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SENATE—Friday, March 5, 1999
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by a guest 
Chaplain, Father Paul Lavin of St. Jo-
seph’s on Capitol Hill Church, Wash-
ington, DC. 

PRAYER 
The guest Chaplain, Father Paul 

Lavin, St. Joseph’s on Capitol Hill 
Church, Washington, DC, offered the 
following prayer: 

Listen to the word of the prophet Isa-
iah: ‘‘If you remove from your midst 
oppression, false accusation and mali-
cious speech; if you bestow your bread 
on the hungry and satisfy the afflicted; 
then light shall rise for you in the 
darkness, and the gloom shall become 
for you like midday; then the Lord will 
guide you always and give you plenty 
even on the parched land.’’—Is. 58:9–11 
NAB. 

Let us pray: 
Lord, we thank You and we praise 

You for the goodness of our people and 
for the spirit of justice that fills our 
Nation. We thank You for the beauty 
and the fullness of the land and for the 
challenge of the cities. We thank You 
for our work, for our rest, for one an-
other, and for our homes. 

Look with favor on the men and 
women who serve in this Senate. Help 
them to foster love and to uphold jus-
tice and right. Strengthen them and 
strengthen all of us with Your grace 
and wisdom, for You are God forever 
and ever.

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 

morning, the Senate will resume con-
sideration of S. 280, the Education 
Flexibility Partnership Act. Amend-
ments are expected to be offered this 
morning. Therefore, Members should 
expect at least one rollcall vote by 
10:30 a.m. 

As a reminder to all Senators, a clo-
ture motion was filed last night to the 
Jeffords substitute amendment, and 
the vote has been set to occur at 5 p.m. 
on Monday. Also, under rule XXII, 
Members have until 1 p.m. today to file 
first-degree amendments to the sub-
stitute. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

EDUCATIONAL FLEXIBILITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 280, which 
the clerk will report. 

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

flexibility partnerships.

The Senate resumed consideration 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 amendment No. 37 (to amendment No. 
35), to authorize additional appropriations to 
carry out part B of the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate has been debating S. 
280, the Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Act of 1999. During the debate, we 
have heard various interpretations of 
Ed-Flex. I want to take a moment to 
remind my colleagues about the idea 
behind Ed-Flex. 

The Department of Education, under 
the leadership of Secretary Riley, has 
stated that Ed-Flex authority will help 
States in ‘‘removing potential regu-
latory barriers to the successful imple-
mentation of comprehensive school re-
form’’ efforts. 

Under Ed-Flex, the Department of 
Education gives a State some author-
ity to grant waivers to a State, giving 
each State the ability to make deci-
sions about whether some school dis-
tricts may be granted waivers per-
taining to certain Federal require-
ments. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
that States cannot waive any Federal 
regulatory or statutory requirements 
relating to health and safety, civil 
rights, maintenance of effort, com-
parability of services, equitable par-
ticipation of students and professional 
staff in private schools, parental par-
ticipation and involvement, and dis-
tribution of funds to State or local edu-
cational agencies. It is very limited, 
but very helpful. 

I believe this week, working in a bi-
partisan fashion, we strengthen the ac-
countability aspects of the Ed-Flex bill 
even beyond that of the bill that was 
passed out of committee last year by a 
vote of 17–1. The accountability fea-

tures of the bill are designed to im-
prove school and student performance, 
which should be the mission of every 
education initiative.

For a moment it appears that the de-
bate on this bill has become mired in a 
debate over other education proposals 
not related to education flexibility but 
related to the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is the foundation for most 
Federal programs designed to assist 
students and teachers in our elemen-
tary and secondary schools. This year, 
this legislation is up for review. 

As we embark on a new century, it is 
the perfect opportunity for us to exam-
ine the Federal role in our educational 
delivery system. The Senate Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions—the HELP Committee—
is currently engaged in the hearing 
process and has been since last Decem-
ber. 

Through the hearing process, we are 
evaluating currently authorized pro-
grams and exploring new ideas. The 
first hearing the committee held this 
year in regard to education examined 
various initiatives that have been in-
troduced by Members of this body. The 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act is the most important education 
legislation we will consider this year, 
and probably the most important one 
we have. There are a lot of good ideas 
that are being discussed in and out of 
this Chamber that deserve a thorough 
review. 

It is for this reason that we should 
not be debating these issues as amend-
ments to the Ed-Flex bill but should be 
debating these proposals in the context 
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, so that they can receive 
adequate attention in determining 
their merits. 

For this fiscal year, the Federal Gov-
ernment is currently spending approxi-
mately $15 billion on programs related 
to elementary and secondary edu-
cation. This figure excludes special 
education and vocational education. 

How are these dollars being spent? 
Who is being served? Is student per-
formance improving? What types of 
professional development programs are 
helpful to our classroom teachers? Are 
those teacher training activities trans-
lated into better teaching methods? 
What are the proper roles for the var-
ious levels of government? These are 
questions that must be, and will be, ad-
dressed in the coming months during 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation reauthorization. 
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I urge my colleagues to work with 

me and the other members in the com-
mittee in finding the answers to these 
questions through the reauthorization 
process. Do not attempt to short cir-
cuit the process by offering those pro-
posals to the Ed-Flex bill. 

The Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Act is not meant to serve as the 
sole solution to improving school and 
student performance. However, it does 
serve as a mechanism that will give 
States the ability to enhance services 
to students through flexibility with 
real accountability. I urge my col-
leagues to support immediate passage 
of S. 280. 

Now, we have had, over the past few 
days, the desire—and I can understand 
that desire—to move ahead of the 
schedule of hearings and thorough re-
view of the present Federal programs, 
to introduce the programs basically 
that have been recommended by the 
President for the purposes of trying to 
add them to this Ed-Flex bill way 
ahead of when they should be offered 
after a thorough examination and re-
view of the problems we are facing as 
well as what the recommended pro-
grams would do to solve those prob-
lems. 

It is the unenviable position I am 
placed in of trying to pass a bill called 
the Ed-Flex bill which will imme-
diately give help to the States in bet-
ter utilizing those resources that are 
already available and not to encumber 
it in the process by amending and try-
ing to create programs which will hold 
up the passage of this bill not only here 
in the Senate but through the Govern-
ment in the legislative process. So I 
don’t know why we should or would 
like to do that. 

I also point out where we are and will 
take a few minutes just to point out 
where we are presently with respect to 
our attempts and ability to be able to 
try to improve the educational process. 

Back in 1983 during the Reagan 
years, Secretary Bell held a Senate 
hearing on the status of education in 
the United States. As a result of that, 
a report, ‘‘A Nation at Risk,’’ was 
handed down in 1983 and, with words 
which are incredibly, I would say, look-
ing towards the future in examining 
our educational system, said, ‘‘If a for-
eign nation had imposed upon this Na-
tion our educational system we would 
have considered it an act of war.’’ 
Those were incredibly strong words. We 
didn’t fully understand what they 
meant for years. 

In 1988, the Governors met in Vir-
ginia, in Williamsburg, and they 
agreed, after examining where we were 
not within ourselves, the tendency we 
have in this country is to try to com-
pare ourselves among ourselves. In 
Vermont we say, ‘‘Oh, my gosh, we are 
doing better than most of the other 
States. We must be in good shape. We 
don’t have to do anything.’’ But it did 

prevail throughout Vermont and the 
country for some time. But gradually 
we recognized the problems. 

One of the most, I think, poignant 
demonstrations of that problem was by 
the Motorola company when they had a 
real problem with the quality of their 
production in this country. They found 
that the Japanese were moving ahead 
of them in the area the United States 
should have been the leader in—cell 
phones. The president of Motorola at 
that time brought his leaders together, 
the board of directors, and said, ‘‘What 
do we do?’’ The recommendation was, 
first of all, we ought to find out what 
our problem is in education, and sec-
ondly—I think the tone of it was—we 
ought to look elsewhere, to other coun-
tries, to find the educated population 
that we need in order to produce in 
competition with the Japanese. 

The CEO did not like the thought or 
the idea of sending our jobs overseas 
because they were better educated. So 
he asked to have an examination of his 
own employees to see what could be 
done in order for them to produce the 
quality that was necessary. The results 
were amazing. They did not have the 
capacity in math. But that wasn’t the 
basic problem. They found out—this is 
amazing in a corporation like Motor-
ola—that the people who were given 
the math problems couldn’t understand 
the math problems because they 
couldn’t read. Wow. That sent a shud-
der through them. But the CEO went 
on, saying, ‘‘I don’t care. We can do 
it.’’ 

So they set up remedial education 
programs in reading so they could get 
their employees up to skills in reading 
sufficiently to be able to understand 
the math problems. Then they had the 
training in math. Although the staff 
still recommended that they ought to 
send the jobs overseas to Malaysia, the 
CEO said, ‘‘We will do it here.’’ 

It turned out that with the proper re-
medial training and upgrading of math, 
they not only were able to produce on 
a par with the Japanese but were also 
superior to them. Therefore, they were 
able, after considerable problems get-
ting into the Japanese market, to out-
perform the Japanese and kept the jobs 
at home. 

In 1988 it was established that we had 
a problem by the Governors. But it 
took until 1994 before the Congress re-
acted and passed what is referred to as 
the ‘‘Goals 2000’’ bill. We took a look. 
Here it is now, 15 years after the ‘‘Na-
tion At Risk’’ report and a goals panel 
which Senator BINGAMAN and I sat on 
with respect to the Senate, and we 
found, to our alarm, that we had no 
measurable improvement in the 15 
years since the Nation was put on no-
tice we had to improve—no measurable 
improvement, except our children were 
coming to school healthier. In other 
words, when they reached the sixth 
grade, they were healthier than they 

were 15 years ago. That still is not a 
very successful thing. 

Then the thing we learned this last 
time, which was even more amazing, 
was that the data we were using to de-
termine whether or not our young peo-
ple were improving was 1994 data. We 
did not even have the capacity in this 
Nation, after 15 years, to find out 
where we were. This is very extreme 
and a key element of the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act as to why we could not 
as of yet find out in an expeditious way 
where our young people stand as well 
on the kind of standard we need to be 
competitive internationally. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I am happy to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, the bill we 
have been discussing for the last sev-
eral days is a bipartisan bill entitled 
‘‘Ed-Flex.’’ It really aims at a funda-
mental issue, I believe, which is how 
we improve education for our children, 
kindergarten through the 12th grade. 

This particular bill, which is spon-
sored by myself and RON WYDEN, is a 
bipartisan bill. It is a bill that is very 
simple. 

My question is: It seems that over 
the last several hours of yesterday that 
a number of extraneous amendments 
which have nothing to do with my bill, 
the Ed-Flex bill, a very specific bill 
which gives flexibility to schools and 
to teachers and to local communities 
to accomplish education goals—all of 
these amendments seem to be well in-
tended, seem to be great programs, but 
I ask: Is it not appropriate, or more ap-
propriate, so that we can deliver a bi-
partisan bill supported by the Amer-
ican people, supported by all 50 Gov-
ernors, supported by the President of 
the United States, supported by the 
Department of Education—why can’t 
we in this body come to agreement to 
pass this bill as written with several 
germane or relevant amendments, 
which we have been dealing with very 
appropriately, in a clean way without 
trying to attach all of these other pro-
grams—all of these other programs, I 
might add, which have huge price tags. 
My bill doesn’t cost a single cent, has 
bipartisan support, and will help the 
children within weeks or months of 
passage. 

Why not—this is the question to my 
distinguished colleague—address all of 
these other issues, well intended, which 
do cost money, which are new pro-
grams, why not address them through 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, which is the most appro-
priate forum where we are considering 
all of these education programs as we 
go forward? Why can’t we proceed with 
our bill as written, as appropriately 
modified, without having to consider 
every one of these other major issues 
that come forward that need to be ad-
dressed elsewhere? 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. In answer, I say that 

the Senator is right, absolutely right. 
What we need to do is to get this coun-
try in a position where the Governors 
have the flexibility to assist us as we 
move forward. 

I would point out that what we have 
done also as a fallback in that sense is, 
with second-degree amendments, to 
point out that the best thing we can do 
right now for the Governors and the 
Nation is to fully fund IDEA, which is 
the largest expense that local schools 
have in doing what is constitutionally 
required; that is, to provide a child 
with an appropriate and free education. 

A recent Supreme Court decision just 
the other day points out how impor-
tant that is now, where, under the 1988 
Americans with Disabilities Act, the 
schools are now responsible to ensure 
that health care, which is necessary in 
order to allow the child to be able to 
obtain the maximum they can, is to be 
paid for by local governments.

Now, we promised to pay 40 percent 
of that bill when it was passed. I was 
on the committee, so I feel a little per-
sonally responsible. We said we would 
pay 40 percent. If you look at the chart 
behind me here, you can see that we 
are far from doing that. The total cost 
now—and that is going to go up signifi-
cantly with the Supreme Court deci-
sion—is $40.5 billion a year. The Fed-
eral Government, in order to take up 
its share, which would obviously be 
around $10 billion—well over $10 bil-
lion, right. But we are far from that. 
Right now we are still $11 billion short. 

Mr. FRIST. If the Senator will yield 
for one more question about where we 
stand as of this morning, again, the bill 
I have proposed, which passed through 
your committee last year by a vote of 
17 to 1, which passed through your 
committee this year, which has bipar-
tisan support, is Ed-Flex, flexibility 
given to local communities with strong 
accountability—that is the bill that we 
are discussing. Is what you have just 
pointed out, and what was pointed out 
yesterday, that before we consider a 
number of other programs—which may 
be important and which will be consid-
ered in your committee over the course 
of the next year—before we should fund 
new programs, however good they 
might be, we have an obligation to ful-
fill the promises that we made in the 
past, promises to fund a very good pro-
gram—the Disability Education Act; 
special education? You pointed out 
that we have not fulfilled that promise 
yet and before we should dedicate spe-
cific funds to new programs, we should 
fund that unfunded promise that we 
made, that we guaranteed in the past. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is absolutely 
correct. I praise the Senator for raising 
that issue and for the introduction on 
the Ed-Flex bill, because that is a no-
cost measure. In fact, it is a ‘‘no-
brainer’’ in the sense of passage. It 
ought to be passed. All it does is give 

the States flexibility to maximize the 
utilization of Federal funds. That 
should be on the books before we add 
any new programs and have the Gov-
ernors have the maximum flexibility. 

Mr. President, I want to also alert 
people about the program for this 
morning. We have promised that we 
will have a vote before 10:30 in order to 
accommodate several Senators. So I 
want to continue to expand on where 
we should be going right now. I am 
hopeful that we can be finished with 
another amendment in the next 20 min-
utes so we can call the vote before 10:30 
to accommodate those Senators. I 
again urge that the only amendments I 
will consider on this bill with respect 
to education will be those that will not 
encumber this bill with programs 
which should appropriately be on the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, which we will be discussing, and 
on which we are already holding hear-
ings. We may accommodate amend-
ments, but not those that will interfere 
with an orderly process of this legisla-
tion going forward, unencumbered, on 
bills that should be appropriately 
brought before the committee with re-
spect to education and other matters. 

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

ator from Texas. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the pending Ed-
Flex bill be temporarily set aside and 
the Senate now proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 26, S. 508, a bill 
to prohibit implementation of ‘‘Know 
Your Customer’’ regulations by the 
Federal banking agencies. I further ask 
consent that there be 20 minutes for 
debate on the bill equally divided in 
the usual form, there be no amend-
ments in order, and following that de-
bate the bill be read a third time and 
the Senate proceed to vote on passage 
of the bill with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senators on this side, I will 
have to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

AMENDMENT NO. 40 
(Purpose: To prohibit implementation of 

‘‘Know Your Customer’’ regulations by the 
Federal banking agencies) 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment 40. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], for 

Mr. ALLARD, for himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. GRAMM, proposes 
an amendment numbered 40 to the language 
in the bill proposed to be stricken by amend-
ment No. 31.

Mr. GRAMM. 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:
In the language proposed to be stricken, 

insert the following: 
SEC. . ‘‘KNOW YOUR CUSTOMER’’ REGULATIONS 

RESCINDED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the following pro-

posed regulations may be published in final 
form and, to the extent that any such regula-
tion has become effective before the date of 
the date of the enactment of this legislation, 
such regulation shall cease to be effective as 
of such date: 

(1) The regulation proposed by the Comp-
troller of the Currency to amend part 21 of 
title 12 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
as published in the Federal Register on De-
cember 7, 1998. 

(2) The regulation proposed by the Director 
of the Office of Thrift Supervision to amend 
part 563 of title 12 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations, as published in the Federal 
Register on December 7, 1998. 

(3) The regulation proposed by the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System to 
amend parts 208, 211, and 225 of title 12 of the 
Code of Federal Regulation, as published in 
the Federal Register on December 7, 1998. 

(4) The regulation proposed by the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation to amend 
part 326 of title 12 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations as published in the Federal Reg-
ister on December 7, 1998. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON SIMILAR REGULATIONS.—
None of the Federal Banking Agencies re-
ferred to in subsection (a) may prescribe any 
regulation which is substantially similar to, 
or would have substantially the safe effect 
as, any proposed regulation described in 
paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (a).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGEL). The Senator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we now 
find ourselves in a situation where the 
Federal Reserve Board, the Office of 
Thrift Supervision, the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, and the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
or FDIC, have introduced a regulation 
called ‘‘Know Your Customer.’’ This 
regulation has a 90-day public com-
ment period which will end on March 8. 
On behalf of the Banking Committee, 
Senator BENNETT and I sent a letter to 
each of the regulators, urging them to 
drop this proposed regulation. I would 
like to briefly tell our colleagues what 
this regulation does. 

Under these regulations imposed on 
every bank and every thrift in Amer-
ica, banks and thrifts would have to set 
up a program to document a system of 
internal controls for compliance with 
the regulation including independent 
testing, monitoring of day-to-day com-
pliance, and annual personnel training. 

What all this would be geared toward 
is looking at the bank account of every 
single American who has an account, 
large or small, in any thrift or any 
bank in America, to determine the 
identity of any new customers, to de-
termine the customer’s source of funds 
in bank transactions, to determine the 
particular customer’s normal and ex-
pected financial transactions, to mon-
itor account activity for transactions 
that are inconsistent with the normal 
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and expected transactions, and to re-
port transactions of customers that are 
determined to be suspicious to the reg-
ulatory authority. 

If you ever wondered what happened 
to all those people in the former Soviet 
Union who used to run things there and 
now are permanently out of work, the 
answer is they are all in the Clinton 
administration and they are running 
the banking authorities of this coun-
try. Can you imagine having in place in 
America regulations so if your mama 
doubles the contribution she makes on 
Sunday to the church, her banker 
looks at it to see if it is out of the ordi-
nary? 

I don’t doubt that somewhere, some-
body had some good intention. The ob-
jective here is to look at money laun-
dering. But the problem is, this is such 
a broad-reaching regulation that it in-
fringes on our constitutional rights. 

I would like to call the attention of 
my colleagues to amendment IV in the 
Constitution. Amendment IV says:

The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers, and effects 
against unreasonable searches and seizures 
shall not be violated. . . .

Our Federal Government has no right 
to routinely monitor your bank ac-
count. Our Federal Government has no 
right to keep records on where your 
money comes from, or how you write 
checks, or how you spend your money, 
unless there is some clear, compelling 
case that you are violating the law. 
What these bank regulators have done 
is not only run afoul of public opin-
ion—over 135,000 Americans have filed 
comments in opposition to this proc-
ess—but they have run afoul of some-
thing more important than public opin-
ion. They have run afoul of the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

As a result, not having heard a defi-
nite answer from the regulators, mem-
bers of the Banking Committee are 
here today to begin our process of en-
gaging in oversight to be sure that 
when we pass laws, as we did setting up 
these agencies, that those laws are ad-
hered to.

I believe our committees spend too 
much time writing law and too little 
time seeing that regulatory agencies 
abide by that law. 

I have two colleagues here today who 
have been leaders in this effort to in-
troduce the bill that we were unable to 
call up because a unanimous consent 
was objected to. Let me first yield to 
Senator ALLARD. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Senator 
for yielding for the purpose of a ques-
tion. I just want to be clear that we are 
talking about the same issue here. My 
understanding is that these are the 
same rules and regulations proposed by 
the Federal Reserve, the FDIC, the Of-
fice of Thrift Supervision and the Of-
fice of the Comptroller of the Currency 
on December 7. As I understand, the 
regulations are going to require banks 

to set up customer profiles. I cannot 
imagine anything more intrusive than 
looking into somebody’s banking ac-
count any time there is a little bonus 
that they get in their paycheck or they 
give a contribution somewhere. Then 
they suddenly become subject to scru-
tiny, not only by their banker but by 
law enforcement agencies and by the 
regulators. I think that is extremely 
intrusive. I just wanted to clarify that. 

The regulations that are being pro-
posed are extremely vague and are cer-
tainly a threat to our privacy in this 
country. The regulations, as I under-
stand, were drawn up to fight fraud, 
tax evasion, and combat money laun-
dering, but I do believe that they are 
reaching entirely too far. I think these 
regulations are unnecessary and, 
frankly, I think these regulations 
ought to be scratched. 

One other thing that I want to clarify 
with Senator GRAMM from Texas is 
that credit unions, security firms and 
insurance firms are exempt from these 
regulations. Again, we have one part of 
the financial industry being regulated 
and none of the other parts being regu-
lated. I think the proposed regulations 
would create a lot of imbalance. 

Mr. GRAMM. If the Senator would 
allow me to reclaim my time, very 
briefly, not only is it an unconstitu-
tional, unjustified, and unwarranted 
search and seizure, but wisely, the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission and 
the National Credit Union Administra-
tion have not promulgated such rules. 
While we are being critical, and justifi-
ably so, of the agencies that have, we 
should point out that these agencies 
did not follow suit, and I think they de-
serve some credit. 

The point is, if I know that the Fed-
eral Government is going to be spying 
on my little bank account that might 
have $1,100 in it, and I can take it and 
put it in a credit union or put it in a 
mutual fund and have some degree of 
privacy, every little bank, every sav-
ings and loan or community bank in 
America ends up being disadvantaged, 
because the Federal Government is 
using them to snoop on their cus-
tomers. As a result, they lose cus-
tomers. 

Mr. ALLARD. These are unbelievably 
intrusive. I congratulate the chairman 
of the Banking Committee for his hard 
work, and, in particular, my colleague 
from Pennsylvania. He has really 
stepped forward on this issue, doing a 
great job on the Banking Committee. 
It is a pleasure to work with both of 
you on this issue. 

