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I remember, for many months, we 

talked about President Clinton’s pro-
posal that the Congress adopted re-
garding community policing. This is a 
real example of the fact that commu-
nity policing does in fact get the job 
done when you have people who believe 
in it. This administration can be jus-
tifiably proud of their proposal, and 
the States that implemented it and 
benefited from it can justifiably be 
pleased with the results. Chief Pen-
nington has not only worked with 
Mayor Marc Morial and the city coun-
cil to hire more people, he has been 
able to use the COPS program to hire 
200 additional officers. New Orleans has 
received $8.6 million through this Fed-
eral program, dollars that have paid 
the salaries of extra and new police of-
ficers—obviously, money that has been 
well spent. Also, Chief Pennington has 
installed Comstat, which uses block-
by-block data to track crime and find 
so-called hot spots in the community.

Using this data, the chief and his en-
forcement officials can move his offices 
from quiet areas to those areas that 
need more attention and need more po-
lice presence. 

Obviously, the bottom line is these 
strategies and community policing pro-
grams are working. We now see actual 
indications and statistics which say 
that New Orleans is today a much safer 
place than it used to be, so that the 
thousands and thousands of people who 
regularly visit our cities for the nu-
merable festivals, activities and cele-
brations which are part of our Lou-
isiana culture, and particularly part of 
the New Orleans culture, can come to 
our city knowing it is a much safer 
place than it used to be. 

I am particularly reminded of the 
next two weekends. We celebrate the 
jazz festival in New Orleans, and lit-
erally thousands of people from all 
over this country and literally from all 
over this world will be visiting our 
city. The good news is that they now 
know that when they visit these cities 
it is much safer than it has been in the 
past because of the actions of so many 
people who are dedicated, just as the 
people in Denver, to making their com-
munities a safer place. 

While we remember the tragedies in 
one city today in our Nation, we can 
also take great pride in knowing that 
activities by dedicated people are mak-
ing a difference and that things in 
most communities are getting better. 
New Orleans is one example of that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NATO’S STRATEGIC CONCEPT 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, as we 

approach the 50th anniversary Summit 
of NATO this weekend, I rise today to 
share with my colleagues my concerns 
about a key document that will be con-
sidered at this summit. It is entitled 
‘‘Strategic Concept for NATO.’’ 

Mr. President, I have been privileged 
to be in the Senate 21 years. Through-
out those years of time, there has often 
been a need to speak on behalf of NATO 
in this Senate. I say humbly and most 
respectfully that I have been at the 
forefront of Senate support for NATO. I 
can remember the early years of my 
time in the Senate. There was Member 
after Member that assaulted the need 
for the United States to remain in 
NATO. ‘‘Let’s cut back. Let’s save the 
money. Let’s bring our men and women 
home. We have done our job.’’ I was 
among that group that had the long-
range vision for NATO. It must remain. 
It must be strong, and U.S. leadership 
in NATO is absolutely essential. 

So the remarks that I contribute 
today, here on the floor, are the result 
of a series of consultations I have had 
with the administration, and I hope 
will be taken in a constructive light 
and not as an expression in any way of 
criticism of this great organization, 
NATO. 

With that in mind, I wrote to the 
President of the United States on April 
7 to urge him to initiate, among the 
other 18 nations and the heads of state 
and government of NATO, the thought 
that at this 50th summit we should not 
try and write the final draft of the 
‘‘Strategic Concept.’’ I repeat, ‘‘the 
final draft.’’ Certainly at this impor-
tant gathering, a draft should be con-
sidered. Maybe several drafts should be 
considered, but we should not etch in 
stone the final draft of the ‘‘Strategic 
Concept.’’ That document spells out 
the future strategy and mission of the 
alliance. It states the parameters by 
which the alliance decides whether it 
should or should not send forward mili-
tary units to engage in operations, pos-
sibly combat operations. 

Why do I take this position? Because 
the old ‘‘Strategic Concept,’’ enacted 
in 1991, was largely oriented towards 
the Soviet Union and the threats from 
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. 
So obviously it is time to change it. 
But it can remain in effect for an addi-
tional, brief period of perhaps 6 months 
so that we can evaluate the lessons 
learned from the Kosovo operation. 

