Human
Services estimates that by the year
2010, there will be a shortage of 275,000
registered nurses, more than double
the current number. In Maine, almost 1
out of 10 nursing positions at hospitals
across our State is vacant.

We also face persistent shortages of
certified nursing assistants and other
front-line health care workers in our
hospitals, home health agencies, nurs-
ing homes, and other health care facili-
ties.

The current nursing shortage poses a
significant threat to the ability of our
health care system to deliver quality
care. The New England Journal of Med-
icine published a disturbing study last
year which found that nursing short-
ages in hospitals are associated with a
higher risk of complications and even
death. The study reported in the New
England Journal of Medicine found
that patients in hospitals with fewer
registered nurses were more likely to
suffer from complications such as uri-
nary infections and pneumonia; they
were more likely to stay in the hos-
pital longer; and they were more likely
to die from treatable conditions such
as shock and gastrointestinal bleeding.

The fact is that nurses are the eyes
and ears of our hospitals. They often
serve as an early warning system when
complications begin to develop. But
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the problems cannot be detected and
treated early if nurses do not have suf-
ficient time to spend with their pa-
tients.

Another study reported in the Jour-
nal of the American Medical Associa-
tion last year found that each addi-
tional patient in a nurse’s workload
meant an increase of about 7 percent in
the likelihood that the patient would
die within 30 days of admission.

This is literally a matter of life and
death. If there are more nurses, if hos-
pitals, nursing homes, and other health
care facilities are adequately staffed
with nurses, the quality of care pro-
vided to patients and the likelihood of
a successful outcome are much higher.

While the situation is grave today,
we face even greater threats and crises
in the future. Our current nursing
workforce is aging. In Maine, 61 per-
cent of our registered nurses are at
least 40 years old. As a consequence,
many of them will be retiring just as
we aging baby boomers begin to place
additional demands on our health care
system. The nursing shortage therefore
is sure to worsen if we do not make the
critical investments today—now. We
need to act more to support our cur-
rent nursing workforce and to encour-
age more young people to choose nurs-
ing as their profession.

Last year, Congress passed the Nurs-
ing Reinvestment Act to do just that.
This legislation had overwhelming bi-
partisan support. It authorizes scholar-
ships to nursing students who agree to
provide at least 2 years of service in a
health care facility with a critical
nursing shortage. It creates career lad-
ders to help nurses and other health
professionals advance in their careers.
It provides loan cancellation for nurses
with advanced degrees in exchange for
teaching at schools of nursing.

Let me expand on that point.

Last year, I had the privilege of
meeting with the nursing deans of
Husson, the University of Maine, and
what is now Eastern Maine Community
College. They told me that they are
being overwhelmed with applications
from students who are eager to study
nursing, but they simply cannot ac-
commodate the qualified applicants
who wish to enter the nursing program.
The reason: A shortage of nursing pro-
fessors.

There is a very important provision
in this bill that encourages nurses with
advanced degrees to teach at schools of
nursing to help close that gap and less-
en that shortage so that we can start
training more nurses. It is not only a
matter of encouraging more people to
go into nursing but also to make sure
that we have the nursing faculties
available to educate these young stu-
dents.

The Nursing Reinvestment Act builds
on existing title 8 nursing education
programs that provide loan repayments
to nurses, improves the diversity of the
nursing workforce, and expands oppor-
tunities for nursing education at all
levels. All of these programs play a
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vital role in recruiting nurses and
making sure that they have the train-
ing required to effectively and compas-
sionately care for their patients.

The promise of this new law and
other nursing educational programs
will not be kept without an adequate
investment of funds. That is why I felt
so strongly about joining with my col-
league from Maryland in this amend-
ment. Increasing the funding level for
these important programs to $1756 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2004 will allow them
to expand to address nursing shortages
in communities across the country.

I urge all of our colleagues to join us
in supporting this vital amendment.

Thank you, Madam President.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the amendment of
Senators MIKULSKI and COLLINS that
would bring the total funding in the
bill for these programs to $175 million,
the amount requested by over 30 bipar-
tisan Senators and groups ranging
from AARP to cancer patient groups to
nursing and provider groups.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics
projects that more than one million
new nurses will be needed by the year
2010. Yet in my State of New York, the
number of undergraduate nursing pro-
gram graduates has dropped each aca-
demic year since 1996.

Even as the workforce shrinks, the
patient population is projected to
grow. Baby boomers across the Nation
are aging, and their healthcare needs
will put an extra burden on the system.
In New York State, the population over
80 will double by the year 2020.

