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of our family on Wednesday, October 8, 
2003, a day for which I requested and 
was granted leave of absence, I missed 
five recorded votes. 

I would like the RECORD to reflect 
that had I been here for these votes, on 
rollcall 535, final passage of H.R. 3108, 
Pension Funding Equity Act of 2003, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On rollcall 536, H.R. 2297, Veteran 
Benefits Act of 2003, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’ 

On rollcall 537, H.R. 2998, to amend 
title 10, U.S. Code, to exempt certain 
members of the Armed Forces from the 
requirement to pay subsistence charges 
while hospitalized, I strongly support 
this bill and have been complaining to 
the Secretary of Defense regarding un-
conscionable charging of $1 per minute 
for men and women on duty in Iraq 
who want to call home, and would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On rollcall 538, H. Res. 355, com-
memorating the 100th anniversary of 
diplomatic relations between the 
United States and Bulgaria, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

On rollcall 539, expressing the condo-
lences of the House of Representatives 
in response to the murder of Swedish 
Foreign Minister Anna Lindh, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO 
OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 6, ENERGY 
POLICY ACT OF 2003 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to rule XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby an-
nounce my intention to offer a motion 
to instruct on H.R. 6, the Energy Pol-
icy Act. 

The form of the motion is as follows:
I move that the managers on the part of 

the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the Sen-
ate amendment to the bill H.R. 6 be in-
structed to reject section 12403 of the House 
bill, relating to the definition of oil and gas 
exploration and production in the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO 
OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 1, MEDI-
CARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG AND 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2003 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, under rule 
XXII, clause 7(c), I hereby announce 
my intention to offer a motion to in-
struct on H.R. 1, the Medicare Pre-
scription Drug and Modernization Act. 

The form of the motion is as follows:
Mrs. CAPPS of California moves that the 

managers on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the 
bill H.R. 1 be instructed as follows: 

One, to reject the provision of subtitle C of 
title II of the House bill. 

Two, to reject the provisions of section 231 
of the Senate amendment. 

Three, within the scope of the conference, 
to increase payments for physician services 
by an amount equal to the amount of savings 
attributable to the rejection of aforemen-
tioned provisions. 

Four, to insist upon section 601 of the 
House bill. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO 
OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2660, DE-
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES, AND 
EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2004 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 7(c) of House rule XXII, I 
hereby notify the House of my inten-
tion tomorrow to offer the following 
motion to instruct House conferees on 
H.R. 2660, the fiscal year 2004 Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Education 
and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act.

I move that the managers on the part of 
the House at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill 
H.R. 2660 be instructed to insist on the Sen-
ate level for part B of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act. 

f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 2660, DEPARTMENTS OF 
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2004 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the 

part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
bill, H.R. 2660, be instructed to insist on the 
highest funding levels possible for programs 
authorized by the No Child Left Behind Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the distinguished 
minority leader. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. I thank him for presenting this 
motion to instruct, and I thank him for 
his extraordinary leadership on behalf 
of America’s children. His lifelong 
service in the Congress and commit-
ment to America’s children is an exam-
ple to all of us. He knows the education 
issue chapter and verse, and he gives us 
a very important motion to vote on 
this evening. 

Mr. Chairman, agreeing to the high-
est level in a conference, as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin’s (Mr. OBEY) 
motion to instruct calls for, is the very 
least that we can do for the children of 
America. As my colleagues know, ear-
lier, not in this Congress but a Con-
gress before, we authorized the No 
Child Left Behind legislation. It was 

groundbreaking. It called for standards 
in the schools, and it was controver-
sial. It received bipartisan support. It 
was the President’s initiative, and it 
received bipartisan support in the 
House, in the Congress. 

It was never imagined, I do not 
think, that when we would go forward 
with these mandates on public schools 
in our country that we would give 
them the mandates and withhold the 
money. That this bill falls $8 billion 
short on funding for Leave No Child 
Behind is appalling, and it is impos-
sible for the schools to meet the man-
date. 

President Bush and the Republicans 
have made a great show in supporting 
education, and they have promised 
with great fanfare Leave No Child Be-
hind, but when they cut billions of dol-
lars from the bill, they are leaving mil-
lions of children behind. When it comes 
time to keep the promises, President 
Bush and the Republicans in Congress 
take a recess from responsibility and 
again leave millions of children behind. 

No matter what else students have 
learned in school this year, students 
and their parents across the country 
have learned a valuable lesson about 
the Republicans. They do not keep 
their promises on education. The ap-
propriation bill the Republicans passed 
this summer falls a staggering $8 bil-
lion below the funding level promised 
in the Leave No Child Behind bill. It 
only funds a small portion of what was 
promised for Title I, the program that 
helps at-risk students master the ba-
sics. 

It falls more than $1 billion short of 
the special education funding promised 
in the recently passed Individuals With 
Disabilities Education Act reauthoriza-
tion bill, a 55 percent gap between what 
the Republicans promised and what 
they delivered. 

The vote on this appropriations bill 
clearly defined the differences between 
the parties. Not one single Democrat 
voted to support this affront to Amer-
ica’s education needs and with good 
reason. I will just take my own State 
of California for example. It 
underfunds our needs in California by 
$1.3 billion for our children. In Georgia, 
it underfunds by $280 million. When my 
Republican colleagues voted for this 
bill, if they were from Georgia, they 
voted to shortchange the children of 
Georgia by $280 million; in Arizona, 
$168 million. The list goes on and on. 

By voting for this bill, Republicans 
showed that all of their rhetoric sup-
porting education is just that, empty 
rhetoric. It is yet another example of 
the credibility gap between the rhet-
oric around here and the harsh reali-
ties of the budget priorities the Repub-
licans have. It is more important for 
them to give tax breaks to corpora-
tions, moving manufacturing jobs off-
shore. It is more important for them to 
give tax breaks that are even described 
by the CATO Institute in a negative 
way to the energy sector.
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Everything seems to be more impor-
tant to the Republicans than the edu-
cation of America’s children. 

Today, Members have the oppor-
tunity, thanks to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), to close the gap 
between the rhetoric of that education 
and funding for education. His motion 
calls for keeping our promises. This is 
not to restore the full funding. We do 
not have that opportunity. Republicans 
will not give us that chance. But at 
least it tells us to go to the highest 
funding between the two Houses. As I 
said, it is the least we can do for Amer-
ica’s children. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I once again 
commend the gentleman from Wis-
consin for his great leadership on be-
half of educating America’s children. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I find it fascinating, Mr. Speaker, 
that my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle today seek to instruct con-
ferees to adopt certain higher funding 
levels for education when less than 3 
months ago they stood on this very 
floor and voted against providing the 
funding for many of these same pro-
grams. 

The Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices and Education appropriation bill 
that this body approved in July was a 
fair and balanced bill. In the area of 
Federal education spending, we pro-
vided increases in education totaling 
$2.2 billion, or 4.5 percent. Further, 
within these increases are the highest 
levels of spending for both title I pro-
grams and special education, IDEA pro-
grams, today. Finally, let me remind 
my colleagues that not only did the 
bill include increases in both those 
highly visible education programs, but 
it also included increases in other nu-
merous important education programs 
as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to run 
through the list of education programs 
that were increased in funding in this 
bill over last year: title I grants to 
school districts, Even Start, Reading 
First, Early Reading First, literacy 
through school libraries, migrant edu-
cation programs, programs for ne-
glected and delinquent youth, com-
prehensive school reform, Impact Aid 
payments for children of military fami-
lies, mathematics and science partner-
ships, after-school centers, State as-
sessments, education for homeless chil-
dren, education programs for rural 
school districts, teacher enhancement 
programs, charter school grants, credit 
enhancement for charter schools, men-
toring programs, physical education 
programs, special education programs, 
preschool programs for disabled chil-
dren, grants for special needs infants 
and their families, vocational rehabili-
tation grants for adults with disabil-
ities, independent-living grants for 
adults with disabilities, services for 
older blind individuals, National Insti-
tute on Disability and Rehabilitation 
Research, American Printing House for 

the Blind, National Technical Institute 
for the Deaf, Gallaudet University for 
the Deaf, vocational education State 
grants, adult education State grants, 
smaller high schools, Pell grants, His-
panic Serving Institutions, Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities, TRIO 
programs for first-generation college 
students, GEAR UP programs to en-
courage minority students to attend 
college, Teacher Quality Enhancement 
Grants, Howard University, education 
research, education statistics, national 
assessment of educational progress, 
and national assessment governing 
board. 

Every one of those education pro-
grams had an increase in our bill over 
last year. 

Mr. Speaker, this body passed a re-
sponsible Labor, Health and Human 
Services and Education appropriation 
bill in July. The bill was within the 
subcommittee’s allocation and the 
budget resolution. Let us work to fin-
ish our conference with the other body 
so that we can complete the people’s 
work for the year and fund these im-
portant programs that give hope to the 
children of the families of our Nation. 

I would like to point out that a pre-
vious speaker mentioned the fact that 
the President has not supported the 
programs in the No Child Left Behind 
bill. Since No Child Left Behind was 
signed into law, Federal spending for 
major elementary and secondary edu-
cation, including funding for children 
with disabilities, has increased by ap-
proximately 34 percent, from $24.5 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2001 to $32.8 billion in 
fiscal year 2003. So I think that this 
clearly says that the President and the 
majority party have supported respon-
sible increases to fund the No Child 
Left Behind programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this 
motion to instruct because we want to 
provide the most money possible for 
education, too. And I agree with the 
gentleman from Wisconsin that we 
should do as much as possible, and the 
gentlewoman from California, the mi-
nority leader; but we have to live with-
in the budget constraints. We do not do 
the budget in our committee; we live 
with the money that has been provided 
by the Committee on the Budget. And 
I think we did a very responsible job 
given the constraints of the amount 
that was budgeted for Labor, HHS and 
Education by a vote of this House when 
they approved the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 8 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker, 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. REGULA), has talked about all of 
the vaunted increases in the Labor, 
HHS appropriation bill. But the fact is 
that if we take into account inflation, 
and if we take into account increases 
in student population, what we are 
talking about for most programs in 
real terms is a freeze, and in per capita 
student terms what we are talking 

about in many of these programs is, in 
fact, a per-child cut. And that comes at 
the same time that States are experi-
encing excruciating budget problems, 
which ought to require the Federal 
Government to provide more help, not 
less, and yet that is not what we are 
getting. 

Now, the gentleman can talk all he 
wants about the increases we have had 
over the past few years in education 
funding. The fact is that over the last 
9 years, $20 billion in additional fund-
ing was put into education above and 
beyond the amount that would have 
been provided by Republican bills in 
this House because of the negotiating 
insistence of Members on this side of 
the aisle, and in some of those years 
the Clinton administration. 

Now we have a different picture. This 
fall, some 22,000 students in 44 States 
and the District of Columbia have been 
notified that they failed to meet their 
academic targets set by States under 
the No Child Left Behind Act, that is, 
they have failed to make adequate 
yearly progress under the terms of that 
act. That is nearly one in four public 
schools across the country that will 
need additional teachers, tutors, books 
and curricula, and up-to-date tech-
nology to improve their academic per-
formance and to meet the No Child 
Left Behind mandates. They include 
576 schools in Illinois, 1,000 in Texas, 
1,033 in Missouri, 2,770 schools in Flor-
ida, and 829 schools in Ohio, according 
to their State education departments. 
And some of these States are in the 
midst of a huge financial crisis. 

This motion to instruct is, at best, a 
modest effort to prevent some of these 
22,000 schools from being left behind. It 
is a modest instruction because the 
procedural constraints facing us limit 
us in what we can ask. We instruct the 
House conferees to go to the highest 
possible funding levels for No Child 
Left Behind programs that would 
roughly double the modest increase in 
the House bill if each program were 
funded at the higher of the House or 
Senate level. We should be doing much 
more. 

Mr. Speaker, when the President 
came to office, he said that education 
would be a top priority, but that there 
would be no new money until we re-
formed the programs. So we took a 
flyer. We took the President at his 
word. We gave him the benefit of the 
doubt, and a lot of us voted for No 
Child Left Behind. That act imposed all 
kinds of accountability measures and 
mandates. Now, 2 years after the enact-
ment of that legislation, we have the 
smallest new Federal investment in 
education in almost a decade under 
both the House and the Senate bills. 
The Labor, HHS bill adopted by the 
majority barely provides an inflation 
increase for No Child Left Behind, a 
freeze in real terms. It falls a whopping 
$8 billion short of the funding schedule 
that was promised in No Child Left Be-
hind. 

Because the majority has chosen to 
put so much of its money in super-sized 
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tax cuts, there is very little money left 
to fulfill the majority’s own promises 
made in their own budget resolution. 
Let us inventory those promises: 

It was the Republican budget resolu-
tion that promised to provide $3 billion 
more for education compared to last 
year; yet the Republican Labor, HHS 
bill falls $700 million short of their own 
promise. It was the Republican budget 
resolution that promised to provide a 
$1 billion increase for title I grants to 
low-income schools; yet the Republican 
bill falls $334 million short of their own 
promises. And it is the majority Labor, 
HHS bill that falls short in other areas 
as well. 

