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and the amendments immediately be 
laid aside. 

I further ask that Senator KENNEDY 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relative to class size and that amend-
ment be laid aside. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator LOTT, or his designee, have a 
chance to offer an amendment relative 
to the special education amendment, 
and it be immediately laid aside. 

I ask consent that Senator BINGAMAN 
be recognized to offer his amendment 
relative to dropout programs and it be 
laid aside. 

I further ask that I or my designee be 
allowed to offer another amendment 
relative to special education, IDEA, 
and that it be laid aside, and that Sen-
ator BOXER be recognized to offer an 
amendment relative to afterschool pro-
grams and that it be laid aside. 

I further ask that I or my designee be 
allowed to offer another amendment 
dealing with special education and that 
it be laid aside for a Feinstein amend-
ment relative to social promotion, and 
that there be 5 hours equally divided in 
the usual form for debate on the eight 
first-degree amendments, and no addi-
tional amendments or motions be in 
order to S. 280, other than the motions 
to table. 

I emphasize that we are saying, basi-
cally, we have amendments by Sen-
ators KENNEDY, BINGAMAN, BOXER, 
FEINSTEIN, with amendments on this 
side of the aisle to match each one of 
those, and that we would have debate 
only, limited to 5 hours of debate, and 
so we would have an opportunity to de-
bate and vote on those issues. 

Then I ask that at the conclusion of 
yielding back of that time, the Senate 
proceed to vote on or in relation to the 
eight pending first-degree amendments 
in the order in which they were offered, 
with the first vote limited to 15 min-
utes and all others after that be lim-
ited to 10 minutes, and there be 5 min-
utes between each vote for explanation. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that following those votes, the bill be 
advanced to third reading and passage 
occur, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

So, we could have these issues all de-
bated, eight amendments, then go to 
final passage, and we could complete it 
at a reasonable time tomorrow and 
move on to the next issue. 

I think this is a very fair approach. 
So I ask unanimous consent it be 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GREGG). The minority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
thank the majority leader for making 
the offer that he has. He and I have 
been in discussions throughout the 
morning trying to find a way with 

which to resolve this impasse. I appre-
ciate very much his willingness to have 
the up-or-down votes that we now have 
wanted for some time. 

We have 20 amendments that Sen-
ators want to offer. For the life of me, 
I don’t understand. We had over 20 
amendments offered, voted on, consid-
ered, and disposed of on the military 
bill a couple of weeks ago, and we re-
solved that bill within 3 or 4 days. We 
could have easily done that by now. 

I have offered to the majority leader 
the agreement that he has just articu-
lated, with one minor change. We keep 
the time. We go to the time certain 
that the majority leader suggested in 
his unanimous consent request. But we 
would also accommodate four other 
amendments: Two offered by Senator 
WELLSTONE, an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Rhode Island, and the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota—all related to Ed-
Flex, directly related to Ed-Flex, with 
the exception of Senator DORGAN’s re-
port card amendment. Those four 
amendments would not require any ad-
ditional time beyond the 5 hours; that 
is, we divide up the time allotted to us 
in whatever amount is required for 
each amendment. But we would accom-
modate at least those three Senators 
who have waited patiently now for over 
a week to offer their amendments. 

So I hope the majority leader can 
modify his request with that simple 
outstanding caveat, that one addi-
tional change: No additional time, one 
additional change to accommodate 
three Senators who have waited pa-
tiently and who want to resolve this 
matter. I hope the majority leader will 
modify his request in that regard, and 
I ask unanimous consent to that effect. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would ob-
ject to that modification. 

I would say that then we would have 
14 additional amendments, but 
crammed into 5 hours on this non-
controversial bill that is broadly sup-
ported on both sides. I don’t think that 
is an adequate solution. 

We can go forward with a cloture 
vote, and we can continue to have de-
bate, and we can continue to work to 
come to conclusion on this in a way 
that everybody is comfortable with. 

I understand Senators want to offer 
amendments. There are Senators who 
want to offer amendments on this side. 
I understand there are Members who 
want to offer amendments who want a 
direct vote. There are other Members 
who would like to second-degree them. 
So we have made a very complicated 
process out of a broadly supported, 
simple bill that would help education. 

I would object to that modification 
at this time. 

But we will continue to work to see if 
we can come up with something later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. In light of the objection, 
the Senate will conduct two back-to-
back votes on cloture motions relative 
to this bill. 

I regret that there are objections. 
The agreement is exactly what the 
ranking member and the whip had indi-
cated they would support a few days 
ago. But we can continue to work on 
this, and hopefully we can get an 
agreement where we can complete it 
tomorrow so we can go to the other 
issue. Until we complete this bill, ev-
erybody else will have to wait. 

f 

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 280) to provide for education 

flexibility partnerships.

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Pending:
Jeffords amendment No. 31, in the nature 

of a substitute. 
Bingaman amendment No. 35 (to amend-

ment No. 31), to provide for a national school 
dropout prevention program. 

Lott (for Jeffords) Modified amendment 
No. 37 (to amendment No. 35), to provide all 
local educational agencies with the option to 
use the funds received under section 307 of 
the Department of Education Appropriations 
Act, 1999, for activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

Gramm (for Allard) amendment No. 40 (to 
the language in the bill proposed to be 
stricken by amendment No. 31), to prohibit 
implementation of ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ 
regulations by the Federal banking agencies. 

Jeffords amendment No. 55 (to amendment 
No. 40), to require local educational agencies 
to use the funds received under section 307 of 
the Department of Education Appropriations 
Act, 1999, for activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

Kennedy/Daschle motion to recommit the 
bill to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions with instructions to re-
port back forthwith with the following 
amendment: Kennedy (for Murray/Kennedy) 
amendment No. 56, to reduce class size. 

Lott (for Jeffords) amendment No. 58 (to 
the instructions of the motion to recommit 
the bill to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions), to provide all 
local educational agencies with the option to 
use the funds received under section 307 of 
the Department of Education Appropriations 
Act, 1999, for activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

Lott (for Jeffords) amendment No. 59 (to 
amendment No. 58), to provide all local edu-
cational agencies with the option to use the 
funds received under section 307 of the De-
partment of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999, for activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, pursuant to rule XXII, 
the Chair lays before the Senate the 
pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will report. 
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The bill clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the Ken-
nedy-Daschle motion to recommit S. 280. 

Max Baucus, Jeff Bingaman, Ernest F. 
Hollings, Max Cleland, Tom Harkin, 
Daniel K. Inouye, John Breaux, Carl 
Levin, Patrick Leahy, Byron L. Dor-
gan, Tom Daschle, Edward M. Kennedy, 
Patty Murray, Harry Reid, and Paul 
Wellstone. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-

imous consent, the quorum call has 
been waived. 

VOTE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on the Kennedy-
Daschle motion to recommit S. 280, a 
bill to provide for Ed-Flexibility part-
nerships, shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are required under 
the rule. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) 
is absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 36 Leg.] 
YEAS—44

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—55

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1

Murray 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 44, nays are 55. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on amend-
ment No. 37, as modified, to Calendar No. 12, 
S. 280, the Education Flexibility Partnership 
bill: 

Trent Lott, Judd Gregg, Sam Brownback, 
Jeff Sessions, Paul Coverdell, Bill 
Frist, John H. Chafee, Craig Thomas, 
James M. Jeffords, Michael B. Enzi, 
Mike DeWine, Rick Santorum, Spencer 
Abraham, Jim Bunning, Wayne Allard, 
and Jon Kyl. 

VOTE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on amendment No. 37, 
as modified, to S. 280, a bill to provide 
for education flexibility partnerships, 
shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are required under 
the rule. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Washington Mrs. MURRAY, is 
absent because of a death in the fam-
ily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 37 Leg.] 

YEAS—55

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1

Murray 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 55, the nays are 44. 
Three-fifths of the Senators not having 

voted in the affirmative, the motion is 
rejected. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Alabama. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank Senators JEFFORDS and FRIST 
and those who have worked so hard on 
the Ed-Flex bill. This is an outstanding 
piece of legislation. It has the support 
of our Nation’s Governors, the Na-
tional Governors’ Association. They 
strongly support this legislation. Most 
of the educational leadership in the 
States and local communities support 
this type of legislation. My Governor of 
Alabama, a Democrat, Don Siegelman, 
supports this legislation. Mr. Ed Rich-
ardson, the State superintendent of 
education in Alabama, supports this 
legislation. 

The Ed-Flex bill came out of the 
Labor Committee last year with a 17–1 
vote. Democrats and Republicans sup-
ported it. Now this year, the President 
indicates that he will support it and 
sign this legislation. The strength of it 
is that it is a clean bill. Basically, 
what it says is that we learned a lot 
from the historic welfare reform debate 
during the 104th Congress. We learned 
if you give State and local officials 
some flexibility and the ability to do 
things differently than the Federal reg-
ulations have mandated, they will find 
ways to be better. They will find ways 
to do a better job. It is an affirmation 
of them. 

I’d also indicate that a GAO report in 
1998 said that the Department of Edu-
cation officials have told the GAO that 
they believe that 12 Ed-Flex States, the 
12 States that now have this legislation 
as a pilot project, have used their waiv-
er authority carefully and judiciously. 

Mr. President, It simply goes against 
reason that people duly elected to run 
the school systems in our counties and 
States would abuse flexibility and 
should be denied creativity because 
those of us in this body believe we 
know how to run their school systems 
better. The Federal Government pro-
vides only 7 percent of the money for 
State and local education, but it man-
dates over 50 percent of the regula-
tions. 

Let me read you a letter I received 
from the Montgomery public schools in 
Montgomery, AL. This is what I was 
told with regard to paperwork that has 
to be done for the Federal Government.

Personnel in the schools of the Mont-
gomery Public School System and three Cen-
tral Office assistants are estimated to spend 
this year 16,425 hours in Title I program doc-
umentation, bookkeeping, etc. What this 
boils down to moneywise, is that the system 
spends $860,833.48 for the personnel to take 
care of the paperwork. This is a conservative 
estimate and does not include such programs 
as HIPPY and other programs funded by 
Title I not housed in schools.

This is the kind of thing that is hap-
pening. This is the kind of money we 
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need to get down to the classroom. I 
taught in public schools one year. My 
wife has taught in public schools a 
number of years. Our two daughters 
graduated from a large public high 
school in Mobile, AL. We have been in-
volved in PTA. To suggest the prin-
cipals and teachers and school super-
intendents do not care about their kids 
and are not trying to do better to get 
more bang for their buck every day is 
to demean them and put them down, 
while we have this idea that we have to 
protect the system by mandating what 
they do. 

I think the Ed-Flex bill is a wonder-
ful bill. It is a clean bill. It is not a rad-
ical bill. It allows applications for 
waivers and that sort of thing. 

Mr. President as a teacher, as a 
spouse of a teacher, and as a parent of 
children in the Alabama public schools, 
I know that the most important event 
is that magic moment in a classroom 
when learning actually occurs. That 
magic moment is not enhanced by 
micromanaging regulations from 
Washington, DC. It simply does not 
help education. 

Mr. President, I care about edu-
cation. I want to see our education sys-
tem improved. I will support—as Con-
gress has done for the last 10 years—in-
creased Federal funding for education. 
But I want to be sure it is used wisely 
and efficiently so that learning is en-
hanced, and not creating a bureaucracy 
that takes 35 cents out of every dollar 
before it ever gets down to the States. 
That is what we have learned. In fact, 
after this modest bill, I will be sup-
porting a bill that will have even great-
er impact which will require that 95 
percent of every Federal education dol-
lar that is expended actually goes to 
the local classroom. 

Let me share with this body a re-
sponse to a question I proposed to a 
principal of a Title I elementary school 
in Alabama, Mr. Thomas Toleston. He 
was asked what would he do if he had 
less Federal mandates which would 
help free up some extra money for his 
school; if the Federal Government 
would eliminate the regulations, how 
would he spend the freed up funds. This 
is what he said he would like:

I would ensure that Southlawn would im-
plement a comprehensive summer school 
program in reading and math for all students 
who score below average on the Stanford 
Achievement Test 9.

No one here even knows what the 
Stanford Achievement Test 9 is. He 
does; this is his career. That is what he 
would like to spend more money on—
not building a new classroom or 100,000 
new teachers. 

He said:
This would include sufficient faculty, hard-

ware and software in an effort to bring those 
poor performing students up to average per-
formance.

So you could take your year-long 
teachers and pay them extra to work in 
the summer school program.

If additional funds were available, I would 
also attempt to bring more faculty to our ex-
tended day program [afterschool programs] 
to offer more exposure to our students. 
These exposures would be in the areas of 
music, i.e. violin and other musical instru-
ments that are available in the Montgomery 
Public School System, but are not being uti-
lized.

They would take extra funds to have 
teachers come down after school to do 
this, not new teachers.

Another area of interest to me would be 
the ability to provide students with scholar-
ships of additional exposure. This would in-
clude paid trips to the Huntsville Space Cen-
ter to increase students’ interest in science 
and math.

Now, we have been talking about 
building classrooms and adding 100,000 
teachers and all these ideas that people 
in this body, who have been doing some 
polling, and they think the polls are 
good so they offer to mandate it all 
over the country. Mr. Toleston never 
mentioned any of those ideas, yet we 
here in Washington want to force them 
on him and his school?

The earlier we expose students to these 
hard core areas the greater the chances for 
them to develop an interest. 

I would also like to expand our present ex-
tended day program to begin classes in com-
puter program at the 4th and 5th grade level. 
This is a career that will allow one to have 
a fairly good paying job without a college de-
gree. This program would provide a net for 
some of the students who we know will never 
make it to college. But, again, I think that 
the interest must be presented at the ele-
mentary level to make a significant dif-
ference. 

Since we all know that the greater the par-
ent involvement the better students do in 
school, I would like to have more money set 
aside for parent programs. Presently, I have 
one teacher who volunteers one night a week 
to teach parents how to use computers. I 
would like to compensate her but the funds 
are not available. 

Under this bill, if we have Federal 
mandates, they still won’t be available. 

He goes on to say:
Most of the planning for the school year 

takes place during the summer months. The 
stipend paid to teachers is $50.00 per day. I 
would like to have the flexibility to offer my 
teacher an additional $50.00 per day. This 
still seems like a small price to pay but it 
would be a worth while incentive for them to 
give up one of their summer vacation days. I 
feel that this would encourage more teachers 
to be apart of the planning process during 
the summer. Once school starts it is time to 
execute our plans—no time for planning. 

Mr. President, those are just some of 
the points that I would make. 

I would just say this: People are ask-
ing, Why won’t this bill pass? I think 
they have to look at those on the other 
side of the aisle who say often that 
they are for returning control to the 
local people, to people we have elected 
in our communities to run our school 
systems. But when the chips are down, 
there is always some reason not to. 

I hope that we can work through 
some of these amendments, all of 
which ought to be debated during the 

Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act that we will be taking up later this 
year, not on this bill. This is a clean 
bill, and should be kept clean. If we 
will do that, we can pass this impor-
tant bill, and then we can deal with 
many of these issues later. 

Mr. President, I thank you for the 
time. I d also like to again thank Sen-
ators FRIST and JEFFORDS for all of 
their hard work on this bill. I agree 
wholeheartedly with the premise of 
this legislation which is that, if given 
more flexibility, our local school sys-
tems can improve their ability to edu-
cate our children. 

I notice that the majority leader has 
arrived on the floor. I am pleased to 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from 
Alabama for yielding so we can get this 
consent agreement before Members 
change their minds. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the cloture vote 
scheduled to occur on Thursday be viti-
ated. I further ask that all amend-
ments pending to S. 280 other than the 
Jeffords substitute be withdrawn and I 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relative to IDEA/choice and the amend-
ment then be immediately laid aside. I 
further ask that Senator KENNEDY be 
recognized to offer an amendment rel-
ative to class size and that amendment 
be laid aside. 

I ask unanimous consent that I or my 
designee be recognized to offer an 
amendment relative to the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act amend-
ment and it be immediately laid aside. 

I ask consent that Senator BINGAMAN 
be recognized to offer his amendment 
relative to dropout programs and it be 
laid aside. I ask that myself or my des-
ignee be recognized to offer an amend-
ment relative to the Individuals with 
Disability Education Act and it be laid 
aside and Senator BOXER be recognized 
to offer an amendment relative to 
afterschool programs, and it then be 
laid aside. 

I further ask that I or my designee be 
recognized to offer an amendment rel-
ative to IDEA and it be laid aside for 
Senator FEINSTEIN and DORGAN to offer 
their amendment relative to social pro-
motion and it be laid aside. I further 
ask that I or my designee be recognized 
to offer an another amendment relative 
to the Individuals with Disabilities Act 
and it be laid aside for Senator 
WELLSTONE to offer an amendment rel-
ative to accountability, and there then 
be 5 hours equally divided in the usual 
form for debate on these 10 first-degree 
amendments and no additional amend-
ments or motions be in order to S. 280, 
other than motions to table. I further 
ask that at the conclusion or yielding 
back of time the Senate proceed to 
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vote on or in relation to the 10 pending 
first-degree amendments in the order 
in which they were offered, with the 
first vote limited to 15 minutes, with 
all succeeding votes limited to 10 min-
utes, and there be 5 minutes between 
each vote for explanation. 

Finally, I ask unanimous consent 
that following these votes the bill be 
advanced to third reading and passage 
occur, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I shall 
not, did the majority leader say be-
tween the votes tomorrow there will be 
5 minutes equally divided? 

Mr. LOTT. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. There was discus-
sion previously with respect to my 
amendment. I wonder if the majority 
leader has anything to say with respect 
to my amendment? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
discussed the Reed amendment, and I 
believe there has been a good deal of 
work done on that amendment. An 
agreement has been worked out, and it 
will go into one of our amendments 
that will be put into the bill. So it will 
be included. It would not be necessary 
to consider it separately. 

Mr. REED. I thank the majority 
leader for that information. It would 
have been cleaner to have done it up or 
down, but the substance is important, 
and I am pleased that it will be in-
cluded in the legislation. 

Mr. LOTT. I appreciate the Senator’s 
attitude on this. Obviously, he has 
worked on it, he cares about it, and he 
would have liked to have it highlighted 
and considered individually. We were 
trying to craft an agreement, and the 
attitude he had was that he wanted to 
get it done; that was more important. 
I wish we had more Senators who were 
willing to make such a concession. I 
thank the Senator from Rhode Island 
for that approach. 

Mr. REED. I thank the majority 
leader and the Democratic leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I shall 
not. Is the order which listed the 
amendments the order of the votes or 
the order in which the amendments 
would be laid down? Is there flexi-
bility—to use that word—about how we 
might proceed this afternoon, for those 
of us who are here and ready to do our 
amendments? 

Mr. LOTT. I believe they would come 
up in the order identified and votes 
would occur in that order, too. How-
ever, I presume that if there is a sched-
uling problem, the managers would be 
flexible and we could get an agreement 

to change that order. But that was the 
agreement that was asked for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

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

Senator DASCHLE for his cooperation in 
this effort, too. We found, a few mo-
ments ago, that we were very close to 
an agreement, even though it might 
not have appeared so. I am sure Mem-
bers on both sides would have liked to 
have done it differently, but I believe 
this will allow us to get to a conclusion 
on this bill. It has broad support. We 
can then move on to other very impor-
tant national issues. So I thank Sen-
ator DASCHLE for his help in working 
out this modification. 