Mr. GRAMM. Senator SANTORUM. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 

Chairman. I would like to return the 
compliment to my colleague from Col-
orado, Senator ALLARD, who has been 
magnificent in introducing legislation, 
working with Senator ENZI from Wyo-
ming, and coauthoring a letter with 
myself and sending a correspondence a 

couple of weeks ago complaining about 
this regulation. 

He mentioned a couple of the con-
cerns. Actually, an interesting concern 
was brought up yesterday. If you are 
not aware or are you aware, Mr. 
Hawke, who is the head of the OCC, 
testified before the House Committee 
on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on 
Commercial and Administrative Law, 
yesterday and raised a concern. These 
are his regulations, but he raised some 
concerns, from all the feedback he had 
received, that he believed that these 
regulations were inadvertently under-
mining confidence in the banking sys-
tem, because it violated the trust and 
the right of privacy between the bank-
er and the customer. There are serious 
consequences to this. It is not just 
moving it from your bank to your sav-
ings and loan, but literally, it under-
mines the customer-banker relation-
ship and that privacy relationship that 
is expected. 

I will quote Mr. Hawke:
Law-abiding citizens . . . will understand-

ably be apprehensive that their banks will 
report any transactions that may be the 
least out of the ordinary . . .’’ 

A widespread loss of confidence in the pri-
vacy of bank accounts could lead to wide-
spread withdrawals and ‘‘do lasting damage 
to our banking system . . .’’

That is from the regulator who has 
proposed these. I think he has now un-
derstood. Over 140,000 people have writ-
ten, with, to my understanding, 33 in 
favor, and the other 139,900-plus were 
against it. I can tell you, in my office 
we have received 200 to 300 letters, all 
against, and almost all from individ-
uals. The few thrifts and banks that 
have written us did not write us to 
complain about the regulatory burden, 
but wrote us to reflect all the com-
plaints they are getting from their cus-
tomers about the invasion of privacy 
here. This has some serious constitu-
tional issues, and, I think, very serious 
ramifications for the banking industry. 
I would like your comment on that. 

Mr. GRAMM. First of all, I would 
guess that those 33 people who were for 
it are the people who are going to sell 
all the management services and the 
training programs and the computer 
programs for enforcement. It is a foul 
breeze that doesn’t blow somebody 
some good. 

The point is, you have 260 million 
Americans who lose a constitutional 
right, when you have financial institu-
tions that have every confidence that 
people have in the security of their de-
posits, not that they are going to lose 
the money but that they are going to 
lose their freedom to take their pay-
checks, deposit in their bank without 
people knowing how much they have 
deposited, and spend their money on 
things they want to spend it on with-
out being second guessed as to whether 
this expenditure was out of the ordi-
nary, with language like ‘‘determine 
the particular customer’s normal and 
expected transaction.’’ 
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Mr. SANTORUM. They are going to 

do a profile on every individual’s trans-
actions within their bank? 

Mr. GRAMM. Take a bank in a me-
dium-sized town and take the per-
sonnel they have, how in the world 
could they possibly comply with this 
outrageous regulation without it cost-
ing, on a nationwide basis, literally bil-
lions of dollars? 

I think one of the complaints that we 
have on this issue is a very simple one, 
not only is it unconstitutional, not 
only is it outrageous, but it shows, 
again, how callous Federal regulators 
are about the costs that are imposed on 
American business, and the loss of free-
dom for American consumers. It is sort 
of the idea that if someone has a social 
experimentation, it is the job of Ameri-
cans to comply with their experiment 
and it is the job of business to pay for 
it. 

Nowhere in the regulation does it 
suggest that the Government is going 
to pay the bank in your hometown or 
the bank that is in a shopping center 
near where you live in Colorado; there 
is nothing in the regulation that says 
they are going to pay for all these 
costs. Who do you think is going to pay 
for it? You are going to pay for it with 
fees on your checking account. You are 
going to pay for it with lower rates of 
return on your CD. You are going to 
pay for it when you borrow money to 
buy your home or buy a car or borrow 
money on a guaranteed student loan to 
send your child to college. You are 
going to pay for these regulations in 
higher costs. 

I am delighted that the Comptroller 
of the Currency has become concerned, 
but why didn’t they think about this 
before they promulgated this regula-
tion? 

The point is, our job on the Banking 
Committee is to stop this kind of thing 
from happening. 

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I would be happy to 

yield. 
Mr. ALLARD. It is interesting how 

their light sort of turned on after such 
diverse groups as the ACLU and the 
Christian Coalition came together and 
opposed these regulations. As my col-
league from Pennsylvania pointed out, 
the regulators have received over 
100,000 objections. There are so many 
objections coming in, that they have a 
hard time keeping the number up on 
the web page because so many people 
are writing in to explain their con-
cerns. I think the American people 
have caught on to this folly, and I 
think it is a shame that we have to 
bring it up in this manner to address it 
in the Senate. 

Again, I thank the chairman of the 
Banking Committee for his fight to 
protect the Constitution and to protect 
the privacy rights of American citi-
zens.

It is extremely important that we do 
everything possible to keep from hav-

ing these rules and regulations passed. 
They are so invasive. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Will the Senator 
from Texas yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield, and then I will 
yield to the Senator from Washington 
for a question. 

Mr. SANTORUM. As I understand 
procedurally what has happened, we 
tried to call up a bill on the floor, 
which I introduced with Senator AL-
LARD and Senator ENZI, and tried to get 
a vote to express the will of the Senate 
that we are against the ‘‘Know Your 
Customer’’ regulations. 

My understanding is the other side 
objected to bringing that bill up. So 
you have had to offer an amendment to 
the Ed-Flex bill to try to get the Sen-
ate on record in opposition, because 
there will be some decision—the end of 
the comment period will be, I think, on 
Monday; is that correct? 

Mr. GRAMM. That is correct. I also 
remind my colleague, we sent a letter 
from the committee on February 10 ob-
jecting to these regulations. The point 
is, when the committee of jurisdiction 
almost a month ago said no, the time 
has come for them to answer. That is 
why we brought this issue to the floor. 

Mr. SANTORUM. So it is your desire 
to try to get a vote on this, have the 
Senate express itself in an up-or-down 
fashion in the next few minutes? 

Mr. GRAMM. That is right. It would 
be nice if our colleagues would let us 
have an up-or-down vote on it. I don’t 
know why anybody would be opposed 
to this amendment. But it would be my 
objective, after yielding to the Senator 
solely for the purpose of a question, to 
move to table the pending amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays. But I 
yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you. Mr. 
President, I came to the floor to talk 
about education. I was a little sur-
prised we were talking about banking 
since we haven’t been able to talk 
about a lot of education issues that are 
critical to parents, students and teach-
ers across the country. 

I ask my colleague from Texas what 
his intent is on this amendment. I 
know we are expected to go to a vote 
shortly. There are a number of us here 
who did want to talk about education 
before a vote occurred. Do you intend 
to vote in the next several minutes 
without yielding any Democratic time? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, my in-
tention is to move to table the amend-
ment before 10:20 and ask for the yeas 
and nays. I do know we are here this 
morning to talk about education, and 
that is very important. But I say to my 
colleagues, in apologizing for having to 
disrupt their debate, that this is about 
education. When we have the Federal 
Government imposing regulations that 
will cost our financial institutions bil-
lions of dollars to comply and that will 

end up driving up the cost of loans as 
people borrow money to send their 
children to college, I think it is some-
thing with which we have to deal. 

We are reaching the point where we 
could have a final determination. We 
are encouraged that the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency has raised 
concern about it responding to 140,000 
objections. But the point is, on Mon-
day, we are going to have, potentially, 
a final determination. We had hoped 
when we sent a letter on February 10 
that we would get action. We did not 
get that action. As a result, we are 
here today. 

Mr. President, I move to table 
amendment No. 40, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 40. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FITZGERALD (when his name 

was called). Present. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), 
the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
BURNS), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. KYL), the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS), and 
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. THOM-
AS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting, the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. BURNS), the Senator from Ar-
izona (Mr. KYL), the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), and the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) 
would each vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota (Mr. CONRAD), 
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
DORGAN), and the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 0, 
nays 88, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 33 Leg.] 

NAYS—88

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 

Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
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Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 

Schumer 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Fitzgerald 

NOT VOTING—11

Bunning 
Burns 
Conrad 
Dorgan 

Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
McCain 

Mikulski 
Sessions 
Thomas 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 40) was rejected.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate 

now is in its third day of debate on the 
education flexibility bill. I think that 
is good. This is a subject we should all 
be more than happy to talk about. 
There has been a good debate and a 
number of amendments have been dis-
posed of. But progress has begun to 
slow down. 

I feel the need to remind our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle that 
the appropriations season is fast ap-
proaching and that we have several im-
portant items to consider between now 
and the Easter recess. For instance, I 
presume that by the latter part of next 
week the emergency supplemental ap-
propriations bill will be ready for con-
sideration, since the Appropriations 
Committee reported it out unani-
mously yesterday; and, of course, we 
hope to go to the budget resolution and 
get it completed before we end the ses-
sion at the end of March for the Easter 
recess. I believe there is a genuine in-
terest on both sides of the aisle in com-
pleting both the Ed-Flex bill as well as 
the emergency supplemental, if that 
can be worked out, and the budget res-
olution which will be available, hope-
fully, within the next 10 days or so. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

Mr. LOTT. In order to assure that we 
keep moving toward passage of the Ed-
Flex bill, I send a cloture motion to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

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. 31 to Calendar No. 12, S. 280, the 
education flexibility partnership bill. 

Trent Lott, Jim Jeffords, John H. 
Chafee, Bob Smith (NH), Thad Cochran, 

Arlen Specter, Slade Gorton, Mitch 
McConnell, Richard Shelby, Bill Frist, 
Larry E. Craig, Jon Kyl, Paul Cover-
dell, Gordon Smith, Peter G. Fitz-
gerald, Judd Gregg.

Mr. LOTT. Again, Mr. President, it is 
my hope that the cloture vote will not 
be needed and that the Senate will be 
able to enter into some reasonable 
time agreement with respect to the Ed-
Flex bill. 

I know the Senator from Oregon has 
been working on both sides of the aisle, 
talking to his cosponsors, Senator 
FRIST and the chairman and ranking 
member of the committee, as well as 
leadership on the Democratic side of 
the aisle, and to the majority leader. 
He will continue to do that. I am hop-
ing that he will find some way to get 
an agreement as to how we can proceed 
with amendments and get to a conclu-
sion. But we haven’t been able to get 
that worked out yet. 

If we cannot get something worked 
out, then the cloture vote would occur 
on this cloture motion on Tuesday, 
March 9. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the mandatory quorum under rule XXII 
be waived. 

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

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate 
has conducted its last vote for the 
week. 

Several Senators, again, on both 
sides of the aisle, expressed concern 
that it was necessary to have votes on 
Friday. But I discussed this with Sen-
ator DASCHLE. We just are going to 
have to, in order to complete the work 
we need to do, have votes on Friday 
mornings and also sometime around 5 
o’clock on Mondays. We will try to be 
as flexible as we can. But, as usual, we 
have Senators who would like us to be 
a little later or a little earlier. And it 
is very hard to find that narrow win-
dow. 

But from now until the Easter recess, 
and probably in May and June, Sen-
ators should plan on having a vote on 
Mondays at 5 and in the morning on 
Fridays, but with those votes not oc-
curring later than 12. There will be 
some Mondays or Fridays where that 
will not be the case because there is a 
conference on one side or the other or 
a conflict. 

Senator DASCHLE and I will talk 
about that, and we will try to notify 
Members far in advance—hopefully a 
month or more—when a Friday or a 
Monday might be completely divided. 

There was a cloture filed last night 
to the pending Ed-Flex bill. We are re-
minded that under the provisions of 
rule XXII all first-degree amendments 
must be filed by 1 p.m. today; all sec-
ond-degree amendments by 4 p.m. on 

Monday in order to qualify under the 
cloture rule. 

The Senate will now continue on the 
Ed-Flex bill for debate only for Mem-
bers to make statements. 

It is my hope that an agreement can 
be worked out on the Ed-Flex bill as we 
proceed. If we can, then the cloture 
vote could be vitiated on Monday, and 
we would have some other vote. 

But around 5 o’clock on Monday will 
be the next recorded vote. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate continue with consideration of 
S. 280, the Ed-Flex bill for debate only 
until 12 noon. I further ask unanimous 
consent that at 12 noon the Senate 
begin a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each. 

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

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-

nority leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise 

to agree and disagree with the distin-
guished majority leader. Let me point 
out my area of agreement first. 

I believe it is important, as we begin 
our legislative session this year, that 
Senators be fully apprised of the sched-
ule, and we understand that we have to 
be here on Fridays and on Mondays. 

I think the majority leader is abso-
lutely right in expecting that we have 
votes on Friday mornings and Monday 
afternoons or Monday evenings. 

I hope Senators will accommodate 
that schedule with their own personal 
schedules, because that is the only 
way, as we get into more legislative 
work, that we will be able to accommo-
date all of our needs legislatively. 

I must say that I am in strong dis-
agreement with the leader’s decision to 
file cloture. We have a very important 
amendment that I was hoping we could 
offer even this morning, the class size 
amendment, the 100,000-teacher amend-
ment offered by Senator MURRAY and 
Senator KENNEDY, and a number of 
other Senators. That was not possible 
because of the decision made by the 
leader. 

What is perhaps most perplexing to 
me is, having filed cloture yesterday, 
that 17 Republican Senators filed clo-
ture, then they voted against tabling a 
banking amendment to the education 
bill this morning. 

So we have an unusual set of cir-
cumstances where the very same Sen-
ators who signed a cloture motion yes-
terday, voted not to table an extra-
neous amendment having nothing to do 
with Ed-Flex today, the banking 
amendment. I must say it doesn’t help 
us as our colleagues are attempting to 
work through this procedurally to un-
derstand what the nature of the strat-
egy may be on the other side. It ap-
pears that what they are trying to do is 
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simply deny the Democrats the right 
to offer our amendments. They will 
vote no on a Republican amendment—
they will vote not to table; that is, a 
Republican amendment—having to do 
with banking, but then they will pre-
clude Democrat Senators from offering 
legitimate, important amendments 
having to do with education, such as 
the class size amendment, and for hav-
ing a debate on it. 

So I am perplexed by that. It sends 
the wrong message. We want to cooper-
ate. 

f 

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, this is 
an important bill. Ed-Flex is a bill 
that, in my view, as I have said before, 
warrants a 100-to-nothing vote. We 
ought to give States more flexibility. 
But we also ought to recognize that if 
we are going to begin debate on edu-
cation policy in the U.S. Senate, there 
are other issues that also merit consid-
eration and opportunity for an up-or-
down vote: Whether or not we have an 
afterschool program, whether or not we 
have an effort in this country to pre-
vent dropouts, whether or not we con-
sider 100,000 teachers and class size, 
whether or not we have school con-
struction. All of those are legitimate 
education issues. 

So I will offer to my distinguished 
majority leader another effort at com-
promise. I will attempt to see if we 
might come down to five or six amend-
ments and say: Look. We will agree to 
those five or six amendments; we will 
agree to time limits and up-or-down 
votes on those five or six amendments; 
and then let’s move on. The majority 
leader was very generous, I thought, 
with what he said earlier to the Gov-
ernors. As I understand it, the majority 
leader said, Let’s go to the Senate; 
let’s take a week; let’s take 2 weeks, if 
necessary, but let’s talk about edu-
cation. Let’s take 2 weeks if necessary. 
We haven’t even taken a week yet. 

So I really appreciate the majority 
leader’s interest in trying to find some 
way with which to resolve this im-
passe. I think he is understandably de-
sirous of moving on to other things. We 
want to do that. We want to pass the 
Ed-Flex bill. We want to pass good edu-
cation amendments. We want to re-
solve this matter. We want to find a 
way to do it in a bipartisan manner. 
And I am confident that if we continue 
to work at it that we will. 

So I will offer, again, to see if we 
might limit our amendments to maybe 
five or six with time limits and have 
up-or-down votes. I believe that is the 
best way to break through this. I am 
hopeful that we can get broad bipar-
tisan agreement. 

I yield the floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. President, I would like to follow 
up briefly on this Ed-Flex issue, first to 
thank the minority leader, who is 
clearly making a very strong effort to 
work this out and be conciliatory. 

I would also like to thank the major-
ity leader, Senator LOTT, who is mak-
ing such an effort as well. 

I want to advise our colleagues that 
we are going to work through the 
weekend to try to come up with a way 
that is fair for all concerned. 

I think Senator DASCHLE made it 
clear these Democratic amendments 
are critical, it is important there is an 
opportunity they be discussed, and—
conciliatory on the part of the leader—
that there would be time agreements. I 
think the majority leader has made a 
very sensible statement of why this bill 
is a priority. 

It is critically important that the 
more than $11 billion that go out in 
programs covered by Ed-Flex is spent 
wisely. What we have found in the 12 
States that are now using Ed-Flex is 
that a few miles from here, just a few 
miles from here, existing dollars now 
allocated under title I are being used to 
cut class size in half to make sure that 
kids can get the education they need. 

For those of you who think that the 
Senator from Washington, Senator 
MURRAY, is making an important con-
tribution in terms of the extra teach-
ers, I want it clear that I support that. 
It is needed. But I support just as 
strongly—and I would say this espe-
cially to my Democratic friends—the 
proposition that we use money that is 
now allocated wisely. And we are not 
doing that today. 

Under current law, for example, poor 
kids who want to get access to ad-
vanced computing aren’t able to do it 
in a lot of instances because these pro-
grams put them into a regulatory 
straitjacket. In a lot of instances, we 
could boost the test scores up for poor 
kids. We haven’t been able to do that 
because of some of the bureaucracy as-
sociated with these programs.

Last night we had a discussion about 
what these programs mean to parents. 
I happen to agree with the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts, 
the parents don’t focus on Ed-Flex in 
bureaucratic terms. They do focus on 
results. I can assure you, the parents of 
those youngsters a few miles from here 
who have had their class size cut in 
half as a result of Ed-Flex are very ap-
preciative of that. Because of Senator 
KENNEDY and Senator Hatfield, in 1994 
we began this effort to pass Ed-Flex. It 
is time to expand it. 

Around this country there has not 
been one example of an abuse associ-
ated with Ed-Flex—not one. But there 

are plenty of examples of why Ed-Flex 
is working for poor kids from coast to 
coast. Go see those kids in the State of 
Maryland—our friend, Senator SAR-
BANES, is here—where they have used 
those dollars to cut class size. Or come 
to my home State of Oregon where, be-
cause of bureaucratic rules, it was not 
possible for poor kids to get advanced 
computing at their schools. 

I know a number of my colleagues 
would like to speak, and I want to let 
them have that opportunity. But just 
know—because of the very conciliatory 
offer that has been made by the minor-
ity leader, Senator DASCHLE, this 
morning, and the majority leader, Sen-
ator LOTT, I believe is also trying to 
accommodate both sides—those of us 
who are sponsoring this legislation are 
going to work throughout the weekend 
to see if we can get a sensible time 
agreement that is fair to both sides. 

As the Democratic sponsor of Ed-
Flex, I want to again state to my col-
leagues, I think the contribution of our 
friend from Washington, Senator MUR-
RAY, is important and the Boxer 
amendment on afterschool programs is 
critically important—but it is just as 
important to show that those $11-plus 
billion that are now allocated in title I 
and other programs are being spent 
wisely. In fact, for those colleagues 
who share my view that we need more 
financial assistance in these key areas, 
I submit the best way to make the case 
for getting additional funds is to show 
taxpayers you are spending more wise-
ly the dollars that are allocated at this 
time. 

I look forward to some long hours 
over this weekend, working with our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. 
Education, in my view, is the premier 
issue of our time. I think that is why 
the Members of the Senate feel so 
strongly about it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I com-

mend my colleague for his work on the 
Ed-Flex bill as well as the other co-
sponsors of this initiative. I know he 
feels passionately about bureaucratic 
paperwork and has worked very hard to 
try to reduce some of that, as well as 
Education Secretary Riley, who has 
made a major effort in his tenure at 
the Department to reduce paperwork. 
We have heard some really good stories 
in the last year back from him. 

We agree with you on Ed-Flex and 
want to move that forward. I think the 
Democratic leader this morning, offer-
ing to come up with limited amend-
ments and limited time agreements, 
made a very generous offer, because 
there are a number of Senators, I think 
on both sides of the aisle, who want to 
spend some time talking about edu-
cation, talking about what is hap-
pening in our schools, talking about 
our responsibility as Senators to be in 
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partnership with those local schools 
and teachers and school board mem-
bers; making sure that our kids, no 
matter who they are or where they 
come from or how much money they 
have, have the best education possible. 
That is the debate we want to have on 
the floor of the Senate. 

I am extremely disappointed because 
I came over here this morning, hoping 
to offer my class size amendment. I 
have been precluded from doing that by 
the actions of the majority leader. I am 
ready to offer my amendment so we 
can send a message to those school 
board members who are meeting right 
now, today, trying to figure out their 
budgets, who last October listened to 
us tell them in a bipartisan way, Re-
publicans and Democrats, Senate and 
House Members, that we are com-
mitted to helping them reduce class 
size so our kids can get the adequate 
learning they need to compete in to-
day’s global economy. 

But we are here today, once again 
precluded from being able to offer that 
amendment, to have a debate, to have 
an up-or-down vote, so those school 
board members can put their budgets 
together and begin to hire those teach-
ers, as they must shortly do, so they 
can have a commitment that is real. 

Let’s tell them this was not a polit-
ical promise before the election by Re-
publicans and Democrats. This was a 
real commitment on our part to make 
a difference, to reduce class size in 
grades 1 through 3. We began that proc-
ess last year. We have an obligation, 
and this is our opportunity to make a 
real difference. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator be 
good enough to yield for a question? 

Mrs. MURRAY. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator reminds 
us that in the final days of the last 
Congress, we passed legislation that 
would provide local communities the 
opportunity to hire additional teachers 
so we could have smaller class sizes for 
the first three grades. That was worked 
out in a bipartisan way. As I under-
stand, from what the Senator says, the 
school boards are meeting now to find 
out whether this was just going to be 
something that would be for 1 year or 
whether it is going to be continual? 
The President has indicated strong 
support to continue it, recognizing 
that we need some 2 million new teach-
ers over the period of 10 years. He 
wanted to really jump-start that whole 
process, and do it particularly in the 
early grades, which all the research in-
dicates has such enormous potential 
for enhancing student achievement. 