The No Child Left Behind Act man-
dates that every school in America 
have a highly qualified teacher in the 
subjects of english, reading, math, 
science, foreign language, civics, gov-
ernment, economics, art, history, and 
geography. Yet the Republican Labor, 
HHS freezes funding for teacher train-
ing at $2.9 billion, $244 million short of 
the $3.2 billion promised 2 years ago. 
There is no more money for teacher 
quality at a time when the Department 
of Education says that 46 percent of 
the Nation’s secondary schoolteachers 
do not meet the No Child Left Behind 
highly qualified criteria. 

More than one million disadvantaged 
children could be helped if the after-
school program was fully funded at the 
No Child Left Behind level of $1.75 bil-
lion; yet the Republican Labor, HHS 
bill freezes funding for after-school 
centers when communities across the 
country are struggling to provide safe 
places where kids can learn and play 
between the hours of 3 and 6 p.m. One 
million at-risk children will be left be-
hind. 

Recently, I received a letter from a 
dedicated school principal at the 
Colwyn Elementary School in Pennsyl-
vania who wrote this: ‘‘I am left won-
dering how is it that schools can be la-
beled as failures when so many of our 
children enter schools already left be-
hind. And if schools are to fix all the 
societal ills that haunt our students, 
why is the funding not there for our 
schools, especially the urban schools, 
where our most needy students are?’’

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, we are 
at a place where we will not be able to 
answer that dedicated school prin-
cipal’s call for more funding because of 
the policies of the majority party. 
These policies say that we can afford 
super-sized tax cuts for the wealthiest 
Americans, but cannot afford $3 billion 
more to educate America’s children. 
Faced with the choice between tax 
breaks for millionaires and making 
sure that all children have an oppor-
tunity for a quality education, the ma-
jority has made it clear where it 
stands. As a result, millions of children 
will be left behind. 

Now, I know the gentleman from 
Ohio does not like the fact that we do 
not buy into his bill. We have never 
criticized the gentleman or the com-
mittee for the priority choices they 

have made. What we have said is that 
the limitations imposed on the gen-
tleman are unacceptable to us, and we 
have a right, and indeed an obligation, 
to follow our consciences to try to get 
more money in this bill, just as we did 
every year for the last 9 years. 

If we had rolled over the last 9 years 
to the argument that, oh, this is all the 
budget allocation will allow us, we 
would not have that $19 billion that the 
gentleman so anxiously voted for after 
we leveraged it into the bills over the 
objection of the gentleman’s own party 
leadership in this House. 

So I think the gentleman needs to 
recognize that, and the House needs 
not only to pass this motion, which 
does not begin to cover the need; the 
House needs to provide substantially 
more resources for this bill if we are to 
meet the needs and to meet the prom-
ise that so many of us signed on to 
when we voted for No Child Left Be-
hind just a few months ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

b 1815 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
the gentleman’s party had control of 
the Presidency, the House, and the 
Senate in fiscal years 1994 and 1995. 
During this time, Congressional Demo-
crats voted to cut the Department of 
Education by over $3 billion below lev-
els recommended by their President, 
President Clinton. The final 1994 in-
crease was only 3.6 percent; the final 
increase in 1995 was only 2.4 percent. 
And remember, they controlled every-
thing; and we propose in this bill to in-
crease it by 4.5 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER), 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Before we vote on this rather mean-
ingless motion which I will probably 
support, I think it is important that we 
try to frame it in a proper context. I 
think what we have tonight is a vote 
that is politics, pure and simple. Vir-
tually every Member supports pro-
viding the highest possible funding for 
the key programs in No Child Left Be-
hind, and I fully expect whatever 
agreement we are able to reach with 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
Capitol will meet this goal. We will, 
once again, provide another major in-
crease in funding for Federal education 
programs, the third major increase 
since No Child Left Behind was enacted 
into law. 

We have heard all year about this so-
called under funding of education pro-
grams. I would point out that we have 
a dual process in this Chamber of au-
thorizing and appropriating. The au-
thorized level is the cap, the maximum 
amount that can be spent. At no time 
during my experience, the 13 years that 

I have been here, have we ever fully 
funded, as Members would describe it, 
these education programs. 

As a matter of fact, in fiscal year 
1995, the last year that Democrats ran 
the Congress and had the White House, 
the authorization for title I was $13 bil-
lion, and yet the actual funding for 
that program came in at $10.3 billion. I 
do not recall any Member of the House, 
Republican or Democrat, or the Sen-
ate, claiming we were underfunding our 
education commitment. 

Now, when it comes to the issue of 
whether we have kept our promise 
under No Child Left Behind, let us re-
call what the promise was. The promise 
was to have a significant increase in 
spending to help support the goals of 
No Child Left Behind. So what did we 
do? Fiscal year 2001, $24.5 billion. What 
happened when we passed No Child Left 
Behind, an increase of $5.4 billion to 
$29.9 billion. That is a real increase. 

Then we went to $32.8 billion, and 
this year we are at $34.6 billion. Now, 
these are the numbers. They are real. 
No one can say we have not kept our 
promise because we have had a signifi-
cant increase in Federal education 
spending. 

Let us look at the largest of these 
programs where a lot of the money is, 
and that would be in title I, the money 
that goes to poor students and poor 
schools across the country. These bars 
here in yellow are the years when the 
Clinton administration was in office, 
and the red years are the Bush years. 
What do we see, significant increases 
since No Child Left Behind was put in 
place. 

As a matter of fact, to put it in even 
better perspective, during the 8 years 
that President Clinton was President, 
half of the time Democrats controlled 
one or both Chambers, the increase 
during those 8 years under President 
Clinton, $2.4 billion in title I funding 
over 8 years. That was the increase. 
What has been the increase over the 
first 3 years of the Bush administra-
tion, $2.9 billion. 

Now, to say we have not dramati-
cally increased our commitment to 
education is just not true. But as I said 
before, all of us in this Chamber sup-
port trying to fund these programs at 
the maximum allowable level to get as 
much money as we can out there to 
help poor children have a chance at a 
good education. 

But as the gentleman from California 
(Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the ranking 
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and others 
sitting here would attest to, if money 
were to have solved all of the problems 
in K–12 education, we would have 
solved them long ago. Some of the big-
gest spending levels in our country are 
in urban centers which happen to have 
the worst schools. 

One only needs to look in Wash-
ington, D.C., the third highest level of 
spending in any urban district in 
America, and without a doubt, the 
worst schools in America. Money will 
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not solve the education woes in our 
country. It is attitudes. It is attitudes 
and a commitment and a discussion 
about whether we, as a Nation, are 
willing to educate all of our children. 