As I travel across New York State,
every type of community—urban, sub-
urban, rural—and every type of pro-
vider—hospitals, nursing homes, home
health agencies, hospices is affected by
this shortage. All around the State,
nurses are facing an emergency of their
own. That is why last Congress I
worked so hard to pass the Nurse Rein-
vestment Act which will provide schol-
arships, public service announcements,
and other provisions to encourage peo-
ple to enter the profession. But the
current nursing shortage exists not
only because fewer individuals are en-
tering the nursing profession, but also
because the healthcare industry is hav-
ing trouble retaining the nurses al-
ready on staff.

This amendment will help fund im-
portant nurse retention programs that
we authorized last year in the Nurse
Reinvestment Act, based on proven
workplace principles, such as pro-
motion of patient-centered care and
nurse leadership, that are shown to im-
prove retention. The amendment does
not take any funding from other pro-
grams in the bill.

As so many studies have shown, our
nursing care can often be the difference
in medical outcomes. For all the new
technologies, talented surgeons, and
breakthrough drugs, I want people to
remember that nursing care is essen-
tial in keeping our healthcare system
the best in the world. Study after study

S11005

has cited a direct link between the
type and quality of nursing care that is
delivered and patient outcomes. We
trust nurses. In fact in a CNN/USA Gal-
lop poll our Nation’s nurses rank sec-
ond for their honesty and integrity,
with 84 percent of Americans rating
them ‘‘high” or ‘‘very high.” If you are
interested in who was ranked first—it
was firefighters, for their selfless acts
of bravery after the September 11 at-
tacks.

We too admire nurses for their self-
sacrifice, as individuals who embark on
a caregiving profession and found
themselves on September 11 on the
front lines of the battle against ter-
rorism and bioterrorism. Nurses were
on the frontlines when anthrax first
appeared, when SARS hit, and nurses
rose to the challenge and continue to
rise to the challenge.

This is why I am so concerned about
the nursing shortage. Nurses are more
vital than ever, and that is why we
must fund these programs and make
good on the promise of the Nurse Rein-
vestment Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. DAYTON. Madam President, I
rise to speak on another matter related
to health care. I commend the distin-
guished Senators from Maryland and
Maine for their legislation which I will
be proud to cosponsor.

It is a matter I wish to address re-
garding the health and safety and well-
being of thousands of people in the area
of my State of Minnesota surrounding
the Minneapolis-St. Paul International
Airport.

The Federal Aviation Administration
reauthorization conference report
which was signed before the recess by
24 Republican conferees and none of the
14 Democrat conferees from either the
Senate or the House contains some
very significant measures that were
not provided for in either the Senate or
the House legislation. One of those
which directly affects my State very
adversely would prohibit the use of air-
port improvement program funds for
the insulation of homes and apart-
ments surrounding the metropolitan
airport that is in a DNL decibel range
of 60 to 64 DNL. That is a technical
term. But it basically means that those
who are most severely impacted, most
of whom have received some mitiga-
tion over the last few years through a
pool of funds, including airport im-
provement funds, passenger facility
funds, as well as the Metropolitan Air-
port Commission’s own fees and the
like, achieved a certain measure of
mitigation. But there are many thou-
sands—over 8,000 homeowners and an
estimated 3,200 apartment dwellers—
who are in the next phase scheduled to
be insulated. And since the airport’s lo-
cation decision was made, the Federal
Aviation Administration, as a matter
of its record and decision, insisted that
this program continue.

At the last minute, in a measure that
was not considered by or voted on by
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either the House or the Senate in this
conference report, a Senate conferee
reportedly inserted this language into
the report. Now it comes back and is
scheduled to come at some near date
before this body to be voted up or
down, which is, of course, the purpose
of these circumventions of the legisla-
tive process. They do not go through
committee for up-and-down votes nor a
public debate back and forth. They
don’t go to the Senate floor for debate
back and forth and a vote up or down.
Instead, they are stuck in at the last
minute in secret proceedings with not
even all of the conferees present—cer-
tainly not all of the Senators present—
and then it comes back in a matter
that adversely affects thousands of
people in my home State; a measure in-
serted without any notification to me,
without any discussion by a Member of
this body at the behest of a lobbyist for
Northwest Airlines, which opposes this
mitigation measure, and has done so
and is within its rights to do so but is
responsible for altering an agreement
that has been reached; a record of deci-
sion made by the FAA as part of the
approval of this airport expansion
which, if Northwest Airlines wants to
alter or eliminate, as they say they do,
it is responsible for doing so in a public
process before a public body, and not
by sneaking in an amendment or lan-
guage into a conference report that
was not considered or voted on by ei-
ther the Senate or the House.