I was wondering whether the Senator 
realized that last October, when we 
made this agreement for the 1 year—
the 1-year agreement—Congressman 
GOODLING, who is chairman of the 
House Education and the Workforce 
Committee, a Republican, declared:

The class size reduction was a real victory 
for the Republican Congress. But more im-
portantly, it is a huge win for local edu-
cators, parents who were fed up with Wash-
ington mandates, redtape and regulation. We 
agree with the President’s desire to help 
classroom teachers, but our proposal does 
not create the big new Federal education 
programs.

So Congressman GOODLING, the Re-
publican chairman of the Committee at 
the time, was taking credit for a Re-
publican victory. We considered it a 
victory as well. It was supported by 
Democrats and Republicans, and the 
people who were going to benefit were 
the children, so all of those who were 
involved at that particular time 
claimed it as a victory. 

Now, the good Senator’s amendment 
takes that concept, which the Senator 
had championed all last year, and ex-
tends it so the local families, school 
boards, principals, schoolteachers, and 
children will know there will be a con-
tinuation in the employment of those 
teachers over the period of the next 5 
years, so that we can make some mean-
ingful progress in reducing the class 
size. 

Is that correct? 
Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from 

Massachusetts is absolutely correct. 
When we passed this last October, Re-
publicans and Democrats stood up, 
stood together, and said: This is a com-
mitment from the Federal Govern-
ment. No additional redtape, no bu-
reaucracy, the money is going to go 
out there to those local schools to hire 
teachers to reduce class size. We stood 
together, shoulder to shoulder. 

I am having a difficult time going 
home now, talking to school board 
members and my friends who are 
teachers—many of whom are Repub-
licans—and saying, well, gee, now 
maybe they might not support us. 

They don’t understand that because 
they are putting together a budget 
right now. They need to hire those 
teachers. They need to make a commit-
ment to that teacher, to that class, to 
those parents who are enrolling their 
kids, that they are going to continue 
to do this. They need us in that part-
nership. They don’t want political ma-
neuvers. They don’t understand why 
Ed-Flex is a bill we can’t do this on. We 
are talking about education. The time 
is right. It was bipartisan before. They 
want us to give that commitment now, 
and that is why I came to the floor 
today to offer this amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield, then, for a final question? The 
Senator is the principal sponsor of this 
legislation and the one who was instru-
mental in achieving its outcome in the 
fall of last year, with bipartisan sup-
port and the support of the chairman of 
the House committee, Congressman 
GOODLING. As I understand it, there-
fore, the Senator is prepared to at least 
urge others to withhold further edu-
cation amendments and support what 

Senator DASCHLE has said? There may 
be just a few amendments, but that the 
Senator’s would certainly be one of the 
important ones because of the impor-
tance of the timing for local school dis-
tricts, and that my colleague would 
agree to a reasonable time period? 

Mrs. MURRAY. I was saying that.
Mr. KENNEDY. If the leaders came 

to you and said, We are prepared to 
enter into a time of a couple of hours 
to discuss this, you would be willing, 
perhaps—I know there would be a num-
ber of people that want to speak on it—
but you are prepared to at least accom-
modate the leadership and the schedule 
on that issue. You would certainly sup-
port an initiative by the leaders, even 
from our side—maybe there are some 
on the other side—to move towards a 
very few amendments—I think the 
leader said five or six—and do it with a 
time limit so that we can move along 
with the Senate schedule. Do I under-
stand correctly? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts is absolutely correct. I 
am more than ready to do a time 
agreement, to do this quickly. The rea-
son it is so important to do it now is it 
is bipartisan. It is absolutely timely in 
terms of school boards and school dis-
tricts putting their budgets together. I 
actually heard the chairman of the 
committee this morning talk about the 
fact that the reason we should move 
Ed-Flex forward is that it is bipartisan 
and it is timely, not to wait for ESEA. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield further, we could have even had 
the debate during the course of this 
morning. 

Mrs. MURRAY. We could have. 
Mr. KENNEDY. We could have moved 

ahead towards the vote on that next 
week, and we could have accommo-
dated the Senate schedule. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I would have been de-
lighted. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I want to thank the 
Senator, first of all, for her passion and 
common sense and experience, as a 
former school board member and a 
former teacher and a mother. She has 
given a good deal of time and attention 
to this issue. We all have enormous re-
spect for all the work she does when 
she is back home visiting with these 
communities and talking to parents 
and teachers about this proposal. She 
had an extensive inquiry as to the im-
portance of this proposal, to bring this 
matter to the Senate, and has been 
willing to follow a very reasonable 
time period for consideration of it. I 
just want to thank her and hope that 
she will be successful. I certainly will 
do everything I can to make sure that 
she is. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Let me just finish my remarks. I 
know there are a number of other Sen-
ators present. 

Mrs. BOXER. If the Senator will 
yield, because I am leaving in 30 sec-
onds, I want to thank her and ask her 
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a question. Does the Senator not agree 
with me that we owe a real debt to 
Senator WYDEN of Oregon, because the 
force of his desire to make education 
better resulted in a bipartisan agree-
ment to bring an education bill to the 
floor? In doing so, I want to make it 
clear, because he and I have spoken, 
while we all agree with him that this is 
a good program, there have been many 
waivers passed on by Secretary Riley 
because he, too, agrees that Ed-Flex is 
working. This is a golden opportunity 
that he has given us to flesh out this 
bill, to make it even better. 

I say to the Senator from Wash-
ington, she worked so hard to get 
100,000 teachers into the classroom and 
reduce class sizes. We worked together 
on these issues to get afterschool funds 
to the school districts who wanted so 
much. Last year, there were $540 mil-
lion worth of requests for afterschool 
programs. We only had $40 million. 
This year, the President wants to have 
the money to accommodate all those 
local districts. 

I say to her, as a former school board 
member, the kinds of amendments that 
we hope to add to this bill, does she 
agree those kinds of amendments will 
give resources to the local districts so 
they will be able to make up their own 
minds as to whether they want those 
resources, that they will be able to de-
sign the programs themselves, and that 
what we are doing here, what the ma-
jority leader has done to us today, by 
not allowing these amendments, is sim-
ply to hold back these important bills 
from being voted upon so that those 
children will right now be denied the 
kinds of help they need? 

The last point I want to make, and 
the last question I have to the Senator 
from Washington is this: Does she not 
agree that education is the No. 1 issue 
on the minds of the people and that 
when we see filibusters and stalls and 
hours of just chitchat and no work on 
education, that we are not meeting our 
responsibilities? Would she not agree 
with that? Again, I want to thank her 
for her leadership. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague 
from California for her tremendous 
work on education, her passion, and in 
particular, her afterschool programs 
and appreciate her remarks this morn-
ing and agree with her. Education is 
absolutely the No. 1 priority for fami-
lies across this country, but it is not 
just families. We go and talk to busi-
nesses, and business people tell us we 
need to be able to hire students out of 
our schools with math and science and 
reading and English skills. Studies 
show—and I will be delighted, when we 
get to the debate on this, to go through 
the studies again—that reducing class 
size makes a difference in a child’s 
ability to learn to write and to read, to 
do math and to do science, just the 
skills our businesses are looking for. 
They are looking to us to make a com-
mitment on this. 

I commend my colleague from Or-
egon, as well, for his work on this. I 
know he is committed to this issue and 
has pledged his support as well. He 
knows, too, how important class size 
is. 

Let me end by reminding my col-
leagues this is a bipartisan effort. It 
was passed in a bipartisan way last Oc-
tober. There is no reason not to do this 
now. In fact, a former Republican 
House Member said, on education, We 
should champion communities and par-
ents, reduce class size, and increase ac-
countability. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows:

REPUBLICAN MAIN 
STREET PARTNERSHIP, 

Arlington, VA. 
AN OPEN LETTER TO REPUBLICANS IN 

CONGRESS 
DEAR COLLEAGUES & FRIENDS: The Repub-

lican Main Street Partnership was founded 
in 1998. Our goal is to demonstrate that the 
Republican Party can govern and achieve 
our goals of bipartisan cooperation in enact-
ing centrist policies. We are focused on 
speaking out, setting the agenda and dem-
onstrating a new discipline for reaching con-
sensus on difficult issues; without that, we 
believe that we will not be a Majority Party 
by the close of the Year 2000. 

Immediately, the rhetoric of partisan hos-
tility must stop. Our language too often has 
been heard as mean, judgmental and par-
tisan. That ‘‘the other side does it’’ is no ex-
cuse. We need Republican unity to replace 
division or our statistical majority will 
never become a governing majority. We must 
restore dignity to our debate, civility to our 
conversations and compassion to our per-
spective. We need a new language and a new 
voice. 

Our agenda must be positive; it must be an 
agenda for governance. On education, we 
should champion communities and parents, 
reducing class size and increasing account-
ability. On Social Security, we should press 
for personal choice, not 100% governmental 
custody of our retirement funds. On health 
care, Medicaid and Medicare we must legis-
late with compassion as well as prudence. On 
taxes, we must work to reduce the burden on 
hardworking middle-class American fami-
lies. And when we discuss our agenda, we 
must do it in terms that dispel the fears and 
inspire the hopes of American families and 
businesses. 

Both governance and civility will demand 
discipline. Challenges will rise from partisan 
and ideological quarters. That is when we 
must stay the course with unity, courage—
and discipline. 

If we can stand tall within our own tradi-
tion—if we can bring to the 106th Congress 
Lincoln’s urgency for justice, Roosevelt’s 
commitment to the environment, Eisen-
hower’s vision of public education—then the 
finest elements of our party’s legacy, the 
tone of our speeches, the content of our leg-
islation and the discipline of our behavior 
will make this a season of triumph for the 
Republican Party, and for the nation! 

Sincerely, 
The Republican Main Street Partnership 

Board of Directors 
Gov. John McKernan, Hon. Mike Castle, 

Hon. Amo Houghton, Hon. Rick Lazio, 
Hon. Fred Upton, Mr. Allan Cors.

Mrs. MURRAY. Let me just conclude, 
because I know the Senator from Mary-
land would also like to speak, edu-
cation is an issue that is important to 
all of us. Education is an issue that is 
important to everyone at home as well. 
I will again plead with the chairman 
from the committee to allow us to offer 
our amendments, to get an up-or-down 
vote, to limit the number of amend-
ments, but to let us move forward on 
issues like this, like class size, that are 
bipartisan, that have been agreed to 
before, that the American public wants 
and that makes a difference for all of 
our children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I see 
the Senator from Maryland. Does the 
Senator desire to speak on the bill? 

Mr. SARBANES. I desire to speak 
about the extremes to which the other 
side will go to frustrate the oppor-
tunity to consider significant edu-
cational initiatives on this bill by now 
bringing into consideration subject 
matter completely extraneous to edu-
cation and the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee; namely, the amendment that is 
now pending dealing with a banking 
issue. I want to speak on that subject 
for a few minutes. I think it is highly 
relevant to the situation in which we 
find ourselves. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I see no other Sen-
ators. I desire to speak at some point. 
I would be happy to let the Senator 
speak now, even though it does not ap-
pear to be totally relevant to this bill. 
I would like an understanding of how 
much time he might like. 

Mr. SARBANES. Ten minutes at the 
most. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. All right. That is 
fine. 

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

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair. I 
say to the chairman of the committee, 
I am not the one who is introducing 
what he describes as an extraneous 
issue into this debate. I am simply ad-
dressing the fact that it was introduced 
into this debate by others. I do not 
think it should be here, frankly. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I think that is rel-
evant to the bill so I do not have a 
problem with you proceeding as you de-
sire. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
think the extremes to which the other 
side will go to try to frustrate consid-
ering bona fide educational issues on 
this education bill was demonstrated 
by the fact that the vote we just had 
was on tabling a motion on an amend-
ment involving the ‘‘Know Your Cus-
tomer’’ proposed regulations that were 
put out by the Federal banking regu-
lators. 

I wrote to the regulators, pointing 
out the problems with these proposed 
regulations and urging them to care-
fully consider these problems before 
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proceeding or implementing them. The 
regulators have received a flood of 
comments highly critical of the pro-
posed regulations and, in fact, the com-
ment period, which ends on March 8, is 
not yet over. At least two regulators 
have already indicated, in advance of 
the comment period ending, that they 
expect not to adopt the proposed regu-
lations as final regulations in view of 
the overwhelming number of comments 
they have received and the complexity 
of the issue.

Many of my colleagues have, as I 
have done, written to them pointing 
out the difficulties connected with 
these regulations and the possible 
breaches of customers’ personal finan-
cial privacy. 

On the other hand, since there is a 
law enforcement issue involved here 
with respect to money laundering, we 
need to be very careful what we do. I 
am concerned because the amendment 
not only addresses the proposed regula-
tions but also precludes any other reg-
ulations being put forward by the agen-
cies that would be similar to these. 

Conceivably, the agencies could de-
velop more narrow regulations that 
focus on the money laundering issue, in 
an effort to curb criminal activity, 
that would not carry with it the heavy 
burdens of regulation on the banks and 
the potential intrusion into the finan-
cial privacy of ordinary, law-abiding 
citizens, which none of us wants to do. 

In fact, I have introduced a bill on 
the financial privacy issue, broader 
legislation than we are talking about 
here. I have been joined in that by Sen-
ators DODD, BRYAN, EDWARDS, LEAHY, 
and HOLLINGS. That is S. 187. 

I invite other colleagues to join on 
that legislation, S. 187, because I think 
financial privacy is an extremely im-
portant issue and one that we need to 
address. We need to assure safeguards 
to our consumers that their financial 
privacy is not to be intruded upon 
without their knowledge and an oppor-
tunity to object. 

But to reach out, as happened this 
morning, and try to drag in a subject 
matter unrelated to education and not 
directly connected with this bill, as 
part of a constant process that has 
been going on over the last few days to 
block out important educational 
amendments that would raise signifi-
cant issues which need to be addressed, 
it seems to me, is going too far. 

Let me, on these regulations, quickly 
point out that the regulators have re-
ceived over 130,000 public comments 
about the regulations, demonstrating a 
great deal of concern about the privacy 
of personal financial information. The 
regulators have already indicated they 
recognize the problems with the pro-
posed regulations. Some have testified 
or written to the Congress indicating 
they expect withdrawal or substantial 
if not total revision. 

We are addressing the problem in the 
normal course under which proposed 

regulations are addressed, the problem 
which this amendment addresses. In 
fact, of course, this amendment moves 
in and, in effect, seeks to shortcut or 
terminate the regular process which 
would be to let the comment period run 
and then the regulators take the com-
ments into account. We have already 
had an indication from the regulators 
that they have seen enough now so 
that when they take the public com-
ments into account, the concerns that 
Members have expressed, myself in-
cluded, will be addressed. 

The potential problem with the 
amendment is that it may foreclose 
any possibility of addressing the legiti-
mate concerns of the law enforcement 
community directed towards money 
laundering. My very able colleague 
from Michigan, Senator LEVIN, has 
been working on that issue. 

I simply rise to point out some of the 
complexity of this issue with which we 
are dealing, and to focus on the current 
situation in which we find ourselves—I 
gather there is not the ingenuity or wit 
to devise education-related amend-
ments to try to block this process, as 
has been going on. So now we are going 
to reach out, wherever we can, and find 
non-education-related amendments, to 
bring them in to try to close out the 
amendment tree. 

I am prompted to speak on that be-
cause this question of privacy is an 
issue to which we have addressed some 
attention. As I said, there is a com-
prehensive bill which has been intro-
duced by a number of us which I am 
very hopeful we will be able to have 
hearings on and act on. 

I think the ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ 
proposed regulations is a very impor-
tant issue to be addressed. But I find it 
interesting that here we are on a Fri-
day morning and, instead of dealing 
with education, we have brought in 
this issue out of the jurisdiction of the 
Banking Committee. I think the regu-
lators were about to address this issue 
to everyone’s satisfaction, but the 
issue has been addressed in the amend-
ment, possibly in such a broad fashion 
that it will prevent the formulation of 
regulations specifically designed to get 
at money laundering, which the law en-
forcement community has indicated is 
a significant concern of theirs. That is 
an issue to which Senator LEVIN has 
addressed considerable attention. 

I say to the distinguished chairman, 
to the extent he views these comments 
as not relevant or germane to his legis-
lation, they were prompted by the fact 
that an amendment was proposed 
which itself is not relevant or germane 
to the bill before us and has nothing to 
do with education. 

My own preference, obviously, is to 
get on with the education amendments. 
I hope these discussions that are going 
to take place will make it possible for 
significant and important education 
amendments to be offered to this legis-

lation. We are out here with an impor-
tant piece of education legislation 
whose basic concept I support. But I do 
not think we should be precluded from 
offering other important initiatives 
with respect to education which, I 
think, if brought before the body, 
would command broad support in this 
institution. I think it would be very 
important in helping to deal with the 
Nation’s educational challenges. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Let me explain the 

position I have taken. My concern is 
getting amendments now which should 
be on the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act which is presently under 
consideration by the committee, if we 
are to start passing programs out here 
that should be more properly consid-
ered in committee as to how to allo-
cate expenditure of funds and matters 
like that. 

I understand that the pending 
amendment—we all know in the ex-
igencies of time, and sometimes in 
order to get a message through, a situ-
ation arises where it is necessary, in a 
sense, to add an amendment that is 
really nongermane in order to send a 
message downtown. That is the under-
standing, and I think clear from the 
vote, that the Members want to send a 
message downtown that the process to-
ward getting involved in the privacy of 
individuals’ banking is not one which 
is acceptable to the Senate. 

I suspect it will disappear into the 
great unknown at some point, but my 
main concern is to make sure that the 
committee, which is addressing the se-
rious problems we have in education in 
this country, does it in an orderly proc-
ess. We do recognize that the funds 
which local communities would like to 
have in order to meet the demands of 
some of the restrictions and regula-
tions put on them are needed to replace 
the funds which should have been com-
ing from the Federal Government with 
respect to IDEA or with respect to 
what is more commonly referred to as 
‘‘special education.’’ We were com-
mitted to 40 percent, and we are only 
sending less than a quarter of what we 
are committed to.

So I will do all I can to make sure 
that anything which is possible to en-
hance the local communities, as well 
as bring us closer to meeting the com-
mitment we have to 40 percent of the 
cost of special education, is considered. 
But I am not going to allow amend-
ments, or do my best not to allow 
amendments, to this bill which was 
meant to be expedited to assist the 
local communities to have an oppor-
tunity to be more flexible in meeting 
the needs, as they see them, under the 
restricted resources they have by vir-
tue of the fact that we have not fully 
funded our commitment under special 
education. I intend to do that, to try to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:00 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S05MR9.000 S05MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE3806 March 5, 1999
see how we can ensure that they get 
the resources to which they are enti-
tled. 

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

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. I appreciate that 

comment from the chairman of the 
committee. 

Let me just make two observations: 
First of all, on the need for this bank-
ing amendment, to send a message. The 
message has certainly been sent by 
many Members and by extensive public 
comment. 

In that regard, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
the end of my statement a letter which 
I sent to the Chairman of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation on Jan-
uary 12 on this very issue of the ‘‘Know 
Your Customer’’ programs, sharply 
critical of the proposed regulations. 

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

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SARBANES. Just briefly the 

other question, I have been watching 
what has been going on. I am not on a 
committee with direct jurisdiction 
here, but I was prompted to speak by 
the fact that in this game of delay and 
blockage we are now dragging in out-
side amendments. 

The chairman says he wants these 
other amendments considered in the 
context of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. Am I mistaken 
in my impression that the Secretary of 
Education, who I think is supportive of 
Ed-Flex measures, advanced the posi-
tion that those Ed-Flex measures 
should be considered in the context of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I do not believe he 
has spoken out on that. He is sup-
portive of our efforts to try to improve 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. I would say that he would 
not be unduly concerned if the Presi-
dent’s program got attached to this 
amendment, obviously. He is the Sec-
retary, he supports the President’s pro-
grams, and they would like to get them 
implemented any way possible. 

On the other hand, I doubt very seri-
ously if he would take a position ad-
verse to knowing what we were doing 
when we put together the bill, which is 
the one which will have more impact 
upon elementary and secondary edu-
cation in this country than any other 
Federal act—that it is done well, that 
it proceeds with due care, and that we 
examine the present situation to see 
how things can be improved. 

Right now we are spending some-
where close to $15 billion on primary 
and secondary education. And, as I 
stated earlier, there is no demonstra-
tion that we have had any improve-
ment since the 1983 acknowledgement 
that this country had a serious prob-
lem in education. So I think it is in-

cumbent upon us to try to look at why, 
after spending all those billions of dol-
lars over those years, things have not 
improved since we understood we had a 
serious problem back in 1983. To just 
continue spending the money we are 
spending the way we are now, without 
looking at why it has had no measured 
improvement—which is an important 
part of the process—and to go ahead 
and just pass new programs without 
fully taking those matters into consid-
eration, in my mind, would be irrespon-
sible. 

Mr. SARBANES. It is my under-
standing that the amendment which 
the Senator from Washington, Senator 
MURRAY, is offering for additional 
teachers in effect is a follow-on to a de-
cision that this Congress made in the 
last session. Did we not authorize addi-
tional teachers in the last session? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. The Senator knows 
as well as I know that in the final 
hours of any legislative session things 
happen in the exigencies of trying to 
get something together where people 
are dealing with the issues and prob-
ably are not fully aware of the implica-
tions of what they do. And that is what 
happened here. 

These matters, through the pressure 
of the administration wanting to get 
something they had not been able to 
get through the normal legislative 
process, were able to get on the bill, 
which was that bill that was 40 inches 
high. Nobody knew what was in it until 
it got read. And the reason we are here 
with Senator MURRAY is there were 
some problems in the way that bill was 
thrown together that need to be at-
tended to. And I understand that. It 
may be helpful in the amendment proc-
ess that we get into next week with 
amendments. We might be able to 
make that bill more meaningful. 

So that is not off the table, as far as 
I am concerned, as long as the changes 
that are made are constructive in mak-
ing that bill that passed to be more us-
able by the communities. But right 
now, obviously, we are here with an 
amendment, because when it gets 
thrown together like that at the end of 
a session, they end up doing something 
that they do not know what they are 
doing. 

Mr. SARBANES. It is my under-
standing that, first of all, that was ex-
tensively discussed. And my under-
standing is that it is consistent with 
recent educational studies, that small 
class size in the early years has been 
shown to have significant benefits. You 
talk about, we are spending a lot of 
money and we do not know whether it 
is producing results. One thing we seem 
to know, on the basis of the study, is 
that if we can lower these class sizes, 
particularly in the early years, we are 
going to get beneficial results. 