Periodically in the 50-year history of 
NATO, NATO has changed its mission 
statement, or ‘‘Strategic Concept.’’ 
But that can remain in effect for 8, 9 
sometimes 10 years. 

So this document to be revised at 
this summit could well control NATO 
operations for the next decade. 

I do not see the urgency to put it, as 
I say, in stone at this time. The ur-
gency is to consider it, to put out a 

draft, and let the nations of NATO and 
their respective legislators and the 
Congress of the United States consider 
those drafts and consider them—this is 
the key reason that I rise—‘‘consider’’ 
them in the light of the lessons learned 
in Kosovo. 

This 50th anniversary Summit is tak-
ing place against the background of 
perhaps the most serious conflict we 
have seen on the European continent—
indeed, the most serious, in my judg-
ment, since the conclusion of World 
War II. It is the first actual combat of 
a great magnitude in which NATO has 
been involved. 

We are operating on what is known 
as the ‘‘consensus’’ of the 19 nations—
any one of which has a veto power—di-
recting the military operations, which 
are under the command of General 
Clark, the Supreme Allied Commander. 

I am not here to in any way criticize 
these operations. But I will simply say, 
Mr. President, that there will be many, 
many lessons learned at such time as 
this operation—and the sooner the bet-
ter—is concluded with NATO having 
succeeded in reaching the objectives 
that have been made very clear by the 
NATO alliance and addressed many 
times by our President, the Prime Min-
ister of Great Britain, the Chancellor 
of Germany, and others. 

Mr. President, the alliance must have 
time to evaluate the lessons learned 
from the Kosovo operations before, 
again I say, setting in stone for pos-
sibly the next decade documents which 
will guide future NATO military oper-
ations. 

While everyone recognizes the ‘‘Stra-
tegic Concept’’ of 1991 must be updated, 
it has not impeded the current Kosovo 
operation. Indeed, this operation is 
going forward with that ‘‘Strategic 
Concept’’ still in place. So it could stay 
in place another 6 months. 

That is the only period of time I am 
asking for—an additional 6 months be-
fore the ‘‘Strategic Concept’’ is final-
ized. A short delay has advantages, if 
for no other reason than to show re-
spect for the Congress of the United 
States and the people of this country 
will have their own evaluation of how 
well the Kosovo operation went, what 
was done right and what could have 
been improved. 

The Secretary of Defense, when he 
was before the Armed Services Com-
mittee last week, said in response to 
questioning, ‘‘We are guided by the 
consensus of the alliance.’’ We need all 
19 voices to say yes. And then he made 
a very important addition, ‘‘Had we 
been there alone or with a coalition 
similar to what we had in 1991 in the 
Persian Gulf we might have done it an-
other way.’’ 

This is a lesson learned. We should 
not be allowed to deny to the Congress 
and to other legislatures the oppor-
tunity to study lessons learned and to 
make our contribution as a member 
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nation to the future ‘‘Strategic Con-
cept for NATO.’’ 

As I speak today, the draft of the 
‘‘Strategic Concept’’ continues to be 
reworked, during this very hour, by the 
staffs of the 19 nations before it will be 
submitted to the NATO heads of state 
this weekend at the summit. There are 
press reports today that key elements 
of the ‘‘Strategic Concept’’ might not 
be completed by the summit—due to be 
continued—because of disagreement 
among the allies. The key element 
there is the relationship between 
NATO and the United Nations—a very, 
very important relationship. At no 
time should the United Nations have a 
veto over a decision by the NATO pow-
ers to use force. That is this Senator’s 
view. 

My main concern is, to what extent 
does the draft ‘‘Strategic Concept’’ re-
flect the views expressed in a May 15, 
1998, speech in Berlin that President 
Clinton made? I am addressing the 
draft being reworked against a back-
ground of a statement by the President 
of the United States a year ago. Presi-
dent Clinton stated:

Yesterday’s NATO guarded our borders 
against direct military invasion. Tomorrow’s 
Alliance must continue to defend enlarged 
borders and defend against the threats to our 
security from beyond them [meaning bor-
ders]—the spread of weapons of mass de-
struction, ethnic violence, regional conflict.