One last thing, and I will yield the 
floor. In light of the agreement, then, 
there would be no further votes today. 
The Senate will debate the amend-
ments to S. 280 for the remainder of the 
session today, and up to 11 back-to-
back votes will occur tomorrow morn-
ing. I hope maybe it won’t be necessary 
to have all 11, but it could be 11, with 
the 10 amendments and final passage. 
All Senators will be notified of the 
exact time of the votes. I thank my 
colleagues for their cooperation. We 
did get the unanimous consent agree-
ment, correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We did. 
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 

to briefly thank those Senators on 
both sides of the aisle. This is a very 
important procedural agreement we 
have reached, after some deliberation 
and a great deal of willingness to co-
operate on the part of many Senators. 
There were many, many Senators who 
had expressed the hope that they could 
offer their amendments; they were pre-
cluded from doing that. Frankly, I am 
disappointed that they were precluded. 
But I will say this: I am also grateful 
to the majority leader for agreeing to 
have up-or-down votes on the class size 
amendment, on the dropout amend-
ment, on the social promotion amend-
ment, on the amendment with regard 
to report cards, and on the amend-
ments Senator WELLSTONE will be pro-
posing on the accountability. 

This represents, I think, a com-
promise that we hoped we could reach. 
It represents an extraordinary amount 
of good-faith effort on both sides. I 
think the Senators from Oregon and 
Tennessee ought to be commended as 
well for their patience and tolerance in 
working with all of our colleagues in 
bringing us to this point. 

It goes without saying, the managers 
of the bill, the Senator from Vermont 
and the illustrious and extraordinary 
ranking member, Senator KENNEDY, de-
serve a great deal of credit. We have 
come a long way. We have reached a 
point now where we are going to be 
able to finish this bill—a very good bill 
that deserves support. This also allows 

us to deal with the amendments that a 
number of Senators have been fighting 
to have votes on now for several days. 

I thank all Senators for their co-
operation. 

Mr. President, there have been a 
number of questions about how we are 
going to be proceeding under the unan-
imous consent request. We consulted 
with the majority leader and with the 
manager of the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that all but 
1 hour of time allotted under the unan-
imous consent agreement be consumed 
today, allowing 1 hour under the ar-
rangement anticipated by the unani-
mous consent agreement to be used to-
morrow. I then ask unanimous consent 
that those who might wish to express 
themselves on the bill or on amend-
ments be allowed as if in morning busi-
ness to speak later on this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, we want to 
check with our leadership on this side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, it is our intention 
that we use up the 4 hours for those 
members who have amendments to in-
troduce and speak to them this 
evening. And that we have 1 hour even-
ly divided tomorrow for Members on ei-
ther side to address the Senate, as if in 
morning business. That is what we had 
hoped to be able to do. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, it is my un-
derstanding that under the previous 
unanimous consent order that the 
amendments should be offered at this 
time. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I an-
ticipate that the amendments would 
all be offered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. That would be fine. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I mod-

ify my request to clarify that it would 
be my expectation that all amend-
ments would be offered, and that there 
would be a period of 1 hour simply to 
discuss and further consider these 
amendments tomorrow. I withdraw the 
request at this point, and I certainly 
defer to the managers to renew their 
request at such time as the majority 
leader clears the request. But I don’t 
anticipate an objection. I appreciate 
the indulgence of both managers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is withdrawn. 

Who seeks time? 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
I want to indicate to our colleagues 

on this side that have amendments, 
that we expect those to be offered in 
the very near future. It is 3:15 now—we 
have 2 hours on each side. We are going 
to try to be in touch with those Sen-
ators that have amendments and work 
out a shared time to accommodate 
Senators’ schedules. 

Senator FEINSTEIN will take the first 
half hour, followed either by Senator 
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DORGAN or Senator WELLSTONE for 15 
minutes. Then we thought 45 minutes 
on the other side, one-half hour on this 
side, one-half hour on the other side, 
and then those that either wanted to 
talk on the amendments or that want-
ed to be able to talk on the bill would 
be able to do so using up the time that 
has been allocated by the leader—that 
was our intention. We want to make 
sure all of our Members understand 
that we expect that those amendments 
are going to be offered this evening. We 
want them included in the RECORD so 
that those tomorrow morning are able 
to look at the exact wording. That was 
our intention. 

So we will proceed in that way, and 
we will be in touch with the sponsors of 
these amendments to work out with 
them appropriate time allocations. 

AMENDMENT NO. 60 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding flexibility to use certain Federal 
education funds to carry out part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, and to provide all local educational 
agencies with the option to use the funds 
received under section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999, for activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act) 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

offer an amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator LOTT on the IDEA/choice amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont (Mr. JEF-

FORDS), for Mr. LOTT, for himself and Mr. 
ABRAHAM, proposes an amendment numbered 
60 to amendment No. 31.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the 

amount appropriated to carry out part B of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) has not been suffi-
cient to fully fund such part at the origi-
nally promised level, which promised level 
would provide to each State 40 percent of the 
average per-pupil expenditure for providing 
special education and related services for 
each child with a disability in the State. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that any Act authorizing the 
appropriation of Federal education funds 
that is enacted after the date of enactment 
of this Act should provide States and local 
school districts with the flexibility to use 
the funds to carry out part B of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act. 
SEC. . IDEA. 

Section 307 of the Department of Edu-
cation Appropriations Act, 1999, is amended 
by adding after subsection (g) the following: 

‘‘h) Notwithstanding subsection (b)(2), and 
(c) through (g), a local educational agency 
may use funds received under this section to 
carry out activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 

U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) in accordance with the re-
quirements of such part.’’. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
one-half hour to the Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 
I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

I believe, Mr. President, that I have 
one-half hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The Senator is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT NO. 61 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31

(Purpose: To assist local educational agen-
cies to help all students achieve State 
achievement standards, to end the practice 
of social promotion, and for other pur-
poses) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN), for herself, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr. 
BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 61 to amendment No. 31. 

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments submitted.’’) 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment which does two 
things. One of them is it deals with the 
practice, either formal or informal, of 
social promotion, and authorizes a re-
medial program of $500 million a year 
for a program of competitive grants. 

The second part has to do with school 
report cards. 

Senator DORGAN will be speaking on 
the second half, and I will address my 
comments to the first part. 

This amendment would authorize 
$500 million a year from the year 2000 
to 2004 for competitive grants to school 
districts to help provide remedial edu-
cation for afterschool and summer 
school courses, for low-performing stu-
dents who are not making passing 
grades. 

Mr. President, the purpose of the 
amendment is to provide Federal in-
centives and Federal help to those 
school districts that abolish and/or do 
not allow social promotion. As a condi-
tion of receiving these funds, school 
districts would have to adopt a policy 
prohibiting social promotion for stu-
dents; require that all K through 12 
students meet minimum achievement 
levels in the core curriculum defined as 
subjects such as reading and writing, 
language arts, mathematics, social 
sciences, including history, and 

science; test student achievement in 
meeting standards at certain bench-
mark grades to be determined by the 
States for advancement to the next 
grade; and, finally, provide remedial 
education for students who fail to meet 
achievement standards including tutor-
ing, mentoring, summer, before-school 
and after-school programs. 

School districts would be authorized 
to use funds to provide academic in-
struction to enable students to meet 
academic achievement standards by 
implementing early intervention strat-
egies or alternative instructional strat-
egies; strengthening learning by hiring 
certified teachers to reduce class sizes, 
providing professional development, 
and using proven instructional prac-
tices and curricula aligned to State 
achievement standards; providing ex-
tended learning time such as after-
school and summer school; and devel-
oping intensive instructional interven-
tion strategies for students who fail to 
meet State achievement standards. 
The amendment also addresses the spe-
cial needs of children with disabilities 
by allowing school districts to follow 
the child’s individualized education 
plan. 

Why do we need this amendment? 
Perhaps nothing better describes why 
we need this amendment than an arti-
cle which appeared in the Los Angeles 
Times five days ago about the largest 
school system in the United States—
California’s—and I want to read the 
headline: ‘‘California Ranks Second to 
Last in U.S. Reading Test.’’

California ranks second to last among 39 
States in a new Federal assessment of fourth 
grade reading skills. The study revealed 
Thursday that only 20 percent of the stu-
dents are considered proficient readers.

Mr. President, California has 5.6 mil-
lion students, more than the popu-
lation of 36 other States, and only 20 
percent of them are reading pro-
ficiently at the fourth grade level. 

That is an incredible statement of 
what the practice of social promotion 
has done. 

I truly believe that the linchpin to 
educational reform is the elimination 
of the path of least resistance whereby 
students who are failing are simply 
promoted to the next grade in the 
hopes that someday, somewhere they 
will learn. 

This practice alone, I believe, after 
visiting literally dozens of schools, is 
the main reason for the failure in the 
quality of public education today. It is 
largely responsible, in my view, for its 
decline. 

Achievement standards must be es-
tablished—and enforced. To promote 
youngsters when they are failing to 
learn has produced a generation that is 
below standard and high school grad-
uates who can’t read or write, count 
change in their pockets, or fill out an 
employment application. It is that bad. 
And California is just about the worst. 
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It is such a shame to hand a high 

school diploma to a youngster whom 
you know cannot fill out an employ-
ment application for a job. In my 
State, a state that is restructuring its 
economy and seen the emergence of a 
new high-skilled, high-tech work base, 
this means doom for the ability of 
these youngsters to sustain themselves 
with gainful and fulfilling employment 
in the future. 

This same article, discussing this as-
sessment of reading skills, also shows 
that 52 percent of our fourth graders 
scored below the basic level, meaning 
they failed to even partially master 
basic skills. 

The news wasn’t much better for 
California’s eighth graders, who ranked 
33rd out of 36 States, and only 22 per-
cent were proficient readers. In Decem-
ber 1998, a study by the Education 
Trust ranked California last in the per-
cent of young adults with a high school 
diploma—in other words, students are 
not even finishing and getting their di-
ploma—37th in SAT scores, and 31st of 
41 States in eighth grade math. Nearly 
half of all students entering the Cali-
fornia State University system require 
remedial classes in math or English or 
both. 

The news is also grim nationally. I 
start out with California to say that 
this all begins right at home. But the 
news is also grim throughout the rest 
of the United States where our stu-
dents are falling far behind their inter-
national counterparts. The lowest 25 
percent of Japanese and South Korean 
eighth graders outperform the average 
American student. In math and 
science, United States 12th grade stu-
dents fell far behind students in other 
industrialized countries, which is espe-
cially troubling when we consider the 
skills that will be required to stay 
ahead in the 21st century. United 
States 12th graders were significantly 
outperformed by 14 countries and only 
performed better than students in Cy-
prus and South Africa. We scored last 
in physics and next to last in mathe-
matics. 

What is social promotion? Simply 
stated, social promotion is the prac-
tice, either formal or informal, of a 
school’s advancing a student from one 
grade to the next regardless of that 
student’s academic achievement. In 
some cases, it is even regardless of 
whether they attend school or not. It is 
a practice which misleads our students, 
their parents and the public. 

The American Federation of Teach-
ers agrees. Let me quote from their 
September 19, 1997, study:

Social promotion is an insidious practice 
that hides school failure and creates prob-
lems for everybody—for kids, who are de-
luded into thinking they have learned the 
skills to be successful or get the message 
that achievement doesn’t count; for teachers 
who must face students who know that 
teachers wield no credible authority to de-
mand hard work; for the business commu-

nity and colleges that must spend millions of 
dollars on remediation, and for society that 
must deal with a growing proportion of 
uneducated citizens, unprepared to con-
tribute productively to the economic and 
civic life of the Nation. 

That is well said. But merely ending 
social promotion and retaining stu-
dents in the same grade will not solve 
the problem. We cannot just let them 
languish without direction in a failing 
system. Instead, we must provide ongo-
ing remedial work, specialized tutor-
ing, afterschool programs, and summer 
school. All must be used intensively 
and consistently, and that is what this 
amendment is designed to create. It is 
designed to create both the incentive 
and also the help to accomplish this. 

I know it can work. Last June, I led 
a delegation of California leaders to 
Chicago. We saw a dominantly poor, 
dominantly minority school district 
turned around, social promotion abol-
ished, and the remediation, summer 
school, and tutoring put in place. And 
now test scores and grades are improv-
ing. 

How widespread is this practice, 
ubiquitous as it is? It is widespread. Al-
though there are no hard data on the 
extent of the practice, authorities in 
schools and out of schools know it is 
happening, and in some districts it is 
standard operating procedure. In fact, 4 
in 10 teachers reported that their 
schools automatically promote stu-
dents when they reach the maximum 
age for their grade level. And the Sep-
tember 19, 1998, AFT teacher study says 
social promotion is ‘‘rampant.’’ 

It found most school districts use 
vague criteria for passing and retaining 
students. They lack explicit policies of 
social promotion, but they have an im-
plicit practice of social promotion, in-
cluding a loose and vague criteria for 
advancing students to the next grade. 
And they view holding students back 
as a policy of last resort and often put 
explicit limits on retaining students. 

Also the study found that only 17 
States have standards—only 17 States 
have standards in the four core learn-
ing disciplines: English, math, social 
studies, and science. Only these four 
have standards which are well ground-
ed in content and are clear enough to 
be used, says the AFT study. 

In July of last year, I wrote to 500 
California school districts and asked 
about their policies on social pro-
motion. I must tell you, their re-
sponses are vague and often mis-
leading, and they include the following: 
Some school districts say they don’t 
have a specific policy. Some say they 
simply figure what is in the best inter-
ests of the student. Some say teachers 
provide recommendations, but final de-
cisions on retention can be overridden 
by parents. And some simply just pro-
mote youngsters, regardless of failing 
grades, nonattendance, or virtually 
anything else. In short, the policies are 
all over the place. 

Last year, in California the legisla-
ture passed and the Governor signed 
into law a bill to end social promotion 
in public education, a giant step for-
ward. In California now, this could af-
fect fully half of California’s students 
because 3 million children in California 
perform below levels considered pro-
ficient for their grade level. The grant 
funds authorized in this amendment 
can be very helpful in providing ongo-
ing remedial and specialized learning 
and provide necessary help for these 3 
million children in my State, and the 
millions of children in other States as 
well. 

President Clinton called for ending 
social promotion in his last two State 
of the Union speeches. Last year, he 
said: ‘‘We must also demand greater ac-
countability. When we promote a child 
from grade to grade who hasn’t mas-
tered the work, we don’t do that child 
any favors. It is time to end social pro-
motion in America’s schools.’’ 

I will never forget, in 1990, when I 
was running for Governor of California 
and I appeared before the California 
teachers association, I said we must 
end social promotion, and I was round-
ly booed. How things change. We now 
have the President of the United 
States, and a Democrat to boot, saying 
we must end social promotion. 

I believe just as firmly in 1999 as I did 
in 1990 that the practice of social pro-
motion is the Achilles heel of public 
education in the United States of 
America. 

The seven States that have a policy 
in place which ties promotion to State-
level standards today are California, 
Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, North 
Carolina, Ohio, and Virginia. I really 
want to give them my kudos and say 
congratulations and right on. 

I mentioned that the Chicago public 
schools have ditched social promotion. 
After their new policy was put in place 
in the spring of 1997, over 40,000 stu-
dents in Chicago failed tests in the 
third, sixth, eighth, and ninth grades, 
and then went to mandatory summer 
school. Chicago’s School Super-
intendent Paul Vallas has called social 
promotion ‘‘educational malpractice.’’ 
He said from now on his schools’ only 
product will be student achievement. 
What welcome words those are. 

In my own State, the San Diego 
School Board in February adopted re-
quirements that all students in certain 
grades must demonstrate grade-level 
performance, and they will require all 
students to earn a C overall grade aver-
age and a C grade in core subjects for 
high school graduation, effectively 
ending social promotion for certain 
grades and for high school graduation. 

For example, San Diego schools are 
requiring that their eighth graders who 
do not pass core courses be retained or 
pass core courses in summer school. 

Let me conclude. A January 1998 poll 
by Public Agenda asked employers and 
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college professors whether they believe 
a high school diploma guarantees that 
a student has mastered basic skills. In 
this poll, 63 percent of employers and 
76 percent of professors said the di-
ploma is not a guarantee that a grad-
uate can read, write, or do basic math. 
What a failure. 

I first got into this because I also 
serve on the Immigration Sub-
committee of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. Every year I had California 
chief executive officers, particularly in 
high tech companies, come in and say: 
‘‘We can’t find high school graduates 
we can hire. Please increase the quota 
of people from foreign countries who 
can come to us as temporary workers 
and work for us, because we can’t find 
qualified Americans.’’ What a con-
demnation. 

California employers tell me consist-
ently that applicants are unprepared 
for work and the companies have to 
provide basic training to make them 
employable. High-tech companies say 
they have to recruit abroad. For exam-
ple, last year MCI spent $7.5 million to 
provide basic skills to their employees. 
On December 17, a group called Cali-
fornia Business for Education Excel-
lence announced they were organizing 
a major effort to reform public edu-
cation. These major constituencies—
the California Business Roundtable, 
the California Manufacturers Associa-
tion, the American Electronics Asso-
ciation, companies like Hewlett-Pack-
ard, IBM, Pacific Bell—had to organize 
because they see firsthand the results 
of a lagging school system. 

So I offer this amendment today. It 
can provide the money to help teachers 
teach and students learn. It is esti-
mated that this year the budget will 
have $4 billion more in it for public 
education. I say let’s authorize the ex-
penditure of $500 million for the kind of 
remedial and summer school programs 
that in fact can help us abolish social 
promotion and really have excellence 
and accountability in both our teach-
ers and our students. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 9 minutes 53 seconds. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I will reserve the 
remainder of my time, if I might. I see 
Senator DORGAN on the floor. I know 
he wishes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, first let 
me ask consent to yield myself 15 min-
utes of the time allocated to our side, 
that I might be able to present my 
amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Does the Senator in-

tend to offer an amendment this after-
noon? 

Mr. DORGAN. I would say to the Sen-
ator from Vermont, the amendment 

Senator FEINSTEIN has offered is an 
amendment that combines her amend-
ment and my amendment. We have 
done that at the request of the major-
ity leader. So rather than having two 
amendments, we will have only one and 
we will have only one vote on it. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I appreciate that in-
formation. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. I am pleased today to 
join my colleague from California. I 
was listening to her explain the first 
portion of the amendment which deals 
with social promotion and remedial 
education. It reminded me that the last 
time we joined forces here on the floor 
of the Senate was also on an education 
amendment. We worked on a very sim-
ple amendment called the Gun-Free 
Schools Act. This is now the law in 
this country and has been for a number 
of years because we decided there 
ought to be a zero tolerance in this 
country for a student who brings a gun 
to school. You ought not have to 
worry, no matter where you are in the 
country, about guns in schools. Every-
where in this country, we ought to un-
derstand that guns and schools do not 
mix, and every student and every par-
ent ought to understand there is a pen-
alty of expulsion for one year for bring-
ing a gun to school. 

I am pleased to have joined with my 
colleague from California to make that 
Federal law, and I wonder how many 
tragedies may have been avoided where 
guns were not brought to school be-
cause a student now understands there 
is zero tolerance with respect to guns 
in schools. 