I find it highly objectionable that a
Senator from another State would act
in such a way as to adversely affect, to
cause potential harm, if this were to go
through, to thousands of constituents
in my State without consultation,
without discussion or forewarning.

Regretfully, this is not the only in-
stance in this legislation of matters
that were added to it in conference
that received no consideration in ei-
ther the House of Representatives or in
the Senate, language that runs directly
contrary to what the Senate adopted. I
speak specifically of the Senate adopt-
ing the Lautenberg amendment which
prohibited privatization of our air traf-
fic control system.

Despite that amendment being added
to the Senate bill, being the official po-
sition of the Senate, despite the fact
that the House did not consider the
matter, as the House bill was silent on
it, out of this conference committee
comes a report which would imme-
diately, upon enactment, provide for
partial privatization, for the privatiza-
tion, first, of smaller airports around
the country.

Curiously enough, certain States,
those that are proponents of this meas-
ure, were exempted from inclusion be-
cause I suspect they recognized that
this is a highly speculative, highly
risky, highly irresponsible action,
taken with no debate or forethought
but simply to fit some groups’ rigid
ideological biases that the private sec-
tor does everything right and the pub-
lic sector does everything wrong.
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The trouble is, when they get elected
with that ideology, they then go about
running Government so as to prove
themselves right, and they systemati-
cally dismantle functions, such as air
traffic control, which in this country is
about as perfect as a human system
can be, which has a nearly impeccable
record of performance over the years,
by far and away the best, most safety
conscious, life-protecting, life-pre-
serving air traffic system anywhere in
the world.

Yet this administration wants to
start to dismantle it for no cause what-
soever other than, as I said, to fit its
own ideology. Rather than coming to
this body and having that debate, rath-
er than going to the House of Rep-
resentatives and having that debate,
they would rather wait and have con-
ference committee time where they
can sneak back in with 24 of their cau-
cus Representatives and Senators and
put this matter before 535 elected rep-
resentatives of the people, myself being
one, who don’t have then any oppor-
tunity to delete it but simply to vote it
up or down.

I find this to be an egregious abuse of
the legislative process, one that con-
sistently excludes Members such as
myself who don’t have the necessary
years of seniority to be appointed to
these conference committees. It is bad
enough that the process is so skewed in
favor of those who simply, by the basis
of having been here for more years
than others, get to dominate that crit-
ical phase of the process. But it is in-
tolerable to me, to this Senator—it is
intolerable—when that authority is
abused and those conferees contrive to
write legislation that supersedes the
legitimate authority of 100 Senators to
decide upon—by voting, by majority
rule decisionmaking—what will and
what will not become part of those re-
ports which then, if they are passed
and signed by the President, become
law.

That is fundamentally a violation of
the trust that the American people put
equally in each 1 of the 100 Members of
this body. The people of Minnesota,
who sent me here, and who sent my
colleague from across the aisle, have
the same rights to full representation
from us as do the constituents of the
Senators from any other State regard-
less of whether they have been here a
longer or lesser time than I.

For my constituents’ own vital inter-
ests to be harmed by a contrivance of
the process that has nothing to do with
its integrity but simply is a reflection
of who has the power, who has the
money, who has the ability to hire full-
time lobbyists to hang around these
Chambers and to slip into conference
committees, at the last second, where
no one else is looking or can do any-
thing about it, measures that abrogate
the public process in my State—I think
in any State, but certainly in my
State—that is unacceptable and intol-
erable.

With all due respect to this institu-
tion, I cannot and will not allow that
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measure to proceed. As I stated just be-
fore the beginning of the August re-
cess, I will do whatever I must do to
prevent the proceedings of this body
leading up to the consideration of that
measure. I hope we can find 41 Mem-
bers of the Senate who will oppose the
conference report for the 2 reasons I
have just cited here and other meas-
ures that were also added in conference
that have an adverse effect, such mat-
ters as regional airline operations.

It also adversely affects one city,
Thief River Falls, in my State of Min-
nesota. It imposes an additional
$70,000-a-year funding requirement on
them. Again, it is not something that
this body adopted. It is not something
that the House adopted. It is some-
thing that somebody else decided they
wanted to add for whatever reasons.