That thought expresses a desire to 
broaden and go beyond the 1991 con-
cept. Is that being worked in this final 
draft? I know not; collectively, we in 
this Chamber do not know. 

Other administration officials, most 
notably the Secretary of State, Ms. 
Albright, have been outspoken in the 
belief that the revised ‘‘Strategic Con-
cept’’ should place increased emphasis 
on NATO’s future role in non-Article 
5—she said ‘‘out of area’’—threats to 
our ‘‘common interests,’’ threats such 
as Kosovo. The definition of these com-
mon interests and the various military 
missions NATO is prepared to under-
take in defense of these interests will 
establish the foundation for NATO 
military operations, possibly for the 
next decade. 

Against the backdrop of the uncer-
tainties in Kosovo, NATO should pause, 
in this Senator’s judgment—I repeat, 
take a breath, a long deep breath and 
pause—before rendering judgment on 
these important issues. Let us review, 
over the next 6 months, the lessons 
learned as a consequence of the Kosovo 
operation. 

Unfortunately, the NATO summit 
will take place against the background 
of continuing, unfolding events relat-
ing to Kosovo which we cannot predict 
at this moment. The United States and 
our allies may have many lessons to be 
learned from Kosovo to assess as we 
look to NATO’s future for the next dec-
ade and its military missions. That as-
sessment must be a pivotal part of any 

new strategic concept. NATO is simply 
too important to the United States, to 
our allies in Europe, and indeed to 
those nations who seek admission to 
NATO. NATO is essential for the future 
of the European continent and our re-
lationships with that continent. 

We are just beginning to learn impor-
tant lessons now in the Kosovo situa-
tion. For example, it is obvious to all 
that the U.S. military is the primary 
source of attack aircraft. We are flying 
60 percent of the missions of the high- 
performance aircraft. Most of the ord-
nance being used is high-tech, preci-
sion-guided ordnance, an arsenal of 
which the United States possesses in 
far greater numbers than the other na-
tions of NATO. They simply do not 
have in their military inventories this 
equipment. 

I add to that, the airlift; that is, the 
cargo planes that must put in place the 
necessary resupply, the necessary 
equipment; for example, the heli-
copters, the Apaches which are moving 
in at this very moment, to be posi-
tioned in Albania for future use in the 
Kosovo operation. The other nations 
simply do not have that airlift. They 
do not have the tanker aircraft. Air-
planes going into Kosovo now take off 
from Italy or other places. They move 
in, they have to get refueled in most 
instances before the strikes, they are 
refueled coming out of the strikes, and 
indeed refueled over the area so they 
can remain over the target area. It is 
the U.S. tanker aircraft that are car-
rying on the greater proportion of that 
essential part of this mission. The 
other nations of NATO do not have in 
their inventories that equipment. 

Until other nations do acquire or at 
least have in place firm contractual 
commitments to acquire such equip-
ment, the United States will likely be 
the only source of that equipment for 
any future operation other than 
Kosovo. It is our taxpayers, it is our 
men and women of the Armed Forces, 
who support and maintain this equip-
ment. As we write the future concept 
for operations in NATO, we have to 
recognize that much of the equipment 
for modern warfare is possessed by the 
United States. Are we ready to sign 
that in stone now, recognizing particu-
larly that the new nations do not have 
that equipment? A lesson to be learned, 
a lesson to be thought through very 
carefully. 

The American people will soon be 
asked to support an emergency supple-
mental budget request to pay for the 
costs of the Kosovo operation. Are 
Americans ready to sign up to a new 
strategic concept that could well com-
mit the U.S. military to other such op-
erations requiring the same type of 
weaponry? 

There are other lessons to be learned. 
It is now becoming apparent that our 
military planners are being subjected 
to many levels of review—this is a con-

sensus military operation by 19 na-
tions—for it is a fact that NATO can 
only operate by consensus; 19 nations 
must agree before a military action 
can be taken. A single nation can stop 
the planners—indeed, even stop the op-
eration. 

The result can be a military planning 
operation of the ‘‘lowest common de-
nominator.’’ Are we now making mili-
tary decisions not on the basis of the 
professional military judgment or on 
the basis of what will be most effec-
tively done to achieve our objectives 
on the battlefield but, rather, on what 
agreement we can get among the 19 na-
tions to carry out the recommenda-
tions of the professional military? 
These are issues which are to be exam-
ined as lessons learned in the future of 
Kosovo. 