If you ask anyone about the dif-
ference between the situation in the 
public schools and private schools, for 

which parents pay a lot of money, the 
first thing that leaps out at you is 
small class size. If you ask parents why 
they are laying out all of this money, 
one of the first things they say is, to 
get a small class size. And these stud-
ies that have been done, as I under-
stand it, support the proposition that 
the small class size will produce sig-
nificant results, particularly when di-
rected toward the early years so we can 
get these young people up to standard. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. There is only one 
study which has been considered to 
have been done in a way that would 
give you evidence, and that study did 
come to that conclusion. The other 
studies were not really worth dis-
cussing. 

However, again, these decisions were 
made in a back room, in the wee hours 
of the night; and obviously we would 
not be considering an amendment if it 
had been done well. Furthermore, the 
great debate, in my mind, of what is 
more important, reducing the class size 
from 20 to 18 or having a teacher teach-
ing the class who knows the subject 
which he or she is teaching—I will bet 
you 10 to 1 you get better results by 
improving the quality of the teacher 
and the qualifications of the teacher 
than you will by reducing the class size 
by 2 or 3 or 4 or 5. I do not think any-
body would debate that. 

That is one thing we should consider, 
the flexibility under the bill—and this 
may come up—as to whether those 
moneys could not better be used and 
should not better be left to the discre-
tion of the school systems to use those 
moneys to improve the proficiency of 
the teachers rather than just merely 
reducing the class size by 2 or 3 or 4. 

Certainly if we get to her amendment 
next week, we will consider other op-
tions as well. And it may prove to be a 
productive experience. Hopefully it 
will. And I am very pleased to have lis-
tened to the leaders on both sides, that 
we can agree to a small number of 
amendments which we can consider 
next week, and move this bill on so 
that the benefits of the flexibility can 
be given to the Governors to help im-
prove education overall; and the local 
communities will be able to do what 
they feel is necessary to improve that 
flexibility. 

I know the Presiding Officer has been 
very active in trying to make sure that 
the local communities have more to 
say on how their schools can improve. 
So I think we are moving on a path 
right now that leads us through next 
week being a productive exercise, to 
have the kind of flexibility that the 
Governors need to help the commu-
nities. At the same time we may make 
some changes that will be beneficial 
but that do not involve superseding the 
normal process of the Education Com-
mittee to bring about some meaningful 
reform within the Federal structure. 
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As I pointed out, there has been no 

evidence that the huge Federal struc-
ture has made any improvement over 
the last 15 years in our education. We 
are on our way this year to being the 
most education-minded Congress that 
we have had in this century. I am hope-
ful that when we finish this year we 
will all be proud of the accomplish-
ments we have made in this country to 
get us on a path to making sure we will 
survive the strong competition we are 
getting from overseas, unduly impaired 
by our present educational system. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I say 
to the distinguished chairman, I hope 
we are not going to leave any impres-
sion here that the growing consensus 
on the benefit of small classes, particu-
larly in the early grades, is somehow 
suspect. It is my understanding that 
consistently across the board students 
attending smaller classes in the early 
grades have been found to make more 
rapid progress than students in larger 
classes; that these benefits are the 
greatest for low-achieving minority 
children and low-income children, be-
cause smaller classes enable the teach-
ers to identify and work effectively 
with students. In many instances they 
are able to address the problem early 
on, which prevents its worsening, per-
haps to the extent of requiring special 
education in later years—if you are 
talking about conserving your re-
sources. 

I understand that Project STAR 
studied 7,000 students in 80 schools in 
Tennessee. Students in small classes 
performed better than students in large 
classes in each grade from kinder-
garten through the third grade. Fol-
lowup studies show that the gains 
lasted through at least the eighth 
grade. The gains were larger for minor-
ity students. 

In Wisconsin, the Student Achieve-
ment Guarantee in Education Program 
is helping to reduce class size in grades 
K through 3 and in low-income commu-
nities. Students in the smaller classes 
had significantly greater improve-
ments in reading, math and science 
tests than students in the larger class-
es. The most significant achievement 
gains were among African American 
males. 

In Flint, MI, efforts over the last 3 
years to reduce class size in grades K 
through 3 have produced a 44-percent 
increase in reading scores and an 18-
percent increase in math scores. 

So the issue which the Senator from 
Washington and others are trying to 
address is an extremely important 
issue. It follows on the initiative that 
was taken by the Congress last year, 
and I very much hope that we will be 
able to address it in the course of con-
sidering this legislation. We ought to 
put these educational issues before the 
Senate and act upon them. 

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

ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, my col-
league from Maryland made several 
comments on the ‘‘Know Your Cus-
tomer’’ amendment we had up for con-
sideration before the Senate. 

I want to take just a couple of mo-
ments to respond. The reason that I 
felt it was important to bring up the 
amendment this morning with my col-
leagues on this side is that I serve on 
the Banking Committee with my col-
league from Maryland, and I made an 
attempt to bring this issue forward in 
the Banking Committee. It was ob-
jected to by the minority party at that 
time. We also brought up a bill here on 
the Senate floor for consideration, but 
again it was objected to by his side. It 
seemed that the only way we could get 
this issue considered by the Senate was 
to bring it up at this particular time. 
It was well within the rules of the Sen-
ate, and I thought it was very impor-
tant that the Senate have an oppor-
tunity to speak on these rules and reg-
ulations before a final decision was 
made. 

As to his second comment on the 
amendment being too broad, I admit 
that the amendment I introduced in 
the committee was broad. We wanted 
to do that because we were concerned 
that the regulators would just make 
minute changes in the rules and regu-
lations, and then the regulations would 
be back before the American people. 
After further consideration, the lan-
guage that was considered here on the 
Senate floor was narrowed and applied 
specifically to those rules and regula-
tions in the current ‘‘Know Your Cus-
tomer’’ proposal. 

I just wanted to make those two 
comments. I also would like to thank 
the chairman and recognize the chair-
man’s effort in trying to improve edu-
cation in this country. I want to com-
pliment him on his confidence in the 
States as well as local school boards. 
That is where a lot of these decisions 
should be made. I think there is a tend-
ency here in Washington to think that 
we have all the answers, that one shoe 
size should fit all, and that one regula-
tion should fit all. 

I am one who feels that local school 
boards and States really are the ones 
that will come up with the innovative 
changes for education. We just need to 
give them the flexibility to do so. We 
need to allow them to work with par-
ents who really do have a vested inter-
est. We all want to see our children get 
a better education. 

Again, I want to thank the chairman 
for his hard work and diligent efforts. 
We all appreciate that. 

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

want to follow up on the comments of 
the Senator from Colorado. 

First of all, I acknowledge that he is 
trying to address the problem, and I in-
dicated as much when we discussed it 
in the Banking Committee. But the 

proposal there and the bill that was 
originally introduced would, in effect, 
have eliminated existing regulations 
addressed to the money laundering 
issue. 

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. ALLARD. The amendment——
Mr. SARBANES. Not the amend-

ment; I will address the amendment. I 
want to talk about the bill and the pro-
posal in the Banking Committee first. I 
think both of those propositions, the 
proposal in the committee and the bill, 
went too far, and I think the Senator is 
prepared to concede they went too far 
because they would have wiped out ex-
isting regulations—not just proposed 
regulations—existing regulations ad-
dressed to significant cash transactions 
that we think are tied to the money 
laundering issue. 

I don’t think the Senator disagrees 
with that. 

Mr. ALLARD. If the Senator will 
yield, I recognize that the amendment 
I introduced in the committee was 
broad. We made that adjustment on the 
amendment that was voted on this 
morning. 

Mr. SARBANES. I understand that 
and I indicated earlier that had been 
done. 

I only have two observations about 
that. Yesterday, the Comptroller of the 
Currency in testimony on the House 
side stated that they intended to with-
draw the proposals ‘‘promptly.’’ 

Now, perhaps the Senator feels that 
through his communications with the 
regulators heretofore and the letters he 
sent—and I have sent a letter, and oth-
ers have sent letters—we weren’t able 
to get sufficient credit for having 
brought about this change—so we need 
to come out here and try to get this 
amendment passed so that we really 
show that we are the ones who did it 
and not the regulators who were af-
fected, acting in a reasonable manner 
after reviewing all of the comments 
that have been received not only from 
the public but from Members of the 
Congress, as well. 

Second, I do have some concern 
about your amendment because it ad-
dresses not only the proposed regula-
tions, but, as I understand, it precludes 
them coming forward with any similar 
regulations that might be greatly nar-
rowed so they get at the money laun-
dering issue. 

I don’t assert that I am an expert on 
the money laundering issue and that is 
why the Senator from Michigan, Sen-
ator LEVIN, is putting a statement in 
the RECORD addressing the money laun-
dering question, and the importance of 
that question and how we try to get at 
it. 

I think this problem was well on its 
way to being solved. I understand the 
other side is searching desperately for 
amendments to offer in order to try to 
block this amendment process on edu-
cational issues. It is my perception 
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that is why this matter came before us 
today, in an effort to keep out of the 
amendment process on the Ed-Flex 
bill, important amendments, which a 
number of our colleagues wish to offer. 
But the Senator and I share a common 
view that the regulations went too far, 
and we have expressed that opinion. 

I think the initial proposals the Sen-
ator from Colorado made went too far 
in the other direction—and were overly 
broad. I think this proposal has been 
narrowed down, but I think it still con-
tains within it one remaining problem, 
which I indicated, and that is whether 
it precludes any opportunity to do 
something that would be more effec-
tive on the money laundering issue, 
without creating any of the privacy 
problems or the overregulation prob-
lems that both of us and others have 
perceived as being contained in the 
proposed regulations. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT NO. 1

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, January 12, 1999. 

Hon. DONNA TANOUE, 
Chairman, Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-

tion, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN TANOUE: On Monday, De-

cember 7, 1998, the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve, Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency and Office of Thrift Supervision, 
each published in the Federal Register and 
solicited public comment on proposed regu-
lations requiring insured depository institu-
tions to develop ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ pro-
grams. The regulations are intended to en-
able financial institutions to protect them-
selves from engaging in transactions de-
signed to facilitate illicit activities and en-
sure compliance with suspicious activity re-
porting. 

The proposed regulations would require de-
pository institutions to amass a large 
amount of data about customers and to mon-
itor and analyze customers financial behav-
ior. Institutions would be required to deter-
mine: a customers’ sources of funds for 
transactions; ‘‘the particular customer’s nor-
mal and expected transactions involving the 
bank’’; and transactions ‘‘that are incon-
sistent with normal and expected trans-
action for that particular customer or for 
customers in the same or similar categories 
or classes;’’ and to report suspicious trans-
actions. 

I support implementing focused and effec-
tive methods to prevent money laundering 
and to promote law enforcement purposes, 
but am concerned that these proposed regu-
lations have unintended negative con-
sequences. 

The scope of the proposed regulations al-
lows for intrusion into the personal privacy 
of bank customers by profiling details of cus-
tomers’ lives, activities beyond what may be 
necessary for the stated regulatory purposes. 
The proposed regulations also could subject 
many low- and middle-class citizens who 
pose little threat of improper activities to 
such surveillance because there are no 
threshold limits. The proposed regulations 
have no minimum transaction size or ac-
count size, below which surveillance is not 
required. 

While the proposed regulations would re-
quired banks to become huge repositories of 
personal financial data on their customers, 

there are no Federal limitations on the 
bank’s use of the transaction data it col-
lects. The bank can sell or share such data 
without a customer’s knowledge or consent. 
This creates the very real possibility of large 
scale unwanted breaches of customers’ per-
sonal financial privacy. Polls and newspaper 
articles have indicated that Americans are 
very concerned about their personal privacy, 
particularly their personal financial data. 
New business affiliations and technology ad-
vances are fueling consumer concerns about 
the mishandling of personal financial infor-
mation. 

It is evident that the proposed regulations 
have aroused widespread public concern. I 
hope that you will take these concerns into 
account as you proceed with the rulemaking 
process and develop policies to satisfy cur-
rent law enforcement needs. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL S. SARBANES, 

U.S. Senator.

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

ator from Nebraska is recognized. 
(The remarks of Mr. KERREY per-

taining to the introduction of S. 553 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are now in morning business. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 12 noon having arrived, consider-
ation of the bill is concluded and the 
Senate is in morning business. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized. 

(The remarks of Mr. JEFFORDS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 556 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’)

f 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION’S ‘‘KNOW YOUR 
CUSTOMER’’ REGULATION 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I voted 
today in support of the Gramm amend-
ment which supports my belief that the 
FDIC’s ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ regula-
tion should be withdrawn. This vote 
mirrors my earlier action where I had 
written to FDIC Chairwoman Tanoue 
asking her to withdrawal the regula-
tion. 

While I commend FDIC’s effort to 
identify and crack down on illegal ac-
tivity, I am deeply concerned the 
‘‘Know Your Customer’’ regulation will 
threaten the financial privacy of Ne-
braska customers. 

When federal regulators consider any 
regulation like ‘‘Know Your Cus-
tomer,’’ the private relationship be-
tween customers and their financial in-
stitutions should be given the utmost 
consideration. I believe ‘‘Know Your 
Own Customer’’ would severely strain 
this relationship. Customers should 
feel confident that their financial 
transactions are done in confidence and 
not subject to uninvited searches. 
Bankers in Nebraska already report 
large cash transactions, violations of 
federal law and potential money laun-
dering activity without invading the 
privacy of their customers. ‘‘Know 
Your Customer’’ would require finan-
cial officers to infringe on their cus-
tomers’ privacy, damaging public per-
ception of the banking industry. 

On behalf of the many Nebraskans, 
customers and bankers, who have re-
layed similar concerns with me, I am 
pleased the United States Senate has 
taken this action. In the meantime, I 
will remain committed to see that 
FDIC withdraws the ‘‘Know Your Cus-
tomer’’ regulation.

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–2051. A communication from the Senior 
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Bureau for 
Legislative and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency 
for International Development, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Agency’s report on 
economic conditions in Egypt for 1997 and 
1998; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–2052. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
on the National Institutes of Health AIDS 
Research Loan Repayment Program for fis-
cal year 1998; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2053. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Corporation for National 
Service, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Claims Collection’’ 
(RIN3045–AA21) received on February 2, 1999; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–2054. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Office of Thrift 
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Supervision, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Risk-Based Capital Stand-
ards: Construction Loans on Presold Resi-
dential Properties; Junior Liens on 1- to 4-
Family Residential Properties; and Invest-
ments in Mutual Funds. Leverage Capital 
Standards: Tier 1 Leverage Ratio’’ (Docket 
98–125) received on February 26, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2055. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director for Policy and Programs, Com-
munity Development Financial Institutions 
Fund, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Notice of Funds Availability Invit-
ing Applications for the Community Devel-
opment Financial Institutions Program — 
Technical Assistance Component’’ (No. 982–
0154) received on February 2, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2056. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled ‘‘The National Flood In-
surance Act Amendments of 1999’’; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2057. A communication from the Legis-
lative and Regulatory Activities Division, 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Risk-Based Capital Stand-
ards: Construction Loans on Presold Resi-
dential Properties; Junior Liens on 1- to 4-
Family Residential Properties; and Invest-
ments in Mutual Funds. Leverage Capital 
Standards: Tier 1 Leverage Ratio’’ (Docket 
99–01) received on February 26, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–2058. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, transmitting, a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled ‘‘The Disaster Mitigation 
Act’’; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–2059. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Determination 
That Pre-existing National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for PM–10 No Longer 
Apply to Ada County/Boise State of Idaho’’ 
(FRL6237–9) received on March 1, 1999; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–2060. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of the 
Ozone Monitoring Season for Alabama, Flor-
ida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi and Ten-
nessee’’ (FRL6237–6) received on March 1, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works.

EC–2061. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Regulation of Fuels 
and Fuel Additives: Extension of the Refor-
mulated Gasoline Program to the St. Louis, 
Missouri Moderate Ozone Nonattainment 
Area’’ (FRL6306–1) received on March 1, 1999; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–2062. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 

flood damage reduction projects for the 
Beargrass Creek Basin in Louisville, Ken-
tucky; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–2063. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Dicamba; 
Pesticide Tolerance, Technical Correction’’ 
(FRL6049–2) received on February 28, 1999; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–2064. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Raisins Produced From Grapes 
Grown in California; Increase in Assessment 
Rate’’ (Docket FV99–989–2 IFR) received on 
February 26, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2065. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Tart Cherries Grown in the States 
of Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, Or-
egon, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin; Ad-
ditional Option for Handler Diversion and 
Receipt of Diversion Credits’’ (Docket FV99–
930–1 IFR) received on March 3, 1999; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–2066. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on an in-
stance in which the Air Force did not fully 
implement a recommendation made by the 
Office of the Comptroller General in connec-
tion to a bid protest concerning workload 
procurement at the Sacramento Air Logis-
tics Center; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2067. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the President’s com-
prehensive Government-wide Performance 
Plan for fiscal year 2000; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2068. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Office’s report on 
the Costs and Benefits of Federal Regula-
tions for 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2069. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the Department of Defense Civilian Acquisi-
tion Workforce Personnel Demonstration; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2070. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Prevailing Rate Systems; 
Removal of Umatilla County, Oregon, from 
the Spokane, Washington, Nonappropriated 
Fund Wage Area’’ (RIN3206–AI10) received on 
March 2, 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–2071. A communication from the Chief 
Financial Officer of the Export-Import Bank 
of the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Bank’s annual report under the 
Inspector General Act for fiscal year 1998; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–2072. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Last-in, First-out Inventories’’ 
(Rev. Rul. 99–15) received on March 2, 1999; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2073. A communication from the Chief 
of the Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Rules and Regulations’’ (Rev. Proc. 
99–18) received on March 2, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–2074. A communication from the Statu-
tory Chairman and the Administrative 
Chairman of the National Bipartisan Com-
mission on the Future of Medicare, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the status 
of the Commission’s recommendations; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2075. A communication from the Chair-
man of the United States International 
Trade Commission, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation to authorize appropria-
tions for the Commission for fiscal year 2000; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2076. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Proposed Method of Incorporating Health 
Status Risk Adjusters Into Medicare+Choice 
Payments’’ received on March 1, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, and Mr. BROWNBACK): 

S. 552. A bill to provide for budgetary re-
form by requiring a balanced Federal budget 
and the repayment of the national debt; to 
the Committee on the Budget and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs, jointly, 
pursuant to the order of August 4, 1977, with 
instructions that if one Committee reports, 
the other Committee have thirty days to re-
port or be discharged. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. KERREY): 

S. 553. A bill to provide additional trade 
benefits to countries that comply with the 
provisions of the ILO Convention; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 

S. 554. A bill to amend section 490 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to provide al-
ternative certification procedures for assist-
ance for major drug producing countries and 
major drug transit countries; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and Mr. 
VOINOVICH): 

S. 555. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to continue payment of 
monthly educational assistance benefits to 
veterans enrolled at educational institutions 
during periods between terms if the interval 
between such periods does not exceed eight 
weeks; to the Committee on Veterans Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
JEFFORDS): 

S. 556. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to establish guidelines for the 
relocation, closing, consolidation, or con-
struction of post offices, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs.
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. GRAMS (for himself and Mr. 
GORTON): 

S. Con. Res. 16. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Government National Mortgage Association 
guaranty fee should not be increased to pro-
vide increased revenues or the Federal Gov-
ernment to offset other expenditures; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mr. KERREY): 

S. 553. A bill to provide additional 
trade benefits to countries that comply 
with the provisions of the ILO Conven-
tion; to the Committee on Finance. 

THE INTERNATIONAL CHILD WELFARE 
PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today, on behalf of myself and Senator 
KERREY, to introduce legislation that 
will chart a new United States ap-
proach to the terrible problem of child 
exploitation in overseas labor markets. 

This legislation, the International 
Child Welfare Protection Act, will tar-
get new, additional trade benefits to 
countries that comply with the provi-
sions of the International Labor Orga-
nization’s Convention Number 138 con-
cerning the Minimum Age for Admis-
sion to Employment, also known as the 
Minimum Age Convention. 

The aim of the Minimum Age Con-
vention is to abolish child labor 
throughout the world by establishing a 
minimum age at which children may be 
employed. 

Our legislation will do two things: 
It will give the President the author-

ity to grant a country that complies 
with the Minimum Age Convention up 
to a fifty-percent tariff rate cut on 
items produced in that country that 
would not otherwise be eligible for 
preferential tariff rates. 

It will also permit the President to 
waive current limitations on the 
amounts of additional goods that coun-
tries complying with the Minimum Age 
Convention may export to the United 
States. If, in the unlikely event the 
President finds that domestic indus-
tries are hurt because of these special, 
targeted trade benefits, the President 
also has the authority to suspend, 
limit, or withdraw the benefits. 

This legislation is important for 
three reasons. 

First, it is a tragic fact that child 
labor is rampant in many places in the 
world, despite more laws aimed at stop-
ping this inhumane practice. Inter-
national Labor Organization statistics 
show that between 100 million and 200 
million children worldwide are engaged 

in providing goods and services. Nine-
ty-five percent of these children, ac-
cording to the ILO, work in developing 
countries. Why are children pressed 
into service as low-paid or un-paid 
workers? Because, according to the 
ILO, children are ‘‘generally less de-
manding, more obedient, and less like-
ly to object to their treatment or con-
ditions of work.’’ We must all do what 
we can to stop this unconscionable 
practice. 

The second reason we need this legis-
lation is because it is clear that regula-
tion and enforcement alone will not 
work. Incentives are needed as well. 
The reason that it is so tough to en-
force child labor standards is that it is 
often very difficult to trace specific 
products to specific plants in specific 
countries. The Department of Labor’s 
Bureau of International Labor Affairs 
says that quantifying the extent of 
child labor in a particular country’s ex-
port industry ‘‘can seldom be done with 
specificity.’’ If you can’t even trace the 
goods or services with certainty, you 
can’t expect enforcement alone to be 
the answer. 

Finally, we need this legislation be-
cause even though the ILO Minimum 
Age Convention was adopted in 1973, 
only twenty-one developing country 
member states out of 173 ILO member 
states have ratified the Convention to 
stop child labor. Out of the twenty-one 
developing country member states that 
have ratified the Convention, none are 
from Asia, where over half of all work-
ing children are to be found. If even 
one additional ILO member state rati-
fies the Convention because of the 
trade incentives this legislation offers, 
we have achieved a great deal. 

I encourage all my colleagues to join 
me in this effort. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, earlier 
this morning, Senator GRASSLEY of 
Iowa introduced a bill that I am a co-
sponsor of called the International 
Child Welfare Protection Act. I would 
like to talk about that piece of legisla-
tion and the objective of that legisla-
tion. 

I first became aware of this problem 
through the efforts of the junior Sen-
ator from Iowa, TOM HARKIN, who came 
before the Finance Committee earlier 
this year to describe the need to put in 
our trade authority language that 
would have the negotiators negotiating 
for the purpose of reducing the use of 
child labor worldwide. I support that. I 
believe the Finance Committee should, 
when we mark up the normal trade au-
thority, put that language in. My hope 
is that this piece of legislation will 
provide a stimulus to do that. 