Today we are here for a different pur-
pose on the same subject: education. 
The first part of the amendment we 
have offered deals with social pro-
motion. The second part is a piece that 
I have written with Senator BINGAMAN 
from New Mexico regarding the issue of 
a school report card. Let me explain 
that amendment. 

Every 6 to 9 weeks in this country, a 
parent with a child in school gets a re-
port card that tells the parent how 
that child has done. Parents are able to 
see grades that describe how their child 
is doing in school, an A, a B, a C, or 
God forbid, maybe a D or even worse. 
Students are graded and parents know 
what grades those students are achiev-
ing in their school. 

But I raise a question: What does it 
mean when your child brings home the 
best grades from the worst school? 
Does that tell you much as a parent? 
You see, we grade students, but there 
aren’t any grades for schools. There are 
no report cards for schools. Even 
though we spend over $300 billion on a 
system of elementary and secondary 
education in our country, parents and 
taxpayers have no way of knowing how 
that school is performing. We grade the 
children who are in that system, but 

we do not require a report card on how 
well our schools are doing so that par-
ents also know how well their school is 
doing compared to other schools, how 
well their State is doing compared to 
other States. 

A number of States already have 
school report cards, but very few of 
them have report cards that provide a 
range of information on school quality 
indicators important to the public. And 
more notably, very few states get that 
information to the parents themselves. 
So the parents, as the taxpayers who 
own that school, who provide the re-
sources to run that school, have very 
little information about how well that 
school does. Again, I return to the 
question: What does it mean for your 
child to be the best student in the 
worst school? 

With this amendment, we propose to 
offer a Standardized School Report 
Card Act, which would say to all the 
schools around the country that, most 
of you are already preparing some kind 
of report card, but let’s all do it all in 
the same general way so that we can 
make some reasonable comparisons, 
school to school and State to State. 

We want the report card to grade a 
school on six areas: 1. student perform-
ance; 2. professional qualifications of 
the teachers; 3. average class size; 4. 
school safety; 5. parental involvement; 
and 6. student dropout rates. 

As I mentioned, more than 35 States 
now have some form of a school report 
card. My State does, although my 
State’s report card doesn’t do anything 
more than simply to ask the school to 
look ahead to prepare for changes in 
enrollment in the years ahead. It is not 
a very substantive report card, and 
most parents in my State have never 
seen this report card. I would like, at 
the end of this process, to provide vir-
tually every parent in this country 
who has a child in school with a report 
that says, here is how your child is 
doing, and another report that says, 
here is how your school is doing related 
to other schools, other communities, 
other States. That would be good infor-
mation for the taxpayers and the par-
ents of our country to have. 

I was thinking, as I was listening to 
my colleague from California, about a 
young girl named Rosie Two Bears. She 
is likely in class this afternoon in Can-
non Ball, ND. I toured that school 
some while ago. I don’t know what a 
report card will say to the parents of 
Rosie. That school is unsafe and in des-
perate need of repair. 

I have described on the floor on pre-
vious occasions the condition of that 
school. They have 150 students, one 
water fountain, and two bathrooms, 
kids cramped together in classes with-
out an inch between their desks and no 
place to plug in a computer to get to 
the Internet, because the school won’t 
accommodate wiring of that sort. In 
the downstairs area where they have 
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band and chorus, the room frequently 
is evacuated because sewer gas backs 
up and the students can’t learn in a 
room full of sewer gas backing up into 
the school. It is an awful situation. 

What would a report card say about 
the school of Rosie Two Bears? Perhaps 
if there were a report card that drove 
home to parents and taxpayers the un-
safe conditions of their children’s 
school, there would be a public outcry 
to improve that school. 

The Ojibwa School, up on the Turtle 
Hill Mountain Indian Reservation, is 
another example of a tragedy waiting 
to happen, with all of these kids learn-
ing in detached trailers, going back 
and forth between classes in the win-
ter. I have been there and seen exposed 
wiring. I can show you the reports that 
show that school is unsafe. Everybody 
knows it, and there is no money to 
build a new school for those children. 
Addressing this problem will be part of 
an another debate that we want to hap-
pen, but right now, this amendment is 
about four or five good ideas on edu-
cation that won’t break the bank, that 
represent good investments in our kids, 
represent good approaches to improve 
and strengthen education in this coun-
try. If we can do these things together, 
we will have done something very im-
portant for our children. 

When we consider a report card that 
all parents could receive, I go back to 
the point that wouldn’t it be nice for 
the parents of students—whether they 
go to your school or my school or to 
the Cannon Ball School or the Ojibwa 
School—to be able to see what their 
child is getting from that school? What 
are we getting for our tax investment 
in that school? Are we proud, as par-
ents, as the teachers who teach in that 
school, of the building we have housed 
our children in, of the textbooks we 
have provided? Are we doing the right 
things? 

That is what Senator BINGAMAN and I 
and others would like to achieve with 
this standardized report card for 
schools. 

The Senator from California knows, 
because I have heard her speak of it, 
that the American people view edu-
cation as one of their top priorities. 
Often people talk about how far ahead 
of politicians the people are. Well, that 
certainly is true with respect to edu-
cation. People know what is important. 
When people sit around the dinner 
table at night and talk about their 
lives, what are the first things they 
talk about? They talk about what their 
children are learning in school, are we 
proud of that school? Are our folks get-
ting good health care? Do we have a 
good job? The central things in life. 
Children and school represent a pri-
ority for many of us. It is why I am 
pleased that one of the first bills on the 
floor of the Senate following impeach-
ment is about education. It is why we 
have pushed so hard to be able to offer 

amendments to it. Our purpose is not 
to be destructive, but to focus on a 
number of steps we can take to im-
prove education. I think Ed-Flex is 
fine. With this bill we are saying give 
the States some flexibility, but that is 
not all there is with respect to edu-
cation policy. There are other ideas, 
good ideas. 

The attempt around here all too 
often is to get the worst of what both 
sides have to offer rather than the best 
of what each has to offer. We have 
some good ideas. Ed-Flex is a fine idea. 
Let us add some other good ideas to it: 
dealing with class size, a school report 
card, ending social promotion, address-
ing the problems of students dropping 
out. Those are good ideas and are cen-
tral to what the American people be-
lieve could strengthen education in 
this country. 

I hope that, when we have offered 
these amendments—some good ideas, I 
think, from both sides—there will be 
some positive votes on these ideas, so 
that this Ed-Flex legislation will leave 
the Senate in a much stronger position 
to positively influence the lives of 
young Americans and families. I will 
have been proud to play one small part 
of that with my colleague from Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. President, I retain the remainder 
of my time, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from North Da-
kota, because I think, between us, we 
really have struck at the linchpin of 
reform. 

One is in the report card situation, to 
provide an ability for every parent to 
know some of the basics about the 
school that his or her children attend, 
and to be able to make some judgments 
on their own whether that child is in 
the best learning environment. And 
what the report card could do is spur 
competition, I think, I say to the Sen-
ator, among students, among schools, 
among school districts, if they have a 
way to compare one to the other. 

When you were talking about Cannon 
Ball, North Dakota, I was thinking 
about Los Angeles, and going into a 
school that had 5,000 students K 
through sixth grade. Everything was in 
shifts. You can imagine the cacophony 
of sounds with 5,000 small children in 
this school. I had never seen a school 
this size before. 

As we debate social promotion, I am 
troubled by the size of some schools. I 
have read the views of educational ex-
perts and what they said about the size 
of the school. I read they advised that 
elementary schools be no bigger than 
350 students to have that teacher-stu-
dent quality relationship; middle 
schools, 750 students; and high schools 
maybe a maximum of 1,200 students. 

Because of the lack of money and the 
inability to do some of these things, 

schools just diminish their quality. 
Like you, I am very hopeful that there 
will be an additional amount of $4 bil-
lion for public education in this year s 
budget. I think the American people 
want it, I think our students need it. 

I just want you to know that I am 
very pleased to join with you on this 
amendment. I hope it can stay in. I 
hope it will survive conference. I hope 
people will realize that we have to 
make major structural changes in pub-
lic education. Certainly a report card 
for schools to benefit parents, the 
elimination of social promotion, and 
the provision of remedial programs and 
summer school can help. Ongoing and 
consistent programs, in which children 
can be brought up to their grade level, 
are critical to helping these students 
learn and become productive citizens 
and are critical to ending this ‘‘edu-
cational malpractice.’’

I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Feinstein-Dorgan amendment. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. How much time re-

mains on the 15 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota has 4 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. DORGAN. I will not use all of 
that, but I did want to say to Senator 
FEINSTEIN that the ending of social 
promotion is an opportunity to invest 
in young lives in a way that will solve 
problems now, rather than deferring 
them until much, much later. By end-
ing social promotion we can prevent 
much bigger problems later in a young 
person’s life. 

I happen to have, as most parents do, 
a profound conflict of interest here. I 
have two children in public elementary 
school: one in fourth grade and one in 
sixth grade. I do homework most eve-
nings with them, and the homework is 
getting tougher these days. My chil-
dren are in public schools, and I don’t 
know what people are talking about 
when they talk about failing scores and 
how the public school system does not 
work. 

I am enormously proud of our public 
school system and what we have ac-
complished through public schools in 
this country. But I also know that the 
only way a public school system works 
is with parental involvement. If the 
parent is not involved in the child’s 
education, it is not going to work very 
well. There are three things you need 
for education to work: a teacher who 
knows how to teach, a student willing 
to learn, and a parent involved in the 
education of that student. When those 
three things are present, education 
works. 

The Senator from California, in the 
first part of this amendment, offers a 
proposal that I think has great merit 
and is long overdue. I did not speak 
about it when I spoke about my half of 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:42 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S10MR9.000 S10MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE4006 March 10, 1999
the amendment, but I just want to tell 
her that I think what she is offering 
has great, great merit and will be pro-
foundly important to children in this 
country. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen-

ator. 
I yield the remainder of my time, and 

yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Inquiry. I don’t 

know whether we are finished with this 
amendment. If so, I am ready to send 
an amendment to the desk. I do not 
know whether my colleague from 
Vermont—

Mr. JEFFORDS. I would like to pro-
ceed to explain very briefly the posi-
tion that we will have on the amend-
ments that have been offered here. 

This is an agreement, unanimous 
consent agreement, that was made to 
enable us to get through this bill. And 
I appreciate all those that have entered 
into this agreement. 

I would like to explain to my col-
leagues, however, that because these 
are all—these two that are being 
talked about right now, the school re-
port card and the ending of social pro-
motion, are both amendments within 
the purview of the committee dealing 
with elementary and secondary edu-
cation. It is my intention to listen very 
carefully and carry forward the infor-
mation that is provided on these until 
such time as we are marking up the El-
ementary and Secondary Education 
Act. 

However, it will be my procedure, in 
order to have an orderly hearing proc-
ess in going ahead on these matters, to 
probably table the amendment of the 
Senator from California. But I do un-
derstand and believe that a great deal 
of what she says, if not all, is very rel-
evant to our educational system but 
should be done in the orderly com-
mittee process. I want to make that 
clear so everybody understands when 
we vote on these things it is because 
they should be done in the proper order 
under an orderly committee process. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
AMENDMENT NO. 62 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31

(Purpose: To provide accountability in Ed-
Flex) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its read-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 62 to amendment No. 31.

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 15, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following: 
‘‘(F) local and state plans, use of funds, and 

accountability, under the Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational and Technical Education Act of 
1998, except to permit the formation of sec-
ondary and post-secondary consortia; 

‘‘(G) sections 1114b and 1115c of Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965;’’. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Do we have a copy 
of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Vermont wish to object? 
The Senator seeks a copy of the 
amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
have an extra copy. Might I ask wheth-
er I could also get one Xeroxed while I 
am speaking? 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this amendment, 

which I have talked to my colleagues 
about, speaks to the central issue with 
this legislation that a lot of colleagues, 
I think, are trying to step around, 
dance around; that is, accountability. 
In other words, this amendment says 
we are for flexibility, but we are also 
for flexibility with accountability. 

It is absolutely acceptable for school 
districts and States to make all kinds 
of decisions on the ground about 
whether or not you want more teach-
ing assistants or more computers or 
more community outreach. All of that 
makes sense and is within the frame-
work of flexibility. 

I say to my colleague from Vermont, 
this amendment combines two amend-
ments, so let me start and devote 
maybe about 5 minutes or less to the 
Perkins program—a very important vo-
cational education program. What this 
amendment essentially says is, look, 
there are certain kinds of core require-
ments, core accountability require-
ments, of the Perkins program—voca-
tional ed, high school, college—that 
must be protected—that must be pro-
tected. 

The requirement that school districts 
and vocational schools meet their 
States’ performance standards, who 
can object to that? The requirement 
that schools and districts provide pro-
fessional development to teachers, 
counselors and administrators, who 
can object to that? The requirement 
that schools must provide programs of 
sufficient size, scope and quality to 
bring about improvement, what is ob-
jectionable about that? The require-
ment that schools and districts must 
evaluate the programs, including the 
assessment of how the needs of special 
populations are being met, what is ob-
jectionable about that? And finally, 
the requirement that schools and dis-
tricts must tell the State about their 
process for local evaluation and im-
provement of the program. 

That is the Perkins Vocational Edu-
cation Program. And the only thing I 
am saying, on the basis, I say to my 
colleague from Vermont, of the good 
work that we have done together on 
vocational education, why in the 
world, understanding the importance of 
flexibility, would we want to not at 
least protect this program and make 
sure that in every State all across the 
country that at least these core re-
quirements are met? Let everybody be 
flexible as long as they meet these core 
requirements. Let’s not sacrifice the 
quality of this program. 

Mr. President, the other part of this 
amendment is what troubles me the 
most. This is what troubles me the 
most about Ed-Flex. And let me just 
say to my colleagues, Republicans and 
Democrats alike, I am quite sure that 
this amendment is going to pass over-
whelmingly. For all I know, it may get 
99 votes. But let me tell you one un-
pleasant truth that you have been un-
willing to face up to. It is this: When 
the original title I program first passed 
in 1965, a lot of sweat and tears went 
into this program. We had some basic 
protections for poor children in Amer-
ica and we said there were going to be 
certain core requirements and in no 
way, shape, or form would those re-
quirements ever be violated because 
this went to the very essence of what 
we are about as a Federal Government, 
which is making sure there is protec-
tion and quality of education for all 
our children. 

Here is what the core requirements 
are all about. This amendment is a dif-
ferent version from the amendment I 
had on the floor, because this is 
trimmed down and it refers specifically 
to sections 114(b) and 115(c) of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

I am just saying we wrote this into 
this legislation in 1965, colleagues. This 
was over 30 years ago. What did we say? 
We said let’s make sure that no State 
will ever be in a position of being able 
to give a school district a waiver from 
the following requirements: That for 
all of the title I children, low-income 
children, there will be opportunities for 
all children to meet challenging 
achievement levels; that they will use 
effective instructional strategies which 
will give primary consideration to ex-
tending learning time, like an extended 
school year; that we will serve under-
served populations, including women 
and men, or girls and boys; that we will 
address the needs of children, particu-
larly those who are members of the 
target population, who need additional 
help; that we will provide instruction 
by highly qualified professional staff; 
that we will minimize removing chil-
dren from the regular classroom during 
regular school hours; and that we will 
provide the professional development 
for teachers and aides to enable the 
children in school to meet the State 
student performance standards. 
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What is going on here? I came out 

here and spoke for almost 4 hours the 
other day and I never heard anybody 
give me a substantive argument about 
why they are opposed to this amend-
ment. What is going on here? I am not 
going to use Senators’ names, but one 
Senator with considerable stature here 
in the U.S. Senate said, ‘‘Senator 
WELLSTONE, if your amendment passes, 
it will gut this bill.’’ If that is what my 
colleague is saying, that is exactly 
what makes me worry about this legis-
lation. How could this amendment gut 
Ed-Flex when this amendment just 
says we are going to do with Ed-Flex 
what the proponents of Ed-Flex say Ed-
Flex does? 

Then my colleagues say, ‘‘Don’t you 
trust the Governors? Don’t you trust 
the school districts across America?’’ 
My answer is yes, I trust most of them, 
and therefore you should trust most of 
them, and therefore surely no one who 
is involved in education with children 
in our country would be opposed to the 
idea that for title I children, for poor 
children, there will be certain core re-
quirements which will be the essence of 
accountability. 

How can you be opposed to it? I don’t 
know of any Governor or any school 
board member who would say, ‘‘Sen-
ator WELLSTONE, we don’t want to live 
by the standard of making sure that 
our teachers are highly trained for 
title I children. Senator WELLSTONE, 
we don’t want to live by the standard 
that there should be high standards for 
these children. Senator WELLSTONE, we 
don’t want to have to give special help 
to kids who are falling behind.’’

What are you afraid of? Why is there 
not support for this amendment? This 
amendment, in a slightly fuller 
version, received about 45 votes last 
time. I am hoping, now that I have sort 
of refined this amendment and nar-
rowed the scope, that it will receive a 
majority vote. Because if this amend-
ment does not pass, this piece of legis-
lation, I want to say to people in the 
country, this will not be a step for-
ward. This piece of legislation is not a 
step forward for several reasons. 

Let me just make one point that I 
made earlier as well, that right now, 
with title I, we are spending about $8 
billion a year, and depending on who 
you listen to—whether it is the Con-
gressional Research Service or whether 
it is Rand Corporation—this program is 
severely underfunded. In my State of 
Minnesota, when I meet with school 
district officials, especially in our 
urban communities, they tell me, 
‘‘PAUL, what happens is we get money 
for schools with 65 or 75 percent pov-
erty’’—my amendment says schools 
with 75 percent poverty population 
should have first priority; that passed; 
I am glad it did—‘‘but then we run out 
of money.’’

If we are serious about helping these 
kids, we ought to be providing the 

funding to our school districts so they 
can provide the support to the children 
who are behind. Many of our schools all 
across the country scream at us and 
tell us: ‘‘Because you haven’t provided 
us with the resources, we can only help 
half the students,’’ or a third of the 
students. So if we want to do some-
thing significant, we ought to provide 
the funding. 

What we certainly should not do is 
turn our backs to what was so impor-
tant about title I as a part of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
What was so important about title I—
this is a big Federal program; this is a 
Federal program that matters to K–12. 
What was so important was, we knew 
way back in 1965 and we know today 
that we as a National Government, we 
have a responsibility to make sure 
there are certain standards which 
apply to the education that poor chil-
dren receive, and so we made sure there 
were certain standards, certain core re-
quirements, which would be part of ac-
countability. We would say that every 
school district in the land and every 
school in the land which was serving 
title I children would never be able to 
violate these core requirements. That 
is what we as a Congress were doing for 
poor children. We were for school dis-
tricts having flexibility. We are for 
school districts having flexibility. 

However, this piece of legislation 
strips away the most important ac-
countability feature to title I. This 
piece of legislation does not any longer 
give these children the protection. This 
piece of legislation, therefore, in its 
present form, is not a step forward, it 
is a great leap backward. I am sur-
prised there is not more opposition. 

