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

———

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve at this time we have no further
business that is immediately available.
I suggest we ask unanimous consent to
set the vote for 2:15 and that the Sen-
ate be in morning business until such
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
consent to proceed in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

——
THE EDUCATION BUDGET

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to our friend and colleague from
New Hampshire speak about the edu-
cation budget and about the expendi-
tures in the areas of education. I just
want to review here, in this time, for a
few moments, exactly what has been
the record of our Republican friends in
the House and Senate, and the adminis-
tration, over the period since 1994 when
the Republicans took over the leader-
ship in the Congress.

After 1994, on March 16, 1995, one of
the first acts of the new Republican
House of Representatives was to ask
for a $1.7 billion rescission on all edu-
cation programs below what was en-
acted in the appropriations the year
before. That is an extensive rescission,
no matter how you cut it. This is in all
the education programs of 1994. They
asked to cut back $1.7 billion. The final
rescission bill that passed on July 27,
1995, was $600 million below 1995. So, as
we are looking over, now, and listening
to who is interested in education, I
hope our colleagues will at least give
some attention, when they are review-
ing the record, as to who has been in-
terested and who has been committed,
judging by the allocation of resources.
Resources themselves do not solve the
problems of education, but they are a
pretty good indication of a nation’s
priorities.

What we had as the first order of
business in 1995 in the House rescission
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bill was to move ahead with a major
cut of $1.7 billion for the appropria-
tions the year before. Now, in the first
full funding cycle, the 1996 House Ap-
propriations, in August of 1995, cut $3.9
billion below 1996. Then the continuing
resolution ended up at $3.1 billion
below 1996. This was at a time when we
had the memorable shutdown of the
Government. The President said, That
is too much, you will be cutting the
heart out of many of these education
programs. That was one of the prin-
cipal reasons he went toe-to-toe with
the Congress, because of those dra-
matic cuts in the area of education. Fi-
nally, there was a continuing resolu-
tion after the Senate adopted a Spec-
ter-Harkin amendment to restore $2.7
billion. We saw a bottom line $400 mil-
lion below fiscal year 1996.

In 1997, the Senate bill was $3.1 bil-
lion below the President’s. This is rath-
er extraordinary to me, that Members
on the other side can stand up and talk
and criticize the President on appro-
priations when you have this kind of
record to defend—$3.1 billion below the
President’s. My good friend from New
Hampshire ought to be talking to the
Republican appropriators. Mr. Presi-
dent, $3.1 billion below what the Presi-
dent asked for, that was the Senate
bill. The final agreement, after exten-
sive negotiation thankfully moved the
appropriation up, was to $3.5 billion
above what the President asked for; as
a result of the administration’s posi-
tion, a $6 billion swing in education
funding.

Then, in 1998, both the House and
Senate bills were $200 million below the
President’s. Again, after tough nego-
tiation the final agreement was $3.4
billion above, over 1997.

Mr. President, these are fairly sig-
nificant figures. All of us are concerned
about education policy. I know my
friend and colleague from Vermont,
Senator JEFFORDS, has long stood for
making sure that we, as a country, and
as a matter of principle, focus on and
provide greater support for education
as a national priority, so I appreciate
his commitment, his position in these
decisions. But we have to look at the
bottom line. Coming into 1999, fiscal
year 1999, they are still cutting below
the President’s investment. The House
bill, in June of 1998, which was for the
fiscal year 1999, was $2 billion below
the President’s; the final agreement
was $3.6 billion over 1998.

This is the record. Year after year
after year those appropriations com-
mittees, which are effectively con-
trolled by the Republican leadership,
have consistently underfunded edu-
cation. So it does not come, I don’t
think, with good grace, to suggest that
somehow we have an administration or
President who is not strongly com-
mitted—whether it has been to the spe-
cial needs children or all the children
in this country. We all are mindful
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that even with these kinds of appro-
priations we only are spending prob-
ably 4 cents out of every dollar, maybe
5 cents out of every dollar, in edu-
cation. You get 2 more cents for the
food program, so the total considered
to be the moneys that are spent lo-
cally, about 6 cents, is the Federal
funding. But 2 cents of that has to do
with nutrition. We are talking about 4
cents.

This is a major item, obviously, the
title I program, but there is also some
in excess of $4 billion in special needs.
The Head Start programs and others
are certainly enormously important,
and they can certainly use additional
resources.

Federal education funding rose from
$23 billion in 1996 to $33.5 billion in
1999, an increase of $10.5 billion, or 46
percent. That is a pretty good indica-
tion of at least this President’s prior-
ities in the education area. So, we hope
when we come back here at 2:15 we will
move ahead and accept this. We are, 1
believe, on this side, strongly com-
mitted to trying to find every scarce
dollar resource to fund these education
programs.