On April 7 I wrote the President a 
letter expressing the various concerns 
that I have related here on the floor. 
The President responded to my letter, 
on April 14, indicating his position 
that, ‘‘the right course is to proceed 
with a revised ‘Strategic Concept’ ’’ at 
this conference, and sign it into stone. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
to print in the RECORD the exchange of 
letters; my letter sent to the President 
and his response.

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, April 7, 1999. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Administration, 
in consultation with our NATO allies, is now 
finalizing various documents to be submitted 
to the Heads of State for ratification at the 
upcoming 50th anniversary NATO Summit to 
be held in Washington later this month. A 
key decision, in my view the most important 
one, is the revision of the Strategic Concept 
for the future—perhaps a decade—that will 
guide NATO in its decision making process 
regarding the deployment of military forces. 

I am recommending, Mr. President, that a 
draft form of this document be reviewed by 
the principals, but not finalized, at this 50th 
anniversary Summit. Given the events in 
Kosovo, a new Strategic Concept for NATO—
the document that spells out the future 
strategy and mission of the Alliance—should 
not be written ‘‘in stone’’ at this time. In-
stead, NATO leaders should issue a draft 
Strategic Concept at the Summit, which 
would be subject to further comment and 
study for a period of approximately six 
months. Thereafter, a final document should 
be adopted. 

NATO is by far the most successful mili-
tary alliance in contemporary history. It 
was the deciding factor in avoiding wide-
spread conflict in Europe throughout the 
Cold War. Subsequent to that tense period of 
history, NATO was, again, the deciding fac-
tor in bringing about an end to hostilities in 
Bosnia, and thereafter providing the security 
essential to allow Bosnia to achieve the mod-
est gains we have seen in the reconstruction 
of the economic, political and security base 
of that nation. 
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Now NATO is engaged in combating the 

widespread evils of Milosevic and his Serbian 
followers in Kosovo. 

I visited Kosovo and Macedonia last Sep-
tember and witnessed Milosevic’s repression 
of the Kosovar Albanians. Thereafter, I 
spoke in the Senate on the essential need for 
a stabilizing military force in Kosovo to 
allow the various international humani-
tarian organizations to assist the people of 
Kosovo—many then refugees in their own 
land, forced into the hills and mountains by 
brutal Serb attacks. Since then, I have con-
sistently been supportive of NATO military 
action against Milosevic. 

Unfortunately, it is now likely that the 
NATO Summit will take place against the 
background of continuing, unfolding events 
relating to Kosovo. At this time, no pre-
dictions can be made as to a resolution. 

We are just beginning to learn important 
lessons from the Kosovo conflict. Each day is 
a new chapter. For example, NATO planners 
and many in the Administration, and in Con-
gress, have long been aware of the disparities 
in military capabilities and equipment be-
tween the United States and our allies. Now, 
the military operation against Yugoslavia 
has made the American people equally aware 
and concerned about these disparities. The 
U.S. has been providing the greatest propor-
tion of attack aircraft capable of delivering 
precision-guided munitions. Further, the 
United States is providing the preponderance 
of airlift to deliver both military assets 
(such as the critically needed Apache heli-
copters and support equipment) and humani-
tarian relief supplies, the delivery of which 
are now in competition with each other. 

Until other NATO nations acquire, or at 
least have in place firm commitments to ac-
quire, comparable military capabilities, the 
United States will continually be called on 
to carry the greatest share of the military 
responsibilities for such ‘‘out of area’’ oper-
ations in the future. This issue must be ad-
dressed, and the Congress consulted and the 
American people informed. 

It is my understanding that the draft Stra-
tegic Concept currently under consideration 
by NATO specifically addresses NATO strat-
egy for non-Article 5, ‘‘out of area’’ threats 
to our common interests—threats such as 
Bosnia and Kosovo. According to Secretary 
Albright in a December 8, 1998 statement to 
the North Atlantic Council, ‘‘The new Stra-
tegic Concept must find the right balance be-
tween affirming the centrality of Article V 
collective defense missions and ensuring 
that the fundamental tasks of the Alliance 
are intimately related to the broader defense 
of our common interests.’’ Is this the type of 
broad commitment to be accepted in final 
form, just weeks away at the 50th anniver-
sary Summit? 