I know it is called Ed-Flex. Great 
title. I know everybody can say this is 
what the Governors want and we just 
sort of give all the decisionmaking 
power to the States. Politically, it 
seems to be a winning argument. 
Maybe I am the only one in the U.S. 
Senate who feels this way. I am for 
flexibility and I am for some of these 
other amendments that deal with 
smaller class size and rebuilding crum-
bling schools, and I am for spending a 
lot more money on education for chil-
dren that comes out of the President’s 
budget, that is for sure. But as a U.S. 
Senator, I will not be on the floor of 
the U.S. Senate and not speak against 
a piece of legislation which strips away 
some core protection for poor children 
that makes sure these children also get 
a decent education, and that the title I 
program which deals with these chil-
dren meets these core requirements. 

For any other Senator to say this 
amendment guts Ed-Flex troubles me, 
because I think if everybody thought 
Ed-Flex was such a good bill, they 
would want to at least make sure we 
had this elementary, basic protection 
for these children. How can we pass 
this piece of legislation without this 
accountability? 

This amendment improves this legis-
lation, Senator JEFFORDS. This amend-
ment makes it a better bill. Without 
this amendment, we don’t have this 
protection for some of the children in 
this country. I will oppose it even if I 
am the only vote in opposition. 

How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 7 minutes remaining. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I reserve the re-

mainder of my time, assuming that my 
colleague on the other side who dis-
agreed may want to make some argu-
ments. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I was asked a question. I would be 
happy to answer. I prefer that the Sen-
ator finish his presentation. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will, although I say, in the spirit of de-
bate, it would probably be better if I 
had a chance to get some sense of why 
there is opposition to this amendment. 
Then I could maybe respond to that 
and we could have a little more of a 
give-and-take discussion. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I will wait until the 
Senator finishes. 

I yield the floor. 
(Mr. SESSIONS assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Well, Mr. Presi-

dent, I have an amendment that is 
similar to the amendment colleagues 
voted on last time. I have tried to meet 
some of the objections that were made 
to that amendment. It now is based lit-
erally on sections 114(b) and 115(c) of 
title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965. It is the 
same language which deals with the 
core requirements of title I and makes 
it clear that we want to make sure no 
State is allowed to give any school dis-
trict an exemption from these core re-
quirements. 

Again, let me just list these require-
ments: 

To provide opportunities for all chil-
dren to meet challenging achievement 
levels—the Senator from New Mexico 
is on the floor, and I will bet he would 
not object to that. 

To use effective instructional strate-
gies that give primary consideration to 
providing extended learning time like 
an extended school year, before- and 
after-school, and summer programs; 

To use learning approaches that meet 
the needs of historically underserved 
populations, including girls and 
women; 

To address the needs of all children, 
but particularly the needs of children 
who are members of the target popu-
lation through a number of means, in-
cluding counseling, mentoring, college 
guidance, and school-to-work services; 

To provide instruction by highly 
qualified professional staff; 

To minimize removing children from 
the regular classroom during regular 
school hours; 

To provide professional development 
for teachers and teaching assistants to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:42 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S10MR9.000 S10MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE4008 March 10, 1999
enable all children in the school to 
meet State student performance stand-
ards. 

I listed the basic requirements on the 
program as well. 

I am thinking out loud while I am 
speaking. Let me try to figure this out. 
The Chair is a lawyer, and maybe I 
should be a lawyer at this moment. But 
it seems to me that this doesn’t do any 
damage to the idea of flexibility. It 
seems to me that anybody who would 
argue that this somehow damages Ed-
Flexibility, or any State or school dis-
trict that makes that argument, must 
have in mind that they want to waive 
these core requirements. If they want 
to waive these core requirements—and 
we are now about to pass a piece of leg-
islation that will enable them to do 
so—that is what is flawed in this legis-
lation. That is the flaw in this piece of 
legislation. That is the problem. 

There is a reason we made these core 
requirements part of title I, which has 
been such an important program to 
low-income children. The reason, I say 
to the Chair, is that while many school 
districts in many States have done a 
great job—and I have seen great work 
done in Minnesota—the fact of the 
matter is that sometimes these chil-
dren fall between the cracks. Some-
times these children’s parents, or par-
ent, are the ones without the prestige 
and clout in the community. Therefore, 
we want to make sure there is some 
protection for these children. We want 
to make sure they receive instruction 
from highly qualified teachers. We 
want to make sure that if they fall be-
hind, they get some help. We want to 
make sure they are asked to meet high 
standards. 

I hope somebody is watching this de-
bate. Why in the world is this amend-
ment unacceptable? Why is this amend-
ment unacceptable? Because, I am tell-
ing you, if what Ed-Flex is all about is 
to sort of say, on the part of the Fed-
eral Government, we are giving up on 
this core accountability and, State 
school districts, you do whatever you 
want, you don’t have to worry about 
meeting these core requirements that 
deal with low-income children, I am 
against it. Do you know something? A 
lot of Senators should be against it. 

So, Mr. President, I hope we can go 
over 50 votes today, and I hope this 
amendment will pass. If it does, I think 
it will make this Ed-Flex bill a much 
better piece of legislation. 

There is one other thing we should 
do: Fund it. Fund it. I would say that 
in all the discussions I have had with 
people—I hope all of my colleagues 
have visited schools with title I com-
munities in urban and rural commu-
nities. I will tell you, I have heard lit-
tle discussion about how ‘‘we don’t 
have enough flexibility.’’ I have heard 
a lot of discussion about not having 
adequate funds. Fund it. 

Fully fund title I. Then we would be 
doing something to help these children. 

Fully fund Head Start, and then we 
would be doing something to help the 
children. Fully fund pre-K, preschool, 
early childhood development, and 
make child care affordable for families. 
Then we would be really doing some-
thing to help these children. Lower 
class sizes. Now we are helping these 
children. Make sure we do something 
to help children who drop out so that 
they don’t drop out. I say to Senator 
BINGAMAN, I was told by a judge in 
Minnesota that there is a higher cor-
relation between high school dropouts 
and incarceration than between ciga-
rette smoking and lung cancer. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will soon yield 
the floor. 

I hope there are 100 votes for my 
amendment, because then I will believe 
the Ed-Flex bill is a good piece of legis-
lation. Without this amendment, you 
don’t have the accountability. You 
have given up on the Federal role of 
protecting poor children. That is a 
huge mistake. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, what 

is the state of the business in the Sen-
ate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to offer an amend-
ment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 63 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 
(Purpose: To provide for school dropout 

prevention, and for other purposes) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for himself, Mr. REID, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
BRYAN, and Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 63 to Amendment No. 31.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, be-
fore I start, let me just indicate my 
support for the amendment that the 
Senator from Minnesota is offering. I 
agree with him. I favor the Ed-Flex 
bill, and I intend to vote for the Ed-
Flex bill. I also, though, believe we 
need to be sure the funds we provide at 
the Federal level get to the students 
who most need those funds, and to the 
programs that will benefit disadvan-
taged students. So I favor that amend-
ment. 

The amendment I have sent to the 
desk here and that I will speak on right 
now relates to what I consider perhaps 

the most severe problem facing the 
educational system in this country 
today—at least in my State, and I be-
lieve throughout the country—and that 
is the problem that too many of our 
students are leaving school before they 
graduate from high school. 

For an awful long time, this was a 
problem that people sort of ignored, 
and education policy wonks here in 
Washington and around the country es-
sentially looked the other way and 
talked about other aspects of the edu-
cational issue. But more and more I 
have come to believe that this amend-
ment I am offering on behalf of myself 
and Senators REID, LEVIN, BRYAN, and 
BOXER deals with a crucial issue for our 
young people and for our educational 
system. We can deal with the dropout 
problem. We can provide assistance to 
States and local school districts that 
want to reduce the dropout rate, and 
we can do that at the same time we are 
adequately funding special education. 
We can do it at the same time we are 
providing this additional flexibility in 
the Ed-Flex, which is what the Ed-Flex 
bill calls for. 

Last week, when I offered the amend-
ment, it was plain that there was some 
sort of contest between the proposal to 
adequately fund dropout prevention 
and the needs of special education. I do 
not see that as the case. That is a false 
choice. There is no rule and there is no 
limitation or requirement on those of 
us in the Senate to deal with one and 
not the other. We can deal with both of 
these issues. I favor dealing with both 
of these issues. Special education is ex-
tremely important. In order to address 
this, I put a couple of provisions in the 
amendment that I just sent to the 
desk. Two key provisions relate to spe-
cial education. 

The first says that there is a sense of 
the Senate that there is a great need to 
increase funding for special education. 
I support doing that. And the amend-
ment makes it very clear that that is 
what we intend to do. 

A second provision I have added says 
that any funds that are appropriated 
for dropout prevention above the $150 
million annual amount that is called 
for in this bill shall go to special edu-
cation rather than to this dropout pre-
vention need. 

So it is not an either/or decision. And 
I don’t think we should see it that way. 

This legislation on dropout preven-
tion was offered last year. It was 
adopted here in the Senate by a vote of 
74 to 26. Its main provisions are very 
well known to the Members of the Sen-
ate. Let me just go through them. 

There are five main provisions. First, 
it provides better coordination and 
streamlining of existing Federal pro-
grams which serve at-risk students. We 
have several programs intended to 
serve at-risk students. This bill would 
try to bring those together and coordi-
nate them. 
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Second, it sets out a national plan to 

address the dropout crisis that exists 
at the State, local and national levels. 

Third, there is $150 million author-
ized in grants to schools with high 
dropout rates in each State. 

Fourth, there is a requirement for 
uniform dropout data to be provided so 
that parents will know where the prob-
lem exists most severely, and for pol-
icymakers to have that information so 
that we can make good decisions. 

Finally, it calls for what we des-
ignated here as a ‘‘dropout czar,’’ or a 
person who will have a full-time job 
working in the Department of Edu-
cation to try to work with local school 
districts and States to deal with this 
issue. We ought to have at least one 
person in the Department of Education 
who comes to work every day with the 
responsibility of trying to help solve 
this problem. That is not too much to 
ask in a country of our size. 

So that is what the bill tries to do. 
The problem is serious. It warrants 

our attention. 
Since we have been debating this bill, 

there have been over 20,000 young peo-
ple drop out of our schools. There are 
over 3,000 young people who drop out of 
our high schools and our middle 
schools before graduation each school-
day. So the problem is severe. There 
have been over 400,000 students who 
have dropped out since last April when 
we last approved this amendment here 
in the Senate. These new dropouts join 
a large pool of unemployed, most of 
them unemployed adults who lack high 
school degrees. 

We have a serious problem here. I 
think many Senators and many people 
in this country would be shocked to 
know the extent of this problem. Let 
me give you some figures that came 
out of ‘‘Education Week’’ recently. Ac-
cording to ‘‘Education Week,’’ which is 
a very respected publication that does 
good research on education-related 
issues, according to their study, there 
are 30- to 50-percent dropout rates re-
ported over the 4-year high school pe-
riod in communities around this coun-
try. 

Let me give you some specific statis-
tics which they reported.

In Cincinnati, ‘‘Education Week’’ 
claims that 57 percent of students in 
Cincinnati’s high schools do not com-
plete high school, who drop out before 
the completion of high school; in 
Philadelphia, 54 percent; Salt Lake 
City, 39 percent. 

Everybody, at least in my part of the 
country, in the Southwest, looks to 
Utah, and says: ‘‘Oh, they have a better 
educational system than we do in New 
Mexico, and they always do everything 
right in Utah.’’ The truth is that 39 
percent of their students don’t com-
plete high school—in Salt Lake City, 
not in Utah, but in Salt Lake City—47 
percent in Oklahoma City; in Dallas, 
according to ‘‘Education Week,’’ 61 per-

cent of students do not complete high 
school. 

I hope that Senators will come to the 
Senate floor and contradict these sta-
tistics and tell me that this is crazy, 
that they do not agree with these sta-
tistics. I hope they can do that, be-
cause, in fact, I find these statistics to 
be very startling. 

But I know for a fact that in my 
State the percentage of people not 
completing high school is very high. It 
is particularly high among Hispanic 
students in my State. We have a great 
many Hispanic students in my State, 
and way too many of them leave school 
before they complete high school and 
middle school. There currently is no 
Federal program that is intended to 
help solve this problem. 

We have a TRIO Program. People 
point to the TRIO Program. It is an 
Upward Bound Program. But less than 
5 percent of the eligible students par-
ticipate in those programs. 

There is a program just now getting 
started called GEAR UP. This is for 
middle school mentoring. The unfortu-
nate thing about this is that it doesn’t 
reach ninth or tenth graders. That is 
where the problem really occurs most 
severely. 

Then title I—title I, unfortunately, 
does not usually get any funds to the 
high school level. Most of the title I 
funding goes to elementary schools 
where the need is great. But what I am 
talking about is middle school and high 
school. And those schools see very lit-
tle title I funding. 

One of the main reasons this bill is 
needed is to restore some balance to 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, which, at present, is heav-
ily weighted toward the younger 
grades. I favor the assistance to the 
early grades, but I believe we need to 
do something at the middle school and 
high school levels as well. 

A lot of what needs to be done is re-
forming our high schools. Our high 
schools are too big. That is where the 
dropout problem is most severe. You 
get a 2,500-student high school, and, 
frankly, it is too anonymous. Too 
many of the young people come to that 
school; nobody knows whether they 
come in the morning or not. I have 
talked to high schools in my State, the 
large high schools, and I ask, ‘‘What do 
you do if a student doesn’t come to 
school?’’ They say, ‘‘After 3 days of 
them not coming to school, we send 
them a letter. We send a letter to their 
home address and ask them why they 
are not coming to school and complain 
to the parents.’’ Well, the reality is 
you need a more personalized response 
and a more immediate and effective re-
sponse when students start dropping 
out of school. This legislation can help 
us accomplish that. 

United States graduation rates are 
falling behind other industrialized 
countries. When the Governors met and 

President Bush met in Charlottesville 
in 1989 and set the National Education 
Goals, the second goal was that we 
want to have at least 90 percent of our 
students complete high school and 
graduate from high school. The reality 
is we have made virtually no progress 
towards achieving that goal since 1989. 
We are now in 1999, and we have made 
virtually no progress. Clearly, we need 
to deal with this issue. 

Some have said: ‘‘Well, let’s put it 
off. Let’s deal with it later on in this 
Congress. This is a 2-year Congress. We 
are going to eventually get around to 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act reauthorization. We can 
deal with it then, maybe not this year. 
But surely next year we will get 
around to it. So just relax. We will get 
around to it.’’ I believe we have a crisis 
with our high school dropout rates, and 
I believe we need to deal with it now. 

There is no logical reason why we 
can’t do the Ed-Flex bill, which I sup-
port, and do whatever this Senate 
wants to do with regard to special edu-
cation, and do something to assist 
local schools in dealing with the drop-
out problem. We can do all three of 
these things. 

As our former President, Lyndon 
Johnson, was famous for saying, ‘‘We 
can walk and chew gum at the same 
time’’ here in the U.S. Senate. This is 
not too much for us to take on. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I hope we get the same 
kind of strong vote this time that we 
got in the last Congress—at least have 
the 74 votes that we got in the last 
Congress. I hope we can get even a 
stronger vote. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 1 hour 57 minutes. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the previous 
agreement with respect to the Ed-Flex 
bill be modified to allow 1 hour of the 
5-hour debate limitation to be used on 
Thursday prior to the vote with respect 
to the pending amendment, and, fur-
ther, that hour of reserved time be 
equally divided. 

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 64 TO AMENDMENT 31 

(Purpose: To reduce class size, and for other 
purposes) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator MURRAY and a long 
list of additional Senators whose 
names I will put in the RECORD, I send 
an amendment to the desk to help com-
munities reduce class size for the 
youngest children in the school. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico, [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for Mrs. MURRAY, for herself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. 
BOXER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DODD, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. REED, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KERREY, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. BINGAMAN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 64.

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

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 65 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 
(Purpose: To improve academic and social 

outcomes for students and reduce both ju-
venile crime and the risk that youth will 
become victims of crime by providing pro-
ductive activities during afterschool 
hours) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Also, on behalf of 

Senator BOXER, I send an amendment 
to the desk to expand afterschool op-
portunities for children nationwide. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for Mrs. BOXER, for herself, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. KERREY, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. KERRY, 
proposes an amendment numbered 65.

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

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

The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Amendments Sub-
mitted.’’) 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 66 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 

(Purpose: To provide all local educational 
agencies with the option to use the funds 
received under section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999, for activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act) 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I send an amend-

ment to the desk on behalf of Senator 
LOTT, Senator JEFFORDS, Senator 
GREGG, Senator COLLINS, Senator 
FRIST, and Senator SESSIONS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-

FORDS], for Mr. LOTT, for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. GREGG, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FRIST, 
and Mr. SESSIONS, proposes amendment num-
bered 66.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ��. IDEA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that if part B 

of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act were fully funded, local edu-
cational agencies and schools would have the 
flexibility in their budgets to develop drop-
out prevention programs, or any other pro-
grams deemed appropriate by the local edu-
cational agencies and schools, that best ad-
dress their unique community needs and im-
prove student performance. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 1999, 
is amended by adding after subsection (g) the 
following: 

‘‘(h) Notwithstanding subsections (b)(2), 
and (c) through (g), a local educational agen-
cy may use funds received under this section 
to carry out activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) in accordance with the 
requirements of such part.’’. 
SEC. ��. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

In addition to other funds authorized to be 
appropriate to carry out part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411 et seq.), there are authorized to 
be appropriated $150,000,000 to carry out such 
part. 

AMENDMENT NO. 67 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 
(Purpose: To provide all local educational 

agencies with the option to use the funds 
received under section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999, for activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act) 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I now 

send to the desk an amendment for Mr. 
LOTT on behalf of himself and Senator 
JEFFORDS, Mr. GREGG, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. 
FRIST, and Mr. SESSIONS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-

FORDS], for Mr. LOTT, for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. GREGG, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FRIST, 
and Mr. SESSIONS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 67.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. IDEA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that if part B 

of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) were fully 
funded, local educational agencies and 
schools would have the flexibility in their 
budgets to develop after school programs, or 
any other programs deemed appropriate by 
the local educational agencies and schools, 
that best address their unique community 
needs and improve student performance. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 1999, 
is amended by adding after subsection (g) the 
following: 

‘‘(h) Notwithstanding subsections (b)(2), 
and (c) through (g), a local educational agen-
cy may use funds received under this section 
to carry out activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) in accordance with the 
requirements of such part.’’. 

SEC. ll. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
In addition to other funds authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411 et seq.), there are authorized to 
be appropriated $600,000,000 to carry out such 
part. 

AMENDMENT NO. 68 TO AMENDMENT NO. 31 
(Purpose: To provide all local educational 

agencies with the option to use the funds 
received under section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 
1999, for activities under part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act, 
and to amend the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act with respect to alter-
native educational settings) 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

on behalf of Senator LOTT and others I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-

FORDS], for Mr. LOTT, for himself, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 68.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. IDEA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that if part B 

of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) were fully 
funded, local educational agencies and 
schools would have the flexibility in their 
budgets to develop programs to reduce social 
promotion, establish school accountability 
procedures, or any other programs deemed 
appropriate by the local educational agen-
cies and schools, that best address their 
unique community needs and improve stu-
dent performance. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 1999, 
is amended by adding after subsection (g) the 
following: 

‘‘(h) Notwithstanding subsections (b)(2), 
and (c) through (g), a local educational agen-
cy may use funds received under this section 
to carry out activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) in accordance with the 
requirements of such part.’’. 
SEC. ll. ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL SETTING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 615(k)(1)(A)(ii)(I) 
of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1415(k)(1)(A)(ii)(I)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(I) the child carries or possesses a weapon 
to or at school, on school premises, or to or 
at a school function under the jurisdiction of 
a State or a local educational agency; or’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a) shall apply to conduct occur-
ring not earlier than the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

On page 13, line 14, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 13, line 15, strike ‘‘all interested’’ 

and insert ‘‘parents, educators, and all other 
interested’’. 

