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SEC. 604. LAND EXCHANGE, LOWTHER (CLEMENS) 

RANCH. 
(a) EXCHANGE AUTHORIZED.—For the pur-

pose of protecting and consolidating Federal 
lands within the Cooperative Management 
and Protection Area, the Secretary may 
carry out a land exchange with the Lowther 
(Clemens) Ranch to convey all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to 
certain parcels of land under the jurisdiction 
of the Bureau of Land Management in the vi-
cinity of Steens Mountain, Oregon, as de-
picted on the map referred to in section 
605(a), consisting of a total of approximately 
11,796 acres in exchange for the private lands 
described in subsection (b). 

(b) RECEIPT OF NON-FEDERAL LANDS.—As 
consideration for the conveyance of the Fed-
eral lands referred to in subsection (a) and 
the disbursement referred to in subsection 
(d), the Lowther (Clemens) Ranch shall con-
vey to the Secretary a parcel of land con-
sisting of approximately 1,078 acres, as de-
picted on the map referred to in section 
605(a), for inclusion in the Cooperative Man-
agement and Protection Area. 

(c) TREATMENT OF GRAZING.—Paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of section 113(e), relating to the ef-
fect of the cancellation in whole of the graz-
ing permit for the Fish Creek/Big Indian al-
lotment in the Wilderness Area and reassign-
ment of use areas as described in paragraph 
(3)(D) of such section, shall apply to the land 
exchange authorized by this section. 

(d) DISBURSEMENT.—Upon completion of 
the land exchange authorized by this section, 
the Secretary is authorized to make a dis-
bursement to Lowther (Clemens) Ranch, in 
the amount of $148,000. 

(e) COMPLETION OF CONVEYANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall complete the conveyance of the 
Federal lands under subsection (a) within 70 
days after the Secretary accepts the lands 
described in subsection (b). 
SEC. 605. GENERAL PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO 

LAND EXCHANGES. 
(a) MAP.—The land conveyances described 

in this title are generally depicted on the 
map entitled ‘‘Steens Mountain Land Ex-
changes’’ and dated September 18, 2000. 

(b) APPLICABLE LAW.—Except as otherwise 
provided in this section, the exchange of 
Federal land under this title is subject to the 
existing laws and regulations applicable to 
the conveyance and acquisition of land under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. It is anticipated that the Secretary 
will be able to carry out such land exchanges 
without the promulgation of additional regu-
lations and without regard to the notice and 
comment provisions of section 553 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(c) CONDITIONS ON ACCEPTANCE.—Title to 
the non-Federal lands to be conveyed under 
this title must be acceptable to the Sec-
retary, and the conveyances shall be subject 
to valid existing rights of record. The non-
Federal lands shall conform with the title 
approval standards applicable to Federal 
land acquisitions. 

(d) LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—The exact acre-
age and legal description of all lands to be 
exchanged under this title shall be deter-
mined by surveys satisfactory to the Sec-
retary. The costs of any such survey, as well 
as other administrative costs incurred to 
execute a land exchange under this title, 
shall be borne by the Secretary. 

TITLE VII—FUNDING AUTHORITIES 
SEC. 701. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Except as provided in sections 501(c) and 
702, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out this Act. 

SEC. 702. USE OF LAND AND WATER CONSERVA-
TION FUND. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF FUND.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated $25,000,000 from 
the land and water conservation fund estab-
lished under section 2 of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–
5) to provide funds for the acquisition of land 
and interests in land under section 114 and to 
enter into nondevelopment easements and 
conservation easements under subsections 
(b) and (c) of section 122. 

(b) TERM OF USE.—Amounts appropriated 
pursuant to the authorization of appropria-
tions in subsection (a) shall remain available 
until expended. 