During the Senate’s debate on the Resolu-
tion of Ratification regarding NATO expan-
sion, the Senate addressed this issue by 
adopting a very important amendment put 
forth by Senator Kyl. But this was before the 
events in Kosovo. The lessons of Kosovo 
could even change this position. 

The intent of this letter is to give you my 
personal view that a ‘‘final’’ decision by 
NATO on the Strategic concept should not 
be taken—risked—against the uncertainties 
emanating from the Kosovo situation. 

The U.S. and our allies will have many 
‘‘lessons learned’’ to assess as a pivotal part 
of the future Strategic Concept. Bosnia and 
Kosovo have been NATO’s first forays into 
aggressive military operations. As of this 
writing, the Kosovo situation is having a de-
stabilizing effect of the few gains made to 

date in Bosnia. This combined situation 
must be carefully assessed and evaluated be-
fore the U.S. and our allies sign on a new 
Strategic Concept for the next decade of 
NATO. 

A brief period for study and reflection by 
ourselves as well as our Allies would be pru-
dent. NATO is too vital for the future of Eu-
rope and American leadership. 

With kind regards, I am 
Respectfully, 

JOHN WARNER, 
Chairman. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, April 14, 1999. 

Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 

thoughtful letter on the upcoming NATO 
summit and the revised Strategic Concept. I 
appreciate your attention to these important 
issues, and I agree strongly with your view 
that NATO’s continued vitality is essential 
to safeguarding American and European se-
curity. 

I have thought carefully about your pro-
posal to delay agreement on the revised 
Strategic Concept in light of NATO’s mili-
tary operations in Kosovo. While I share 
your deep concern about the situation in 
Kosovo and the devastating effects of Serb 
atrocities, I am convinced that the right 
course is to proceed with a revised Strategic 
Concept that will make NATO even more ef-
fective in addressing regional and ethnic 
conflict of this very sort. Our operations in 
Kosovo have demonstrated the crucial im-
portance of NATO being prepared for the full 
spectrum of military operations—a prepared-
ness the revised Strategic Concept will help 
ensure. 

The Strategic Concept will reaffirm 
NATO’s core mission of collective defense, 
while also making the adaptations needed to 
deal with threats such as the regional con-
flicts we have seen in Bosnia and Kosovo as 
well as the evolving risks posed by the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction. It 
will also help ensure greater interoperability 
among allied forces and an increased Euro-
pean contribution to our shared security. 
The Strategic Concept will not contain new 
commitments or obligations for the United 
States but rather will underscore NATO’s en-
during purposes outlined in the 1949 North 
Atlantic Treaty. It will also recognize the 
need for adapted capabilities in the face of 
changed circumstances. This approach is 
fully consistent with the Kyl Amendment, 
which called for a strong reaffirmation of 
collective defense as well as a recognition of 
new security challenges. 

The upcoming summit offers a historic op-
portunity to strengthen the NATO Alliance 
and ensure that it remains as effective in the 
future as it has been over the past fifty 
years. While the situation in Kosovo has pre-
sented difficult challenges, I am confident 
that NATO resolve in the face of this tyr-
anny will bring a successful conclusion. 

Your support for the NATO Alliance and 
for our policy in Kosovo has been indispen-
sable. I look forward to working closely with 
you in the coming days to ensure that the 
summit is an overwhelming success. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ad-
dress the Senate today because I have 
done my very best as one Senator to 
bring this to the attention of our Presi-
dent, and hopefully, through this floor 

speech, to the attention of the other 
heads of state and government who will 
come to Washington. Again, I continue 
to urge my plea not to put this ‘‘Stra-
tegic Concept’’ in final form in this 
forthcoming Summit. I encourage my 
colleagues who may share my views on 
this critical issue to likewise speak out 
before it is too late, in an effort to pre-
vent a rush to judgment on NATO’s fu-
ture. NATO is simply too important to 
our national security to do any less. 