On page 13, line 17, strike the period and 
insert ‘‘, shall provide that opportunity in 
accordance with any applicable State law 
specifying how the comments may be re-
ceived, and shall submit the comments re-
ceived with the agency’s application to the 
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Secretary or the State educational agency, 
as appropriate.’’. 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. ll. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

In addition to other funds authorized to be 
appropriated to carry out part B of the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411 et seq.), there are authorized to 
be appropriated $500,000,000 to carry out such 
part. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, at 
this time I would just like to make 
some brief comments on the amend-
ments which have been presented by 
the minority. I would like to again re-
iterate for my colleagues that the proc-
ess we are going into was an agreement 
reached in order to move this bill 
along. This bill, which is known as the 
Ed-Flex bill, is relatively non-
controversial. I think the only vote in 
opposition in committee, and may well 
be in the Chamber, was by Senator 
WELLSTONE. But we are in the process 
to move this bill along, to move it 
along with the House bill, which I be-
lieve was passed, or will be passed 
today in order to get it into law in 
time so that States may have a max-
imum benefit from its passage. It is a 
bill with which all 50 Governors agree, 
a bill with which the President agrees, 
and the Department of Education has 
been sending the guidelines out for its 
utilization. All of this is ongoing. 

However—and it is understandable—
the minority has a desire to be able to 
put amendments on the bill because 
they feel strongly that these initia-
tives ought to be put into law. How-
ever, as chairman of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, I must say that we are in the 
process now of reauthorizing the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
That act is where most of these amend-
ments should be. Some of them are per-
haps relevant. For example, part of the 
Wellstone amendment is relevant to 
the Ed-Flex bill. 

If we are going to assure that the 
committee system works—where evi-
dence is presented at hearings, where 
we have people from the local schools 
all the way up to the States’ Depart-
ment of Education testify, where we 
can be absolutely sure of what we are 
doing in this incredibly important bill, 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, which has some $50 billion 
in Federal dollars, I believe it should 
not be done in this kind of ad hoc proc-
ess of attaching amendments. Well-in-
tentioned as the amendments may be, 
some of which I would agree to, some 
of which I have even offered in the 
past, we can not offer them in a way 
that does not make sense when you are 
trying to be more effective with the ex-
penditure of Federal funds. 

There is $50 billion included, and yet, 
as I mentioned earlier, over the last 15 
years, ever since we understood we had 
some serious problems in education in 
this country, we have seen absolutely 
no measurable improvement in the test 
results of our young people. 

That is an intolerable situation. It 
does not make any sense to reauthorize 
a bill, which has obviously not had 
much impact on improving education 
in this country, without holding hear-
ings or before fully examining it. 

I am put in the very difficult position 
of having to allow these amendments 
to be presented in order to move the 
bill along, and then I will be the one to 
have to move to table. A motion to 
table means you do not allow the 
amendment to be voted on, and I will 
do this because the amendment should 
be offered when the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act is before us. 
But, my move to table will give the po-
litical argument that I killed all these 
amendments. I am just trying to help 
this country’s education system im-
prove and not to do it in this ad hoc, 
messy way. 

Therefore, I must oppose the amend-
ment offered by my colleague from 
California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I have long 
advocated that we, as a Nation, need to 
address, head on, the issue of social 
promotion. In fact, we made some 
progress in this area last Congress. 
Funds made available for title II of the 
Higher Education Act, teacher quality 
enhancement grants, may be used by 
States to develop and implement ef-
forts to address the problem of social 
promotion and prepare teachers to ef-
fectively address the issues raised by 
ending the practice of social pro-
motion. 

‘‘Social promotion’’ is a term which 
educators know, but I am not sure ev-
eryone does. It simply means that we 
sort of gave up on young people saying, 
well, it is not really that important 
that they know how to read because 
there are jobs that you can get without 
having to read. 

That situation has changed. We are 
going into the next century, and we 
know that unless a child has an excel-
lent education when they graduate, 
they are not going to be able to get a 
good job. The literacy studies show 
that 51 percent—this is an incredible 
statistic—of the young people who 
graduated from high school, when 
measured for their performance, were 
functionally illiterate. We have to stop 
that. Ending social promotion is what 
that is all about. 

However, the amendment by Sen-
ators FEINSTEIN and DORGAN is one I 
will reluctantly have to move to table, 
in order to make sure that we can 
move on in an orderly process on the 
ESEA reauthorization. 

The other amendment, by Senators 
BINGAMAN and REID on school dropouts, 
is in a similar situation. We all know 
that we have to do something about 
school dropouts. We know that the so-
called forgotten half in our educational 
system for years has been ignored, and 
when they get to sixth, seventh, and 
eighth grades they do not see any rel-
evance to education in their lives. Ev-

erybody is pushing: You have to go to 
college; You have to go to college. And 
now we know there are many high-pay-
ing, skilled jobs that young people can 
get, and that young people would have 
the ability for if they had the proper 
schooling efforts in order to learn 
those skills that are necessary. 

And so we have to accommodate 
that. We have to make sure that the 
young people in the sixth and seventh 
grades understand that if they do 
things to get the education, they will 
be able to get a good job. 

There has been a tremendous move in 
that direction in some States. In Mis-
sissippi, with one of the worst records 
in the sense of educational perform-
ance, they are spending millions of dol-
lars making sure that young people 
start looking at careers in the sixth 
grade so that they know there is a rel-
evancy to the education and they won’t 
drop out. It is very important. But it 
should be considered on the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, 
which is now before the committee, 
and on which we are holding hearings. 
I certainly agree with Senator BINGA-
MAN in what he is doing. 

There is another amendment that 
has to do with report cards that we 
have listened to, and that is fine, as 
well. But that is an issue for the States 
to address, not for the Federal Govern-
ment to mandate. 

In many cases, the States are ahead 
of us in addressing the quality of their 
schools. Mr. President, 36 States al-
ready require report cards. We need to 
also remember that funding for edu-
cation is primarily a State and local 
responsibility. So, again, that is an-
other good approach, but it is some-
thing we should do in the orderly com-
mittee function. 

Senator WELLSTONE has amend-
ments. I have to say at least one of 
them is relevant to the underlying act. 
He is on the committee. He had an op-
portunity to offer it, but did not. Under 
the present situation, Ed-Flex demands 
accountability of States that are par-
ticipating. It is important to keep in 
mind that accountability has been part 
of Ed-Flex since its inception, and the 
managers’ package builds on those 
strong accountability provisions. So, 
again, this one could have been offered 
in committee. He chose not to offer it 
in committee, so I must oppose that 
one as well. 

Mr. President, I again want to put 
everyone on notice that I have the re-
sponsibility to protect the ability of 
this committee to work in an orderly 
fashion. Because of that, I will have 
the unpleasant duty of probably mov-
ing to table these amendments when 
they come up, or to oppose them. 

I would like to also refer to the Boxer 
amendment. This is another one that is 
very familiar to me. The 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers is a pro-
gram that I created back in 1994 as part 
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of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. I fought hard to include 
this program in the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, and was suc-
cessful, in spite of opposition from the 
very same administration. Getting the 
program funded was not easy in the 
face of the administration’s opposition 
to this program. In fact, the adminis-
tration proposed rescinding the fiscal 
year 1995 funding for the 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers. All of a 
sudden, the administration woke up 
and said: Hey, Republicans sometimes 
have a good idea. It is an amazing 
thing for this administration to recog-
nize. But anyway, all of a sudden they 
put $750,000 into the program—I am 
sorry they asked to rescind it at an-
other time. 

More recently, the administration 
decided that they now like this pro-
gram, and in fiscal year 1997 they rec-
ommended $15 million for this pro-
gram. Now they are increasing it even 
more. So, obviously, I am a great 
friend of that one. It was a bill I got 
passed back in 1994 in the last reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. 

I have enormous interest in changes 
to any of this legislation, certainly 
changes as dramatic as proposed by 
this amendment. This amendment al-
most completely rewrites the 21st Cen-
tury Community Learning Centers. It 
changes its purpose, use of funds, and 
other aspects of the legislation. Last 
year, the administration, through the 
competitive grants process, substan-
tially changed the focus and, indeed, 
the very nature of it by rewriting regu-
lations. That was an unfortunate mat-
ter. Overnight, an act to expand the 
use of existing school facilities became 
an afterschool program—retracted it. 

All these other things are just as val-
uable. Certainly I understand the de-
sires of Senator BOXER to work on that 
bill. We will have plenty of oppor-
tunity. She will have all the oppor-
tunity she wants when the bill comes 
out of the committee later this year. 

So, I could go on and on. But right 
now I again want to reiterate, in order 
to get this bill through we have been 
forced to go into this kind of amend-
ment process, which some will say 
gives them the opportunity to do some-
thing constructive, knowing full well 
at the end of the day they on the other 
side of the aisle will not prevail be-
cause they do not have the votes. For-
tunately, I believe my colleagues in 
the Senate, at least the majority of 
them, will say: Yes, let’s use the or-
derly process, the one this institution 
was designed to utilize, in passing out 
legislation, passing out bills. And the 
process of offering amendments should 
be done first in the committee where 
they can have a good review after hear-
ings and then secondly done on the 
floor. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to have the opportunity to dis-
cuss my support for the Education 
Flexibility Partnership Act or Ed-Flex 
as it has become known. Ed-Flex pro-
vides much needed relief to the schools 
of 12 states currently included in a 
demonstration project begun in 1994. 
Like many of my colleagues, I believe 
it is time to give this relief to the 
other 38 states who suffer from govern-
ment over-regulation. 

In preparation for each new school 
year, teachers and school administra-
tors throughout the country face the 
challenge of providing the highest level 
of education with a limited amount of 
resources. This has always been the 
case and will remain the true for gen-
erations to come. I know this from per-
sonal experience. My wife was an edu-
cator in the Tulsa Public School Dis-
trict for many years and both of my 
daughters are current teachers. In my 
conversations with them, I have seen 
first hand the problems associated with 
bureaucratic mandates handed down 
from Washington. 

Let me give you an example of what 
I am talking about. Over the last three 
decades, the Federal Government has 
piled on mountains of bureaucratic red-
tape on local school districts. Between 
1960 and 1990, the average percentage of 
school budgets devoted to classroom 
instruction declined from 61% in 1960 
to 46% in 1990. The most significant 
reason for this decline is traced to the 
explosion of administrators and non-
teaching support staff while the overall 
number of teachers has reduced. One 
primary reason for the growth in ad-
ministrative personnel is the growth in 
regulations, both state and Federal. 

Let me show you just one example of 
how this is evidenced in Oklahoma. In 
my hometown of Tulsa, the Tulsa Pub-
lic Schools have approximately 42,600 
students. In order to provide quality 
education to those 42,600 students, 
there are approximately 225 adminis-
trative staff employed by the Tulsa 
Public Schools system. Now, I realize 
that some of these are essential mana-
gerial and administrative staff, how-
ever, how many are doing nothing 
more than trying to keep Tulsa 
schools’ in compliance with Federal 
regulations? How many of those staff 
could be better utilized in classrooms 
across the district instead of spending 
their time dedicated to paperwork? 
And, this is just one example of one 
public school system in my state. The 
problem is the same in every single 
school system. 

Mr. President, it is clear, the more 
people and resources it requires to 
comply with government regulations, 
the fewer people and resources dedi-
cated to teaching our children. 

Each time we create a new Federal 
program, with it comes numerous 
forms and reports. The schools must 
understand, complete these forms and 

reports and submit to the appropriate 
departments within the appropriate 
agencies, by the appropriate deadlines. 
Whether schools use teachers and ad-
ministrators, or support staff and vol-
unteering parents, to fulfill this obliga-
tion, valuable time and resources are 
used for Washington’s paperwork, not 
student education. 

Let me illustrate this point further. 
Currently, the Federal Government 
provides approximately 7% of overall 
school funding. However, Federal pa-
perwork accounts for upwards of 50% of 
all school paperwork. It is estimated 
that completing this paperwork re-
quires about 49 million hours each 
year. Mr. President, that is the equiva-
lent of 25,000 employees working full 
time for an entire year. According to 
one expert, it is estimated that it takes 
six times as many employees to admin-
ister a Federal education dollar as it 
does to administer one state education 
dollar. Again, these people are not 
teaching or educating our children, but 
completing bureaucratic red tape. 

Earlier, I discussed the number of ad-
ministrative positions in the Tulsa 
Public Schools; but the problem is 
more pronounced in the state as a 
whole. There are approximately 5,950 
administrative and other certified staff 
performing non-teaching duties in 
Oklahoma. Those 5,590 people represent 
about 10% of the total public school 
personnel. That is 10% doing something 
other than teaching children. That 
concerns me greatly. I have to wonder 
whether we are using our resources in 
the best way possible to meet the edu-
cational needs of our children. 

Now, some of my colleagues, and the 
President, believe that we need the 
Federal Government to hire an addi-
tional 100,000 teachers in order to re-
duce class size around the country. 
However, I have to wonder if that is 
really the answer to the problem. As I 
have just demonstrated, we have too 
many professional and certified staff in 
my state that are not educating chil-
dren. Instead, they busy themselves at-
tempting to comply with government 
regulations. If we can unburden school 
districts of cumbersome regulation, the 
local districts can shift some of their 
resources back to educating our chil-
dren. If the Federal Government does 
require the states to hire additional 
teachers, it will simply be one more 
mandate handed down from Wash-
ington for the states to comply with 
once the dedicated Federal funds ex-
pire. You can be sure that if there are 
additional Federal mandates there will 
be additional non-teaching certified 
staff required to administer the pro-
gram and that means another profes-
sional staff member not in the class-
room teaching our children. 

As the bureaucratic mandates from 
Washington have increased, states 
needed a way to gain some flexibility 
to address their individual concerns. 
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Our answer to the states was the Edu-
cation Flexibility Partnership Dem-
onstration Act of 1994, an effort I was 
proud to support while I was in the 
House of Representatives. First author-
ized in 1994 for six states, and expanded 
in 1996 for six additional states, Ed-
Flex has given 12 state legislatures the 
freedom to identify the most efficient 
and effective means possible to meet 
the needs of students and schools in 
their states. Under Ed-Flex, the De-
partment of Education gives to states 
and local districts the authority to 
waive certain Federal requirements 
that interfere with state and local ef-
forts to improve education. In ex-
change for this flexibility, the state 
and local districts must agree to com-
ply with certain federal core principles 
and agree to waive its own state regu-
lations. The states must also agree to 
use the affected federal funds for their 
original purpose. 

Mr. President, I think it says some-
thing about the nature of our current 
bureaucracy that we have to give 
states the power to waive Federal regu-
lations. If there were fewer onerous 
regulations in the first place, we would 
not have to pass legislation to give 
states the power to ignore federal regu-
lations. Wouldn’t it make more sense 
to let the states be responsible for the 
education of our children, not bureau-
crats in Washington? 

In my State of Oklahoma, we have 
great diversity in our education needs. 
We have schools of all kinds; urban 
schools, rural schools, inner city 
schools, and suburban schools. In my 
conversations with educators and ad-
ministrators, I hear them tell unique 
stories about the challenges they face 
in trying to educate their students. All 
of these educators tell different stories. 
However, not surprisingly, almost to a 
person, they tell me of the problems 
they have in complying with govern-
ment regulations. It does not come as a 
surprise to me that the education chal-
lenges presented at urban schools like 
Tulsa McClain High School differ wide-
ly from the needs of smaller rural 
schools like Weatherford High School. 
Yet, they all have to comply with the 
same Federal regulations. Given the 
failings of the public schools today, it 
is little surprise that the cookie-cutter 
approach of the Federal Government 
has been a disaster. 

The time has come to move beyond a 
one-size-fits-all Federal approach in 
educating our children. As I look 
around our country, I see the great suc-
cesses that our Governors are having in 
making progress in education reform. I 
am continually amazed at the policy 
innovations going on in State legisla-
tures all over the country with regard 
to education. However, now, it is the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to 
join with those Governors and give 
them more flexibility to continue to 
innovate and improve our public 

schools. I understand the need for ac-
countability. However, I believe ac-
countability is best when it closest to 
home and vested in Governors, State 
legislators, and local school board offi-
cials than with faceless Federal bu-
reaucrats in Washington. State leaders 
understand this. That is why groups 
like the National Governor’s Associa-
tion and the National Conference of 
State Legislators have endorsed this 
legislation.

As I have watched and listened to the 
debate on Ed-Flex, I have been sur-
prised by many amendments offered by 
some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle. Many of the proposed 
amendments seem counterproductive 
to the central purpose of Ed-Flex. Ed-
Flex is about easing government man-
dates and regulations. However, many 
of the amendments we have debated 
would add to the mountain of Federal 
mandates applied to State and local 
school districts. As much as I hate to 
say this, it appears that many of my 
colleagues would rather have a polit-
ical issue than have meaningful edu-
cation reform. 

Mr. President, the results Ed-Flex 
prove the effectiveness of the dem-
onstration program. Whether it is giv-
ing local districts the resources to pro-
vide one-on-one reading tutoring or 
lower the teacher to student ratios in 
classrooms, Ed-Flex has been a tremen-
dous success. These are all things we 
can agree upon. Based on its proven 
track record, the time has come to ex-
pand Ed-Flex to the rest of the coun-
try. We need to continue to identify 
programs that work and expand them, 
while eliminating the programs that 
are ineffective. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
thank Senators FRIST and WYDEN for 
their leadership on this issue. Their ef-
forts prove that we can work together 
to the benefit of our children when it 
comes to educating our children. As 
the Senate proceeds with the reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act later this year, I 
look forward to working with them to 
continue to progress we have begun 
here today. 

Mr. President, thank you for the op-
portunity to discuss my views on Ed-
Flex and I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. 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. The Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, for 
the convenience of all Members, I 
would like to let them know that, as 

far as I know, at least on the majority 
side of the aisle, there are no speakers 
desiring to come to the floor. I put 
them on notice that if I do not hear 
from them within 10 minutes, we may 
end up drawing the session to a close. 
As far as the other side of the aisle, I 
also inform them. I believe we have no-
tified the minority that if they have no 
further speakers, we would appreciate 
knowing that. If we hear from no one 
within 10 minutes, we will presume 
they have no further people to be heard 
and then yield the remainder of the 
time back so that tomorrow we can 
start on schedule. 

I also notify Senators that the order 
of the amendments tomorrow will be 
the order that was originally delin-
eated and not as they may have been 
presented, so that Senators will know 
exactly when their amendments will be 
coming before us. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be charged equally to each 
side. 