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the 
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Those amendments will be 
considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

Are there any amendments? 
If not, the question is on the amend-

ment in the nature of a substitute. 
The amendment in the nature of a 

substitute was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG) having assumed the 
chair, Mrs. BIGGERT, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 4828), to designate 
wilderness areas and a cooperative 
management and protection area in the 
vicinity of Steens Mountain in Harney 
County, Oregon, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 
609, she reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate the 
Steens Mountain Wilderness Area and 
the Steens Mountain Cooperative Man-
agement and Protection Area in Har-
ney County, Oregon, and for other pur-
poses.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 820, COAST GUARD AUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1999 
Mr. GILCHREST. Madam Speaker, 

pursuant to clause 1 of rule XXII and 
by direction of the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, I 
move to take from the Speaker’s table 
the bill (H.R. 820) to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 
for the Coast Guard, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment 
and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST). 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. SHUSTER, 
YOUNG of Alaska, GILCHREST, DEFAZIO, 
and BAIRD. 

There was no objection. 
f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
S. 835, ESTUARY HABITAT AND 
CHESAPEAKE BAY RESTORATION 
ACT OF 2000 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees on the Senate bill (S. 
835) to encourage the restoration of es-
tuary habitat through more efficient 
project financing and enhanced coordi-
nation of Federal and non-Federal res-
toration programs, and for other pur-
poses: 

Messrs. SHUSTER, YOUNG of Alaska, 
BOEHLERT, and GILCHREST, Mrs. 
FOWLER, and Messrs. SHERWOOD, 
SWEENEY, KUYKENDALL, VITTER, OBER-
STAR, BORSKI, BARCIA, FILNER, TAYLOR 
of Mississippi, BLUMENAUER, and 
BALDACCI. 

There was no objection. 
f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 4392, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2001 
Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4392) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2001 for intelligence and intelligence-
related activities of the United States 
Government, the Community Manage-
ment Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis-
ability System, and for other purposes, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? The Chair hears 
none and, without objection, appoints 
the following conferees: 
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From the Permanent Select Com-

mittee on Intelligence for consider-
ation of the House bill and the Senate 
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: 

Messrs. GOSS, LEWIS of California, 
MCCOLLUM, CASTLE, BOEHLERT, BASS, 
GIBBONS, and LAHOOD, Mrs. WILSON, 
Mr. DIXON, Ms. PELOSI, and Messrs. 
BISHOP, SISISKY, CONDIT, ROEMER, and 
HASTINGS of Florida. 

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices for consideration of defense tac-
tical intelligence and related activi-
ties: 

Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP, and SKELTON. 
There was no objection. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, and under a 
previous order of the House, the fol-
lowing Members will be recognized for 
5 minutes each.

f 

EDUCATION IN AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SCHAFFER) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
next hour I will be joined by at least 
one other of our colleagues and perhaps 
others who are making their way to 
the floor to talk about the important 
issue of education in America, and spe-
cifically, the work that is being under-
taken by the Republican majority in 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

It is the number one topic that vot-
ers tell us they care about, and with 
good reason. Education is essential and 
fundamental to the maintenance of our 
Republic. It is virtually impossible in a 
Nation that is devised on a philosophy 
where the people hold the power and 
loan that authority to politicians at 
election time to have a nation made up 
of an unwise electorate. 

Of course, being educated liberally in 
the education of our history, of polit-
ical philosophy, economics, science, 
math, and all the rest is absolutely es-
sential in maintaining our presence in 
the world and on this planet as the 
world’s freest democracy and the na-
tion with the most economic oppor-
tunity in the world. 

With that in mind, we have begun the 
process of looking at the United States 
Department of Education, an agency 
that spends and manages on the order 
of $120 billion per year. 

Now, about $40 billion of that is an-
nual appropriations, and that level of 
funding increases pretty dramatically 
every year, and has increased even 
more dramatically now that Repub-
licans have taken over control of the 

House, a fact which many friends, 
many of my Democrat friends on the 
other side of the aisle, cannot seem to 
come to grips with, and choose to ig-
nore the reality of that. 

Not all spending in the Department 
of Education is good, just because we 
support education. I say that because 
of the failure to achieve our ultimate 
goal in education funding. Our ulti-
mate goal where education funding is 
concerned is to get dollars to the class-
room, to get the money that the Amer-
ican people send to Washington and ex-
pect us to appropriate responsibly to 
the children who need it most. That is 
our goal. That is our mission. 