This legislation Senator GRASSLEY 
and I are introducing says that eco-
nomic growth is not just about the bot-
tom line; it is about improving human 
lives. 

I believe this piece of legislation can 
help do that, Mr. President, by taking 

an incentive-based approach to encour-
age developing countries to do the 
right thing on child labor. Instead of 
threatening them with access to U.S. 
markets, this bill says we are going to 
hold out an incentive and offer them 
U.S. markets at a price they currently 
can’t access. 

Now, the action we ask them to take 
in exchange is to sign the International 
Labor Organization’s Convention on 
Child Labor. That convention states 
that the minimum age for admission to 
employment shall not be less than the 
age of completion of compulsory 
schooling: either 14, 15, or 16 years of 
age. For that agreement, we will pro-
vide preferential access to the world’s 
largest consumer market for additional 
products. 

As I said, I believe this is a good 
move for the United States to make. I 
think it does provide incentives, for de-
veloping nations especially, to change 
their own policies toward child labor. 
But I also think it is important to try 
to get into our negotiating authority 
language that directs our negotiators 
to keep child labor in mind and try to 
negotiate for the purpose of reducing 
the use of child labor in nations with 
which we trade. There should be a con-
nection between trade and growing the 
middle-class worldwide. 

Unfortunately, all too often, trade is 
measured only in terms of the dollars 
that we export and the dollars we im-
port. For me, it is far better and more 
likely that we will have public support 
for good, open trade policies, if we use 
trade as a means to an objective, not 
just to produce a better bottom line, 
not just to produce higher trade num-
bers, but to increase the standard of 
living of people in the United States 
and to increase the standard of living 
of people throughout the world. 

The single best way for us to assure 
access for U.S. goods overseas is for us 
to help the middle class grow in other 
countries. The only way to do that is 
for people to produce and sell goods 
that other countries want to buy and 
their own people can afford. It is a very 
difficult process for developing nations. 
We went through it in the United 
States of America. But for those devel-
oping nations to lift their middle class, 
they have to open up their markets and 
subject their businesses to competi-
tion. Otherwise, their standard of liv-
ing will constantly be depressed as a 
result of simply saying that we are 
only going to complete up to the stand-
ard of our domestic marketplace. 

When I talk about international 
trade issues, Mr. President, that is the 
fundamental truth with which I began. 
Free trade—reducing tariffs both here 
and abroad—will help the middle class 
to grow. And a prosperous and growing 
middle class has a positive effect on 
the issues we face in trade policy 
today. Indeed, I argue that it is one of 
the reasons we have struggled to get 
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normal trade authority from the Presi-
dent. As least as I see it in Nebraska, 
there is growing skepticism that there 
is a connection between the standard of 
living of the people who are in the 
workforce today and the trade policies. 

Many of my citizens have reached a 
conclusion that there is a negative con-
nection, and that free trade policies 
have depressed their standard of living 
and made it more difficult for them to 
earn the wages they feel they deserve 
as a consequence of the work they are 
doing every day. We have many prob-
lem in trade policies that make it dif-
ficult for us to convince the American 
people that free trade is unquestion-
ably a good thing. The legislation Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I have introduced 
today says we want to make progress 
on these issues. 

The International Labor Organiza-
tion estimates that more than 250 mil-
lion children worldwide between the 
ages of 5 and 14 are obliged to work ei-
ther full-time or part-time in devel-
oping countries alone. Many work 
under condition that are debilitating 
for their physical, moral, or emotional 
well-being. 

Far too many are employed in the 
fields, rug factories, and electronic fac-
tories that hope to export products to 
the United States of America. What 
this bill does is go directly to that de-
sire. 

This bill would immediately cause 
other countries to say, ‘‘We can sell 
products to the U.S. consumers that we 
could not sell before. All we have to do 
is agree to an internationally recog-
nized standard on child labor.’’

If they sign that agreement today, 
they gain access to American markets 
and American dollars tomorrow. It is 
an approach that has worked for the 
Europeans. It is an incentive-based, 
rather than a punitive, approach; it is 
a trade policy that is increasingly rec-
ognized as a better way to proceed on 
some of these very difficult issues. 

We want children to be the bene-
ficiaries of economic growth, not the 
engines of it. To us, it is evident that 
it is self-defeating for economic growth 
to come at the expense of our children. 

This bill is a step in the right direc-
tion, and I hope it represents to the 
people I serve that I am willing, in 
fact, I look forward to coming to the 
table on these very difficult and sticky 
trade issues that have divided us in the 
past. 

I hope it is seen, as well, as an impor-
tant first step—but a first step only—in 
reducing the terrible consequences of 
allowing these young children to be 
used for labor in these developing coun-
tries. It is a very important issue that 
Senator HARKIN has worked on for 
years. He brought it to the attention of 
the Finance Committee. I believe the 
committee is responding in a first-step 
fashion, and I hope they will follow 
this action with further changes in the 

negotiating language that will say to 
our negotiators: we want you to put 
child labor at the top of your concerns 
when you are negotiating trade agree-
ment.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 554. A bill to amend section 490 of 

the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to 
provide alternative certification proce-
dures for assistance for major drug pro-
ducing countries and major drug tran-
sit countries; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 
THE DRUG CERTIFICATION IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 

1999

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I introduce the Drug Certifi-
cation Improvement Act of 1999 to 
strengthen and improve the annual 
drug certification process of countries 
which are fully cooperating with the 
United States to fight drug trafficking. 
This bill is based on legislation, S. 457, 
which I introduced in the 105th Con-
gress. 

I am concerned that the current sys-
tem, in place since 1986, no longer 
works as Congress intended. As we wit-
nessed last Friday, February 26th, the 
administration issued its certification 
for 1999. This certification penalizes 
only two countries—Burma and Af-
ghanistan—for not fully cooperating 
with the United States to combat drug 
trafficking. The administration’s cer-
tification also granted waivers on na-
tional security grounds to four coun-
tries—Paraguay, Haiti, Cambodia, and 
Nigeria—so they will continue to re-
ceive United States aid. 

This certification, with only two 
countries sanctioned, raises serious 
concerns about the viability and effec-
tiveness of the existing certification 
process and its underlying statutory 
authority. This concern is reflected in 
a Washington Post news report of Feb-
ruary 27, 1999, which stated: ‘‘The Ad-
ministration’s relatively forgiving ap-
proach reflects an effort to lower the 
profile on the certification reviews and 
thereby reduce the political tensions it 
has often created.’’

Under current law, notice provided to 
the target country is often too late and 
not specific enough to address the 
problems. Congress also lacks timely 
and specific information that would as-
sist in exercising its legislative and 
oversight responsibilities. 

The existing law also gives a free ride 
to countries which are decertified but 
then granted waivers and continue to 
receive aid because it is deemed to be 
in the national interest of the United 
States. These waivers allow the provi-
sion of aid year after year to countries 
not fully cooperating with the United 
States. What incentive do these coun-
tries have to improve their coopera-
tion? 

The current certification process is 
set forth in section 490 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. It requires the 

President to submit to Congress by 
March 1 of each year a list of major il-
licit drug producing and transiting 
countries which he certifies are fully 
cooperating with the United States. 

Under existing law, the President has 
three options: One, certify a country 
which has cooperated fully with U.S. 
anti-drug efforts or has taken adequate 
steps on its own to comply with the 
1988 U.N. anti-drug trafficking conven-
tion. Two, decertify a country for not 
fully cooperating. Or three, decertify a 
country but provide a waiver because it 
is in the national interests of the 
United States to continue to provide 
aid.

Currently, when a country is decerti-
fied, at least 50 percent of U.S. bilat-
eral foreign aid is suspended in the cur-
rent fiscal year. In fact, that country 
may lose more than 50 percent of its 
current funding if the State Depart-
ment has not yet released the aid. Un-
less the country is recertified, all U.S. 
aid is suspended in subsequent fiscal 
years. And, the United States is re-
quired to vote against loans in the 
multilateral development banks, such 
as the World Bank and the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank. 

Congress has 30 days from receipt of 
the President’s certification to enact a 
joint resolution disapproving the Presi-
dent’s action. If Congress passes such a 
resolution, the President can veto it 
and require a two-thirds majority vote 
in Congress to override the veto. Con-
gress also has its prerogative to pass a 
resolution at other times, but it too 
would be subject to a presidential veto. 

The alternative I am proposing today 
would basically put countries ‘‘on pro-
bation.’’ By putting countries on no-
tice that the United States has serious 
concerns about their lack of coopera-
tion, it would provide a fair period of 
time during which those countries 
could address U.S. concerns. 

My legislation builds on the existing 
carrot and stick approach in the cer-
tification process. The carrot is certifi-
cation although for a finite period of 
time of 7 months. During this ‘‘proba-
tionary period,’’ all U.S. aid continues 
to flow and the United States remains 
supportive in international develop-
ment banks. The President also stipu-
lates which specific conditions must be 
met by that country to improve its co-
operation with the United States and 
to continue receiving U.S. aid. Not 
only is sufficient notice provided to the 
country, but to the Congress as well. 

The stick is a penalty similar to that 
under existing law. If after 7 months 
the country does not comply with the 
stipulations made by the President to 
improve its cooperation with the 
United States, 100 percent of U.S. bilat-
eral aid is cut off. The United States 
also would vote against aid in the mul-
tilateral development banks if the 
country does not comply with U.S. 
stipulations, as provided for under cur-
rent law. These penalties would remain 
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in effect until the President notifies 
Congress that the country has com-
plied with the stipulations made in the 
President’s original probationary cer-
tification. 

My bill also provides reasonable no-
tice to Congress. Under this alter-
native, Congress would be informed 
about those specific concerns which the 
President identified regarding a coun-
try’s lack of cooperation. Congress also 
would be able to track that country’s 
progress during the 7-month proba-
tionary period and, of course, maintain 
its prerogative to pass legislation as it 
deems necessary. I believe this would 
help avoid contentious battles between 
Congress and the administration which 
appear to be a main reason for the lim-
ited certification we see from the ad-
ministration this year. 

It is clear that the existing certifi-
cation process is flawed. The Drug Cer-
tification Improvement Act of 1999 pro-
vides a new certification option to fix 
the process, and I urge my colleagues 
to support passage of this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 554 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION PRO-

CEDURES FOR ASSISTANCE FOR 
MAJOR DRUG PRODUCING AND 
DRUG TRANSIT COUNTRIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 490 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1990 (22 U.S.C. 2291j) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(i) ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION PROCE-
DURES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In lieu of submitting a 
certification with respect to a country under 
subsection (b), the President may submit the 
certification described in paragraph (2). The 
President shall submit the certification 
under such paragraph at the time of the sub-
mission of the report required by section 
489(a). 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.—A certification with 
respect to a country under this paragraph is 
a certification specifying— 

‘‘(A) that the withholding of assistance 
from the country under subsection (a)(1) and 
the opposition to assistance to the country 
under subsection (a)(2) in the fiscal year con-
cerned is not in the national interests of the 
United States; and 

‘‘(B) the conditions which must be met in 
order to terminate the applicability of para-
graph (4) to the country. 

‘‘(3) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION IN FISCAL 
YEAR OF CERTIFICATION.—If the President 
submits a certification with respect to a 
country under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year— 

‘‘(A) the assistance otherwise withheld 
from the country pursuant to subsection 
(a)(1) may be obligated and expended in that 
fiscal year; and 

‘‘(B) the requirement of subsection (a)(2) to 
vote against multilateral development bank 
assistance to the country shall not apply to 
the country in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(4) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION IN LATER FIS-
CAL YEARS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) shall 
apply to a country covered by a certification 
submitted under this subsection during the 
period beginning on October 1 of the year in 
which the President submits the certifi-
cation and ending on the date on which the 
President notifies Congress that the condi-
tions specified with respect to the country 
under paragraph (2)(B) have been met. 

‘‘(B) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE.— 
‘‘(i) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—During the 

applicability of this subparagraph to a coun-
try, no United States assistance allocated 
for the country in the report required by sec-
tion 653 may be obligated or expended for the 
country. 

‘‘(ii) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—During 
the applicability of this subparagraph to a 
country, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States Executive Direc-
tor of each multilateral development bank 
to vote against any loan or other utilization 
of the funds of such institution to or by the 
country. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘multilateral development 
bank’ shall have the meaning given the term 
in subsection (a)(2).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Subsection 
(a) of such section is amended by striking 
‘‘subsection (b)’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘subsections (b) and (i)’’.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself and 
Mr. VOINOVICH): 

S. 555. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to authorize the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to con-
tinue payment of monthly educational 
assistance benefits to veterans enrolled 
at educational institutions during peri-
ods between terms if the interval be-
tween such periods does not exceed 
eight weeks; to the Committee on Vet-
erans Affairs. 

VETERANS’ EDUCATION BILL 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Veterans’ Edu-
cation Benefits Equity Act. A similar 
bill has already been introduced in the 
House of Representatives by my distin-
guished Ohio colleague, Congressman 
NEY.

This legislation would fix an unin-
tended oversight in veterans’ edu-
cational benefits. Currently, the law 
stipulates that qualified veterans can 
receive their monthly educational as-
sistance benefits when they are en-
rolled at educational institutions dur-
ing periods between terms, if the period 
does not exceed 4 weeks. This time pe-
riod was established to allow enrolled 
veterans to continue to receive their 
benefits during the December/January 
holidays. The problem with the current 
time period is that it only covers vet-
erans enrolled at educational institu-
tions on the semester system. Obvi-
ously, many educational institutions 
work on the quarter system, which can 
have a vacation period of eight weeks 
between the first and second quarters 
during the winter holiday season. Con-
sequently, many veterans unfairly lose 
their benefits during this period be-
cause of the institution’s course struc-
tures. 

It is my understanding that some 
educational institutions which have a 

sizable veteran enrollment frequently 
create a one credit hour course on mili-
tary history or a similar topic specifi-
cally geared towards veterans in order 
for them to remain enrolled and eligi-
ble for their educational benefits. Con-
sequently, the cost of extending the 
current eligibility period to eight 
weeks would have a minimal, if not 
negligible, cost. 

The Department of Veterans’ Admin-
istration has recognized the need to 
correct this oversight and assisted in 
the drafting of this legislation and 
fully supports this bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
common sense fix and allow all vet-
erans to receive the uninterrupted edu-
cational assistance they earned. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the Veterans’ Edu-
cation Benefits Equity Act be printed 
in the RECORD.

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

S. 555
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans 
Education Benefits Equity Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. REVISION OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 

INTERVAL PAYMENT REQUIRE-
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (C) of the third 
sentence of section 3680(a) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(C) during periods between school terms 
where the educational institution certifies 
the enrollment of the eligible veteran or eli-
gible person on an individual term basis if (i) 
the period between such terms does not ex-
ceed eight weeks, and (ii) both the term pre-
ceding and the term following the period are 
not shorter in length than the period.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to payments of educational assistance 
under title 38, United States Code, for 
months beginning on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and 
Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 556. A bill to amend title 39, 
United States Code, to establish guide-
lines for the relocation, closing, con-
solidation, or construction of post of-
fices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

THE POST OFFICE AND COMMUNITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Post Office 
Community Partnership Act of 1999. 

There has been a great deal of debate 
lately on the importance of letting 
states and localities make their own 
decisions. Whether it is with highway 
funding, the the ‘‘ed flex’’ bill, or legis-
lation to allow states more latitude in 
establishing rural hospitals, there is 
increasing sentiment that Washington 
really doesn’t know better—states and 
localities should find solutions to the 
problems they know best. It is in the 
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spirit of state and local control that I, 
along with Senator JEFFORDS, intro-
duce legislation to give citizens a say 
in Postal Service decisions to open, 
close, relocate or consolidate post of-
fices. 

Since its establishment over 200 
years ago, with Benjamin Franklin as 
the first Postmaster General, the 
United States Postal Service has faith-
fully delivered the mail to generations 
of Americans. Across small town Amer-
ica, the post office is still the center of 
the community, the glue that holds 
towns like Livingston and Red Lodge, 
Montana together. 

Unfortunately, Americans all over 
have suffered as the Postal Service 
opens, closes, or moves post offices 
without considering the impact their 
decision will have on the community. 

Today, Senator JEFFORDS and I are 
introducing legislation to change that. 
With passage of the Post Office Com-
munity Partnership Act, downtown 
communities will have an increased 
say in their future. They will have 
input into Postal Service decisions 
that affect their communities, and 
they will be allowed the chance to offer 
alternatives to Postal Service changes. 
Under current law, communities have 
little say when the USPS decides to 
pull up stakes. Our bill would change 
that by allowing communities to work 
with the Postal Service in the decision-
making process. 

With the exception of some minor 
changes, this is the same bill that we 
introduced last spring, the one that re-
ceived 76 votes of support when it was 
attached to the Treasury Postal Appro-
priations bill. 

I was pleased when Senator JEFFORDS 
and I received such overwhelming sup-
port for our legislation in the 105th 
Congress. 

However, the amendment was 
stripped when the Senate and House 
reconciled their bills; I was very dis-
appointed that the wishes of three in 
four senators were ignored in passing 
the final legislation through con-
ference committee. 

That small communities across 
America are reeling from the effects of 
downtown post office closings is evi-
dence enough that their voices need to 
be heard, and I am confident that this 
year we will pass this important bill. I 
believe that with mutual cooperation, 
the interests of communities and the 
Postal Service can be served. The na-
ture—indeed the very name—of this 
legislation is participation. 

We will not give up the fight. For the 
sake of small communities everywhere, 
I will continue to do my utmost to see 
that their views are heard and ac-
counted for. I am confident that with 
this bill’s passage our communities and 
this important American institution 
may begin a new era of cooperation for 
the good of all involved. And we can 
put the community back in the Postal 
Service. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will join Senator JEFFORDS and me in 
passing this important legislation.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss a bill that my col-
league Senator BAUCUS and I are re-
introducing titled the ‘‘Post Office 
Community Partnership Act of 1999’’. 

Aside from a few technical changes, 
the bill is similar to the one we intro-
duced in the 105th Congress that was 
supported by so many of our colleagues 
in a 76–21 vote last July. Unfortunately 
our postal language was dropped from 
the underlying bill during conference 
with the House. However, I am hopeful 
that this year our bill will become law. 
I should add that this year we have co-
ordinated our efforts with Representa-
tive BLUMENAUER of Oregon and an 
identical companion bill is being put 
forward in both the Senate and the 
House. 

Mr. President, I live in a small town 
in Vermont. I understand the impor-
tance downtowns and village centers 
play in the identity and longevity of 
communities. Downtowns are the so-
cial and economic hearts of small com-
munities. They are where neighbors 
catch up on the news, shop, worship, 
and celebrate national holidays. 

Our bill will enable the residents of 
small villages and large towns to have 
a say when the Postal Service decides 
that their local post office will be 
closed, relocated, or consolidated. 
Local post offices are important ten-
ants in any vibrant downtown. A re-
cent article in USA Today cited a 1993 
study that found that 80 percent of the 
people who shopped downtown planned 
their visit around a visit to the post of-
fice. 

There is much talk in the news today 
about revitalizing our downtowns and 
encouraging smart growth. I say to my 
colleagues, if you want to encourage 
smart growth, let’s start by doing what 
we can do to keep federal facilities 
such as post offices in downtowns. 

Some of my colleagues may ask why 
this legislation is necessary. A story 
from my home state of Vermont will 
answer that question. 

A few years ago the general store on 
the green in Perkinsville, Vermont 
went bankrupt and the adjacent post 
office wanted to leave the small village 
center for a new building outside of 
town. By the time the community was 
aware of the relocation, plans were so 
far along—the new building had actu-
ally been constructed based on the 
promise of the post office as the anchor 
tenant—that there was no time to fully 
investigate in-town alternatives. One 
elderly resident wrote that in contrast 
to families now being able to walk to 
the post office, ‘‘we certainly won’t be 
walking along the busy Route 106 two 
miles or more to get postal services.’’

Mr. President, post office closings 
and relocations are occurring all across 
the country and especially in small and 

rural communities. My colleagues will 
quickly discover similar examples in 
their own states where the removal of 
the post office has harmed the eco-
nomic vitality of the downtown area, 
deprived citizens without cars of ac-
cess, and contributed to sprawl. 

Mr. President, post offices in 
Vermont and across the nation are cen-
ters of social and business interaction. 
In communities where post offices are 
located on village greens or in down-
towns, they become integral to these 
communities’ identities. I believe that 
this legislation will strengthen the fed-
eral-local ties of the Postal Service, 
help preserve our downtowns, and com-
bat the problem of sprawl. I urge my 
colleagues to join Senator BAUCUS and 
me in support of this important legisla-
tion.

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 13 

At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 13, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide 
additional tax incentives for education. 

S. 493 
At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 

name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ROBB) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
493, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, to evaluate, develop, and 
implement pilot projects in Maryland, 
Virginia, and North Carolina to address 
problems associated with toxic micro-
organisms in tidal and non-tidal wet-
lands and waters. 

S. 508 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
508, a bill to prohibit implementation 
of ‘‘Know Your Customer’’ regulations 
by the Federal banking agencies. 

S. 528 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 528, a bill to provide for a pri-
vate right of action in the case of in-
jury from the importation of certain 
dumped and subsidized merchandise. 

S. 543 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
543, a bill to prohibit discrimination on 
the basis of genetic information with 
respect to health insurance. 