We have had this discussion for a 
long time, and we all talk about public 
education and how important it is, but 
our Nation has never attempted to edu-
cate all of our people. We have never 
had a real commitment to educate all 
of our children. We have embarked on 
an effort to try to get to that goal. It 
is not going to be easy, and I am not 
sure we even know what the answers 
are in terms of how we educate all of 
our children. But I think we are going 
to learn those answers. 

Again, I am not sure that money is 
going to solve those problems. We need 
to have real changes of attitudes in our 
schools, in our communities, about 
really helping poor children have the 
same chance in life that all of us have 
had. They deserve that chance, just 
like our children deserve that chance, 
to get a good education. It is not hap-
pening today. I do think with the pas-
sage of No Child Left Behind, one of 
the most bipartisan bills of this session 
of Congress, we can begin to move to-
ward that goal. We are meeting our 
commitment on the Federal end, and I 
know the States are having problems 
meeting their commitments to their 
local schools. We wish they would do 
more; but please, do not come here and 
say we are not meeting our commit-
ment to helping every child get a 
chance at a good education. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. LOWEY), a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, we are on 
the cusp of implementing a bill that 
will fall at least $8 billion below the 
levels authorized in the No Child Left 
Behind Act. Our failure to uphold the 
promises made just 2 years ago will be 
felt in classrooms throughout America 
by every school-aged kid. I agree that 
we have to deal with attitudes. There 
are a lot of problems, and all of the 
problems of a community converge on 
our school systems. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I visit our schools 
which have to face the mandates in-
cluded in No Child Left Behind. They 
are facing massive teacher shortages, 
and that has to be resolved by money 
and training. We have to ensure that 
every teacher of an academic subject 
be highly-qualified by 2006 and admin-
istering annual assessments in reading 
and math by 2006. America’s schools 
should not have to choose between the 
need to recruit and train new teachers, 
implement antidrug programs, and pay 
for urgent school renovations. I would 
like my colleagues to visit some of 
these schools that are trying to edu-
cate these kids without enough books, 
without enough dollars, without 
enough teachers with adequate train-
ing. 

If we do not retool our efforts during 
the Labor-HHS conference, we will im-

pose a great burden on our school ad-
ministrators, board members and par-
ents. For example, the NCLB Act 
promised to provide school districts 
with 40 percent of the Nation’s average 
per pupil expenditure for each low-in-
come student. The title I program al-
ready does not meet the overwhelming 
needs across the country, but NCLB 
was a step in the right direction. Many 
of us voted for it. There was broad bi-
partisan support. 

However, in this Labor-HHS bill it is 
$6 billion below the authorized amount. 
What does that mean for needy chil-
dren? In New York State alone, almost 
460,000 eligible children would not be 
fully served by the program. This 
morning, the Afterschool Alliance re-
leased a poll demonstrating the 
public’s broad, unwavering support for 
after-school programs. And, quite 
frankly, the numbers leapt off the 
page. They made clear that Americans, 
not just parents of school-age children, 
but all Americans, across the board, 
believe that after-school programs are 
a sound investment. Eighty percent 
said after-school is nothing short of an 
absolute necessity. That is not just 
support, that is extraordinary support. 

After-school programs keep kids safe, 
help them learn, help working families. 
No Child Left Behind set out a prudent 
road map for growing the 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers Initia-
tive, but since the moment the law was 
enacted, we have gotten off course. Not 
only did the administration’s fiscal 
year 2004 budget propose a cut of $400 
million, or 40 percent to the 21st Cen-
tury After-School Program, but both 
the House and the Senate Labor-HHS 
bills fall 40 percent short on funding for 
the 21st Century Initiative, providing 
just $1 billion of the authorized $1.75 
billion for the current fiscal year. That 
funding gap translates into more than 
1 million children being left behind 
after school. 

I want to say in closing, sometimes 
we look at these numbers, it sounds 
great, a billion here, a billion there, 
but when we are cutting a million dol-
lars or a billion dollars from a key pro-
gram such as that, that is reflected in 
real children and real lives. I urge 
Members to try and get these dollars 
up so we can be educating all of our 
children. These programs are critical. I 
thank the chairman for all of the good 
work he has done, and I hope we can 
work together to truly get these num-
bers up so we can satisfy the tremen-
dous needs out there.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER), a distinguished 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

The chairman of the full authorizing 
committee just made a statement that 
I think is very instructive. He called 
this motion rather meaningless. If our 
colleagues do not know by now, they 
should certainly be apprised that all of 

these motions to instruct that are 
being brought during the waning days 
of this session of Congress are non-
binding. They offer us an opportunity 
to have an hour of debate on a par-
ticular issue, and that is instructive; 
but even if this motion were com-
pletely binding, I do not know how we 
could enforce it, because it simply says 
that the conferees be instructed to in-
sist on the highest funding levels pos-
sible for programs authorized by No 
Child Left Behind. 

Now, if that means the sky is the 
limit, then I might have to disagree 
with my chairman and the chairman of 
the authorizing committee. We may 
not want to do that because I do think 
we should exercise some discretion in 
the amount of funding. But if it means 
we are going to do the very best we 
can, within the confines of the budget 
resolution, as our chairman has done, 
then I do support that concept. So I am 
a little torn, Mr. Speaker. On principle, 
should I just vote no because it is a 
meaningless exercise, or should I go 
along with my chairman and the chair-
man of the authorizing committee? 

This, I think, is an opportunity for 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle to try to point out to anyone who 
is watching that they would spend 
more money on education if they were 
in charge and that they would spend a 
lot more money if they possibly could. 
They will make that case, but I am not 
so sure about that contention. 

The fact of the matter is when the 
Democrats had control of the Presi-
dency, the House and the Senate, fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995, they did not fully 
fund their education bill. As a matter 
of fact, President Clinton proposed a 
figure for the Department of Edu-
cation, and the Democrats and the 
Congress cut that figure by some $3 bil-
lion below the level recommended by 
their own President, failing to ‘‘fully 
fund’’ the request of their President.

b 1830 

During the time of Democratic con-
trol of Congress, Mr. Speaker, they 
funded only 20 percent of the IDEA pro-
gram for fiscal year 1994. 