As I mentioned, with the Supreme
Court holding of yesterday, we do have,
I think, additional kinds of responsibil-
ities. It was that aspect of the state-
ment of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire with which I agree. With that
holding, there will be additional kinds
of demands on local communities. I do
think we ought to try to find addi-
tional resources on that particular
measure, and we will certainly work
with all in this body to see what can be
done to gain those resources and sup-

port.

I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The Senator from
Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Massachusetts has made
an excellent point. I do not argue with
him. I, in fact, would have supported
those appropriations and have sup-
ported the appropriations that have
been recommended for education to-
tally.

I think the point Senator GREGG was
making was that this administration
does not place high enough priority on
IDEA. I think the record bears this out.
While the administration’s proposed
new programs increase funding else-
where, it has shortchanged IDEA. The
funding we are charged with under our
promises and under the law as it
reads—to fund 40 percent of the cost of
special education—those costs are
going up and are really making it dif-
ficult for our local communities to
carry out other programs that have
been recommended to help them. So I
just wanted to make sure everyone rec-
ognizes that.

Mr. President, I make a point of
order a quorum is not present.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
put in the RECORD the actual funding
levels, in terms of the IDEA. In 1995, it
was $3.2 billion; in 1996, it was $3.2 bil-
lion; in 1997, it was $4 billion. They are
numbers that have to be rounded out—
$4.35 billion. In 1998, it is $4.5 billion.
And in 1999, it is $5 billion; the current
is $5.54 billion, and the President’s re-
quest was for $5.106 billion. The total
increase from 1995 to the present is,
therefore, an increase from $3.2 to $5.54
billion. That is a significant increase. I
say to our colleagues, much of that was
attributed to our Republican friends
who made it a priority. Quite frankly,
we joined in that effort; I think the
record would reflect that.

I will say, though, that we were able
to see that kind of increase while we
were also able to see an increase in the
other programs as well. It wasn’t an ei-
ther/or position. That is what I hope
will result this afternoon, after we
have had a good discussion and debate.

We are strongly committed on this
side to finding additional resources for
the funding of that program. We will
work with our committee chair to see
how this last Supreme Court decision
is going to impact local communities. I
think that is enormously important.
We are committing ourselves at this
time, the day after that decision, to
work closely, because we do think that
there are going to be some very impor-
tant additional burdens on local com-
munities with that decision about the
scope of the ADA, including edu-
cational and health support. I think
there is going to be a call for addi-
tional help and assistance. We will cer-
tainly work with the chair to try and
deal with that.

I have had the chance to talk with a
leader on our side, Senator HARKIN,
who has been such a leader on so many
of these issues affecting the disabled.
He is in strong support of trying to find
ways to help and assist local commu-
nities as well. I am sure we will be ad-
dressing this probably later in the day.

I wanted at this time to make sure
that our membership understood with
that decision we are going to look for-
ward to working in a cooperative way
with the chair of the committee.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, just
very briefly, I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts for his desire to join us
in trying to push for more funds for
special education. I hope we can be suc-
cessful with our joint efforts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, will the Senator
join me in indicating to the Senate the
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excellent results of the Senate Finance
Committee this morning on legislation
which the Senator from Vermont and I
have worked on closely with Senator
ROTH and Senator MOYNIHAN. There
was a very positive bipartisan result,
as I understand, 16 to 2, and although it
is not directly related to education, it
is directly related to the issue of em-
ployment of the disabled. Perhaps the
good Senator would want to indicate to
the membership the success of the Fi-
nance Committee in reporting that
out.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for bringing that to
my attention. I enjoyed working with
the Senator. We introduced it jointly
together, and your support, although
you are not on the Finance Committee,
has been most helpful in ensuring its
success. We had a good hearing. There
are a couple amendments which may
come about, which I think can be
taken care of without any serious dimi-
nution of the impact of the bill.

I say on behalf of all the Senators on
the committee and those that have
signed on, we now have 62 cosponsors
to that bill. This is an incredible step
forward for people with disabilities who
desire to work. I do not think there are
very many who don’t desire to work.
They have been placed in this incred-
ibly terrible position of, if you go to
work, you lose your health care and
you lose your SDI benefits or other
benefits that you have to help you live.
You just cannot do it except under
very unusual circumstances.

Thus, we have finally opened the
door, after many years. The Senator
worked on all these issues, too, start-
ing with the bill that we have been
talking about, special education, back
in 1976, when we passed what is called
IDEA. That opened the first big door,
and that is to get an education. With-
out an education, you do not have any
hope of being able to be employed.