AMENDMENT NO. 40 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD the 

names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM), the Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), and the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. GRAMM) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
40 proposed to S. 280, a bill to provide 
for education flexibility partnerships. 
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At the request of Mr. ROBB his name 

was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 40 proposed to S. 280, supra. 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 40 proposed to S. 280, 
supra. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 16—EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT THE 
GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORT-
GAGE ASSOCIATION GUARANTY 
FEE SHOULD NOT BE INCREASED 
TO PROVIDE INCREASED REVE-
NUES 

Mr. GRAMS (for himself and Mr. 
GORTON) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

S. CON. RES. 16

Whereas the Government National Mort-
gage Association, known as Ginnie Mae, was 
established as a wholly owned corporation of 
the United States to facilitate the world-
wide sale of investment securities backed by 
mortgages insured or guaranteed by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration (FHA) or the 
Veterans Administration (VA), which is now 
the Department of Veterans Affairs; 

Whereas Ginnie Mae assesses a fee to lend-
ers issuing such securities and notes for the 
guaranty, by Ginnie Mae, of the timely pay-
ment to investors of principal and interest of 
the securities and notes; 

Whereas the guaranty fee currently 
charged by Ginnie Mae, at a rate of 6 basis 
points, has produced significant net revenue 
for the Federal Government each year; 

Whereas Ginnie Mae is actuarially sound 
and its reserves are sufficient to protect the 
taxpayers of the United States from any 
loss; 

Whereas the cost of home ownership is in-
creasing, thereby making the dream of home 
ownership unattainable for many families in 
the United States; 

Whereas FHA and VA loans are used pri-
marily by first-time and minority home-
owners to achieve the dream of home owner-
ship; 

Whereas Congress should seek to eliminate 
barriers to affordable housing and reduce the 
costs of home ownership; and 

Whereas proposals to increase the Ginnie 
Mae guaranty fee above the current rate, if 
enacted, would constitute a tax on home 
ownership, would increase the costs of own-
ing a home, and would ultimately deny many 
Americans the opportunity to own a home; 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that any increase in the 
guaranty fee assessed by the Government 
National Mortgage Association above the 
rate currently in effect constitutes an unnec-
essary and unwarranted tax on home owner-
ship that cannot be justified as sound public 
policy or as necessary for financial sound-
ness of the Government National Mortgage 
Association and, therefore, should not be 
used to provide increased revenues for the 
Federal Government to offset other expendi-
tures.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting a Senate Concurrent 
Resolution expressing the sense of the 

Congress that guaranty fees charged by 
the Government National Mortgage As-
sociation—or Ginnie Mae—should not 
be increased as a means of offsetting 
additional Federal spending. I am 
pleased that my colleague from Wash-
ington, Senator GORTON, is joining me 
in submitting this resolution. 

As the Federal budget process pro-
ceeds over the next few months, there 
will inevitably be attempts to manipu-
late revenues to fund pet projects. Un-
fortunately, what Washington calls 
revenues, Americans call taxes. This 
resolution serves notice that taxes on 
American homebuyers—in this case 
through higher fees on the securities 
used to fund the loans—should not be 
used to fund general government. 

I am pleased that a companion reso-
lution—H. Con. Res. 10—has been intro-
duced in the House. I urge my col-
leagues to join in expressing their 
sense that increased taxes on home-
buyers to fund general government 
spending are inappropriate, and I invite 
my colleagues to add their name to 
this resolution.

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY 
PARTNERSHIP ACT OF 1999

WELLSTONE AMENDMENTS NOS. 
41–42

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to amendment No. 31 proposed 
by Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill (S. 280) to 
provide for education flexibility part-
nerships; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 41
On page 3, between lines 15 and 16, insert 

the following: 
(8)(A) Part A of title I of the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is in-
tended to provide supplementary educational 
services to low achieving children attending 
schools with relatively high concentrations 
of students from low income families. 

(B) Other than fiscal year 1966, Congress 
has never passed legislation that provided 
the maximum funding authorized to carry 
out such part. 

(C) The fiscal year 1999 appropriation for 
such part is less than half of the level re-
quired to fund such part of the maximum au-
thorized level. 

(D) By funding such part at the maximum 
authorized level, the Federal Government 
will provide more assistance for disadvan-
taged children than the Federal Government 
did for fiscal year 1999. 

(E) The Senate is committed to funding 
such part at the maximum authorized level. 

AMENDMENT NO. 42
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. 

WELLSTONE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 43

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE (for himself, Mr. 

REED, and Mr. KENNEDY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them to amendment No. 31 proposed by 
Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; 
as follows:

On page 15, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

‘‘(F) Sections 1114b and 1115c of Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965;’’. 

TORRICELLI AMENDMENTS NOS. 
44–45

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. TORRICELLI submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to amendment No. 31 proposed 
by Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, 
supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 44

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. ll01. DEMONSTRATION GRANTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) the length of the academic year at most 

elementary and secondary schools in the 
United States consists of approximately 175 
to 180 academic days, while the length of the 
academic years at elementary and secondary 
schools in a majority of the other industri-
alized countries consists of approximately 
190 to 240 academic days; 

(2) eighth-grade students from the United 
States have scored lower, on average, in 
mathematics than students in Japan, 
France, and Canada; 

(3) various studies indicate that extending 
the length of the academic year at elemen-
tary and secondary schools results in a sig-
nificant increase in actual student learning 
time, even when much of the time in the ex-
tended portion of the academic year is used 
for increased teacher training and increased 
parent-teacher interaction; 

(4) in the final 4 years of schooling, stu-
dents in schools in the United States are re-
quired to spend a total of 1,460 hours on core 
academic subjects, which is less than half of 
the 3,528 hours so required in Germany, the 
3,280 hours so required in France, and the 
3,170 hours so required in Japan; 

(5) American students’ lack of formal 
schooling is not counterbalanced with more 
homework as only 29 percent of American 
students report spending at least 2 hours on 
homework per day compared to half of all 
European students; 

(6) extending the length of the academic 
year at elementary and secondary schools 
will lessen the need for review, at the begin-
ning of an academic year, of course material 
covered in the previous academic year; and 

(7) in 1994, the Commission on Time and 
Learning recommended that school districts 
keep schools open longer to meet the needs 
of children and communities. 

(b) DEMONSTRATION GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Edu-

cation, from amounts appropriated under 
subsection (d) for a fiscal year, shall award 
demonstration grants to local educational 
agencies to—

(A) enable the local educational agencies 
to extend the length of the school year to 210 
days; 

(B) study the feasibility of an effective 
method for extending learning time within 
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or beyond the school day or year, including 
consultation with other schools or local edu-
cational agencies that have designed or im-
plemented extended learning time programs; 

(C) conduct outreach to and consult with 
community members, including parents, stu-
dents, and other stakeholders, such as tribal 
leaders, to develop a plan to extend learning 
time within or beyond the school day or 
year; and 

(D) research, develop, and implement 
strategies, including changes in curriculum 
and instruction, for maximizing the quality 
and percentage of common core learning 
time in the school day and extending learn-
ing time during or beyond the school day or 
year. 

(2) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘common core learning time’’ means high-
quality, engaging instruction in challenging 
content in the core academic subjects of 
English, mathematics, science, foreign lan-
guages, civics and government, economics, 
arts, history, and geography. 

(c) APPLICATION.—A local educational 
agency desiring a grant under this section 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
of Education at such time, in such manner, 
and accompanied by such information as the 
Secretary may require. Each application 
shall describe—

(1) the activities for which assistance is 
sought; 

(2) any study or other information-gath-
ering project for which funds will be used; 

(3) the strategies and methods the appli-
cant will use to enrich and extend learning 
time for all students and to maximize the 
percentage of common core learning time in 
the school day, such as block scheduling, 
team teaching, longer school days or years, 
and extending learning time through new 
distance-learning technologies. 

(4) the strategies and methods the appli-
cant will use, including changes in cur-
riculum and instruction, to challenge and 
engage students and to maximize the produc-
tiveness of common core learning time, as 
well as the total time students spend in 
school and in school-related enrichment ac-
tivities; 

(5) the strategies and methods the appli-
cant intends to employ to provide continuing 
financial support for the implementation of 
any extended school day or school year; 

(6) with respect to any application seeking 
assistance for activities described in sub-
section (b)(1)(A), a description of any feasi-
bility or other studies demonstrating the 
sustainability of a longer school year; 

(7) the extent of involvement of teachers 
and other school personnel in investigating, 
designing, implementing and sustaining the 
activities assisted under this part; 

(8) the process to be used for involving par-
ents and other stakeholders in the develop-
ment and implementation of the activities 
assistance under this section; 

(9) any cooperation or collaboration among 
public housing authorities, libraries, busi-
nesses, museums, community-based organi-
zations, and other community groups and or-
ganizations to extend engaging, high-qual-
ity, standards-based learning time outside of 
the school day or year, at the school or at 
some other site; 

(10) the training and professional develop-
ment activities that will be offered to teach-
ers and others involved in the activities as-
sisted under this section; 

(11) the goals and objectives of the activi-
ties assisted under this section, including a 
description of how such activities will assist 
all students to reach State standards; 

(12) the methods by which the applicant 
will assess progress in meeting such goals 
and objectives; and 

(13) how the applicant will use funds pro-
vided under this section in coordination with 
funds provided under other Federal laws. 

(d) DURATION.—A grant under this section 
shall be awarded for a period of 3 years. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section 
$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2000 
through 2004. 

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—The Secretary of Edu-
cation shall use not less than 70 percent of 
the amount appropriated for each fiscal year 
under paragraph (1) to award grants to appli-
cants that want to extend the school year to 
at least 210 days. 

AMENDMENT NO. 45
At the end, add the following: 

TITLEll—TEACHER QUALITY ENHANCE-
MENT AND INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

SEC. ll01. PURPOSE. 
The purpose of this title is—
(1) to encourage the best and brightest can-

didates to teach in public elementary and 
secondary schools serving disadvantaged 
populations; and 

(2) to encourage high achieving candidates 
to enter the teaching profession who would 
otherwise not consider a career in teaching. 
SEC. ll02. GRANTS AUTHORIZED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-
ized to award grants to 50 local educational 
agencies for a fiscal year to enable the local 
educational agencies to award bonuses to 
highly qualified individuals who agree to 
teach in elementary schools or secondary 
schools that are served by the local edu-
cational agency and located in high poverty 
areas, for a period of not less than 4 years. 

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ELIGI-
BILITY.—A local educational agency shall be 
eligible for a grant under this title if not less 
than 40 percent of children in the schools 
served by the local educational agency are 
eligible to be counted under section 1124(c) of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6333(c)). 

(c) AMOUNT.—Grants under this section 
shall be awarded in the amount of $300,000. 

(d) BONUSES NOT TAXED.—For purposes of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, a bonus 
awarded under this title shall not be includ-
able in the gross income of the individual 
awarded the bonus. 

(e) COLLABORATION.—The Secretary shall 
collaborate with local educational agencies, 
local boards of education, and local offices of 
student financial assistance in carrying out 
the program assisted under this section. 

(f) DEFINITION.—The definitions in section 
14101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801) shall apply 
to this title. 
SEC. ll03. LOCAL REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) LOCAL USES.—Each local educational 
agency receiving a grant under this title 
shall use the funds made available under this 
title to—

(1) award bonuses to highly qualified indi-
viduals who agree to teach in elementary 
schools or secondary schools in which at 
least 40 percent of the children are eligible 
to be counted under section 1124(c) of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6333(c)); 

(2) award the bonuses to not more than 40 
highly qualified individuals for a fiscal year 
on a competitive basis taking into consider-
ation—

(A) objective measures such as test scores, 
grade point average or class rank, and such 
other criteria as the local educational agen-
cy may determine appropriate; and 

(B) recommendations received under sub-
section (c); and 

(3) award the bonuses in the amount of 
$15,000 with $7,500 paid after the first year of 
such teaching and $7,500 paid after the sec-
ond year of such teaching. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—Each local educational 
agency receiving a grant under this title 
shall not use the grant funds to offset the 
salary of a teacher awarded a bonus under 
this title. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Each local edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this 
title shall establish a system for receiving a 
limited number of recommendations from in-
stitutions of higher education for individuals 
to receive bonus awards under this title. 
SEC. ll04. ELIGIBILITY. 

To be eligible to receive a bonus award 
under this title an individual—

(1) shall enter into an agreement with the 
local educational agency to work in a school 
described in section ll03(1) for not less 
than 4 years or repay the bonus in accord-
ance with section l06; 

(2) shall pass all State certification exami-
nations required to teach in an elementary 
school or secondary school in the State; 

(3) shall have graduated with a 3.5 grade 
point average from an institution of higher 
education, or have graduated in the top 15 
percent of the individual’s graduating class 
at an institution of higher education, with a 
bachelor’s degree; 

(4) shall submit an application to the local 
educational agency in accordance with sec-
tion l05(a). 
SEC. ll05. APPLICATIONS; NOTIFICATION. 

(a) APPLICATION.—Each individual desiring 
a bonus award under this title shall submit 
an application to a local educational agency 
not later than January 15 of each year con-
taining such information as the local edu-
cational agency may require. 

(b) NOTIFICATION.—A local educational 
agency shall notify individuals of their 
bonus awards by May 1 of each year. 
SEC. ll06. REPAYMENT. 

Each individual who receives a bonus 
award under this title and does not comply 
with the terms of the agreement described in 
section l04(1) within 6 years of receiving the 
first bonus award payment under this title, 
without an excuse that is acceptable to the 
local educational agency, shall repay to the 
local educational agency the amount of the 
bonus awards received plus interest. Repay-
ment shall begin not later than 2 years after 
the local educational agency determines the 
individual is in noncompliance with the 
agreement. 
SEC. ll07. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this title $15,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 2000 and 2001.

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 46

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, 

Mr. DODD, and Mr. WELLSTONE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to amendment No. 31 
proposed by Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, 
S. 280, supra; as follows:

On page 13, line 14, strike ‘‘and’’.
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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, shall make the comments received 
available for public review, and shall submit 
the comments with the agency’s application 
to the Secretary or the State educational 
agency, as appropriate.’’.

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 47

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOND submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to 
amendment No. 31 proposed by Mr. 
JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; as 
follows:

At the end, add the following new title: 
TITLE ll—DIRECT CHECK FOR 

EDUCATION ACT 
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Direct 
Check for Education Act’’. 
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) education should be a national priority 

but must remain a local responsibility; 
(2) the Federal Government’s regulations 

and involvement often create barriers and 
obstacles to local creativity and reform; 

(3) parents, teachers, and local school dis-
tricts must be allowed and empowered to set 
local education priorities; and 

(4) schools and education professionals 
must be accountable to the people and chil-
dren served. 
SEC. ll3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 

‘‘local educational agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

(3) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, the United States Virgin Islands, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia, and the Repub-
lic of Palau. 
SEC. ll4. DIRECT AWARDS TO LOCAL EDU-

CATIONAL AGENCIES. 
(a) DIRECT AWARDS.—From amounts appro-

priated under subsection (b) and not used to 
carry out subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
make direct awards to local educational 
agencies in amounts determined under sub-
section (e) to enable the local educational 
agencies to support programs or activities, 
for kindergarten through grade 12 students, 
that the local educational agencies deter-
mine to be appropriate. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this title $3,500,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 2000 and 2001, $4,000,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 2002 and 2003, and 
$5,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2004. 

(c) MULTIYEAR AWARDS.—The Secretary 
shall use funds appropriated under sub-
section (b) for each fiscal year to continue to 
make payments to eligible recipients pursu-
ant to any multiyear award made prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act under the 

provisions of law repealed under subsection 
(d). The payments shall be made for the du-
ration of the multiyear award. 

(d) REPEALS.—The following provisions of 
law are repealed: 

(1) The Goals 2000: Educate America Act (20 
U.S.C. 5801 et seq.). 

(2) Section 307 of the Department of Edu-
cation Appropriations Act, 1999. 

(3) Title III of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6801 
et seq.). 

(4) Part B of title VI of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7331 et seq.). 

(5) Part A of title X of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8001 et seq.). 

(6) The School-to-Work Opportunities Act 
of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.). 

(e) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—
(1) PER CHILD AMOUNT.—The Secretary, 

using the information provided under sub-
section (f), shall determine a per child 
amount for a year by dividing the total 
amount appropriated under subsection (b) for 
the year, by the average daily attendance of 
kindergarten through grade 12 students in 
all States for the preceding year. 

(2) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY AWARD.—
The Secretary, using the information pro-
vided under subsection (f), shall determine 
the amount provided to each local edu-
cational agency under this section for a year 
by multiplying—

(A) the per child amount determined under 
paragraph (1) for the year; by 

(B) the average daily attendance of kinder-
garten through grade 12 students that are 
served by the local educational agency for 
the preceding year. 

(f) CENSUS DETERMINATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 1 

of each year, each local educational agency 
shall conduct a census to determine the av-
erage daily attendance of kindergarten 
through grade 12 students served by the local 
educational agency. 

(2) SUBMISSION.—Not later than March 1 of 
each year, each local educational agency 
shall submit the number described in para-
graph (1) to the Secretary. 

(g) PENALTY.—If the Secretary determines 
that a local educational agency has know-
ingly submitted false information under sub-
section (f) for the purpose of gaining addi-
tional funds under this section, then the 
local educational agency shall be fined an 
amount equal to twice the difference be-
tween the amount the local educational 
agency received under this section, and the 
correct amount the local educational agency 
would have received under this section if the 
agency had submitted accurate information 
under subsection (f). 

(h) DISBURSAL.—The Secretary shall dis-
burse the amount awarded to a local edu-
cational agency under this title for a fiscal 
year not later than July 1 of that year. 
SEC. ll5. AUDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may con-
duct audits of the expenditures of local edu-
cational agencies under this title to ensure 
that the funds made available under this 
title are used in accordance with this title. 

(b) SANCTIONS AND PENALTIES.—If the Sec-
retary determines that the funds made avail-
able under section ll4 were not used in ac-
cordance with section ll4(a), the Secretary 
may use the enforcement provisions avail-
able to the Secretary under part D of the 
General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 
1234 et seq.).

MURKOWSKI AMENDMENT NO. 48

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. MURKOWSKI submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to amendment No. 31 proposed by 
Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; 
as follows:

At the end, add the following: 

TITLE ll—SAFE AND DRUG-FREE 
SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES 

SEC. ll1. DEFINITIONS. 
Section 4131 of the Safe and Drug-Free 

Schools and Communities Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 7141) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(7) ABUSE.—The term ‘abuse’, used with 
respect to an inhalant, means the inten-
tional breathing of gas or vapors from the in-
halant with the purpose of achieving an al-
tered state of consciousness. 

‘‘(8) DRUG.—The term ‘drug’ includes a sub-
stance that is an inhalant, whether or not 
possession or use of the substance is legal. 

‘‘(9) INHALANT.—The term ‘inhalant’ means 
a product that—

‘‘(A) may be a legal, commonly available 
product; and 

‘‘(B) has a useful purpose but can be 
abused, such as spray paint, glue, gasoline, 
correction fluid, furniture polish, a felt tip 
marker, pressurized whipped cream, an air 
freshener, butane, or cooking spray. 

‘‘(10) USE.—The term ‘use’, used with re-
spect to an inhalant, means abuse of the in-
halant.’’. 
SEC. ll2. FINDINGS. 

Section 4002 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 7102) is 
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, and the 
abuse of inhalants,’’ after ‘‘other drugs’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and the 
illegal use of alcohol and drugs’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, the illegal use of alcohol and drugs, 
and the abuse of inhalants’’; 

(3) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and to-
bacco’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘, 
tobacco, and inhalants’’; 

(4) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and ille-
gal drug use’’ and inserting ‘‘, illegal drug 
use, and inhalant abuse’’; and 

(5) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(11)(A) The number of children using 

inhalants has doubled in the last 10 years. 
Inhalants are the third most abused class of 
substances by children age 12 through 14 in 
the United States, behind alcohol and to-
bacco. One of 5 students in the United States 
has tried inhalants by the time the student 
has reached the 8th grade. 

‘‘(B) Inhalant vapors react with fatty tis-
sues in the brain, literally dissolving the tis-
sues. A single use of inhalants can cause in-
stant and permanent brain, heart, kidney, 
liver, and other organ damage. The user of 
an inhalant can suffer from Sudden Sniffing 
Death Syndrome, which can cause a user to 
die the first, tenth, or hundredth time the 
user uses an inhalant. 

‘‘(C) Because inhalants are legal, education 
on the dangers of inhalant abuse is the most 
effective method of preventing the abuse.’’. 
SEC. ll3. PURPOSE. 

Section 4003 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 7103) is 
amended, in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1), by inserting ‘‘and abuse of inhalants’’ 
after ‘‘and drugs’’. 
SEC. ll4. GOVERNOR’S PROGRAMS. 

Section 4114(c)(2) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 
7114(c)(2)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing inhalant abuse education)’’ after ‘‘drug 
and violence prevention’’. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:00 Sep 28, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S05MR9.000 S05MR9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 3817March 5, 1999
SEC. ll5. DRUG AND VIOLENCE PREVENTION 

PROGRAMS. 
Section 4116 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 7116) is 

amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by inserting ‘‘, 

and the abuse of inhalants,’’ after ‘‘illegal 
drugs’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘and the abuse of 

inhalants’’ after ‘‘use of illegal drugs’’; and 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘and abuse inhalants’’ 

after ‘‘use illegal drugs’’; and 
(B) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by inserting ‘‘(including age appropriate 
inhalant prevention programs for all stu-
dents, from the preschool level through 
grade 12)’’ after ‘‘drug prevention’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘and 
inhalant abuse’’ after ‘‘drug use’’. 
SEC. ll6. FEDERAL ACTIVITIES. 

Section 4121(a) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 
7131(a)) is amended, in the first sentence, by 
striking ‘‘illegal use of drugs’’ and inserting 
‘‘illegal use of drugs, the abuse of 
inhalants,’’. 
SEC. ll7. GRANTS TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER 

EDUCATION. 
Section 4122(a)(1) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 

7132(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘the illegal 
use of alcohol and other drugs’’ and inserting 
‘‘the illegal use of alcohol and other drugs, 
and the abuse of inhalants,’’. 
SEC. ll8. MATERIALS. 

Section 4132(a) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 
7142(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘illegal use 
of alcohol and other drugs’’ and inserting 
‘‘illegal use of alcohol and other drugs and 
the abuse of inhalants’’.

FEINSTEIN AMENDMENT NO. 49

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to amendment No. 31 proposed by 
Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; 
as follows:

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE ll—STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Student 

Achievement Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll02. REMEDIAL EDUCATION. 

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary is 
authorized to award grants to high need, 
low-performing local educational agencies to 
enable the local educational agencies to 
carry out remedial education programs that 
enable kindergarten through grade 12 stu-
dents who are failing or are at risk of failing 
to meet State achievement standards in the 
core academic curriculum. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Grant funds awarded 
under this section may be used to provide 
prevention and intervention services and 
academic instruction, that enable the stu-
dents described in subsection (a) to meet 
challenging State achievement standards in 
the core academic curriculum, such as—

(1) implementing early intervention strate-
gies that identify and support those students 
who need additional help or alternative in-
structional strategies; 

(2) strengthening learning opportunities in 
classrooms by hiring certified teachers to re-
duce class sizes, providing high quality pro-
fessional development, and using proven in-
structional practices and curriculum aligned 
to State achievement standards; 

(3) providing extended learning time, such 
as after-school and summer school; and 

(4) developing intensive instructional 
intervention strategies for students who fail 
to meet the State achievement standards. 