Unfortunately, that does not happen 
to the extent we would like. I am sorry 
to say that the United States Depart-
ment of Education, despite the best of 
intentions, despite the wonderful mis-
sion statement that is printed on their 
brochure and beneath their seal that 
Members will find just down the road 
here at the several Education Depart-
ment office buildings and headquarters, 
wastes too much money on waste, 
fraud, and abuse. Money has been sto-
len right out from underneath the 
noses of the Department of Education 
budget managers. 

I want to talk about some of those 
examples, because before we begin the 
process of trying to streamline the 
Federal government, trying to reorient 
ourselves and the way we spend money 
on children and the education process, 
we need to understand what the fail-
ures are at the Department of Edu-
cation today. 

As I mentioned, out of an agency 
that manages about $120 billion a year, 
we see too much of it squandered. 
Again, about $40 billion of it is appro-
priated annually through this Con-
gress. The rest is managed through the 
loan portfolio, student loans that are 
managed by the United States Depart-
ment of Education. 

In total, it comes out to about $120 
billion, making this agency one of the 
largest financial institutions in the 
United States, and certainly one of the 
largest financial institutions in the 
world. With that much money, we 
should spend an inordinate amount of 
time, in my opinion, making sure those 
dollars are spent properly and cor-
rectly. 

What really turned us on to this 
project was our efforts on the Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA). 
Our efforts were focused on spending. 
We wanted to go back to the Depart-
ment of Education and ask, what did 
they do with the money we appro-
priated last year? 

On a number of indicators, it is un-
fortunate that we see the quality of 
education declining, borne out by the 
comparisons of our students in the 
United States in math and science. 

Against students in math and science 
in 21 of our industrialized peers around 
the world, we rank near the bottom. 
Out of those 21 countries, we are num-
ber 19, 19. It is unacceptable. 

So we ask, what are they doing with 
all the money? Why do we continue to 
rank lower and lower when compared 
to our international peers, yet we keep 
spending more and more in Washington 
on the Federal education bureaucracy? 
There seems to be some problem. 

So we started looking at the money. 
We asked some fundamental questions 
about how the past dollars were spent. 
To our horror, we discovered that in 
1998, the Department of Education 
could not tell us how they spent and 
how they managed their $120 billion 
agency. They could not tell us. 

See, the Congress requires every Fed-
eral agency to conduct audits of their 
financial activities and to rely those 
audits to the Congress, which we re-
view and consider at the time when we 
appropriate more money. So various 
Federal agencies sent their audits back 
to the Congress. 

Most Federal agencies did not do 
very well. Their books were not kept in 
a way that meets reasonable standards 
for accountability. But in the case of 
the Department of Education, it was 
worse than that, Mr. Speaker. In 1998, 
the United States Department of Edu-
cation managed its books so poorly 
that it could not even audit the books. 

When I say the word ‘‘managed,’’ 
that is being generous. In reality, the 
Department of Education in 1998 mis-
managed its books so severely that 
when the audit was required, the audi-
tors, outside auditors in Ernst & 
Young, came back to the Congress and 
said, we cannot even do the audit, it is 
that bad. A $120 billion agency cannot 
audit its books. The books were 
unauditable. 

In 1999, things got slightly better. 
The Department was able to audit its 
books, which gave us a better idea of 
how it accounts for its money. It re-
ceived the poorest grade possible on 
that financial audit. There were huge 
discrepancies on the order of hundreds 
of millions of dollars that were mis-
placed, that were put in the wrong ac-
counts. 

We found a grant-back account, as it 
is called, where the U.S. Department of 
Education sends a check to various 
vendors around the country and grant 
recipients, universities, mainly. At the 
Department they send not one check, 
often they send two checks. They have 
to set up an account to receive the sec-
ond check back. 

The receipt of that check is usually 
predicated on a conscientious univer-
sity somewhere recognizing the error, 
recognizing that they received two 
identical checks for the same expendi-
ture, and sending one back.

b 1315 
If they fail to do that, it could take 

years before the U.S. Department of 
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