If this bill is not sufficient reason for
the Senate to stand up and put a stop
to this kind of legislative freelancing
through conference committees, then I
think the fundamental premise of
equal representation and the equal
rights of each one of us as Members has
been fundamentally decimated, if not
nearly destroyed—in some instances is
destroyed. And I, for one, am not going
to be able to go back and explain to the
people of Minnesota why I sat quietly
by while their rights in this process
were abrogated by somebody else
usurping that power and abusing it.

So, Madam President, I will be heard
from on this matter again. I don’t
know when the majority leader intends
to bring this matter, the conference re-
port, to the Senate, but prior to that
time, if this matter is not satisfac-
torily resolved, then I am going to
have to continue to assert the rights of
my constituents to the process that
this body established and should be fol-
lowing rather than some kind of legis-
lative freelancing, at the last split sec-
ond, which totally abrogates their
rights and my responsibilities to pro-
tect those rights.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
see my colleague, Senator GREGG, in
the Chamber and I yield to him.

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

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
wish to speak to this bill, and in a mo-
ment I will have supportive charts to
discuss this bill’s efforts in the area of
education.

Let me begin by congratulating the
chairman of the committee, Senator
SPECTER, for bringing to the floor a bill
which has made major strides every
year since President Bush has been
President, but especially this year,
under Chairman SPECTER’s leadership,
major strides on the issue of edu-
cational funding. In the context of that
funding, relative to what was done
when the Democratic membership con-
trolled this Senate, or when the Presi-
dent was a member of the Democrat
Party, the difference is startling.
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President Bush and the Republican
Senate have made spectacular strides
in assisting and supporting education
in this country while, at the same
time, doing so during a very difficult
period of America’s history, a period
when we are fighting a war, a war
which has required huge resources, and
a war which has required extreme at-
tention by the administration, and at a
time that we have been in a period of
economic recession, in a period when
the revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment have been dropping precipitously
because of that recession. Even in the
context of those two very severe re-
straining events relative to domestic
program activity, this President has
been willing to step forward and focus
on the issue of education, try to im-
prove the education of America’s chil-
dren and support that effort with dol-
lars.

I think before we get into a discus-
sion of the dollars, because that is crit-
ical to the pending Byrd amendment, I
will begin by saying this goes beyond
the issue of dollars, this goes into the
question of the attitude and approach
to education.

What President Bush has said is we
can no longer afford an educational
system which, year in and year out, in
generation after generation, leaves be-
hind especially low-income children,
takes those children and runs them
through the educational system and, at
the end of their schooling period,
leaves them without the skills they
need in order to compete for and par-
ticipate in the American dream. Presi-
dent Bush has sounded a call to end
that system and do something about
the failures of that system.

There are a lot of good-faith people, a
lot of hard-working people in the edu-
cational community in this country. A
lot of teachers spend an extraordinary
amount of hours, time, and extra effort
to try to make sure their students suc-
ceed. Unfortunately, the fact is that,
even though we have radically in-
creased the dollars in education over
the last 20 years, the performance of
our children has not improved—espe-
cially the performance of low-income
children.

So President Bush said let’s try a dif-
ferent way. That is where the bill, the
No Child Left Behind Act, came in. It
says, rather than controlling the input
of legislation, rather than telling local
school districts how to run their
schools, let’s take a different look at
this and say, what are the children
learning? Let’s find out what they are
learning; let’s shine a light on it. If
they are not learning enough to be
competitive with their peers, or with
what they need to be successful in soci-
ety, then let’s put in the remedial ef-
forts to try to correct those problems.

It is an unusual approach in our edu-
cational system because, basically, it
calls on the educational community to
be accountable, to actually have to
look at what a child is learning and de-
termine whether what they are learn-
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ing is what the community expects
them to learn. The President’s pro-
gram, as passed by the Congress in a
bipartisan initiative, doesn’t set a Fed-
eral standard for what a child in the
fourth grade in Epping, NH, knows; it
rather says to the people in Epping,
you set the standard for what your
children should know in the fourth,
fifth, and sixth grades. Once you have
set that standard, you are going to
have to determine whether your chil-
dren are learning to that standard, and
especially whether your low-income
children, who have historically been
left behind, are learning to that stand-
ard. If they are not, you are going to
have to tell the parents they are not.
You will have to disclose to the com-
munity at large that a certain percent-
age of the children are not reaching the
standards the community set for those
children.