(c) APPLICATIONS.—Each local educational 
agency desiring to receive a grant under this 
section shall submit an application to the 
Secretary. Each application shall contain—

(1) an assurance that the grant funds will 
be used in accordance with subsection (b); 
and 

(2) a detailed description of how the local 
educational agency will use the grant funds 
to help students meet State achievement 
standards in the core academic curriculum 
by providing prevention and intervention 
services and academic instruction to stu-
dents who are most at risk of failing to meet 
the State achievement standards. 

(d) CONDITIONS FOR RECEIVING FUNDS.—A 
local educational agency shall be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section if the local 
educational agency or the State educational 
agency—

(1) adopts a policy prohibiting the practice 
of social promotion; 

(2) requires that all kindergarten through 
grade 12 students meet State achievement 
standards in the core academic curriculum 
at key transition points (to be determined by 
the State), such as 4th, 8th, 12th grades, be-
fore promotion to the next grade level; 

(3) uses tests validated for these purposes 
and other indicators to assess student per-
formance in meeting the State achievement 
standards, such as tests, grades and teacher 
evaluations; and 

(4) has substantial numbers of students 
who are low-performing students. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) CORE ACADEMIC CURRICULUM.—The term 

‘‘core academic curriculum’’ means cur-
riculum in subjects such as reading and writ-
ing, language arts, mathematics, social 
sciences (including history), and science. 

(2) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
‘‘local educational agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(3) PRACTICE OF SOCIAL PROMOTION.—The 
term ‘practice of social promotion’ means a 
formal or informal practice of promoting a 
student from the grade for which the deter-
mination is made to the next grade when the 
student fails to meet the State achievement 
standards in the core academic curriculum. 
The term does not include decisions made for 
children with disabilities consistent with the 
requirements of section 601 et seq. of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
USC 1401 et seq.). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $500,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 2000 through 2004.

MURRAY (AND KENNEDY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 50

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Mr. 

KENNEDY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to 
amendment No. 31 proposed by Mr. 
JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; as 
follows:

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CLASS SIZE REDUCTION. 

Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7301 et seq.) 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘PART E—CLASS SIZE REDUCTION
‘‘SEC. 6601. SHORT TITLE. 

‘‘This part may be cited as the ‘Class Size 
Reduction and Teacher Quality Act of 1999’. 
‘‘SEC. 6602. FINDINGS. 

‘‘Congress finds as follows: 
‘‘(1) Rigorous research has shown that stu-

dents attending small classes in the early 
grades make more rapid educational 
progress than students in larger classes, and 
that these achievement gains persist 
through at least the elementary grades. 

‘‘(2) The benefits of smaller classes are 
greatest for lower achieving, minority, poor, 
and inner-city children. One study found 
that urban fourth-graders in smaller-than-
average classes were 3⁄4 of a school year 
ahead of their counterparts in larger-than-
average classes. 

‘‘(3) Teachers in small classes can provide 
students with more individualized attention, 
spend more time on instruction and less on 
other tasks, cover more material effectively, 
and are better able to work with parents to 
further their children’s education. 

‘‘(4) Smaller classes allow teachers to iden-
tify and work more effectively with students 
who have learning disabilities and, poten-
tially, can reduce those students’ need for 
special education services in the later 
grades. 

‘‘(5) Students in smaller classes are able to 
become more actively engaged in learning 
than their peers in large classes. 

‘‘(6) Efforts to improve educational 
achievement by reducing class sizes in the 
early grades are likely to be more successful 
if—

‘‘(A) well-prepared teachers are hired and 
appropriately assigned to fill additional 
classroom positions; and 

‘‘(B) teachers receive intensive, continuing 
training in working effectively in smaller 
classroom settings. 

‘‘(7) Several States have begun a serious ef-
fort to reduce class sizes in the early elemen-
tary grades, but these actions may be im-
peded by financial limitations or difficulties 
in hiring well-prepared teachers. 

‘‘(8) The Federal Government can assist in 
this effort by providing funding for class-size 
reductions in grades 1 through 3, and by 
helping to ensure that the new teachers 
brought into the classroom are well pre-
pared. 
‘‘SEC. 6603. PURPOSE. 

‘‘The purpose of this part is to help States 
and local educational agencies recruit, train, 
and hire 100,000 additional teachers over a 7-
year period in order to—

‘‘(1) reduce class sizes nationally, in grades 
1 through 3, to an average of 18 students per 
classroom; and 

‘‘(2) improve teaching in the early grades 
so that all students can learn to read inde-
pendently and well by the end of the third 
grade. 
‘‘SEC. 6604. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this part, 
there are authorized to be appropriated, 
$1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, $1,500,000,000 
for fiscal year 2001, $1,700,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2002, $1,735,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, 
$2,300,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, and 
$2,800,000,000 for fiscal year 2005. 

‘‘(b) ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amount appro-

priated under subsection (a) for a fiscal year 
the Secretary—
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‘‘(A) shall make a total of 1 percent avail-

able to the Secretary of the Interior (on be-
half of the Bureau of Indian Affairs) and the 
outlying areas for activities that meet the 
purpose of this part; and 

‘‘(B) shall allot to each State the same per-
centage of the remaining funds as the per-
centage it received of funds allocated to 
States for the previous fiscal year under sec-
tion 1122 or section 2202(b), whichever per-
centage is greater, except that such allot-
ments shall be ratably decreased as nec-
essary. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this part the 
term ‘‘State’’ means each of the several 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico. 

‘‘(3) STATE-LEVEL EXPENSES.—Each State 
may use not more than a total of 1⁄2 of 1 per-
cent of the amount the State receives under 
this part, or $50,000, whichever is greater, for 
a fiscal year, for the administrative costs of 
the State educational agency. 

‘‘(c) WITHIN STATE DISTRIBUTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State that receives 

an allotment under this section shall dis-
tribute the amount of the allotted funds that 
remain after using funds in accordance with 
subsection (b)(3) to local educational agen-
cies in the State, of which—

‘‘(A) 80 percent of such remainder shall be 
allocated to such local educational agencies 
in proportion to the number of children, aged 
5 to 17, who reside in the school district 
served by such local educational agency and 
are from families with incomes below the 
poverty line (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and revised annually in 
accordance with section 673(2) of the Commu-
nity Services Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 
9902(2)) applicable to a family of the size in-
volved) for the most recent fiscal year for 
which satisfactory data is available com-
pared to the number of such individuals who 
reside in the school districts served by all 
the local educational agencies in the State 
for that fiscal year, except that a State may 
adjust such data, or use alternative child-
poverty data, to carry out this subparagraph 
if the State demonstrates to the Secretary’s 
satisfaction that such adjusted or alter-
native data more accurately reflects the rel-
ative incidence of children living in poverty 
within local educational agencies in the 
State; and 

‘‘(B) 20 percent of such remainder shall be 
allocated to such local educational agencies 
in accordance with the relative enrollments 
of children, aged 5 to 17, in public and pri-
vate nonprofit elementary schools and sec-
ondary schools in the school districts within 
the boundaries of such agencies. 

‘‘(2) AWARD RULE.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), if the award to a local educational 
agency under this section is less than the 
starting salary for a new teacher in that 
agency, the State shall not make the award 
unless the local educational agency agrees to 
form a consortium with not less than 1 other 
local educational agency for the purpose of 
reducing class size. 
‘‘SEC. 6605. USE OF FUNDS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency that receives funds under this part 
shall use such funds to carry out effective 
approaches to reducing class size with highly 
qualified teachers to improve educational 
achievement for both regular and special-
needs children, with particular consideration 
given to reducing class size in the early ele-
mentary grades for which some research has 
shown class size reduction is most effective. 

‘‘(b) CLASS REDUCTION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each such local edu-
cational agency may pursue the goal of re-
ducing class size through—

‘‘(A) recruiting, hiring, and training cer-
tified regular and special education teachers 
and teachers of special-needs children, in-
cluding teachers certified through State and 
local alternative routes; 

‘‘(B) testing new teachers for academic 
content knowledge, and to meet State cer-
tification requirements that are consistent 
with title II of the Higher Education Act of 
1965; and 

‘‘(C) providing professional development to 
teachers, including special education teach-
ers and teachers of special-needs children, 
consistent with title II of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

‘‘(2) RESTRICTION.—A local educational 
agency may use not more than a total of 15 
percent of the funds received under this part 
for each of the fiscal years 2000 through 2003 
to carry out activities described in subpara-
graphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (1), and may 
not use any funds received under this part 
for fiscal year 2004 or 2005 for those activi-
ties. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE.—A local educational 
agency that has already reduced class size in 
the early grades to 18 or fewer children may 
use funds received under this part— 

‘‘(A) to make further class-size reductions 
in grades 1 through 3; 

‘‘(B) to reduce class size in kindergarten or 
other grades; or 

‘‘(C) to carry out activities to improve 
teacher quality, including professional devel-
opment activities. 

‘‘(c) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—A local 
educational agency shall use funds under 
this part only to supplement, and not to sup-
plant, State and local funds that, in the ab-
sence of such funds, would otherwise be 
spent for activities under this part. 

‘‘(d) PROHIBITION.—No funds made available 
under this part may be used to increase the 
salaries of or provide benefits to (other than 
participation in professional development 
and enrichment programs) teachers who are, 
or have been, employed by the local edu-
cational agency. 

‘‘(e) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.—If a 
local educational agency uses funds made 
available under this part for professional de-
velopment activities, the agency shall en-
sure the equitable participation of private 
nonprofit elementary and secondary schools 
in such activities. Section 6402 shall not 
apply to other activities under this section. 

‘‘(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—A local 
educational agency that receives funds under 
this part may use not more than 3 percent of 
such funds for local administrative expenses. 
‘‘SEC. 6606. COST-SHARING REQUIREMENT. 

(a) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of activities carried out under this 
part—

‘‘(1) may be up to 100 percent in local edu-
cational agencies with child-poverty levels 
of 50 percent or greater; and 

‘‘(2) shall be no more than 65 percent for 
local educational agencies with child-pov-
erty rates of less than 50 percent. 

‘‘(b) LOCAL SHARE.—A local educational 
agency shall provide the non-Federal share 
of a project under this part through cash ex-
penditures from non-Federal sources, except 
that if an agency has allocated funds under 
section 1113(c) to one or more schoolwide 
programs under section 1114, it may use 
those funds for the non-Federal share of ac-
tivities under this program that benefit 
those schoolwide programs, to the extent 
consistent with section 1120A(c) and notwith-
standing section 1114(a)(3)(B). 

‘‘SEC. 6607. REQUEST FOR FUNDS. 
‘‘Each local educational agency that de-

sires to receive funds under this part shall 
include in the application submitted under 
section 6303 a description of the agency’s 
program under this part to reduce class size 
by hiring additional highly qualified teach-
ers. 
‘‘SEC. 6608. REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) STATE.—Each State receiving funds 
under this part shall report on activities in 
the State under this section, consistent with 
section 6202(a)(2). 

‘‘(b) SCHOOL.—Each school receiving assist-
ance under this part, or the local educational 
agency serving that school, shall produce an 
annual report to parents, the general public, 
and the State educational agency, in easily 
understandable language, regarding student 
achievement that is a result of hiring addi-
tional highly qualified teachers and reducing 
class size.’’.

BINGAMAN AMENDMENT NO. 51
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to amendment No. 31 proposed by 
Mr. JEFFORDS to the bill, S. 280, supra; 
as follows:

At the end, add the following: 
TITLE ll—DROPOUT PREVENTION AND 

STATE RESPONSIBILITIES 
SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Dropout Prevention Act of 1999’’. 

Subtitle A—Dropout Prevention 
SEC. ll11. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

Part C of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7261 et seq.) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘PART C—ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS 
SCHOOL DROPOUT PROBLEMS 

‘‘Subpart 1—Coordinated National Strategy 
‘‘SEC. 5311. NATIONAL ACTIVITIES. 

‘‘(a) NATIONAL PRIORITY.—It shall be a na-
tional priority, for the 5-year period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of the Na-
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1999, to 
lower the school dropout rate, and increase 
school completion, for middle school and sec-
ondary school students in accordance with 
Federal law. As part of this priority, all Fed-
eral agencies that carry out activities that 
serve students at risk of dropping out of 
school or that are intended to help address 
the school dropout problem shall make 
school dropout prevention a top priority in 
the agencies’ funding priorities during the 5-
year period. 

‘‘(b) ENHANCED DATA COLLECTION.—The 
Secretary shall collect systematic data on 
the participation of different racial and eth-
nic groups (including migrant and limited 
English proficient students) in all Federal 
programs. 
‘‘SEC. 5312. NATIONAL SCHOOL DROPOUT PRE-

VENTION STRATEGY. 
‘‘(a) PLAN.—The Director shall develop, im-

plement, and monitor an interagency plan 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘plan’’) to 
assess the coordination, use of resources, and 
availability of funding under Federal law 
that can be used to address school dropout 
prevention, or middle school or secondary 
school reentry. The plan shall be completed 
and transmitted to the Secretary and Con-
gress not later than 180 days after the first 
Director is appointed. 

‘‘(b) COORDINATION.—The plan shall address 
inter- and intra-agency program coordina-
tion issues at the Federal level with respect 
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to school dropout prevention and middle 
school and secondary school reentry, assess 
the targeting of existing Federal services to 
students who are most at risk of dropping 
out of school, and the cost-effectiveness of 
various programs and approaches used to ad-
dress school dropout prevention. 

‘‘(c) AVAILABLE RESOURCES.—The plan 
shall also describe the ways in which State 
and local agencies can implement effective 
school dropout prevention programs using 
funds from a variety of Federal programs, in-
cluding the programs under title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) and the School-to-
Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 
6101 et seq.). 

‘‘(d) SCOPE.—The plan will address all Fed-
eral programs with school dropout preven-
tion or school reentry elements or objec-
tives, programs under chapter 1 of subpart 2 
of part A of title IV of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a–11 et seq.), title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.), the 
School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 6101 et seq.), part B of title IV of the 
Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1691 
et seq.), subtitle C of title I of the Workforce 
Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C 2881 et seq.), 
and other programs. 
‘‘SEC. 5313. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE. 

‘‘Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of the National Dropout Preven-
tion Act of 1999, the Director shall establish 
a national clearinghouse on effective school 
dropout prevention, intervention and reentry 
programs. The clearinghouse shall be estab-
lished through a competitive grant or con-
tract awarded to an organization with a 
demonstrated capacity to provide technical 
assistance and disseminate information in 
the area of school dropout prevention, inter-
vention, and reentry programs. The clearing-
house shall—

‘‘(1) collect and disseminate to educators, 
parents, and policymakers information on 
research, effective programs, best practices, 
and available Federal resources with respect 
to school dropout prevention, intervention, 
and reentry programs, including dissemina-
tion by an electronically accessible data-
base, a worldwide Web site, and a national 
journal; and 

‘‘(2) provide technical assistance regarding 
securing resources with respect to, and de-
signing and implementing, effective and 
comprehensive school dropout prevention, 
intervention, and reentry programs. 
‘‘SEC. 5314. NATIONAL RECOGNITION PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall carry 
out a national recognition program that rec-
ognizes schools that have made extraor-
dinary progress in lowering school dropout 
rates under which a public middle school or 
secondary school from each State will be 
recognized. The Director shall use uniform 
national guidelines that are developed by the 
Director for the recognition program and 
shall recognize schools from nominations 
submitted by State educational agencies. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE SCHOOLS.—The Director may 
recognize any public middle school or sec-
ondary school (including a charter school) 
that has implemented comprehensive re-
forms regarding the lowering of school drop-
out rates for all students at that school. 

‘‘(c) SUPPORT.—The Director may make 
monetary awards to schools recognized 
under this section, in amounts determined 
by the Director. Amounts received under 
this section shall be used for dissemination 
activities within the school district or na-
tionally. 

‘‘Subpart 2—National School Dropout 
Prevention Initiative 

‘‘SEC. 5321. FINDINGS. 
‘‘Congress finds that, in order to lower 

dropout rates and raise academic achieve-
ment levels, improved and redesigned 
schools must—

‘‘(1) challenge all children to attain their 
highest academic potential; and 

‘‘(2) ensure that all students have substan-
tial and ongoing opportunities to—

‘‘(A) achieve high levels of academic and 
technical skills; 

‘‘(B) prepare for college and careers; 
‘‘(C) learn by doing; 
‘‘(D) work with teachers in small schools 

within schools; 
‘‘(E) receive ongoing support from adult 

mentors; 
‘‘(F) access a wide variety of information 

about careers and postsecondary education 
and training; 

‘‘(G) use technology to enhance and moti-
vate learning; and 

‘‘(H) benefit from strong links among mid-
dle schools, secondary schools, and postsec-
ondary institutions. 
‘‘SEC. 5322. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the sum made 

available under section 5332(b) for a fiscal 
year the Secretary shall make an allotment 
to each State in an amount that bears the 
same relation to the sum as the amount the 
State received under title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) for the preceding fiscal 
year bears to the amount received by all 
States under such title for the preceding fis-
cal year. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this subpart, 
the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the several 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Repub-
lic of the Marshall Islands, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, and the Republic of 
Palau. 

‘‘(b) GRANTS.—From amounts made avail-
able to a State under subsection (a), the 
State educational agency may award grants 
to public middle schools or secondary 
schools, that have school dropout rates 
which are in the highest 1⁄3 of all school drop-
out rates in the State, to enable the schools 
to pay only the startup and implementation 
costs of effective, sustainable, coordinated, 
and whole school dropout prevention pro-
grams that involve activities such as—

‘‘(1) professional development; 
‘‘(2) obtaining curricular materials; 
‘‘(3) release time for professional staff; 
‘‘(4) planning and research; 
‘‘(5) remedial education; 
‘‘(6) reduction in pupil-to-teacher ratios; 
‘‘(7) efforts to meet State student achieve-

ment standards; and 
‘‘(8) counseling for at-risk students. 
‘‘(b) INTENT OF CONGRESS.—It is the intent 

of Congress that the activities started or im-
plemented under subsection (a) shall be con-
tinued with funding provided under part A of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311 et seq.). 

‘‘(c) AMOUNT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (d) 

and except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
grant under this subpart shall be awarded—

‘‘(A) in the first year that a school receives 
a grant payment under this subpart, in an 
amount that is not less than $50,000 and not 
more than $100,000, based on factors such as—

‘‘(i) school size; 
‘‘(ii) costs of the model being implemented; 

and 
‘‘(iii) local cost factors such as poverty 

rates; 
‘‘(B) in the second such year, in an amount 

that is not less than 75 percent of the 
amount the school received under this sub-
part in the first such year; 

‘‘(C) in the third year, in an amount that is 
not less than 50 percent of the amount the 
school received under this subpart in the 
first such year; and 

‘‘(D) in each succeeding year in an amount 
that is not less than 30 percent of the 
amount the school received under this sub-
part in the first such year. 

‘‘(2) INCREASES.—The Director shall in-
crease the amount awarded to a school under 
this subpart by 10 percent if the school cre-
ates smaller learning communities within 
the school and the creation is certified by 
the State educational agency. 

‘‘(d) DURATION.—A grant under this subpart 
shall be awarded for a period of 3 years, and 
may be continued for a period of 2 additional 
years if the State educational agency deter-
mines, based on the annual reports described 
in section 5328(a), that significant progress 
has been made in lowering the school drop-
out rate for students participating in the 
program assisted under this subpart com-
pared to students at similar schools who are 
not participating in the program. 
‘‘SEC. 5323. STRATEGIES AND ALLOWABLE MOD-

ELS. 
‘‘(a) STRATEGIES.—Each school receiving a 

grant under this subpart shall implement re-
search-based, sustainable, and widely rep-
licated, strategies for school dropout preven-
tion and reentry that address the needs of an 
entire school population rather than a subset 
of students. The strategies may include— 

‘‘(1) specific strategies for targeted pur-
poses; and 

‘‘(2) approaches such as breaking larger 
schools down into smaller learning commu-
nities and other comprehensive reform ap-
proaches, developing clear linkages to career 
skills and employment, and addressing spe-
cific gatekeeper hurdles that often limit stu-
dent retention and academic success. 

‘‘(b) ALLOWABLE MODELS.—The Director 
shall annually establish and publish in the 
Federal Register the principles, criteria, 
models, and other parameters regarding the 
types of effective, proven program models 
that are allowed to be used under this sub-
part, based on existing research. 

‘‘(c) CAPACITY BUILDING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director, through a 

contract with a non-Federal entity, shall 
conduct a capacity building and design ini-
tiative in order to increase the types of prov-
en strategies for dropout prevention on a 
schoolwide level. 

‘‘(2) NUMBER AND DURATION.—
‘‘(A) NUMBER.—The Director shall award 

not more than 5 contracts under this sub-
section. 

‘‘(B) DURATION.—The Director shall award 
a contract under this section for a period of 
not more than 5 years. 

‘‘(d) SUPPORT FOR EXISTING REFORM NET-
WORKS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall pro-
vide appropriate support to eligible entities 
to enable the eligible entities to provide 
training, materials, development, and staff 
assistance to schools assisted under this sub-
part. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The 
term ‘eligible entity’ means an entity that, 
prior to the date of enactment of the Na-
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1999—
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‘‘(A) provided training, technical assist-

ance, and materials to 100 or more elemen-
tary schools or secondary schools; and 

‘‘(B) developed and published a specific 
educational program or design for use by the 
schools. 
‘‘SEC. 5324. SELECTION OF SCHOOLS. 

‘‘(a) SCHOOL APPLICATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each school desiring a 

grant under this subpart shall submit an ap-
plication to the State educational agency at 
such time, in such manner, and accompanied 
by such information as the State educational 
agency may require. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—Each application sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall—

‘‘(A) contain a certification from the local 
educational agency serving the school that—

‘‘(i) the school has the highest number or 
rates of school dropouts in the age group 
served by the local educational agency; 

‘‘(ii) the local educational agency is com-
mitted to providing ongoing operational sup-
port, for the school’s comprehensive reform 
plan to address the problem of school drop-
outs, for a period of 5 years; and 

‘‘(iii) the local educational agency will 
support the plan, including—

‘‘(I) release time for teacher training; 
‘‘(II) efforts to coordinate activities for 

feeder schools; and 
‘‘(III) encouraging other schools served by 

the local educational agency to participate 
in the plan; 

‘‘(B) demonstrate that the faculty and ad-
ministration of the school have agreed to 
apply for assistance under this subpart, and 
provide evidence of the school’s willingness 
and ability to use the funds under this sub-
part, including providing an assurance of the 
support of 80 percent or more of the profes-
sional staff at the school; 

‘‘(C) describe the instructional strategies 
to be implemented, how the strategies will 
serve all students, and the effectiveness of 
the strategies; 

‘‘(D) describe a budget and timeline for im-
plementing the strategies; 

‘‘(E) contain evidence of interaction with 
an eligible entity described in section 
5323(d)(2); 

‘‘(F) contain evidence of coordination with 
existing resources; 

‘‘(G) provide an assurance that funds pro-
vided under this subpart will supplement and 
not supplant other Federal, State, and local 
funds; 

‘‘(H) describe how the activities to be as-
sisted conform with an allowable model de-
scribed in section 5323(b); and 

‘‘(I) demonstrate that the school and local 
educational agency have agreed to conduct a 
schoolwide program under 1114. 