On a related issue, I am distressed to 
hear statements by my colleagues, and 
some in the administration, which tie 
NATO’s future to a successful—I repeat 
successful—outcome in Kosovo. I per-
sonally support the objectives that 
have been stated time and time again 
by the NATO ministers, and indeed our 
President, our Secretaries of State and 
Defense. We all know we have to create 
a situation so the refugees can be re-
turned. We know we have to have in 
place a military force, the composition 
of which I think should be flexible. It 
does not have to be all United States—
absolutely not. Maybe other nations 
not in NATO will join. We need flexi-
bility there to allow these people to re-
turn in a secure environment and to 
have a measure of self-government, of 
autonomy. They deserve no less. Those 
are the basics. 

But to say unless everything we lay 
down today has succeeded, we have 
success and we have victory, and if we 
do not achieve it, it is the end of 
NATO—I urge my colleagues not to 
make such a statement. NATO must go 
on. NATO must go on and survive the 
Kosovo operation. It is the responsi-
bility of those of us here in the Senate, 
of the President of the United States, 
and the other heads of state and gov-
ernment to make certain that is 
achieved, because we know not at this 
moment what the outcome will be in 
Kosovo. Yes, we have to achieve the 
basic goals, but in my humble judg-
ment, diplomacy will reenter at some 
point. So I suggest we pledge ourselves 
to the future of NATO and be more 
cautious in our statements. 

Kosovo-like operations are not 
NATO’s reason for being. They are 
‘‘out-of-area’’ operations that NATO 
does if it can. We should not be making 
pronouncements on NATO’s future 
based on the outcome of these ‘‘out-of-
area’’ operations. 

This alliance has withstood the test 
of time for 50 years. It has exceeded the 
expectations of those minds that gath-
ered 50 years ago to conceive it. It is 
the most significant military alliance 
in the history of mankind, and it has 
to continue to be for the future. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
for their patience in allowing me to de-
liver these remarks, and I yield the 
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 

morning business. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I be-

lieve under the special order, the con-
ference report on the Ed-Flex bill 
should be brought forward at this time. 

f 

EDUCATION FLEXIBILITY PART-
NERSHIP ACT OF 1999—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the bill (H.R. 800) to provide 
for education flexibility partnerships 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be stated. 

The Legislative clerk read as follows:
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
800), have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
April 20, 1999.)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
today, we are considering the con-
ference report to the only outstanding 
education issue remaining from the 
last Congress—the Education Flexi-
bility Partnership Act. Today, we will 
complete last year’s unfinished busi-
ness. 

Over a year ago, the President told 
the Nation’s Governors that passage of 
this legislation ‘‘would dramatically 
reduce the regulatory burden of the 
federal government on the states in the 
area of education.’’ 

The National Governors’ Association 
has strongly urged the Congress to pass 
Ed-Flex this year and today we will act 
on their request. 

The Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Act, H.R. 800, will give States the 
ability, if they so choose, to make lim-
ited resources go further toward the 
goal of improving school and student 
performance. It offers a deal no one can 
refuse—results rather than red tape. 

Under Ed-Flex, the Department of 
Education gives a State authority to 
grant waivers within a State, affording 
each State the ability to make deci-
sions about whether school districts 
may be granted waivers pertaining to 
certain Federal requirements. 

It is very important to note that 
States cannot waive any Federal regu-
latory or statutory requirements relat-
ing to health and safety, civil rights, 
maintenance of effort, comparability of 
services, equitable participation of stu-
dents and professional staff in private 
schools, parental participation and in-
volvement, and distribution of funds to 
state or local education agencies. 

Currently 12 States have Ed-Flex au-
thority which was created through a 
Federal demonstration program, origi-
nally created in 1994. 

My home State of Vermont is one of 
the twelve using Ed-Flex authority. 
Vermont has used Ed-Flex to improve 
and maximize Title I services for those 
students participating in Title I pro-
grams in smaller rural school districts. 
In addition, my home state has also 
used their Ed-Flex authority to provide 
greater access to professional develop-
ment, which is essential to educational 
reform and improvement. 

Two weeks ago, the Independent Re-
view Panel, which was created under 
the 1994 Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act for the purpose of re-
viewing federally funded elementary 
and secondary education programs, 
issued its report. 