It is a radical idea for education to be
held accountable, but it is an idea
whose time has come. So far, the re-
sponse of the educational community
has been very positive. Most teachers
understand this is a law directed not in
a negative way toward their efforts but
in a supportive way, trying to make
sure school systems are more account-
able—especially in those areas where
you have schools that have not made
the grade, where a majority of low-in-
come Kkids are failing. In other words,
they are not reaching the standards of
ability a fifth grader should know in
math or in English. In those schools,
we are going to try to improve their ef-
forts.

There is a lot of remedial activity to
accomplish that. The President not
only set out this new initiative in the
concept and the way we approach edu-
cation—when somebody comes up with
a good idea for smaller classrooms,
more computers, and throws out ideas
without any accountability as to
whether it produces results, instead of
taking that input approach, but an out-
put approach, where you actually ex-
pect Kkids to learn and you find out if
they are learning, and if they are not,
you do something about it, especially
with low-income kids, not only did he
initiate that approach but he was will-
ing to put the dollars into the pro-
grams that succeed in this area.

I think it is important to understand,
as we view the debate of this amend-
ment specifically before us—the Byrd
amendment—that the dollars the
President has proposed, and which the
Congress passed under the Republican
Congress, at least, have been a radical
increase in funding for education at the
Federal level.

The most significant reflection is
that, as a function of the Federal Gov-
ernment, education has received more
funding in the way of increases than
any other function in the Federal Gov-
ernment. You would not believe that if
you listened to the other side of the
aisle. You would think it was actually
being cut or not maintained. But, in
fact, what the President has proposed,
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and what we have passed as a Repub-
lican Congress, has been a dramatic in-
crease in funding in education.

This chart reflects that. It shows
that in 1996, when the Republicans took
control of the Congress, but most of
the burst occurred in the last 3 years
since President Bush has come into of-
fice. The increase in education has
been 145 percent, whereas the increase
in health and human services is 100 per-
cent. And in defense funding, if you ask
a person on the street what part the
Federal Government expanded fastest
in the last 5 years, they would probably
say defense because that is all you hear
about—especially from the other side
of the aisle. But that is not true. De-
fense funding increased only a third as
fast as education funding.

That really tells only part of the
story. The story is what has happened
in the context of this President’s ef-
forts versus that of the prior adminis-
tration, this Republican Congress’s ef-
forts versus the prior Democratic
Congress’s efforts, because we are now
hearing all these amendments being
thrown at us from the other side about
how we are underfunding this or that
and not doing enough funding here or
there.

But you have to ask yourself, what
did they do when they were in charge?
Did they make the type of commit-
ments they are now asking be made by
the Congress or did they maybe do sub-
stantially less and come forward today
because it is politically enticing to do
so and claim these accounts are under-
funded and, therefore, we have to add
these additional moneys?

Well, I think there are a couple of
facts that need to be addressed right
now. The first is President Bush’s fund-
ing in comparison with President Clin-
ton’s funding. In the last year of the
Clinton administration, $42 billion was
spent on education in this country.
This year, after 3 years in office, Presi-
dent Bush will have increased edu-
cation funding by 60 percent over the
last Clinton budget, to $67 billion. That
is a huge increase and a huge commit-
ment.

It goes beyond that. If you look at it
by accounts, you will see what Presi-
dent Bush has done is stand behind his
words, especially in comparison to
what the prior administration did. For
example, in the entire period when the
Democrats controlled the Congress and
had a Democratic President, their in-
creases in title I spending were $286
million. Since the Republicans have
controlled Congress—and primarily
since President Bush has come into of-
fice—it has gone to $1.2 billion. If you
total these in special education and
also Pell grants—and we have heard a
lot of misrepresentation on the issue of
Pell grants on this floor—the difference
is that in the period of a Republican-
controlled Congress—especially since
President Bush has become President—
the average annual increase has been $4
billion. That compares to about half a
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billion dollars during the period Presi-
dent Clinton was in office and when
there was a Democratic Congress.

A Republican Congress and a Repub-
lican President have basically made
the commitments not only in the area
of policy improvement but also in the
area of dollars to back up that new pol-
icy.

It is instructive, for example, to take
a look at some of the percentage dif-
ferences between what the Republicans
have done and what our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle did when
they were in control.

In the area, for example, of title I,
our increases are 320 percent higher
than the increases of the Democratic
membership. In the area of IDEA
grants, our increases are 770 percent
higher than the increases when the
Democratic Party controlled Congress.
In the area of Pell grants—actually
during the Clinton administration, Pell
grants were cut; they fell in funding—
under this administration, the in-
creases have been on an annual basis
about 10 times higher than what the
Democrats did during their period. It is
dramatic.