Since then, we have marched up
through with ADA. I remember one of
the amendments I had, which probably
created the most stir, was when I was
with John Brademas on his committee.
I said, John, do you realize that the
Federal Government is exempt from
504, which removes barriers for people
with handicaps? He said, No. He said,
Well, let us fix it. So over in the House,
you have the day when you put all
these unimportant amendments
through and nobody looks at them. We
had a little committee amendment on
that which affected all the Federal
buildings. I remember it well because
when I got back to the office a couple
days later, somebody had finally read
the bill. It was filled with the head of
the Post Office and everybody else ask-
ing me if I knew what I had done. I
said, well, I didn’t know how important
it was until now, but that got the Fed-
eral Government by.

Then we worked together on assisted
technology as well. That bill we reau-
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thorized last year, which is incredibly
important at this time, to assist all
those people with disabilities to have a
better opportunity of getting employed
because they have the assistance of
technology to do that.

It is a great day. I am confident that
we certainly will prevail on the Senate
floor. I think that the two Senators
who have some problems we can take
care of, but I thank you for your tre-
mendous support over all the years we
have been working together.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I think this is per-
haps in some respects the most notable
thing that we will achieve today. As
important as this is, with the reporting
out of that particular bill, which is
really, as the Senator has pointed out,
the Americans with Disabilities Act,
we effectively attempted to eliminate
discrimination against those that had
disability. It was enormously impor-
tant, and we made extraordinary suc-
cess. But to really breathe life into
that legislation, you have to make sure
that not only is the individual not
going to be discriminated against in
getting the job, but that they are also
not going to have these barriers placed
in front of them in holding the job
which were there in terms of their
elimination of their health care sup-
port and any other kinds of support
services. That was the purpose of this
legislation that was reported out with
very strong bipartisan support.

We look forward, hopefully, to being
able to act on that at an early time.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I am sure the Sen-
ator shares this with me, too. There
were some staff members—Pat
Morrissey on my staff had been work-
ing on this for 20 years or more, I
guess. I know on the Senator’s staff,
members have had similar input. I
think we ought to remember who it
really is sometimes that moves this
legislation along.

Mr. KENNEDY. I will include my
good staffer. Connie has been working
some 20 years, as well, on these. I agree
with the Senator that they have just
provided invaluable service. And for all
those that work here, I hope they do
recognize and get the sense of satisfac-
tion, professional satisfaction, from
really making the important difference
in people’s lives. That will certainly be
true of all of the staff that worked on
this legislation.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on the Ed-
Flex bill while in morning business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

———

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY
PARTNERSHIP ACT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
congratulate the Senator from Ten-
nessee for his hard work and the good
work he has done on the Education
Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999.
This has been a task of assembling the
right components that were acceptable
to a broad range of interests and re-
flecting the capacity of States and
local communities to make good deci-
sions. I think the Senator has done an
outstanding job. I am pleased to have
the privilege of being a cosponsor of
this bill.

Under this legislation, the State of
Missouri, my own State, as well as
every other State in the Nation, will
no longer have to come to Washington
on a piecemeal, case-by-case basis to
ask for relief from a myriad of Federal
education statutes and regulations. In-
stead, Missouri will have the authority
to waive regulations that hinder our
schools from providing an excellent
education for our students.

Now, I know that the occupant of the
Chair is a former Governor and had a
lot of involvement with individuals in
the education effort which is focused at
the State level. I remember those days
well from my time as Governor. It is
most satisfying to try to do something
to advance the performance of stu-
dents. We understand that when stu-
dents perform well and have great
skills, it elevates the potential they
enjoy for the rest of their lives.

It was always a tremendous matter
of concern to me—and I am sure to the
occupant of the Chair—how Federal ad-
ministrative burdens impeded the ef-
forts of States rather than accelerated
their capacity to help students per-
form. I think most Governors and
former Governors we talked to would
agree that Federal mandates and re-
quirements associated with Federal
programs can hinder a State’s flexi-
bility and, as a result, they cut into
the dollars that could be spent on stu-
dents. They end up being spent on bu-
reaucracy—not just bureaucracy here
in Washington, but a corresponding bu-
reaucracy to deal with the Washington
bureaucracy that has to be established
and maintained in the States.