One of the sections of the report fo-
cuses on waivers including the use of 
waiver authority by the current 12 Ed-
Flex States. The report states:

Waivers also encourage innovation; they 
allow educators to focus first on identifying 
the most promising strategies for improving 
academic achievement and then on request-
ing waivers to remove obstacles to their ef-
forts. 

I believe H.R. 800 is structured to en-
sure that the primary function of 
issuing waivers is to positively impact 
overall school and student perform-
ance. 

The bill before us today, H.R. 800, 
under the sponsorship of Senator Bill 
FRIST and Senator Ron WYDEN, has sig-
nificantly improved the accountability 
aspects of the 1994 Ed-Flex demonstra-
tion program. This legislation empha-
sizes that flexibility is a tool in helping 
States and districts achieve education 
goals and standards. It also highlights 
the importance of States having, in 
place, first-rate accountability systems 
that will track the progress of schools 
and students impacted by the waivers 
granted under Ed-Flex. 

I believe passage of this legislation 
also gives us an excellent introduction 
to the debate we must have on the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
the law which contains most of the fed-
eral programs designed to assist stu-
dents and teachers in our elementary 
and secondary schools. This law must 
be renewed in this Congress. 

Through the Ed-Flex debate, we have 
discussed the importance of account-
ability, the roles that the various lev-
els of Government play in the elemen-
tary and secondary education system, 
professional development activities for 
teachers and other school personnel, 
and most importantly, student 
achievement. All of these issues are es-
sential elements to the structure of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act reauthorization effort. 

As we embark on a new century, it is 
the perfect opportunity for us to exam-
ine the federal role in our education 
delivery system. At the beginning of 

this current century, the biggest edu-
cation challenge facing this country 
centered around increasing the number 
of individuals graduating from high 
school. In the early 1900s, fewer than 
seven percent of seventeen year-olds 
graduated from high school. In 1999, 
that percentage has risen to slightly 
over eighty percent. 

Although continuing our efforts on 
increasing high school graduation rates 
is still important, our biggest chal-
lenge at the close of the 20th century is 
to ensure that our Nation’s schools are 
all high quality academic institutions. 
The bill before us today gives states 
and towns greater flexibility in meet-
ing that challenge. 

This legislation is not meant to serve 
as the sole solution for improving 
school and student performance. 

However, it does serve as a mecha-
nism that will give states the ability to 
maximize various education initiatives 
through flexibility with real account-
ability. I urge my colleagues to support 
the passage of the conference report to 
H.R. 800, the Education Flexibility 
Partnership Act. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank Senator BILL FRIST for his 
leadership in this area. He has worked 
tirelessly over the last year on this leg-
islation with Senator WYDEN. I thank 
both of them for their dedication and 
efforts. 

I would also like to thank the rank-
ing member of the committee, Senator 
KENNEDY. He has been especially help-
ful in adding many of the account-
ability provisions contained in the con-
ference bill before us. I thank him for 
his cooperation and leadership. 

I also thank all of the Senate con-
ferees for their assistance and coopera-
tion. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
hard work of the chairman of the 
House Education and Workforce Com-
mittee, Congressman BILL GOODLING 
and the House sponsors of this legisla-
tion, Representatives MIKE CASTLE and 
TIM ROEMER. They have worked very 
hard on this legislation. 

I would also like to thank Wayne 
Riddle with the Congressional Re-
search Service and Mark Sigurski with 
the Senate Legislative Counsel Office. 
They have been very helpful with their 
technical advice and assistance. 

I also extend my appreciation to Gail 
Taylor and Bob McNamara with the 
Vermont Department of Education. 
They have been extraordinarily helpful 
with their technical assistance. 

Mr. President, we are now consid-
ering the Ed-Flex conference report 
which passed the House 368–57 about an 
hour and a half ago, so we are on our 
way, at this moment, to getting the 
bill down to the President, so that he 
can sign it. And, the President has 
agreed to sign this bill. 

This is the last unfinished business 
that we had on a number of education 

VerDate jul 14 2003 10:04 Sep 29, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S21AP9.000 S21AP9


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T12:42:41-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