By contrast, in the last 8 years of Re-
publican control in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Federal funds for edu-
cation have more than doubled. So I 
think we can be proud of our record on 
education, Mr. Speaker, as compared to 
the prior 6 years under Democrat lead-
ership where they funded Federal edu-
cation programs by an increase of only 
47 percent. Republicans doubled edu-
cation funding. The Democrats in-
creased funding by only 47 percent. So 
when it comes to numbers, we really do 
not have anything to be ashamed of on 
this side of the aisle. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that during these past years of Repub-
lican control, this House of Represent-
atives and this Congress has increased 
title I aid to disadvantaged students by 
84 percent; increased special education 
grants to States—that IDEA program 
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that I mentioned—by some 330 percent 
for IDEA programs; and tripled funding 
for reading programs during Repub-
lican rule, Mr. Speaker. We have in-
creased Federal teacher quality funds. 
We have increased the maximum Pell 
grant by some 64 percent. We have in-
creased Head Start funding by 91 per-
cent under Republican control. And we 
have increased Federal aid to Amer-
ica’s Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities. 

I am proud of what we have done. Of 
course, raw numbers are not the only 
answer. The problem with much of 
American education is the account-
ability and results, and that is what we 
think No Child Left Behind is chang-
ing. I want to commend Chairman REG-
ULA for working across the aisle for a 
balanced bill that funds many com-
peting programs. He has produced a 
good result. I believe the conference 
will do so, too. I just want to congratu-
late my chairman for funding edu-
cation as best as we possibly can.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), a member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY), for his long leadership on the 
issue of education and his offering his 
motion to us today on the floor. 

In response to my colleague from 
Mississippi who said all we need to do 
is look at the numbers, I think that 
would be interesting. I think if this Re-
publican administration ran on us just 
looking at the numbers, they would be 
thrown out of office quicker than we 
can look at the door. We have gone 
from nearly a $5 trillion surplus to a $5 
trillion deficit. The very children they 
claim to support are children that are 
going to be saddled with nearly a $600 
billion deficit, deficit, this year be-
cause this President has chosen to cut 
the taxes of the wealthiest 1 percent of 
our population. 

Two-thirds of the tax cut goes to the 
wealthiest 1 percent in the form of cap-
ital gains dividends and estate taxes. 
Who is going to pay for these taxes? It 
is going to be the children of today’s 
generation and our children’s children 
that are going to be saddled with this 
debt. So I do not want to hear from 
Members of the other side of the aisle 
about how Democrats underfunded edu-
cation. At least we left the children of 
this country a $5 trillion surplus on 
which to build a future. 

When it comes to Leave No Child Be-
hind, the fact is the numbers do tell 
the truth. The numbers tell us that 
when it comes to the President’s com-
mitment to making sure we leave no 
child behind, the commitment is noth-
ing but words. Mr. President, we want 
action, not rhetoric. We want you to 
put your money where your mouth is. 
You have not done it. By refusing to 
provide the promised funding, the 
Leave No Child Behind Act has become 
an albatross around the necks of school 

committees around our country. The 
people who are watching this who can 
listen to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi say that all of this is worthless 
debate, I will just tell you this. Go talk 
to your local school committee. Go 
talk to your local city council person 
and have them tell you how much prop-
erty taxes are going up in order to 
make up the difference in the require-
ments that the Leave No Child Behind 
Act have put forward. Requirements 
for new systems of assessment for chil-
dren, not funded in the bill. Require-
ments for new enrollment status and 
graduation records so that we can 
track these students and thereby be 
able to measure their progress, no 
funding under the bill. Funding for 
massive databases and new standards, 
inadequate funding under the bill. 

The fact is if you look at the bill 
itself and you look at what this Con-
gress is doing, it is sending the bill for 
this Leave No Child Behind Act to our 
property taxes. Make no mistake about 
it, it is cutting Bill Gates’s taxes, but 
it is sending the taxes back to our local 
property taxes in order to fund the def-
icit in this Leave No Child Behind Act.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a very valued 
member of our subcommittee. 

(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman who just spoke said that 
they left this House with $5 trillion. 
Well, in 1993 the rhetoric that they 
said, let us give tax breaks to the mid-
dle class, they raised the tax on the 
middle class. You increased the Social 
Security tax. You cut veterans COLAs. 
You cut military COLAs. You spent 
every dime out of the Social Security 
trust fund. And where you promised 
tax relief for the middle class, you in-
creased it. And guess what? Repub-
licans took the majority. And we re-
duced Social Security increases. We 
gave money back to the middle class so 
that they would have money to spend 
on their education systems. Not a sin-
gle Democrat budget or economic pol-
icy has passed since. Not one. Not even 
the Blue Dogs. And so for you to take 
credit for the surplus is ridiculous. 

Unfortunately, it is an election year. 
I am going to vote for this motion. But 
what it is, as you can see from my col-
leagues on the other side, it is election 
year partisanship Republican bashing. 
That is all it is. They know that this is 
meaningless. But all they want to do is 
sit up here and bash Republicans. 

I am going to give you a couple of 
issues. You know that when we talk 
about how we finance education, my 
friends on the other side, anything to 
do with unions, they will not cut. 
Davis-Bacon for school construction, 
the right-to-work States save up to 30 
percent on school construction, but do 
you think my colleagues on the other 
side would support a reduction in 
Davis-Bacon just for building schools? 

Absolutely not. That is where they get 
their campaign dollars. When you start 
caring about education more than you 
do the unions, come talk to me. 

Alan Bersin, Democrat under Bill 
Clinton, is the superintendent of San 
Diego city schools. His number one 
problem in the State of California, it 
was Gray Davis, it is not now, his num-
ber one problem is trial lawyers who 
are ripping off the schools for special 
education. In the D.C. bill at least we 
capped trial lawyers’ fees. In 1 year we 
are giving $12 million for special edu-
cation students, for special education 
programs, for special education activi-
ties, not to the trial lawyers. But do 
you think my friends on the other side 
would do that? No way. If you want to 
increase money, take a look at your 
own rhetoric. 

I am going to vote for this motion, 
but I want to tell the gentleman, when 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY) said that he drug Republicans 
for educational spending, the only 
thing the Democrats are doing right 
now is dragging their anchor. They are 
going to vote against the bill, and they 
do not want people to know that they 
are going to vote against education; 
and that is exactly what they are 
doing. This is another reason for them 
saying, all the mean Republicans. If 
you vote against this bill, you are vot-
ing to cut education, the very thing 
that you are bashing Republicans for. I 
resent the implication. You know how 
hard most of us work, on both sides of 
the aisle. My wife was chief of staff for 
the assistant Secretary of Education. I 
was a teacher and a coach in high 
school and college and dean of a col-
lege. My sister-in-law is in charge of 
special education in San Diego city 
schools. I stayed on the D.C. com-
mittee to improve education. And for 
your leadership to sit up here and say 
Republicans do not care about edu-
cation, I resent it. I wish I could say 
more, but my words would be taken 
down. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER), ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, Republicans on the other 
side of the aisle keep saying it is not 
about the numbers, and then they want 
to argue the numbers. Let me agree 
with them: this is not about the num-
bers. This is simply a question of val-
ues and ethics. This is whether or not 
this President and this Republican 
Party that controls the Congress of the 
United States will keep their word to 
America’s children and to their parents 
and to the school districts and the 
teachers across this Nation. 