In response to the question of wheth-
er we should impose Federal education
standards from Washington, Governor
Whitman of New Jersey said, and I
think she said it well,

What you see now is a huge waste of money
on bureaucracy. The more government
strings that are on these dollars, the more
difficult it becomes to deliver education. If
the money that the Federal Government now
puts out is too finite and it says you can
only spend it for this or for that, that money
won’t go toward helping students learn, and
that’s what we want.
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I agree with the entirety of the state-
ment—‘helping students learn, and
that’s what we want’—and the last
line should be the motivation for every
one of us not only in the Senate but
across America. I simply couldn’t agree
with Governor Whitman more.

States and local schools need more
flexibility in how to spend education
dollars, to spend them in ways that
will help students learn. They are in
the best position to make decisions
about the education of students. I have
to believe that being on site adds value
to one’s capacity to make an accurate
diagnosis or assessment of what is
needed.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak
regarding the Education Flexibility
Partnership Act of 1999, which will pro-
vide States and local schools with the
kind of flexibility they need to improve
education and to elevate student per-
formance.

One of our Nation’s highest priorities
is to ensure that our children receive
the kind of challenging and rigorous
education that will prepare them for
success. By building a strong edu-
cational foundation that focuses on the
concept of high academic excellence,
we will prepare students to make im-
portant career decisions and to become
lifelong learners. The habit of edu-
cation should extend beyond school. As
a result, their lives will be enriched.

We in Congress should develop and
support Federal policies that will pro-
mote the best education practices in
our States and local schools. We have
learned from reports and studies that
successful schools and successful
school systems are characterized by pa-
rental involvement in the education of
their children. They are characterized
by parental involvement and local con-
trol, and they emphasize basic aca-
demics and make resources available
to the classroom. These are the ingre-
dients needed to elevate educational
performance.

It is with this in mind that we should
stop and ask ourselves whether the
current Federal education laws contain
the elements that further our goal of
giving our Kkids a world-class edu-
cation. The unfortunate answer to that
question is, our current laws don’t do
that; the answer is no. A number of our
Federal education programs contain a
plethora of regulations and restrictions
that hinder States and local schools,
hinder their ability to tailor and design
what is needed in the local cir-
cumstance to advance the opportunity
for students to learn. Whenever they
hinder and obstruct that opportunity
to tailor and design the right system,
they waste the education dollars.

Frequently, education dollars that
Washington directs in terms of how to
spend them are wasted because the
how-to doesn’t meet the need of the
students and the school district.

While the Federal Government has
played an important but limited role in
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providing funding for education, it has
also played a conflicting role by at-
taching so many conditions and strings
to Federal dollars that it costs States
and local schools a lot of time and re-
sources to comply with all the rules
and regulations.

We have heard much about the paper-
work burdens created by the Federal
education rules and regulations. The
Federal Department of Education re-
quires States and school districts to
complete over 48.6 million hours worth
of paperwork to receive federal dollars.
This is a statistic that is mind bog-
gling. That translates into the equiva-
lent of 25,000 employees working full
time just to do the paperwork for
States to get their own money back to
educate the students, which the State
cares enough about to work hard to
make sure that they are trying to ele-
vate the students’ performance.

We heard that in Florida it takes 374
employees to administer $8 billion in
State funds, while it takes 297 State
employees to oversee $1 billion in Fed-
eral funds—6 times as many per dollar.
So that to do the paperwork and create
the paper trail and all the paper in-
volvement, to be a recipient of Federal
funds, it takes six times as many em-
ployees as it does to follow a dollar of
State funding in Florida.

We know it takes a school nearly 20
weeks, 216 steps, to complete a discre-
tionary grant process within the De-
partment of Education. The Depart-
ment has boasted that it has stream-
lined the process, because it used to
take 26 weeks and 487 steps from start
to finish; now it is only 216 steps in the
bureaucratic jungle. With this bureau-
cratic maze, it is no wonder we lose
about 35 cents out of every Federal
education dollar before it reaches the
classroom.

If I were to give my children a dollar
and, before I got it from my hand to
their hand, I took 35 cents out of the
dollar, they would know the difference.
We tell ourselves that we are doing
great things for education, but before
the dollar reaches the student, 35 cents
is taken out of the dollar. They know
the difference. The difference is felt.
And then sometimes we are telling
them it has to be spent in a way that
doesn’t elevate student performance.

Current Federal laws, of course, can
also be inflexible, requiring the Federal
education dollar to be spent only for a
narrow purpose, to the exclusion of all
others. This type of inflexibility hurts
schools that have needs other than the
ones prescribed by the Federal Govern-
ment. A recent example was the $1.2
billion earmarked exclusively for class-
room size reduction for the early ele-
mentary grades. What a noble aspira-
tion. But it wasn’t what a number of
schools needed. Governor Gray Davis of
California recently described how the
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