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
would like to share a few remarks. I 
have had the pleasure to be able to pre-
side over this body for the last hour 
and hear some excellent remarks from 
Senators who are concerned about edu-
cation. I thought, as we heard some 
good remarks from one of our brother 
Senators about an amendment to deal 
with the dropout rate, that this is how 
we have gotten where we are today in 
large part. 

The remarks were good. I personally 
am concerned about the dropout rate. I 
have been involved in youth programs 
in my hometown of Mobile, AL. We had 
a meeting with the police and the 
school boards on how to deal with tru-
ancy, dropout problems, and what we 
could do to confront that. That is hap-
pening, I suspect, all over America 
right now. Some schools have good 
dropout programs, others do not. 

The question was, are these num-
bers—showing 50 percent in many 
schools dropping out before grad-
uating—are they accurate? I am not 
sure that they are, frankly. We ques-
tioned that in our community, because 
sometimes when people transfer from 
one school to another, they are count-
ed as a dropout. But we do have higher 
dropouts than we need. And good 
school systems are identifying them at 
the earliest possible time in dealing 
with them. 
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But I thought to myself as it was 

suggested—this amendment would sug-
gest and mandate that we have a drop-
out czar in America—so this U.S. Sen-
ate now is going to take it upon itself 
to have a czar to deal with dropout 
problems. And that will be the 789th—
if I am correct in my numbers—Federal 
program Congress would have adopted 
and that is now in effect, all to be 
added to a bill called Ed-Flex that is 
suppose to give more flexibility to the 
school systems, to allow them to use 
the resources we are sending to them 
now effectively to deal with the prob-
lems as they know they exist and they 
would like to deal with them. 

Yes, I wish I could wave a wand and 
create a program that would instantly 
eliminate the dropout problem in 
America. I would be tempted, as all of 
us are, to think we could appoint a czar 
in Washington who would stop the 
dropout problem. But I really do not 
think it is going to happen. 

What we have to do is strengthen our 
school systems in the classroom, where 
teaching occurs, making those schools 
more friendly, more motivating, more 
interesting, more challenging, edu-
cating the young people who are there, 
because really the only thing that 
counts is that magic moment in a 
classroom when the learning occurs be-
tween teachers and pupils. 

One of the Senators said our problem 
is schools are too big. Well, I guess 
next we will have a czar to set the sizes 
of schools in America. My daughters 
both graduated from a large high 
school in Mobile, AL. Bill Bennett 
came down and gave them an award as 
one of the best high schools in Amer-
ica—racially balanced—a big high 
school, Murphy High School, an out-
standing high school. It is a large 
school. All large schools are not bad. In 
fact, our dog was named Murphy, 
named after the high school. We loved 
that school. My wife and I participated 
in the PTA and were most interested in 
what went on there. 

When I graduated, my senior class 
had 30 members. It was a public high 
school. The one who finished third in 
my class of 30 is now dean at the Uni-
versity of Alabama. And I finished 
below her. And the one who finished 
two below me—seventh—graduated 
from the U.S. Naval Academy. 

I do not think we need in this body to 
be saying what the sizes of schools 
ought to be and how school systems 
ought to run their programs. We need 
to help them in every way we can and 
to eliminate this problem, as I noted 
earlier today, where a system like 
Montgomery, AL, spends, according to 
the letter I got, $860,000 to comply with 
Federal regulations. The Federal Gov-
ernment gives 8 percent of the funding 
and over 50 percent of the regulations. 

So our chairman, Senator JEFFORDS, 
has presented a commonsense, reason-
able, modest step toward allowing local 

school systems to petition for the right 
to have flexibility in how many of 
these governmental programs are or-
dered. That is so rational, it makes so 
much sense, and it in fact was proven 
effective in the welfare reform bill. 
That is all we are talking about. 

There is no doubt Senator JEFFORDS 
will conduct hearings on any of these 
matters. He will take testimony and 
receive it and consider matters to deal 
with truancy, matters to deal with 
drug problems, matters to deal with 
special education. We want to deal 
with that. But that will come up in the 
education bill that will come along 
later. 

This bill needs to remain a clean bill 
designed to create flexibility for our 
school systems in America. That is 
what it ought to be. We ought not to 
allow it to be clogged up with every 
Senator’s view of what would be won-
derful if they just ran schools in Amer-
ica, because that is how we have gotten 
in this fix. That is what we are trying 
to make some progress toward com-
pleting. 

I care about education. I care about 
public education. I taught. My wife has 
taught. Our children have participated 
in public education. We want to make 
it better. But I am not at all persuaded 
that the Members of this body have 
studied the problems of the Mobile, AL, 
or Vermont school systems. They have 
not studied those problems. They do 
not know how to fix them. They read a 
study somewhere that says something, 
and they feel obligated to come down 
here and present the next program, the 
789th program, Federal Government 
mandate, to fix it. Then they can go 
back home and say, ‘‘I fixed truancy, I 
fixed dropout problems,’’ or whatever. 

I just say to my colleagues that this 
is not the way to do it. We have elected 
school board presidents, school board 
members. We have superintendents of 
education. We have principals. We have 
teachers. They know our children’s 
names. We need to put as much power 
and as much money into the hands of 
the people who know our children’s 
names as we possibly can. If they do 
not care about our children, we need to 
make sure we have someone there who 
does. But I submit to you they do care 
about them. They are better trained 
than we are in education. They are see-
ing kids every day in their classrooms. 
They know what facilities are in exist-
ence. Do they need more teachers? Do 
they need more classrooms? Do they 
need more computers? Let them decide 
that. That is what we should do; give 
them the flexibility to make the deci-
sions needed. 

I think we will find, if we pass this 
bill, that instead of just the 12 States 
indicated in the chart from the GAO 
report this past November—the GAO 
studied this Ed-Flex bill that gave 12 
States the right to have more flexi-
bility in their educational programs. 

They concluded that they have used 
their authority well, the flexibility 
given to them, and that the waiver au-
thority has been used carefully and ju-
diciously. 

Why would we expect otherwise? Why 
would we expect that the people we 
have elected and hired to take care of 
our children, who know our children’s 
names, are not going to use freedom 
and financial support from Washington 
carefully and expeditiously? I feel very 
strongly about this. 

I see the Senator from Arkansas has 
come to the floor. I will be anxious to 
hear his remarks, because he has 
served on this committee, that I have 
just joined this January, for the past 2 
years. He is passionately concerned 
about improving education. He has a 
bill that I am proud to support—Dol-
lars to the Classroom. That bill goes 
much further than this Ed-Flex bill. I 
believe it would be a historic step to-
ward empowering our local education 
system to get out from under Federal 
regulations and be able to focus en-
tirely on educating our children, get 
that money and authority to the class-
room where it can be used wisely. 

I thank the Chair for the time and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Alabama 
and thank him for his kind remarks 
concerning the Dollars to the Class-
room proposal. I look forward to work-
ing with him on the committee. 

I am dismayed that a bill that has 
the kind of bipartisan support—support 
in this Chamber, support across the 
country among educators, support 
among our Nation’s Governors—would 
have been held up as long as this has 
been held up and would have had the 
kind of amendments, many of them 
worthy of debate but that would have 
been far more germane to the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, 
which, as the chairman has said, will 
be debated and will be marked up in 
committee later this year. I think it is 
unfortunate that we have had all of 
these amendments filed. 

As Senator SESSIONS said, I have a 
bill, that I feel very strongly about, 
that would go further than Ed-Flex. I 
have resisted offering that as an 
amendment. We could have brought 
that to the floor. We could have offered 
that to the Ed-Flex bill. However, it is 
important that this piece of legislation 
move forward uncluttered, clean, with 
the support of both parties, and be pre-
sented to the President for his signa-
ture. 

I want to especially address in the 
next few minutes one of those amend-
ments which has been offered, an 
amendment that sounds so good: The 
100,000 teachers funded at the Federal 
level over the next 7 years. I think it is 
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kind of a cotton candy amendment: It 
looks good, it is sweet, it tastes good, 
but it is not very filling, it is not very 
satisfying, and it is not very good for 
you. The 100,000 teachers—when you 
say that at first blush to the average 
American, that sounds very, very ap-
pealing, but I think when you look in 
greater depth and you look more close-
ly at what that amendment would do, 
then, I think in fact it is not worthy of 
our support. 

We have already decreased class size 
across this country. At the same time 
we have seen a dramatic reduction in 
class size across the United States, we 
have not seen a comparable improve-
ment in achievement. Between 1955 and 
1997, over 42 years, school class size has 
dropped in the United States from 27.4 
students per classroom to about 17 stu-
dents per classroom, according to the 
National Center for Education Statis-
tics—a very dramatic drop, from 27 to 
17. At the same time, the number of 
teachers has grown at a faster rate 
than the number of students. This 
chart illustrates that very clearly. We 
see a very dramatic increase in the 
number of teachers and the student 
ratio decreasing appreciably. 

While public school enrollment has 
decreased in Arkansas, in my home 
State, going from the broad inter-
national statistic to what it looks like 
in Arkansas, we have seen our public 
school enrollment drop slightly, by 1.3 
percent, during the last quarter cen-
tury. The number of teachers during 
that same period of time has dramati-
cally increased in Arkansas, from 17,407 
in 1965 to 29,574 in 1997. Now, that rep-
resents a 70-percent increase in teach-
ers in the State of Arkansas. At the 
same time, we saw a slight decrease in 
the number of students in our public 
schools. What that represents is a very 
dramatic improvement in classroom 
size. We have smaller classes, we have 
more teachers teaching those classes, 
but studies have shown that unless the 
class is very, very large to begin with, 
modest reductions in the size of the 
class do not correlate with gains in 
student performance. 

Here is the point: Effective teachers 
can generally handle, studies indicate, 
an ordinary class of 19 students as eas-
ily as they can handle a class of 14 stu-
dents. 

I want teachers to have smaller 
classes. I think that is a desirable goal. 
It is a goal that is being achieved in 
States all across this country. But I do 
not believe it is something we should 
mandate from Washington, DC, nor 
fund from Washington, DC. Senator 
SESSIONS said it better than I can: I 
don’t believe we need the 100 Members 
of the U.S. Senate to become some 
kind of super school board making 
those kinds of decisions as to what 
schools need most. 

At the same time teacher-student 
ratio has dropped in Arkansas from 

21.9, almost 22, in every class in 1970, to 
17 per class in 1995, student achieve-
ment has failed to show a measurable 
increase during that same time period. 
I want to say that again: We have seen 
classes drop from about 22 per class to 
17 per class over the last 25 years in Ar-
kansas. It has dropped more dramati-
cally nationally, but in Arkansas we 
have seen it drop from 22 to 17. We have 
not seen student achievement show 
comparable improvement during the 
time that classes got smaller. 

Now, the initiative that has been pre-
sented by Senator KENNEDY, the 
amendment offered by Senator KEN-
NEDY and Senator MURRAY, is expen-
sive indeed, and there is no demon-
strable evidence that for what we will 
be paying for this new program, we will 
see a corresponding improvement in 
academic performance. If enacted, the 
President’s teacher initiative will pro-
vide enough money to hire only 361 ad-
ditional teachers in the entire State of 
Arkansas in the first 2 years. All of the 
hoopla, all of the excitement about the 
100,000 new teachers—which sounds like 
such a dramatic number—over the next 
2 years in the entire State of Arkansas, 
it means 361 additional teachers. 

Now, we have in Arkansas 314 school 
districts. Many have argued we need 
fewer. Perhaps that is true; perhaps we 
need to consolidate some. But we have 
314 school districts. We are going to re-
ceive 361 new teachers. That is 1.15 new 
teachers per school district. If we want 
to break that down a little more, it 
amounts to about half a teacher per el-
ementary school. Since the focus of the 
amendment and the initiative is sup-
posed to be grades 1 through 3, when 
you calculate that, it means .18 new 
teachers. 

Here we have that clearly outlined: 
In the State of Arkansas, 1.15 new 
teachers per school district; a half a 
teacher per elementary school; or .18 
new teachers for each grade 1 through 
3. 

It is simply not enough of a commit-
ment if that is what we are trying to 
do, it is not enough of a commitment 
on reducing class size, to make an ap-
preciable difference in Arkansas or the 
Nation. If this initiative were carried 
out for the full 7 years, Arkansas would 
be able to hire only 939 new teachers 
for the whole State over the whole 7-
year period. That equals 3 new teachers 
per school district, or 1.4 teachers per 
elementary school, or half a teacher in 
grades 1 through 3, to do the whole pro-
gram for the whole 7 years. For such an 
expensive proposal, I believe Ameri-
cans expect more results than that. 

This will do little to actually reduce 
the student-teacher ratio when there is 
only one new teacher in an entire 
school district, which is the result we 
would have under this initiative. 

Lisa Graham Keegan, one of the most 
innovative directors of public instruc-
tion in the country, superintendent of 

public instruction for the State of Ari-
zona states:

In the first year of the President’s new pro-
gram, Arizona will receive more than $17 
million. $17 million is a lot of money; what 
do we get for that kind of investment? At 
$30,000 per year—a good, but not great 
wage—we can pay for a little over 500 new 
teachers, as the program asks. In Arizona, 
that comes to a bit under 2 teachers per 
school district. Not per school, but per 
school district.

They would average two new teach-
ers per school district in the State of 
Arizona. Not every school district—and 
I think this is so important—finds that 
their greatest need is having more 
teachers or smaller classes. Many 
school districts do not need more 
teachers. They may need more books 
or more computers. Maybe they just 
need better-trained teachers. A one-
size-fits-all approach is not what 
States and school districts need or 
want. 

Again quoting Lisa Graham Keegan, 
she states:

President Clinton made it abundantly 
clear that he had decided that smaller class 
sizes are a good thing, even though research 
has provided no clear indicators of the im-
pact that class size has on a child’s ability to 
learn. Nevertheless, because class size had 
been a good thing in some of the classrooms 
the President had visited, then smaller class 
sizes had to be a good thing for every class-
room in America.

Well, that is a pretty strong allega-
tion. But I think it is accurate on the 
basis of effectively anecdotal evidence. 
The President concluded this sounds 
good, looks good, this is appealing, and 
this was going to be his education ini-
tiative: 100,000 new teachers, paid for 
by the Federal Government, without 
having the research to demonstrate 
that, in fact, it correlates to better 
academic performance. 

This program requires that the 
money be used for new teachers. Yet, 
many States have already imple-
mented class size reduction programs 
on their own. At least 25 States, in-
cluding California, Florida, Nevada, 
Tennessee, Wisconsin, Virginia, and 
Maryland, have either tried a class size 
reduction program or are currently 
considering a class size reduction pro-
gram. 

What about the 25 States that, on 
their own, many times at the expense 
of their constituents and their school 
patrons, have implemented their own 
class size reduction programs? What 
about those who are ahead of the curve 
and have sought to address this at the 
local level? Are we now going to say we 
are imposing this upon you, that you 
have to hire these new teachers if you 
want the benefit of this Federal pro-
gram? 

In his testimony before the Senate 
Health and Education Committee, on 
February 23, Michigan Governor John 
Engler said this. I know our Presiding 
Officer, the Senator from Michigan, 
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will concur with this. Governor Engler 
has been one of the most creative and 
innovative Governors both in the area 
of welfare—pushing welfare reform a 
number of years ago and seeing a tre-
mendous revolution in the welfare sys-
tem in Michigan—and he has now been 
pushing hard for greater flexibility for 
the schools in Michigan and the 
schools across this country. He said in 
his testimony before our committee:

Many Governors feel so strongly that the 
bureaucracy is the problem that we cannot 
imagine being unable to improve education 
with greater funding flexibility.

He didn’t say send us more money. 
He might not turn that down, I don’t 
know; but he didn’t say that was the 
greater need. He said the problem is 
the bureaucracy. Give us greater flexi-
bility and we will improve education. 

Governor Ridge of Pennsylvania said 
in his testimony before our committee:

We all care about teacher competency, so-
cial promotion and class size and many other 
things, yet, we must recognize that the 
States themselves are designing programs 
that meet their unique needs.

The States themselves are designing 
programs. Once again, it is a matter of 
trust. Who are we to conclude in the 
U.S. Senate that we can be trusted to 
know what is best for local schools in 
Michigan, Arkansas, Vermont, and 
Washington State, but the Governors 
don’t, the school superintendents 
don’t, or that the local elected school 
boards can’t be trusted? I think that is 
a misconception and an insult to those 
local leaders who care as much about 
the welfare and the education of chil-
dren as we do here in the Senate. 

Reducing class size simply does not 
necessarily mean we are going to have 
improved performance. It does not de-
liver the results. States performing ex-
ceptionally well on achievement tests 
do not have an extraordinarily high 
number of teachers per student. For ex-
ample, the State of Minnesota ranked 
third in the 1996 NAEP test scores for 
eighth grade mathematics. They 
ranked third on the NAEP test in 
eighth grade math. They rank 42nd in 
students per teacher. 

If lowering class size were the pan-
acea, then Minnesota, I think, would 
have a hard time explaining why they 
rank third in the Nation in eighth 
grade math and 42nd in class size. 
There simply is no clear correlation. 
Without the research, without the 
hearings, without the evidence, why 
would we want to pass it? Is it because, 
like cotton candy, it looks good and 
sweet? 

On the other hand, schools that have 
a low student/teacher ratio do not nec-
essarily have a high achievement score. 
Example: The District of Columbia has 
the lowest number of students per 
teacher—13.7—of any State or Federal 
jurisdiction. It is 13.7. Yet, it ranked 
41st in its 1996 NAEP test scores for 
eighth grade math. In contrast, we 

have Minnesota. I know there are a lot 
of factors that can be involved, but 
that tells me there is not a clear cor-
relation between class size and aca-
demic performance. 

Eric Hanushek, an economics and 
public policy professor at the Univer-
sity of Rochester, maintains that 
teacher quality ‘‘has 20 times the im-
pact of class size. Teacher quality just 
swamps all the evidence we have on 
class size. If I had a choice between a 
large class with a good teacher and a 
small class with a lousy one, I’d take 
the large class any day.’’ 

The teacher quality is far more crit-
ical in ensuring the quality of the edu-
cation of our children than the student/
teacher ratio, the class size. 

I remember, vaguely, when I was in 
the second grade we had too many sec-
ond graders; we had 37. And so the su-
perintendent decided we were going to 
take 7 of the second graders—me being 
one of them—and put them in a joint 
class with second and third grade. Mrs. 
Hare was the teacher. Some of the par-
ents expressed concern that we were 
going to have a combined class because 
the class was too big. But we had an ex-
traordinary teacher, a quality teacher, 
in a combined class of 7 from one grade 
and 20 from another grade. But it 
worked. It worked not because the 
class size was perfect, or because the 
student/teacher ratio was perfect, but 
because, as Senator SESSIONS referred 
to it, the magic of learning in a class-
room was taking place. We had a qual-
ity teacher who cared about the kids 
and instilled in us students a desire to 
learn. That is what we can do about 
education—improve the quality of 
teachers in the classroom, not some 
feel-good measure of hiring 100,000 
teachers, whether that be the need or 
not. 

Mr. President, about 1,100 studies 
have been made of class size. Out of 
those 1,100, only a very small few made 
any link at all between small classes 
and improved achievement. The re-
search and the evidence is simply not 
there. 