Overall, if you were to put it into
gross terms, that $4.1 billion annual in-
crease in educational funding, which
has come about as a result of the com-
mitment of this President to improving
education and backing up those im-
provements with dollars, represents
about an 858-percent increase on an an-
nual basis over what happened when
our predecessors were controlling the
Congress and we had a different admin-
istration.

The practical effect of this has been
that we have created so much more
money flowing into the educational ac-
counts at the Federal level, unlike
what is represented across the other
side of the aisle that more money is
needed. In fact, what is happening is
that we have put so much money into
these accounts so fast under President
Bush and the Republican Senate that
we now have a situation where a large
percentage of the dollars which we
have already appropriated cannot be
spent and have not been spent. In fact,
of the $31 billion which has been appro-
priated under title I or the No Child
Left Behind Act, $9 billion remains
unspent. It is sitting at the Depart-
ment of Education waiting for the
States to get to a position where they
are able to draw down those dollars.
And this is not just from last year, this
is from 2 to 3 years back, the whole pe-
riod of President Bush’s Presidency.

It is not an issue of lack of dollars. In
fact, it is just the opposite. We are put-
ting so many dollars into the edu-
cational accounts at the Federal level
so fast that, to make sure they are
spent correctly, it has made it difficult
for the money to actually be spent. We,
obviously, do not want to throw the
money out there. It has to be spent
pursuant to a plan. Every State has to
file a plan. But as a result of the in-
creased spending coming through the
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Bush initiatives, as supported by this
Congress and especially by the chair-
man of this committee, Chairman
SPECTER, who has been funding these
accounts, we now find there is approxi-
mately $9 billion of funds which has
not been drawn down.

Today we have before us an amend-
ment proposed by the ranking member
of the Appropriations Committee—a
man whom I greatly respect and who I
think all Senators respect because of
his extraordinary history in the Sen-
ate—which is proposing to add $6 bil-
lion of spending on to the educational
accounts. But how is it paid for? I
think we need to address that, too, be-
cause, of course, all these kids we are
educating and trying to make ready to
participate in the American dream are
going to have to pay the bills we run
up on them if we run them up as a def-
icit.

So we put in place this year a budget.
It was an idea that has been brought
back, so to say, because when the col-
leagues across the aisle controlled the
Senate last year, they did not put in
place a budget. Why? Because a budget
requires fiscal discipline and there
were, 1 suspect, some who did not want
fiscal discipline, did not want rules
which drive fiscal discipline to be put
in place so that spending could be con-
trolled through budget points of order.

We had no budget last year. It was
sort of a shock really. Here is the Gov-
ernment of the United States func-
tioning without a budget. It was
chaos—in fact, such chaos that not
only did we not have a budget, we did
not have any appropriations passed
under the leadership of the last Con-
gress, my colleagues across the aisle.

The first order of business when we
took responsibility for this Chamber,
under the leadership of Senator FRIST,
was to pass all the appropriations bills
from the prior year—almost all of
them, 11 of the 13 had to be passed in
this year rather than last year when
they should have been passed. At any
rate, we produced a budget this year,
and we passed it.

What is the purpose of the budget?
The purpose of the budget is to put in
place some reasonable fiscal controls
so that in a time when we are obvi-
ously running very high deficits as a
result of a number of factors—pri-
marily the slow economy which has
slowed revenues, the war in Iraq, and
the war against terrorism—in that con-
text where we are driving, unfortu-
nately, large deficits, not historically
extraordinary deficits but still very
large deficits—we need to control the
rate of growth in those deficits by hav-
ing in place a budget which at least in
some accounts gives fiscal discipline.
So we put in place a budget.

The budget allocates to each area a
certain amount of money to be spent.
Even in the context of the very severe
deficit which we have—and it is signifi-
cant—the Budget Committee, under
the leadership of Senator NICKLES,
agreed to significantly increase the
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funding for education to try to meet
the goals set out by the President.

In the area of special education, we
increased funding by over $1 billion; in
the area of title I, we increased funding
by over $1 billion in the budget; and in
the area of Pell grants, we increased
funding by almost three-quarters of a
billion dollars in the budget even
though that meant that other accounts
had to be reduced because to get the
budget in place and have it be fiscally
responsible, that required, if we were
going to increase some accounts, we
w