It is all interesting what you want to 
talk about before No Child Left Behind 
passed. But No Child Left Behind is the 
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most significant reforms we have made 
to American education in 35 years. And 
we did it with full knowledge of how 
much money we were spending, and we 
did it with full negotiations with this 
President about the reforms and the 
significance of these reforms; and this 
President said, if you can get these re-
forms, I will get you the resources. We 
now find out he just simply was not 
telling the truth. He told the truth for 
1 year. He just could not tell the truth 
for both years, because the resources 
are not there. We told schools that this 
Nation wants you to have 100 percent 
of our children proficient at grade level 
in 12 years. Schools are working hard 
to do this. And there are mixed results. 
But they are doing it. They are work-
ing at it. And now we have identified 
each and every child that is not meet-
ing that standard. Those are called 
schools in need of improvement. 

What do we say in the Federal law 
for schools in need of improvement? We 
said we will give you additional money 
in the second and third year to turn 
those schools around, to reconfigure 
those schools to get different results. 
Those are the exact schools that need 
the money this year, and it is not there 
because this Congress and this Presi-
dent refuse to provide it. So what do 
those poor children do? They have been 
told that they need improvement. 
Later there could be sanctions against 
these schools at the State level, and we 
have pulled back the money that they 
were going to use to improve those 
schools. The Governors have taken the 
heat for identifying those schools. The 
school superintendents have taken the 
heat for identifying these schools. Par-
ents are upset. But the whole idea was 
that we would help you turn those 
schools around because it is important 
to our country, it is important to these 
children, it is important to their fami-
lies. But on the eve of the moment that 
that is supposed to happen, this Presi-
dent reneged on his promise. He got the 
reforms on a big bipartisan basis, and 
school districts all across the country 
are trying to make them work, and he 
walks out on them because he did not 
put the money in his budget, and he is 
encouraging the Congress not to go for-
ward with these kinds of increases. 

This motion to instruct is not mean-
ingless. It is important. It is about val-
ues. It is about truthfulness. It is about 
the ethics of our profession when we 
promise the American people we will 
do something and then we fail to do it.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The Chair will remind Members 
that it is not in order to refer to the 
President in personal terms. Although 
remarks in debate may include criti-
cism of the President’s official actions 
or policies, they may not include criti-
cism on a personal level such as accus-
ing him of not telling the truth.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ken-
tucky (Mrs. NORTHUP), a very produc-
tive member of our subcommittee. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to add my voice to others’ about the 
importance of education and making 
sure that quality education is available 
to every child. As the mother of six 
children, when I have students that 
visit Washington, they often ask me, 
where did you learn what you needed 
to know to be a Member of Congress? 
Of course, they expect me to talk about 
my years in the State legislature or 
what I studied in college. But I tell 
them the answer and I tell them that 
the truth is I learned most of what I 
needed to know as the mother of these 
six children, all of whom had different 
talents and different challenges, all of 
whom went through school needing the 
advice and the special programs that 
would be available to them so that 
they could succeed.

b 1845 

That is what is so important for all 
the children in this country, and that 
is what we are struggling with. 

I believe my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle also want every child 
to have an opportunity for a quality 
education, and they have always fo-
cused on input, asking for more pro-
grams and more dollars. In fact, my ex-
perience in Washington, compared to 
my experience in the State legislature, 
has been a take-your-breath-away ex-
perience over the last 7 years, as every 
single appropriation meeting is about 
more, more, more; more dollars, more 
programs. No matter how much more 
is proposed, there are always amend-
ments to spend even more than that. 

In every single markup of education 
bills and other bills, there are pro-
posals for $1 billion here and $1 billion 
there. I will never forget sitting in one 
markup for one education appropria-
tion bill, and there was over $10 billion 
proposed for new spending, something 
that the Democrats voted for almost en 
masse in that markup of that bill. 
Every program, more money, more 
money, more money. 

On the other hand, as a mother, what 
I found is that I needed to be able to go 
to school and talk to my children’s 
teachers and ask, what can we do to 
help this child with their math? What 
can we do to help this child with read-
ing? I needed to know that for the chil-
dren that were disorganized, that the 
teacher would help me in formulating a 
program to help them become more or-
ganized; that for the child that strug-
gled in writing, we could address those 
challenges. 

And what teachers tell me in my dis-
trict is nothing about more money, 
more money, more money. That is not 
what parents talk about. They talk 
about red tape; they talk about their 
hands tied; they talk about Federal 
limitations. 

When No Child Left Behind was 
passed, overwhelmingly I heard thank 
you for rolling so many of these dif-
ferent programs together, giving teach-
ers and schools the ability to address 
the challenges that were unique to 

their school. Did they need more com-
puters? They could spend the dollars 
there. Did they need more remedial 
reading programs? They could spend 
the dollars there. Did they need more 
flexibility, so that the challenges of 
other children could be met? They 
could do that. Instead of having every 
single dollar sort of outlined for them, 
they could address the unique chal-
lenges that their students, in their 
schools, had. 

What our side of the aisle has focused 
on is not only investing more money in 
education, but in the outcome, how do 
we make sure that those dollars help 
children achieve at a higher level? And 
why is that important? Because, after 
all these years of Federal investments, 
what were we looking at when we 
passed No Child Left Behind? Sixty-
eight percent of our fourth graders 
could not read at grade level. We knew 
that minority children and children 
from disadvantaged families were fall-
ing behind at even a faster and greater 
rate than any time in our past, so we 
knew that we had more money, and 
more programs were not the answer. 

Many of the objections that my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
refer to are actually talking about pro-
grams that have been wrapped together 
so that a school that needs more after-
school programs can spend the dollars 
in a way that meets those needs; 
schools that need more tutoring or 
more intervention for kids that have 
learning disabilities can use the dollars 
there. What we are talking about is not 
only the investment, but making sure 
we get the benefits of those invest-
ments. 

I want to thank our chairman. He has 
done a wonderful job of making sure 
that with No Child Left Behind, that 
we invested 18 percent additional dol-
lars into our school systems. There are 
those that think that before those dol-
lars are even out the door, that that is 
not enough. They almost imply that 
that 18 percent is not carried over to 
the next year and the next year. But, of 
course, we have built on that each year 
since then. I thank the chairman for 
the balance and the investment for our 
children.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
ANDREWS). 