The proponents of this measure keep 
mentioning that we need to fulfill the 
promise made last fall in the omnibus 
appropriations bill, which funded the 
Class Size Reduction Program, at a 
price tag of $1.2 billion. 

What I would ask is this: What hap-
pens at the end of the 7 years when this 
authorization expires? We then have a 
new mandate that must be funded, or 
the States and localities will bear the 
burden of continuing the program 
which we started. Hiring 100,000 new 
teachers with the spending schedule to 
expire at the end of 7 years will result 
in one of two things: Either a new 
heavier tax burden upon our States in 
trying to pay for these teacher sala-
ries, or a permanent entitlement estab-
lished at the Federal level, and another 
step in nationalizing education control 
in this country. 

What happens with new Federal edu-
cation programs? Once in place, they 
grow. They grow. Year after year, they 
grow. And this will become a new pre-
scriptive program that places more 
regulations on the localities and fur-
ther contributes to a Federal oversight 
of what should be and has always been 
a local issue. 

Some Members have been talking 
about the urgency with which we must 
enact class size legislation. But, before 
we create a new Federal program, 
shouldn’t we, I ask my colleagues, fully 
fund the mandates that Congress has 
already placed on school districts? 

Every time I meet with parents, 
teachers, principals and local school 
board members from across Arkansas, 
they have one common theme and one 
common complaint. And it is this: Sen-
ator HUTCHINSON, please fully fund spe-
cial education. 

When we placed that mandate upon 
the schools, we made a commitment 
and a pledge that we were going to pro-
vide 40 percent of the funding of that 
mandate at the Federal level. Now, be-
fore we have even gotten close to meet-
ing that commitment, we start a host 
of new programs, including the initia-
tive to hire 100,000 new teachers. 

During the 1995–1996 school year, 
53,880 students in Arkansas were served 
under IDEA. That is about 12 percent of 
all students in the State served under 
IDEA special education. 

Funding for special education affects 
all schools and all school districts. It is 
not a problem limited to Little Rock, 
or Rogers, AR, or to the State of Ar-
kansas. Every State has to deal with 
this critical funding problem. 

We are failing to miss a critical 
point: If we provide more funding for 
special education, then schools will 
have more money available to hire 
more teachers, create afterschool pro-
grams, or build new schools, whatever 
the need is at the local level. 

If we would, rather than funding 
100,000 new teachers ‘‘one size fits all’’, 
whether that is the need at the local 
level or not, if we would instead take 
that funding, place it in IDEA special 
education funding, it then would allow 
the local school districts to determine 
with the resources that are now free 
where the greatest need is—computers, 
books, tutors, or even school construc-
tion. But the decisions would be made 
locally. 

In 1975, Congress first mandated a 
free appropriate public education for 
school-age children with disabilities. 
We have, Mr. President, not fulfilled 
the responsibility to which we com-
mitted. 

The formula for providing grants to 
States is authorized at 40 percent, the 
national average per-pupil expenditure. 
Congress has never provided more than 
121⁄2 percent of IDEA funding, and that 
was back in 1979, 20 years ago. For fis-
cal year 1999, allocations to States rep-
resented only 11.7 percent of average 
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per-pupil expenditures. Schools get 
only 11 percent of the funding, but 100 
percent of the Federal mandates, and 
what an expensive mandate it is. 

This shortfall in funding does not 
just affect special education students. 
Because schools are mandated by Fed-
eral law to provide a free and an appro-
priate public education, they must pro-
vide these services. 

As Fort Smith public schools super-
intendent, Dr. Benny Gooden, wrote in 
a letter last week—one of our out-
standing superintendents in Fort 
Smith, AR, who writes regularly about 
the burden that IDEA places upon local 
resources:

For almost 25 years, local elementary and 
secondary schools and their governing 
boards of education have attempted to de-
liver essential educational services to chil-
dren with disabilities under these Federal 
guidelines. During this time period, the costs 
associated with providing these services have 
escalated dramatically, while the level of 
Federal support has never approached the 
promised 40 percent of applicable costs which 
accompanied the initial passage of the legis-
lation. 

While providing an education to dis-
abled students is necessary and desir-
able, we must recognize the effect of 
imposing unfunded mandates on our 
school districts. 

The more that we fail to pay our fair 
share of the cost of educating disabled 
students, the more we force local 
school districts to take money away 
from other programs to fulfill their 
duty to special education students. 

With all of the talk about the impor-
tance of enacting class size reduction 
programs now when school districts are 
working on their budgets, it is impor-
tant to fully fund IDEA and allow 
school districts to free up more money 
for other uses. 

The costs for educating a special edu-
cation student can be 5 to 10 times the 
district average. 

In addition, as we all are aware, the 
U.S. Supreme Court recently ruled that 
the related services provision in IDEA 
includes medical services. This is going 
to dramatically increase this figure 
even more. 

Whether this was the intent of Con-
gress or not, we made a commitment to 
fund 40 percent of IDEA costs. And we 
simply have not kept our promise. 

How can we in good conscience make 
more promises? We are going to give 
you 100,000 new teachers across this Na-
tion. In Arkansas, it is about one per 
school district. How can we think of 
making more promises when we have 
not fulfilled the ones we already made 
to them in regard to special education? 
We are imposing an undue burden on 
school districts. And, if school districts 
had to spend less money on special edu-
cation, they could use the available 
funds in the way they see fit. If that is 
entirely for teachers, so be it. If it 
means professional development, so be 
it. If it means buying new computers, 

we ought to let those local districts 
make those decisions. 

I see Senator COVERDELL, who has 
been one of the great leaders on edu-
cational reform in meeting our Repub-
lican vision for education, and I have 
spoken quite a while on this at this 
point. 

I hope my colleagues know how 
strongly I feel about this. This is an 
important bill. It is an important step 
that we are taking. 

Senator JEFFORDS did an outstanding 
job. I can’t say enough about the lead-
ership of Senator FRIST on this. We 
need not clutter this bill with amend-
ments. We certainly don’t need to start 
a new mandate on our schools. I hope 
that we will pass the bill quickly, pass 
a clean bill and send it to the Presi-
dent. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

think we are down to two speakers. We 
have agreed that Senator COVERDELL 
will speak for 5 minutes, and then I be-
lieve Senator BAUCUS will speak for 
about 6 or 7 minutes. 

I want to commend the Senator from 
Arkansas for his very eloquent discus-
sion of the differences on how money 
ought to be spent. I appreciate him 
coming and sharing those with us. 

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the Senator from Arkansas. 
His eloquent statement delineates 
what is at stake here. I will expand 
upon it just briefly. As Senator JEF-
FORDS said, I will limit this to 5 min-
utes. 

I would like to make three points 
with regard to what we will begin vot-
ing on tomorrow. 

First, I want to make it very clear 
that from my perspective the amend-
ment suggests that we should have a 
Federal program that envisions 100,000 
Federal teachers, which is a bad idea. 
It is just not a good idea. 

Mr. President, it envisions, or it sug-
gests, that some Washington wizard 
wonk has some better idea about what 
ought to happen in Arkansas, Georgia 
and your State of Michigan. I just have 
to suggest that most of those wonks 
have never been to any of these loca-
tions. They have no idea—none—as to 
what that school board requires or 
needs. Some will require teachers. 
Some will require transportation. 
Some require construction. Some re-
quire a playground. And every Amer-
ican in the country knows that the 
needs of all of these school districts all 
across the Nation are all different. The 
Senator from Massachusetts would 
have us believe there is only one re-
quirement, that only Washington 
knows what it is, and you are going to 
do it our way, the old Frank Sinatra 
song. 

You are going to fill out this zillion-
page application, and you are going to 
do it our way. 

I suggest that if most Americans had 
a chance to evaluate whether the wonk 
from Washington should do it or the 
local school board should do it, they 
are going to go with the local school 
board. 

That takes me to my second point. 
This idea that Washington is going to 
do it after you fill out the 15–20 page 
application is going to lead to systems 
that have not met their responsibilities 
being weighted to the advantage of this 
program. It will tend to reward those 
who have not yet done the job they 
were supposed to do. If you talk to the 
Governors of the States, many, includ-
ing mine, have already expanded their 
numbers of teachers to reduce class 
size—all across the country, Texas, 
California, to Georgia. So a system 
that has one solution is only going to 
be weighted to those school districts 
that didn’t do anything about it. True, 
maybe they need some assistance be-
cause they had a harder time meeting 
that standard, but mark my word, you 
will tend to reward systems that have 
not stepped up to the bar with this 
kind of program. 

My third point. The fact that Wash-
ington bureaucrats, guided by the ad-
ministration, are going to decide who 
is a winner and who is a loser suggests 
that it is going to be politically cor-
rect, that political correctness will 
suddenly weigh in on this. If you look 
at the record of decisionmaking about 
who the winners and losers are during 
the course of these last 6 years, it will 
substantiate the assertion I make. In 
department after department, agency 
after agency, the town is aswirl with 
politics getting in the way of policy. A 
program that picks winners and losers 
in Washington is already susceptible to 
it but particularly so now. 

So the point that the Senator from 
Arkansas made that we should fully 
fund our previous commitments, which 
will have the effect of freeing up funds 
in local school districts all across the 
country to make their own decisions 
about what their priorities are, is a 
better idea; it is a better idea than hav-
ing a bureaucrat who has never been on 
the scene, could not name one school 
superintendent, one school board mem-
ber, or even the name of the commu-
nities to be affected, deciding what the 
priorities are all across the country. It 
makes no sense. It is a bad idea. It 
should be defeated so that we can pro-
ceed with this legislation that has been 
endorsed by 50 Governors. And I might 
point out those 50 Governors have not 
endorsed the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. President, I thank the manager 
for granting me this time, and I yield 
back whatever of the 5 minutes might 
remain. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
yield time as he may consume to the 
Senator from Montana. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair. I 

thank my good friend, the Senator 
from Vermont, for yielding time. 

Mr. President, I am very strongly in 
favor of the Education Flexibility 
Partnership Act. That is very simply 
because if there is any investment that 
makes sense in this country, it is in-
vesting in education, pure and simple, 
full stop, end of subject. 

At all levels—whether it is Head 
Start, whether it is the early years 
zero to 3, whether it is after Head 
Start, whether it is kindergarten, 
whether it is elementary and sec-
ondary, whether it is college, whether 
it is postgraduate education, whether 
it is continuing education, whether it 
is technical skills development—edu-
cation is the investment which is going 
to make the difference in our country 
and assure our future as Americans, 
the time we spend continuing to edu-
cate our people in a very thoughtful, 
constructive way. Of course, we do not 
want to just throw money at the prob-
lem but, rather, we want to invest 
wisely; and this legislation, S. 280, is 
very much, in my judgment, a step in 
that direction. 

Let me address Ed-Flex, that is, the 
basic underlying bill, and tell you why 
I am so proud to be a cosponsor of the 
bill and why I think it is important 
legislation. 

The name of the bill basically ex-
plains it—Ed-Flex. It is flexibility for 
educational programs, and particularly 
at home. It is very simple. The Federal 
Government, I believe, ought to trust 
parents, trust teachers, and trust local 
school boards. We should do everything 
in our power here in Washington to lib-
erate our children from Federal Gov-
ernment rules that might make sense 
in Manhattan, NY, but perhaps do not 
make sense in Manhattan, MT. 

I was a little surprised at the pre-
vious speaker, my good friend from 
Georgia, saying an amendment on this 
bill is Washington wizard wonk stuff 
telling local governments what to do. 
That is just not true. This is Ed-Flex. 
It is giving more flexibility to local 
communities to decide more on their 
own what makes most sense. For exam-
ple, let’s talk a little bit about com-
puters. Right now, for example, a well 
meaning but distant Federal bureauc-
racy does too often stand in the way of 
a school district. 

For example, let’s talk about Federal 
funds allowed to a small Montana 
school, or even a large New York City 
school, to purchase computers for stu-
dents with disabilities. We know those 
computers probably will not be used all 
day long, that is, computers, mandated 
by Washington, for students with dis-
abilities. It obviously makes sense that 
these computers should be utilized to 
help other students when the disabled 
students do not need them. But there is 

a rule, a Washington rule, that pre-
vents this from happening, preventing 
other students from using those com-
puters. 

That is the point of this bill, more 
flexibility. Under Ed-Flex, the under-
lying bill, States can get a waiver to 
use these computers to educate our 
kids. In short, the bill makes eminent 
sense. It is the next logical step to help 
our kids be better educated. 

Let me address an amendment that 
has been under discussion, the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, and the Sen-
ator from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, 
an amendment to lower class size in 
our country. 

This is pretty basic stuff. There 
aren’t many things we can do to help 
students more than lowering class size. 
I hear some Senators in the Chamber 
say the opposite; they at least are very 
strongly implying that lower class size 
does not help kids, does not help the 
quality of education. 

If we just think about it intuitively, 
Mr. President, that just doesn’t make 
sense. But what is the evidence? One 
Senator recently mentioned Min-
nesota, a State that ranked third in re-
cent national test scores but appar-
ently, according to the Senator, has 
high average class sizes. 

I cannot speak about Minnesota, but 
I can speak about my State of Mon-
tana. Our teacher-to-student ratio is 
much lower than the national average, 
but we are very proud of the quality of 
education in our State. Montana’s 
fourth graders and eighth graders 
placed among the top four States in 
three of the four categories, again, 
with class sizes that are lower than av-
erage. I can tell you from at least my 
experience years ago going to Montana 
schools that we had smaller classes, 
and it made a big difference. I have 
very vivid memories of very good 
teachers in classes that were not too 
large. 

I also want to relate an experience 
that is not directly relevant to this dis-
cussion, but I think it does have some 
bearing on the basic underlying point. 

Mr. President, like a good number of 
other Senators, I have what I call a 
‘‘workday.’’ About 1 day a month I 
work at some different job. I might 
wait tables, work at a sawmill, work in 
a mine. I show up at 8 in the morning 
with my sack lunch and I am there to 
work. I am not there to watch, I am 
there to work. My good friend, Senator 
GRAHAM from Florida, has been doing 
this for many, many years. Frankly, I 
got the idea from him about 6, 8, or 10 
years ago. It is a great idea and it is 
one of the best parts about this job, 
frankly—to be able to do things like 
that. 

One day on my workday in Helena, 
MT, I was assigned to a health care 
center. In the morning I helped an Alz-
heimer’s patient. This patient was ob-

viously in great need of care and I 
learned a lot, I must say, about the 
problem of Alzheimer’s disease—both 
for the person who has it and with re-
spect to the care giver. 

But in the noon hour, for 2 hours the 
center assigned me to the Meals on 
Wheels Program. They gave me a little 
van loaded up with hot lunches and a 
list of names and told me which part of 
town to go to, to drive around and de-
liver these meals. This is the basic hot 
lunch program. About the second or 
third name on the list was a name that 
seemed familiar. It rang a bell; I wasn’t 
sure what. It was Mrs. Foote. 

I asked myself: Why is that familiar, 
that name, Mrs. Foote? I didn’t think a 
lot about it. I knocked on the door and 
the lady said come in. She opened up 
the door, and way back in this hot lit-
tle kitchen, sitting at the kitchen 
table, was a lady. Then it dawned on 
me. 

I said, ‘‘Mrs. Foote, by any chance 
did you ever teach kindergarten?’’ 

She said, ‘‘Why, yes, I did.’’ 
I said, ‘‘Did you teach kindergarten 

in the basement of the First Christian 
Church, at the corner of Power Street 
and Benton Street?’’ 

‘‘Why, yes, I did.’’ 
That was my kindergarten teacher, 

whom I had not seen since kinder-
garten. 

Why did I have such a strong memory 
of Mrs. Foote? One, I do vaguely recall, 
I must say we didn’t have a large class. 
I must be honest and say I don’t re-
member much about that. I do remem-
ber Mrs. Foote being a super teacher. 
She didn’t remember me from Adam, as 
I must confess, but as I was talking to 
Mrs. Foote she then pulled out some 
newspaper articles about her. 

I then realized why in many respects 
Mrs. Foote meant so much to me. Mrs. 
Foote had a master’s degree in art his-
tory, she had a master’s degree in 
English literature, yet she was teach-
ing kindergarten. She was one of these 
wonderful Americans who was sacri-
ficing her time to be a teacher, a high-
quality teacher, and also a teacher, as 
I recall, who did not have an awful lot 
of kids in her class. 

Not too long ago, in fact about a 
half-hour ago, I heard a Senator here 
on the floor saying, ‘‘Gee, you give me 
a choice between a high-quality teach-
er and a large class size and I’ll make 
the choice every time for the quality 
teacher.’’ Obviously, that is a false 
choice. That is not what we are talking 
about here. We want high-quality 
teachers. But we also want small class 
sizes, because smaller classes—all 
things being equal—do help provide a 
better education. 

This amendment, the Murray-Ken-
nedy amendment, is an additional sum 
of money for teachers. We in Montana 
will get about $4 to $5 million. In addi-
tion, the amendment has a 15-percent 
provision, which is that 15 percent of 
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the funds can be used to train teachers. 
It gives that additional flexibility. 

I must say, this is a no-brainer, to 
me. I just don’t know why school dis-
tricts and teachers and parents would 
not like to have a little extra help, 
some extra help to hire a few more 
teachers, a little extra help to train a 
few more teachers. That is all this is. 
This is not rearranging the categories, 
the boxes. This is not taking money 
from one program to give to another. 
This is an add-on. This is additional. 

So I hope some of the viewers and lis-
teners—who earlier heard other Sen-
ators speak—realize this is not Wash-
ington telling State and local district 
school boards what to do. Rather, it is 
saying: Here is some additional money 
for some teachers, for some training, 
because we want to help you. We want 
to form a partnership with you to 
make sure our kids get the best quality 
education they could possibly get. That 
is all it is. It is that simple. 

I strongly urge when we do vote on 
this tomorrow that the amendment 
pass. I know the bill is going to pass. It 
is a very important step we will be tak-
ing to help invest in our Nation’s fu-
ture. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 60, AS MODIFIED, TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

have a modification at the desk for 
amendment No. 60, which I offer on be-
half of Senator LOTT. 

I ask unanimous consent the amend-
ment be modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUNNING). Is there objection? 

Without objection, so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 60, as modified, 

to amendment No. 31), is as follows:
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. IDEA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that if part B 

of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (20 
USC 1411 et seq.) were fully funded, local 
educational agencies and schools would have 
the flexibility in their budgets to design 
class size reduction programs, or any other 
programs deemed appropriate by the local 
educational agencies and schools that best 
address their unique community needs and 
improve student performance. 

(b) AMENDMENT.—Section 307 of the Depart-
ment of Education Appropriations Act, 1999, 
is amended by adding after subsection (g) the 
following: 

‘‘(h) Notwithstanding subsections (b)(2), 
and (c) through (g), a local educational agen-
cy may use funds received under this section 
to carry out activities under part B of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) in accordance with the 
requirements of such part.’’. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent to add as cosponsors to amend-
ment No. 60, as modified, Senators 
GREGG, COLLINS, FRIST, and SESSIONS. 

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present and ask the time be 
charged equally to each side. 

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. 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. NICKLES. Mr. President, first I 
wish to compliment my colleague and 
friend, Senator JEFFORDS, for his lead-
ership on this bill. I am confident that 
tomorrow we will pass this bill. 