‘‘(b) STATE AGENCY REVIEW AND AWARD.—
The State educational agency shall review 
applications and award grants to schools 
under subsection (a) according to a review by 
a panel of experts on school dropout preven-
tion. 

‘‘(c) CRITERIA.—The Director shall estab-
lish clear and specific selection criteria for 
awarding grants to schools under this sub-
part. Such criteria shall be based on school 
dropout rates and other relevant factors for 
State educational agencies to use in deter-
mining the number of grants to award and 
the type of schools to be awarded grants. 

‘‘(d) ELIGIBILITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A school is eligible to re-

ceive a grant under this subpart if the school 
is—

‘‘(A) a public school—
‘‘(i) that is eligible to receive assistance 

under part A of title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311 et seq.), including a comprehensive sec-
ondary school, a vocational or technical sec-
ondary school, and a charter school; and 

‘‘(ii)(I) that serves students 50 percent or 
more of whom are low-income individuals; or 

‘‘(II) with respect to which the feeder 
schools that provide the majority of the in-
coming students to the school serve students 
50 percent or more of whom are low-income 
individuals; or 

‘‘(B) is participating in a schoolwide pro-
gram under section 1114 during the grant pe-
riod. 

‘‘(2) OTHER SCHOOLS.—A private or paro-
chial school, an alternative school, or a 
school within a school, is not eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this subpart, but an al-
ternative school or school within a school 
may be served under this subpart as part of 
a whole school reform effort within an entire 
school building. 

‘‘(e) COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS.—A 
school that receives a grant under this sub-
part may use the grant funds to secure nec-
essary services from a community-based or-
ganization, including private sector entities, 
if—

‘‘(1) the school approves the use; 
‘‘(2) the funds are used to provide school 

dropout prevention and reentry activities re-
lated to schoolwide efforts; and 

‘‘(3) the community-based organization has 
demonstrated the organization’s ability to 
provide effective services as described in sec-
tion 107(a) of the Job Training Partnership 
Act (29 U.S.C. 1517(a)), or section 122 of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 
2842). 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION.—Each school that re-
ceives a grant under this subpart shall co-
ordinate the activities assisted under this 
subpart with other Federal programs, such 
as programs assisted under chapter 1 of sub-
part 2 of part A of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a–11 et seq.) 
and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 
1994 (20 U.S.C. 6101 et seq.). 
‘‘SEC. 5325. DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES. 

‘‘Each school that receives a grant under 
this subpart shall provide information and 
technical assistance to other schools within 
the school district, including presentations, 
document-sharing, and joint staff develop-
ment. 
‘‘SEC. 5326. PROGRESS INCENTIVES. 

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, each local educational agency that re-
ceives funds under title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) shall use such funding to 
provide assistance to schools served by the 
agency that have not made progress toward 
lowering school dropout rates after receiving 
assistance under this subpart for 2 fiscal 
years. 
‘‘SEC. 5327. SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE CALCULA-

TION. 
‘‘For purposes of calculating a school drop-

out rate under this subpart, a school shall 
use—

‘‘(1) the annual event school dropout rate 
for students leaving a school in a single year 
determined in accordance with the National 
Center for Education Statistics’ Common 
Core of Data, if available; or 

‘‘(2) in other cases, a standard method for 
calculating the school dropout rate as deter-
mined by the State educational agency. 
‘‘SEC. 5328. REPORTING AND ACCOUNTABILITY. 

‘‘(a) REPORTING.—In order to receive fund-
ing under this subpart for a fiscal year after 
the first fiscal year a school receives funding 
under this subpart, the school shall provide, 

on an annual basis, to the Director a report 
regarding the status of the implementation 
of activities funded under this subpart, the 
disaggregated outcome data for students at 
schools assisted under this subpart such as 
dropout rates, and certification of progress 
from the eligible entity whose strategies the 
school is implementing. 

‘‘(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—On the basis of the 
reports submitted under subsection (a), the 
Director shall evaluate the effect of the ac-
tivities assisted under this subpart on school 
dropout prevention compared to a control 
group. 
‘‘SEC. 5329. PROHIBITION ON TRACKING. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A school shall be ineli-
gible to receive funding under this subpart 
for a fiscal year, if the school—

‘‘(1) has in place a general education track; 
‘‘(2) provides courses with significantly dif-

ferent material and requirements to students 
at the same grade level; or 

‘‘(3) fails to encourage all students to take 
a core curriculum of courses. 

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations implementing sub-
section (a). 

‘‘Subpart 3—Definitions; Authorization of 
Appropriations 

‘‘SEC. 5331. DEFINITIONS. 
‘‘In this Act: 
‘‘(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ 

means the Director of the Office of Dropout 
Prevention and Program Completion estab-
lished under section 220 of the General Edu-
cation Provisions Act. 

‘‘(2) LOW-INCOME.—The term ‘‘low-income’’, 
used with respect to an individual, means an 
individual determined to be low-income in 
accordance with measures described in sec-
tion 1113(a)(5) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6313(a)(5)). 

‘‘(3) SCHOOL DROPOUT.—The term ‘‘school 
dropout’’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 4(17) of the School-to-Work Opportu-
nities Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 6103(17)). 
‘‘SEC. 5332. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘(a) SUBPART 1.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out subpart 1, 
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years. 

‘‘(b) SUBPART 2.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to carry out subpart 2, 
$145,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 4 suc-
ceeding fiscal years, of which—

‘‘(1) $125,000,000 shall be available to carry 
out section 5322; and 

‘‘(2) $20,000,000 shall be available to carry 
out section 5323.’’. 
SEC. ll12. OFFICE OF DROPOUT PREVENTION 

AND PROGRAM COMPLETION. 
Title II of the Department of Education 

Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3411) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating section 216 (as added 
by Public Law 103–227) as section 218; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘OFFICE OF DROPOUT PREVENTION AND 

PROGRAM COMPLETION 
‘‘SEC. 220. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall 

be in the Department of Education an Office 
of Dropout Prevention and Program Comple-
tion (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the ‘Office’), to be administered by the Di-
rector of the Office of Dropout Prevention 
and Program Completion. The Director of 
the Office shall report directly to the Sec-
retary and shall perform such additional 
functions as the Secretary may prescribe. 
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‘‘(b) DUTIES.—The Director of the Office of 

Dropout Prevention and Program Comple-
tion (hereafter in this section referred to as 
the ‘Director’), through the Office, shall—

‘‘(1) help coordinate Federal, State, and 
local efforts to lower school dropout rates 
and increase program completion by middle 
school, secondary school, and college stu-
dents; 

‘‘(2) recommend Federal policies, objec-
tives, and priorities to lower school dropout 
rates and increase program completion; 

‘‘(3) oversee the implementation of subpart 
2 of part C of title V of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965; 

‘‘(4) develop and implement the National 
School Dropout Prevention Strategy under 
section 5312 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965; 

‘‘(5) annually prepare and submit to Con-
gress and the Secretary a national report de-
scribing efforts and recommended actions re-
garding school dropout prevention and pro-
gram completion; 

‘‘(6) recommend action to the Secretary 
and the President, as appropriate, regarding 
school dropout prevention and program com-
pletion; and 

‘‘(7) consult with and assist State and local 
governments regarding school dropout pre-
vention and program completion. 

‘‘(c) SCOPE OF DUTIES.—The scope of the 
Director’s duties under subsection (b) shall 
include examination of all Federal and non-
Federal efforts related to—

‘‘(1) promoting program completion for 
children attending middle school or sec-
ondary school; 

‘‘(2) programs to obtain a secondary school 
diploma or its recognized equivalent (includ-
ing general equivalency diploma (GED) pro-
grams), or college degree programs; and 

‘‘(3) reentry programs for individuals aged 
12 to 24 who are out of school. 

‘‘(d) DETAILING.—In carrying out the Direc-
tor’s duties under this section, the Director 
may request the head of any Federal depart-
ment or agency to detail personnel who are 
engaged in school dropout prevention activi-
ties to another Federal department or agen-
cy in order to implement the National 
School Dropout Prevention Strategy.’’. 

Subtitle B—State Responsibilities 
SEC. ll21. STATE RESPONSIBILITIES. 

Title XIV of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘PART I—DROPOUT PREVENTION 
‘‘SEC. 14851. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

‘‘In order to receive any assistance under 
this Act, a State educational agency shall 
comply with the following provisions regard-
ing school dropouts: 

‘‘(1) UNIFORM DATA COLLECTION.—Within 1 
year after the date of enactment of the Na-
tional Dropout Prevention Act of 1999, a 
State educational agency shall report to the 
Secretary and statewide, all school district 
and school data regarding school dropout 
rates in the State, and demographic break-
downs, according to procedures that conform 
with the National Center for Education Sta-
tistics’ Common Core of Data. 

‘‘(2) ATTENDANCE-NEUTRAL FUNDING POLI-
CIES.—Within 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of the National Dropout Prevention 
Act of 1999, a State educational agency shall 
develop and implement education funding 
formula policies for public schools that pro-
vide appropriate incentives to retain stu-
dents in school throughout the school year, 
such as—

‘‘(A) a student count methodology that 
does not determine annual budgets based on 
attendance on a single day early in the aca-
demic year; and 

‘‘(B) specific incentives for retaining en-
rolled students throughout each year. 

‘‘(3) SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION POLICIES.—
Within 2 years after the date of enactment of 
the National Dropout Prevention Act of 1998, 
a State educational agency shall develop 
uniform, long-term suspension and expulsion 
policies for serious infractions resulting in 
more than 10 days of exclusion from school 
per academic year so that similar violations 
result in similar penalties.’’.

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services Sub-
committee on Emerging Threats and 
Capabilities be authorized to meet at 
9:30 a.m. on Friday, March 5, 1999, in 
open session, to receive testimony on 
emerging threats to vital U.S. national 
security interests. 

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

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE YEAR 2000 
TECHNOLOGY PROBLEM 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on the Year 2000 Tech-
nology Problem be permitted to meet 
on March 5, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. for the 
purpose of conducting a hearing. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CROP INSURANCE FOR THE 21ST 
CENTURY ACT 

∑ Mr. BURNS. Mr. President I rise 
today as one of the proud cosponsors of 
S. 529, Crop Insurance for the 21st Cen-
tury Act. This issue has been at the 
forefront of reform for American agri-
culture this session. 

The language offered today will bring 
about much-needed changes in the area 
of risk management for farmers and 
ranchers. Maintaining an effective 
farm income safety net is paramount 
to the survival of agriculture. I believe 
an effective crop insurance program 
will provide farmers and ranchers 
greater possibilities for economic sus-
tainability in the future and help them 
out of the current financial crisis. 

A truly effective crop insurance plan 
involves simply three things: private 
insurance, the federal government and 
the farmer or rancher. The federal gov-
ernment can help facilitate a program 
to unite the producer and the private 
insurance company. Privatization with 
government intervention will ulti-
mately put the control in the hands of 
the agricultural producer. With a risk 
management plan, bankers are also 

more likely to finance producers if 
they have both their commodity and 
their price covered, with a reliable in-
surance program. 

This bill will render relief to the in-
adequacies of the current program. All 
agricultural producers are painfully 
aware of the problems with the current 
crop insurance program. Unaffordable 
premiums are the primary stumbling 
block for producers. In years of de-
pressed market prices, crop insurance, 
though badly needed, is simply 
unaffordable for farmers and ranchers. 
Other problems prevalent in the cur-
rent program are inequalities in rating 
structure and the issue of unfair cov-
erage given to multiple year disasters. 

This bill inverts the current subsidy 
formula, in order to provide the high-
est levels of subsidies to producers at 
the highest levels of buy-up coverage, 
and thus alleviate the unaffordable pre-
miums. It also allows for the revenue 
policies to be fully subsidized. 

This bill also removes the exclusion 
for livestock in the current crop insur-
ance program. For Montana, which de-
rived $991 million from livestock sales 
in 1996–97 this exclusion is extremely 
important. Of course, the choice will 
remain up to the livestock producer 
whether they wish to purchase a pol-
icy. It is important however, that they 
are given the option. With several 
years of depressed market prices, live-
stock producers can no longer remain 
in business without assistance. 

This bill will also ultimately put 
more control in the hands of active 
producers. It restructures the Federal 
Crop Insurance board of directors to in-
clude two active producers; one in crop 
insurance, and one in reinsurance. The 
board would also include the Under 
Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agri-
cultural Services, the Under Secretary 
for Rural Development and the Chief 
Economist of USDA. In addition, it 
mandates that the Board Chairperson 
be one of the non-governmental mem-
bers. These are important steps to en-
sure that the new program is run for 
the producers by the producers. 

A larger step towards private enter-
prise is the initiation of a flexible sub-
sidy pilot program for the private sec-
tor to compete on rates and delivery 
expenses. I believe this will ultimately 
put the accountability factor on the 
companies carrying the policies. Much 
like auto insurance, health or medical 
insurance, companies will be forced to 
compete for agricultural producers 
business, in effect lowering premiums 
further. 

This bill is an important tool to re-
form the current crop insurance pro-
gram into a risk management program, 
designed to help the producer in the 
long-term. It is vital to find a solution 
to provide a way for farmers and ranch-
ers to stay in agriculture. They must 
be able to continue to produce and dis-
tribute the world’s safest food supply 
at a profitable margin. 
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Mr. President, I look forward to 

working with Senators ROBERTS and 
KERREY on this important piece of leg-
islation. I will have some amendments 
forthcoming, that I believe will make 
this bill even more effective. I believe 
this bill will pave the way for massive 
crop insurance reform and help pro-
ducers out of this economic crisis.∑

f 

HUMANITARIAN OF THE YEAR 
JOHN GINOPOLIS 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge Mr. John 
Ginopolis for his continuing dedication 
to support efforts that benefit children. 
John Ginopolis has served on the board 
of trustees for Children’s Hospital of 
Michigan since 1984 and also serves on 
the Executive Committees for the Chil-
dren’s Hospital Pediatric Clinical Serv-
ices Board. 

A tireless fundraiser, John’s annual 
events help support two endowments, 
The George Ginopolis Endowment for 
Hermatology/Oncology and the 
Ginopolis-Karmanos Pediatric Cancer 
Research Endowment. 

In 1987, John Ginopolis jointed 
Sparky Anderson in Sparky’s creation 
of Caring Athletes Team for Children’s 
and Henry Ford Hospitals (CATCH) 
which has issued grants in excess of $1 
million and built an endowment of 
more than $3 million. John has served 
on CATCH’s board of trustees since its 
inception, and in 1989 John was in-
ducted into the CATCH Hall of Fame. 

It is with great pleasure that I an-
nounce that John Ginopolis is the re-
cipient of this year’s March of Dimes 
‘‘Humanitarian of the Year Award.’’ He 
will be given his award at the 27th an-
nual March of Dimes ‘‘Sweetheart 
Ball’’ on Saturday, March 6, 1999, in 
Dearborn, Michigan. I extend my sin-
cerest congratulations to Mr. 
Ginopolis.∑

f 

HUMANITARIAN OF THE YEAR 
PAM AGUIRRE 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge Ms. Pam 
Aguirre, for her strong commitment to 
the Detroit area Hispanic community. 
After working her way up through her 
father’s company, Mexican Industries, 
she was ultimately named CEO and 
later chairman of the board. Under her 
guidance and leadership, Mexican In-
dustries has blossomed into one of the 
most successful Hispanic-owned busi-
nesses in the United States, with over 
1,500 employees and annual sales of $167 
million. 

Ms. Aguirre has received recognition 
for her dedication to the Hispanic com-
munity and for Mexican Industries’ in-
volvement with charitable organiza-
tions. In 1996 she was presented with 
the ‘‘Hispanic Business Alliance 
Award,’’ and she and Mexican Indus-
tries have been featured in Working 

Woman magazine as one of the ‘‘The 
Top Fifty Woman-Owned Businesses.’’ 
Her dedication to community involve-
ment is also illustrated in her partici-
pation on several boards. Among these 
are the Economic Club of Detroit, the 
Boy Scouts, Michigan Minority Busi-
ness Development, the U.S. Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Hank 
Aguirre Cancer Foundation. 

It is with great pleasure that I an-
nounce Ms. Pam Aguirre as the recipi-
ent of this year’s March of Dimes ‘‘Hu-
manitarian of the Year Award.’’ She 
will be given this award at the 27th an-
nual March of Dimes ‘‘Sweetheart 
Ball’’ on March 6, 1999, in Dearborn, 
Michigan. I extend my sincerest con-
gratulations to Ms. Aguirre.∑

f 

HUMANITARIAN OF THE YEAR 
RUBEN BURKS 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge Mr. Ruben Burks 
for his continuing dedication to the 
UAW, and his support of children in the 
Flint community. Mr. Burks has been a 
member of the UAW since 1955 when he 
went to work as an assembler at Gen-
eral Motors in Flint, Michigan. 
Throughout his career in the UAW, Mr. 
Ruben has served in several capacities, 
including shop committeeperson, alter-
nate committeeperson, and Local 598 
executive board member. In 1970 Mr. 
Burks was appointed to the Inter-
national Union staff where he served 
UAW members in General Motors and 
independents, parts, and suppliers 
plants. Last year Mr. Burks had the 
privilege of being elected secretary-
treasurer of the UAW, making him re-
sponsible for various administrative 
departments of the international 
Union. In addition, he directs the 
UAW’s Veterans department. 

A long-time community activist, Mr. 
Burks is actively involved in numerous 
civic, charitable, and youth organiza-
tions in the Flint community, includ-
ing the Special Olympics, March of 
Dimes, Red Cross, and Easter Seals. He 
has also served as a director of the 
Flint Urban League, Goodwill Indus-
tries of Flint, and the Sam Duncan Me-
morial Scholarship Fund. Mr. Burks is 
also an active member of the advisory 
board of the University of Michigan at 
Flint. 

It is with great pleasure that I an-
nounce that Mr. Ruben Burks will be 
the recipient of this year’s March of 
Dimes ‘‘Humanitarian of the Year 
Award.’’ Mr. Burks is being honored 
with this award as a result of his tire-
less commitment to the Flint commu-
nity. He will receive this award at the 
27th annual March of Dimes ‘‘Sweet-
heart Ball’’ on March 6, 1999, in Dear-
born, Michigan. I wish to extend my 
sincerest congratulations to Mr. 
Burks.∑

HUMANITARIAN OF THE YEAR 
WALTER C. WATKINS JR. 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge Mr. Walter C. 
Watkins, Jr., recipient of this year’s 
March of Dimes ‘‘Humanitarian of the 
Year Award.’’ Mr. Watkins’ distin-
guished career in the field of banking 
began in 1968, when he joined NBD as a 
management trainee. Mr. Watkins has 
since gone on to become the President 
of NBD Bank in Michigan, and head of 
BANK ONE’S middle market customers 
in Michigan, Ohio, and Kentucky. 

Mr. Watkins is a member of the 
board of Fisk University, as well as the 
boards of the Detroit Downtown Devel-
opment Authority (DDA) and the De-
troit Economic Growth Corporation 
(DEGC). In addition, Mr. Watkins 
serves on the advisory board of Black 
Family Development, Inc., and is a 
member of the Urban Bankers Forum, 
the Leadership Detroit Alumni Asso-
ciation, and 100 Black Men of Greater 
Detroit. Mr. Watkins’ community in-
volvement also extends to past board 
affiliations with the Detroit Medical 
Center, the Public Administration 
Foundation, and the Rehabilitation In-
stitute, where he served as chairman. 

I want to commend Mr. Watkins for 
his distinguished career and numerous 
contributions to the state of Michigan 
and the city of Detroit. I extend my 
sincerest congratulations to Mr. Wat-
kins, who will receive his award at the 
27th annual March of Dimes ‘‘Sweet-
heart Ball’’ award dinner on Saturday, 
March 6, 1999, in Dearborn, Michigan.∑

f 

FILING OF FIRST DEGREE 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing adjournment of the Senate, 
Members have until 1 p.m. to file first-
degree amendments to amendment 
number 31 to the Ed-Flex bill. 

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

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 8, 
1999 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 12 noon on 
Monday, March 8. I further ask unani-
mous consent that on Monday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be approved to date, 
the morning hour deemed to have ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved, and there then be a period of 
morning business until 2 p.m. with the 
following limitations: 12 o’clock to 
12:30 under the control of Senator 
GRAMS, or his designee; 12:30 to 1 
o’clock under the control of Senator 
VOINOVICH; and 60 minutes under the 
control of Senator DURBIN or his des-
ignee. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I fur-

ther ask unanimous consent that at 
the hour of 2 p.m. the Senate resume 
consideration of S. 280, the Ed-Flex leg-
islation. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, for 
the information of all Senators, at 2 
p.m. on Monday the Senate will resume 
consideration of the Ed-Flex legisla-
tion. Under the order, a cloture vote 
will occur at 5 p.m. on Monday on the 
pending substitute amendment to the 
Ed-Flex bill. If necessary, a second clo-
ture vote will occur on Tuesday. 

In accordance with rule XXII, Mem-
bers will have until 4 p.m. on Monday 

to file second-degree amendments to 
the substitute. 

With regard to the second cloture 
vote, Senators will have until 1 p.m. on 
Monday to file timely first-degree 
amendments. 

The majority leader has stated that 
it is hoped that the Senate will be able 
to complete action on this important 
education bill as soon as possible. 

I thank all Senators for their atten-
tion, and I remind everyone that the 
next vote will occur on Monday begin-
ning at 5 p.m. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MARCH 8, 1999 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:06 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
March 8, 1999, at 12 noon.

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate March 5, 1999:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

KELLY H. CARNES, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TECH-
NOLOGY POLICY, VICE GRAHAM R. MITCHELL, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JOHN DAVID HOLUM, OF MARYLAND, TO BE UNDER 
SECRETARY FOR ARMS CONTROL AND INTERNATIONAL 
SECURITY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE. (NEW POSITION) 

DAVID B. SANDALOW, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR OCEANS 
AND INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC 
AFFAIRS, VICE EILEEN B. CLAUSSEN, RESIGNED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

BILL LANN LEE, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL, VICE DEVAL L. PATRICK, RE-
SIGNED. 

BETH NOLAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE AN ASSISTANT AT-
TORNEY GENERAL, VICE WALTER DELLINGER. 
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