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Wisconsin for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from 
Kentucky just said the majority is in-
terested in outcomes. Well, let me tell 
you what the outcome of the No Child 
Left Behind Act has been for thousands 
of schools across America. This law, 
which has had great potential to create 
learning opportunities for children, is 
creating great havoc for the schools of 
America. 

Public educators across the country, 
who were told that they would receive 
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more help if they needed it, are receiv-
ing lectures from the Department of 
Education about how to run their 
schools, mandates from the United 
States Congress telling them what 
they must do in their schools, and 
money that falls $8 billion short of the 
job that we say needs to be done. We 
said to these public educators, you 
must test and evaluate every child, 
every year, between the third grade 
and the eighth grade, and you, local 
taxpayers, should pay for it. That was 
not the commitment of the No Child 
Left Behind Act. 

They have been told that if your 
school falls into the category of a 
school that needs improvement, a defi-
nition that has been tortured beyond 
recognition by the Department of Edu-
cation in its interpretation of this law, 
if you fall into such a category, you 
will get the money for the tutoring 
programs and the after-school pro-
grams and the parent academies that 
work to improve learning. But the 
money is not here, because we are $8 
billion short. 

Governing is choosing, and I would 
suggest to the majority, here is your 
choice: You can let the No Child Left 
Behind Act with all of its flaws stay in 
place and force upon your constituents 
and mine local tax increases; or you 
can find the funds to meet the promise 
this Congress made to those local 
school districts and pay for the tests 
and pay for the mandates and pay for 
the services that are required. 

It is the great dilemma of the major-
ity. The budget resolution it passed 
does not permit them to do so, because 
this country’s educational future, as is 
the case with so many other priorities 
in this country, was squandered on the 
majority’s tax cut so we can have a tax 
cut tilted toward the very wealthy in 
Washington. We will see increases on 
everyone else across the country to pay 
for the mandates of the No Child Left 
Behind Act. 

The right thing to do is to suspend 
the mandates of the No Child Left Be-
hind Act until the money is there to 
pay for those mandates. Otherwise, 
when the gentlewoman talks about 
local flexibility and local educators 
being able to buy computers and do tu-
toring programs, the money they 
would like to have for those computers 
and those tutoring programs is being 
spent on the No Child Left Behind Act. 

Support the resolution. Enforce the 
act properly.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. WELDON), a member of our 
subcommittee who works diligently on 
these tough problems. 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the chairman for yielding 
me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this motion. The Obey motion to in-
struct insists on the highest funding 
levels possible for implementation of 
the No Child Left Behind Act. The mo-
tion to instruct says that unlimited 

funding is the answer. But higher fund-
ing is not an end in itself. In fact, it 
often represents a failure of govern-
ment. 

What kind of responsibility, what 
kind of governance, is provided by sim-
ply spending more money? None. In-
stead, we have a system already in 
place to determine educational spend-
ing that provides accountability and 
results. It consists of local school 
boards and parents. It consists of State 
initiatives, like charter schools and 
vouchers, to enhance academic choice 
and school accountability. 

The President’s No Child Left Behind 
initiative attempts to build account-
ability and results into what States are 
doing. When we have no other alter-
native but to increase funding levels, 
we say increased funding is all we can 
do and the system is broken. 

If higher funding levels were the an-
swer, the District of Columbia would 
have some of the highest academic 
scores in the Nation. But, unfortu-
nately, the opposite is true. Higher 
funding does not guarantee results. 
The District of Columbia’s school sys-
tem spends more per student than 
Fairfax County, just across the river. 
The academic performance could not 
be more different. 

The answer, I believe, is local control 
and decision making. In Brevard Coun-
ty, Florida, where I live, a local sales 
tax initiative is being considered by 
local officials to support increased edu-
cational funding. The same thing is 
going on in Fairfax County as well. 
This is what should be done; local con-
trol, the decisions of local voters. 

I believe the Federal Government 
needs to get out of the way of local ac-
tion. We are not local school boards, 
and we should not pretend to be them 
either. Let us allow greater discretion 
at the local school board level and 
local government level, and let us let 
them set the majority of the policies. 
Oppose the Obey motion. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to support 
this motion because we share with the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) 
the desire to have the highest funding 
levels possible for programs on No 
Child Left Behind. We did that in the 
bill. Obviously, there is never enough, 
but we did as much as we could under 
the constraints of the budget. 

I would point out again and reiterate 
that we increased the funding for 43 
programs in education, including title 
I, including IDEA and a whole host of 
others. Of course, the motion is simply 
saying do the best possible job we can. 

I know that the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) and I both share the 
desire to do as much as we can for edu-
cation, but we are constrained by the 
amount of money that is available to 
us under the budget resolution. Within 
that, and in the priorities within our 
bill, we have done every bit possible. 
Hopefully, in conference, we can reach 
an agreement with the other body that 

will even increase some by taking it 
from other areas. I support the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I will include at the end 
of my remarks two chronologies. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Ohio has just said that we did the best 
job that we could in funding these edu-
cation programs within the context of 
the budget resolution. I do not deny 
that. The important part of that sen-
tence, however, is ‘‘within the confines 
of the budget resolution.’’

Our target has never been this bill; 
our target has been the constraints on 
our committee imposed by the budget 
that mean that we will be providing an 
ever-smaller increase in funding for 
education at a time when we need to be 
providing more. 

I must say, I am a little bit confused 
by some of the rhetoric I have heard 
today. We heard three Republican 
speakers in a row try to suggest that it 
was the Republican Party that in fact 
had done a better job than Democrats 
in terms of funding education. Then we 
heard the gentlewoman from Kentucky 
get up and take the opposite end of the 
same argument and bemoan and decry 
the fact that we had the temerity on 
one occasion to ask for a $10 billion in-
crease in investments in our children. 

That is absolutely right. We did, and 
I make no apology for it. I think we 
should have done more. 

The gentlewoman from Kentucky 
mentioned people’s concern about red 
tape. The mother-of-all-red-tape pro-
grams in the education area is No Child 
Left Behind. 

We gave the President the benefit of 
the doubt, because he said he wanted 
the programs reformed before we put 
more money in. They have been re-
formed. Now the question is, where is 
the money? 

The fact is that what is happening is 
that, whether it is denied or not, this 
Congress, under the policies dictated 
by the Republican budget resolution, 
this Congress is walking away from the 
policies of No Child Left Behind. 