Also, I wish to compliment Senator 
FRIST and others on the Labor Com-
mittee who have worked very, very 
hard to put together a good package, a 
responsible package, to allow the 
States to have more flexibility in deal-
ing with Federal education programs 
so they can deliver a better product, 
and that is basically improving the 
education of our kids. That is a very 
noble goal. 

By doing so, they are saying we want 
to set up a program, which we have al-
ready done in a pilot program in a few 
States, and make it available to all 
States. All State Governors, Demo-
crats and Republicans, say we want to 
have that flexibility, give us the abil-
ity to ask the Federal Government for 
a waiver from a lot of the rules and 
regulations in managing these pro-
grams so we can do a better job. 

Frankly, they are telling us they can 
do a better job, without Uncle Sam’s 
rules and regulations, in trying to 
manage their schools. They did not 
need so much Federal help. It is really 
what the States were telling us. 

Democrats as well as Republicans 
were saying that. I think they are ex-
actly right in doing so. I compliment 
the sponsors of this legislation, and I 
am going to be pleased tomorrow when 
we pass it. 

Unfortunately, there are a few 
amendments that are circulating 
around that I think would be very det-
rimental to this bill. As a matter of 
fact, I believe if they are adopted, we 
shouldn’t pass this bill. 

The main amendment I am going to 
address is the one that maybe has re-
ceived more attention than others—the 
so-called 100,000 teachers that Senator 
KENNEDY, Senator MURRAY and others 
have been so laudatory about, saying, 
‘‘This is exactly what we need to im-
prove the quality of education.’’ 

A couple of comments: One, I think if 
schools need more teachers, the schools 
should be able to make that decision. 
That decision should not be made in 
Washington, DC. When I say ‘‘the 
schools,’’ I am talking about the school 
board administrators, the parents, the 
teachers, the local officials, the school 
board officials, the Governor. They 
should be making that decision. I do 
not think that is Senator KENNEDY’s 
decision to make. I do not think that is 

the U.S. Senate’s decision to make. 
Nor do I think it should be made by 
President Clinton. That is not our re-
sponsibility. That is a State responsi-
bility. That is a local responsibility. 

Frankly, the local government knows 
best what they can do to improve edu-
cation, not Washington, DC. It may be 
a school in the Northeast needs more 
insulation because of the cold or maybe 
they need more computers, maybe they 
need a new building, maybe they need 
building repair, maybe they need more 
teachers. I don’t know. I wouldn’t 
think that we have the guts or the gall 
to say we know best, the government 
knows best, but when I look at Senator 
KENNEDY’s amendment, that is exactly 
what it says. 

Here we have a national program. We 
are going to have 100,000 teachers. It is 
going to be paid for by the Federal 
Government. Keep in mind, almost all 
teachers, K through 12, are paid for by 
State and local governments, yet now 
we have an amendment on the floor of 
the Senate that says, We want 100,000 
teachers at a cost of over $11 billion, to 
be paid for by the Federal Govern-
ment—100 percent paid for by the Fed-
eral Government. In some of the dis-
tricts, the teachers will be paid for 65 
percent by the Federal Government 
and 35 percent by the State govern-
ment. 

It is interesting. I have asked, What 
is the impact? Somebody said that we 
did part of this last year. We passed a 
bill last year that cost $1.2 billion, and 
we increased the number of teachers 
30,000. Boy, that has really done a won-
derful job. I looked at my State. As 
part of the bill that we passed last 
year, part of this 30,000 teachers, Okla-
homa is going to get 348. Big deal. For 
the life of me, I do not think that is a 
Federal responsibility. Oklahoma is 
going to get $13 million to help pay for 
348 teachers. Big deal. Is that really 
what the Federal Government is sup-
posed to do? Is that our responsibility? 
I don’t think so. At least Republican 
amendments are saying, ‘‘Instead of 
teachers, let’s at least allow the States 
to have the option. If we are going to 
have Federal money, let’s have the 
money go to give the schools the op-
tion for teachers or for meeting our re-
sponsibility with kids that have special 
needs, giving States the flexibility to 
use the money either for schools or 
students with special needs,’’ which we 
already have a Federal law stating the 
obligation for the States to do it, an 
unfunded mandate. So at least we give 
the States some flexibility. That is not 
in Senator KENNEDY and Senator MUR-
RAY’s amendment. 

I am looking at this amendment. 
There are lots of things in here that 
deal with regulations and how the 
money is going to be used, basically 
telling the States here is how to do it; 
we know best. The Federal Government 
knows best. Senate Democrats know 
best. President Clinton knows best. 
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For the life of me, I just think that is 

a serious mistake—the Federal Govern-
ment passing a bill last year that says 
Oklahoma gets 348 more teachers paid 
for for 1 year. I might mention, if we 
don’t pay for it next year, what hap-
pens to that Federal teacher? I hate to 
say it, but we have 1,800 schools in the 
State of Oklahoma. We are going to get 
348 teachers. That is about one-fifth or 
one-sixth of a teacher for each school, 
not each class, each school. Does that 
really make sense? I don’t think it 
makes any sense. Which school is going 
to get a teacher? Which school is not 
going to get a teacher? 

I know my colleagues on the Demo-
crat side have an amendment that says 
we are going to have a Federal school 
building program, and the President 
proposed billions of dollars, I guess $11 
billion, for more teachers and several 
billion dollars for more school build-
ings. Which school buildings are going 
to be replaced? Which school building 
is going to be repaired? We are going to 
be making those decisions in Wash-
ington, DC? Is that the proper use for 
incremental dollars? Do they get more 
bang in educational value out of build-
ings or in teachers? We are saying we 
don’t know. We are saying why don’t 
we free up some of the resources that 
we are now spending from the Federal 
Government to the States and let the 
States make the decision? Let the 
local school boards make the decision. 
Let the teachers make the decision. 
Let the parents make the decision. 

Instead, my colleagues that are offer-
ing the amendment are saying, no, no, 
we will decide; the Federal Govern-
ment is going to decide we need 100,000 
teachers. I disagree. 

It is interesting. Somebody said, 
well, we really need lower class size. 
For a little bit of history, most States 
have already been reducing the average 
sizes of their classes. That trend is ex-
pected to continue. My guess is that 
President Clinton feels, since he has 
promoted this, class size has really de-
clined. In 1955, the average public 
school class size in the United States 
was 27 students. In 1975, it dropped to 
21. Today it is down to 17.3. If you are 
talking about only elementary schools, 
the numbers are slightly higher, but 
they still show a decline, from 30.2 in 
1955 to 18.5 today, 18.5. ‘‘Well, it ought 
to go to 18.’’ Well, it looks to me like 
demographically we are going to 18 
anyway. That will happen whether the 
Federal Government gets involved in 
hiring 100,000 teachers or not. We have 
spent $1.2 billion last year to hire 30,000 
teachers. That money is only good for 
1 year. Then under this bill, it says, 
well, let’s spend more than that. Let’s 
just spend billions every year. 

It has amounts allocated: $1.4 billion 
for the year 2000; $1.5 billion for 2001; 
$1.7 billion for 2002, and on; I see $2.8 
billion for the year 2005. This says here 
is a recipe where we can have the Fed-

eral Government spending more 
money, and it stops at the year 2005. 
We are going to pay for these Federal 
teachers only up to the year 2005 and 
then stop? Sorry, States, now it is your 
responsibility. 

I just think that is a serious mistake. 
In my State of Oklahoma, I don’t know 
exactly the number of teachers that we 
have, but 348 teachers, when we have 
1,800 schools and lots and lots of teach-
ers in each school. I just fail to find the 
wisdom in doing it. 

There is a difference in philosophy 
between the Democrats and Repub-
licans on this issue. We have basically 
said the States and local school dis-
tricts should make a better decision. 
Senator KENNEDY and some of my col-
leagues on the Democrat side seem to 
think that they have the answer. They 
are going to dictate 100,000 teachers. 
They are going to dictate billions of 
dollars of the Federal Government 
building school buildings. I think that 
is a mistake. 

I had my staff—this is almost 2 years 
old, a year; it was done May 15, 1997, so 
it is a little obsolete—I asked them, 
How many Federal programs are in-
volved in education right now? I know 
there are a lot, but I don’t know them 
all. I haven’t served on the Labor and 
Education Committee for a long time—
I was on it for several years—but I 
know there are a lot. As a matter of 
fact, there are a lot more than I imag-
ined. 

I will put this in the RECORD and 
maybe somebody can update it for me. 
According to this, in May of 1997, there 
were 788 Federal education programs, 
788 Federal education programs that 
were spending at that point $968 bil-
lion. That is a lot of money. That is 
about one-seventeenth of all the Fed-
eral spending that we are spending 
today. Someone can’t say we do not 
have any emphasis in education. What 
we have is a lot of Federal programs, 
probably 700-some, too many Federal 
programs, and we are spending billions 
of dollars, almost $100 billion, probably 
if this is updated it is over $100 billion, 
because I know we had significant in-
creases in the last couple of years in 
education. Just in the Department of 
Education alone, there were 307 edu-
cation programs, totaling $59 billion. 
Again, this is 1997. 

So it shows you there is a lot of Fed-
eral input. I personally think we need 
to consolidate most of those programs, 
get rid of them, and give the money 
and the power back to the States and 
to the local school boards. What I 
think is, we do not need to have an-
other program. ‘‘Here are 100,000 teach-
ers. Let’s make this, instead of 788 pro-
grams, 789.’’ I think President Clinton 
has proposed 8 or 9 new education pro-
grams alone. 

We do not need more education pro-
grams. What we need to do is free the 
States and local school boards to where 

they can do a better job with the re-
sources they now have without all the 
strings and redtape and bureaucracy 
they now have to comply with. 

So I hope that will be what we will 
do. I hope that tomorrow when we are 
voting on this series of amendments, 
when we have amendments that are 
trying to micromanage how States 
spend money, run their schools, that 
we will table those amendments, that 
we will defeat those amendments, and 
we will pass the Ed-Flex bill which will 
give more flexibility to States and 
local school boards in actually admin-
istering Federal programs. They can do 
a better job in educating our kids, to 
improve the quality of education for 
the children of America. 

So I encourage my colleagues to vote 
against these amendments that try to 
micromanage education from Wash-
ington, DC, and pass the Ed-Flex bill to 
give the flexibility to the States and to 
the local school boards to do a better 
job for our kids. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator 

from Oklahoma for an excellent state-
ment. He has certainly put in perspec-
tive what we are trying to do here. We 
started out with a very simple bill, and 
now we have—well, we have the mon-
ster pared down somewhat by getting 
agreements on both sides. But I just re-
mind everyone that we will be voting 
tomorrow on these amendments. There 
will be some debate time tomorrow 
morning for that purpose. 

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator will 
yield for just a second? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield. 
Mr. NICKLES. One, I compliment 

Senator JEFFORDS for his management 
on this bill. I am delighted we have an 
agreement and we will get it com-
pleted. I compliment him for his lead-
ership in the Labor Committee in put-
ting this bill together. I somewhat re-
gret the fact that the Democrats failed 
to show up at his markup. They want 
to amend the bill on the floor. They did 
not want to amend the bill in com-
mittee. 

With the chairman’s indulgence, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the table showing the 
number of departments, programs, and 
funding for the various education pro-
grams throughout the Federal Govern-
ment.

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

DEPARTMENT, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING 
[Number of programs in parentheses] 

Department Federal dollars 

Appalachian Regional Commission (2) ............................. $2,000,000
Barry Goldwater Scholarship Program (1) ......................... 2,900,000
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Program (1) ................. 0
Corporation for National Service (11) ............................... 501,130,000
Department of Education (307) ......................................... 59,045,043,938
Department of Commerce (20) .......................................... 156,455,000
Department of Defense (15) .............................................. 2,815,320,854
Department of Energy (22) ................................................ 36,700,000
Department of Health and Human Services (172) ........... 8,661,006,166
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DEPARTMENT, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING—Continued

[Number of programs in parentheses] 

Department Federal dollars 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (9) ....... 81,800,000
Department of Interior (27) ............................................... 555,565,000
Department of Justice (21) ................................................ 755,447,149
Department of the Treasury (1) ......................................... 11,000,000
Department of Labor (21) .................................................. 5,474,039,000
Department of Transportation (19) ................................... 121,672,000
Department of Veterans’ Affairs (6) .................................. 1,436,074,000
Environmental Protection Agency (4) ................................ 11,103,800
Federal Emergency Management Administration (6) ........ 118,512,000
General Services Administration (1) .................................. 0
Government Printing Office (2) ......................................... 24,756,000
Harry Truman Scholarship Foundation (1) ........................ 3,187,000
James Madison Memorial Fellowship Program (1) ............ 2,000,000
Library of Congress (5) ...................................................... 194,822,103
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (12) ...... 153,300,000
National Archives (2) ......................................................... 5,000,000
National Institute for Literacy (1) ..................................... 4,491,000
National Council on Disability (1) ..................................... 200,000
National Endowment for the Arts/Humanities (13) ........... 103,219,000
National Science Foundation (15) ..................................... 2,939,230,000
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (3) .................................. 6,944,000
National Gallery of Art (1) ................................................. 750,000
Office of Personnel Management (1) ................................ 0
Small Business Administration (2) ................................... 73,540,000
Smithsonian (14) ............................................................... 3,276,000
Social Security Administration (1) ..................................... 85,700,000
State Department (1) ......................................................... 0
United States Information Agency (8) ............................... 125,558,000
United States Institute for Peace (4) ................................ 3,371,000
United States Department of Agriculture (33) .................. 13,339,630,410
U.S. Agency for International Development (1) ................. 14,600,000

Total number of programs (788).

Total funding ............................................................ 96,869,343,420

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my colleague. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on 
Thursday evening, March 4 and Friday, 
March 5, I was necessarily absent be-
cause of several long-standing commit-
ments in Bismarck. It was important 
that I be in North Dakota for a con-
ference I cosponsored, Women’s Health-
Women’s Lives, to join Secretary of 
Energy Richardson for meetings on a 
range of energy issues, and for a meet-
ing with the Governor and other state 
leaders about the state’s water re-
sources. 

Had I been present for rollcall vote 
No. 32, to table the Jeffords amend-
ment to S. 280, the Ed-Flex legislation, 
I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ On rollcall 
vote No. 33, to table the Gramm 
amendment to prohibit implementa-
tion of the ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ 
banking regulations, I would have 
voted ‘‘nay’’ had I been present. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
on Tuesday, March 9, 1999, I missed the 
second cloture vote on S. 280, the Edu-
cation Flexibility Act. 

I fully intended to be in the chamber 
for the vote yesterday, and had I been 
there I would have voted against clo-
ture. While I support the concept of 
flexibility for education, I also believe 
that Democrats deserve right to offer 
education amendments on key prior-
ities such as reducing class-size, pro-
viding after-school care, addressing the 
concern of crumbling schools, and a 
few other major priorities. 

Senate Democrats have offered in 
good faith to accept time agreements 
and limited debates on our education 
priorities. 

It is disappointing that instead of 
voting on education priorities for 
American students, teachers, and par-
ents, we are debating procedural mo-

tions and closure petitions. Instead of 
using the time wisely to discuss the 
major education issues facing our 
schools, we are facing gridlock on pro-
cedure. That is not what the American 
people sent us to the Senate to do. We 
are willing to have our debate and cast 
our votes to reduce class sizes, to fix 
crumbling schools and to provide after-
school care for children that need it to 
learn and be safe while parents work. If 
our Democratic amendments prevail, 
we strengthen the Education Flexi-
bility Act and help schools. If our 
amendments do not get a majority, 
then we had the opportunity to debate 
and we can move forward on the under-
lying bipartisan legislation. 

I wish I had been here on Tuesday to 
participate. Unfortunately, I got 
trapped in Charleston, West Virginia 
when the Ronald Reagan National Air-
port closed at 11 a.m. on March 9, 1999 
due to the snow storm in Washington, 
DC. I had been in Charleston, West Vir-
ginia to vote in the mayoral election 
and to participate in the United Air-
lines announcement of two Mileage 
Plus Service Centers in my state which 
will create 600 new jobs. The new cen-
ters will be located in Charleston and 
Huntington. This is exciting news for 
my state, and I have been in touch 
with officials for months about this 
economic opportunity. At the time, I 
felt that I could personally vote in the 
local election, attend this exciting an-
nouncement and return in plenty of 
time for the 2:45 vote on the Senate 
floor. Due to the snow storm, I missed 
the vote. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to a period of morning 
business with Members permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

THE EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
use a little of the morning business 
time myself to just bring everyone up 
to date as to where we are at this 
point. This concludes the debate time 
for today. Tomorrow there will be, I be-
lieve, 1 hour evenly divided for Mem-
bers to talk on the amendment process. 

The purpose of that time will be to 
try to make sure everybody under-
stands the amendments, because we 
have a number of amendments. They 
seem low in number—there are about 
eight or nine amendments—but some of 
those are complicated by combinations 
of amendments. So I urge all of our 
Members to make sure that they un-
derstand the amendments. 

Because this is an important piece of 
legislation, which I want to get 

through, and the leader does also, we 
will be using probably a tabling situa-
tion for many of the amendments. I 
want to explain why that is. That is be-
cause most of these amendments 
should be on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act reauthorization 
which is being worked on at this time. 
That is a very important bill. It is a $15 
billion bill. It has most of the Federal 
programs. And we will be looking at it 
very closely to determine whether 
there should be a paring down of pro-
grams, how effective the various agen-
cies and departments have been, and 
we will be spending the time of delib-
eration to better utilize and to make 
sure we can maximize our improve-
ment. 

As I said earlier today, the evidence 
is very clear that we have made very 
little improvement in our schools over 
the last 15 years, although we have 
been trying. Thus, it is important we 
take a close look at the Department of 
Education to see that those funds are 
being well spent. 

f 

PREVENTING HEARING LOSS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today 
I bring to the attention of my col-
leagues an article that recently ap-
peared in The Washington Post, ‘‘Hear-
ing Loss Touches a Younger Genera-
tion.’’ This article raises important 
issues related to hearing loss and gives 
us practical advice for protecting our 
hearing. 

Hearing loss affects approximately 28 
million Americans and is affecting 
more of us at younger ages. Hearing 
difficulties among those ages 45 to 64 
increased 26 percent between 1971 and 
1990, while those between ages 18 and 44 
experienced a 17 percent increase. 

About one third of the cases of hear-
ing loss are caused, at least in part, by 
extreme or consistent exposure to high 
decibel noises. While the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has worked 
to decrease our exposure to loud noises 
at work, many Americans now face 
threats to optimal hearing during their 
leisure hours from loud music, lawn 
mowers and outdoor equipment, auto-
mobiles, airplanes and other sources. 
Too many Americans simply are not 
aware of the devastating impact loud 
sounds can have on their hearing. 

At the encouragement of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, the Na-
tional Institute on Deafness and Other 
Communication Disorders (NIDCD) is 
leading a collaborative effort with the 
National Institute on Occupational 
Safety and Health (NIOSH) and the Na-
tional Institute on Environmental 
Health Sciences (NIEHS) to help im-
prove awareness about noise-induced 
hearing loss. It is my hope that this ef-
fort ultimately will help reverse the 
trend toward increasing noise-induced 
hearing loss. 
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