For 1 year after that program passed, 
this Congress had a bipartisan position 
in support of meeting the goals of that 
act. But now we see that it was evi-
dently a 1-year promise. We are $8 bil-
lion short of where we promised the 
country we would be if we passed those 
reforms. In education, we are $3 billion 
short of where the budget resolution, 
the Republican budget resolution, 
promised we would be.

b 1900 

We are, for title I, $131 million short 
of where the Republican budget resolu-
tion promised we would be. We are $1.2 
billion short of where the Republican 
budget resolution promised us we 
would be for special education. Those 
numbers are undeniable. 

I would like to close by reading a 
greater portion of the letter that I re-
ceived from a Michelle Cinciripino, a 
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principal in Philadelphia. In part, here 
is what her letter reads: ‘‘On Sep-
tember 2 we opened a new school year 
in a brand-new school building and we 
were off and running, despite the lack 
of books and other needed supplies. 
And then Friday came. A second grader 
ran screaming from her classroom and 
had to be restrained until she finally 
broke down in tears and told us she was 
worried about her mom, a known drug 
dealer in trouble again with the law. I 
assured her we loved her and that she 
was safe at school, and off she went for 
the weekend. Monday came and this 
time she came screaming from the 
building. Several hours and a sound 
breakfast later, we finally got her back 
to class. Tuesday and Wednesday fol-
lowed the same pattern, until Thurs-
day when she came in having been 
beaten with a belt. I spent Thursday 
with the police and Child Protective 
Services. She is now safe with her dad. 
But I am left wondering, how is it that 
schools can be labeled as failures when 
so many of our children enter school 
already left behind? And if schools are 
to fix all of the societal ills that haunt 
our students, why is the funding not 
there for our schools, especially our 
urban schools where our most needy 
students are?’’

Then she goes on to say, ‘‘The second 
grader I mentioned is but one of many 
hurting, angry children who enter my 
school on a daily basis. They lack what 
we take for granted: a safe, loving, nur-
turing home where their basic needs 
are met. For these students, my staff 
and I provide the only consistent safe 
place these kids know. We want des-
perately to teach them; but before we 
can do that, we must feed them and 
love them. We must gain their trust 
and we must teach them the social 
skills that no one has ever shared with 
them or modeled for them. I hope you 
will share my story with your col-
leagues who say that educators ‘just 
don’t want to be accountable.’ I would 
be happy to share my story with them 
in person and can be reached at the 
above address and phone number.’’

I think we ought to take the con-
cerns of that principal to heart. 

This motion in and of itself is not the 
issue. The amount of money that we 
can provide through this motion in 
added funding for education is small 
indeed. 

The real issue is whether or not the 
House, having had an opportunity to 
once again hear concerns expressed 
about the problem, whether the House, 
in fact, will find a way to do more for 
education than we have done in this 
bill. 

One of the previous speakers said 
that he resented it because we said 
that Republicans do not love edu-
cation. I do not believe that. I think 
Republicans like education. I just do 
not think, based on their records, that 
they happen to like it as much as they 
like preserving $88,000 tax cuts for mil-
lionaires. That is our only objection. 
And when we have a change in those 

priorities, we will, once again, have a 
bill we can both agree on.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of Mr. OBEY’s motion to instruct 
conferees on H.R. 2660 to increase funding 
for the No Child Left Behind Act to the highest 
possible amount. 

As we near the end of the second year 
since No Child Left Behind became law, 
schools all over America are crying out for 
more funding in order to meet the new ac-
countability benchmarks. 

When I voted for the No Child Left Behind 
Act almost 2 years ago, I did so with reserva-
tions about the new testing requirements. But, 
I and all of the Members, were assured that 
while we were going to be asking much more 
of our schools, we would also be giving our 
schools increased support. But that is not 
what happened. 

H.R. 2660 underfunds the No Child Left be-
hind Act by $8 billion. 

It falls $244 million short of the $3.2 billion 
that was promised to the States to make sure 
that there would be a highly qualified teacher 
in every classroom. 

It underfunds after school programs by $750 
million, serving one million children less than 
was promised in No Child Left Behind. 

It denies eligible children the title I supple-
mental education services that they need to 
succeed in school. 

States and schools all across America are 
doing their part to raise test scores and im-
prove teacher quality. Congress needs to do 
its part by providing the promised funding. We 
need to fund programs under the No Child 
Left Behind Act at the very highest level pos-
sible.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, we all have 
heard the impressive statistics regarding the 
education funding increases that this Con-
gress and Administration have provided over 
the past two years. No one can legitimately re-
fute the fact that each year we provide historic 
increases that are necessary for states and 
schools across the country. 

As someone who worked closely with the 
Administration and the Committee when Con-
gress passed the No Child Left Behind Act, I 
have remained committed to following its im-
plementation as well as the funding levels. I 
have always argued that we should make fun-
damental reforms to our federal programs be-
fore throwing money at them. No Child Left 
Behind is inciting those reforms and states, 
school districts, teachers, students and par-
ents across the country are answering the call. 

I think we all can agree that change is dif-
ficult and that No Child Left Behind reflects 
that. It is forcing all of us, as a nation, to have 
an important dialogue about education. A dis-
cussion that is being followed by action and 
dedication to success. It is for these reasons 
that I believe we are justified in continuing to 
push for and appropriate increased funding for 
our education programs. The people on the 
ground deserve it. 

I have always prioritized adequate funding 
for education programs as well as fiscal con-
servatism. Given other expenses we have 
across the country and the world, I believe the 
House Labor, Health and Human Services and 
Education Appropriations Act represents a 
delicate balance between increased funding 
for federal education programs and fiscal re-
straint. I support the motion to instruct, how-
ever, because all of these education programs 

deserve to have the highest funding levels 
possible. Any additional available funding 
should go to our students.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The time of the gentleman has 
expired. All time has expired. 

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) 
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO 
CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida (during debate on motion to in-
struct on H.R. 2660), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 108–335) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 421) waiving a re-
quirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII 
with respect to consideration of certain 
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2115, 
VISION 100—CENTURY OF AVIA-
TION REAUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 
Florida (during debate on motion to in-
struct on H.R. 2660), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 108–336) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 422) waiving points 
of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 2115) to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to 
reauthorize programs for the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and for other 
purposes, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed.

f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 6, ENERGY POLICY ACT 
OF 2003 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to 
instruct conferees. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows:
(1) The House conferees shall be instructed 

to include in the conference report the provi-
sions of section 837 of the Senate Amend-
ment that concern reformulated gasoline in 
ozone nonattainment areas and ozone trans-
port regions under the Clean Air Act. 

(2) The House conferees shall be instructed 
to confine themselves to matters committed 
to conference in accordance with clause 9 of 
rule XXII of the House of Representatives 
with regard to any matters relating to ozone 
nonattainment and ozone transport.
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