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SENATE—Friday, April 7, 2000

The Senate met at 9:02 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Father, help us to accept our human-
ity. Life is a struggle when we pretend
to have it all together. We end this
week in honest confession of the times
that we forgot You, went for hours,
even days, without asking for Your
help, and endured life’s pressures as if
we could be our own source of strength.
In the quiet of this moment, we invite
You to fill our depleted resources with
Your spirit. We want to let You love
us, forgive us, renew us, and grant us
fresh strength. To this end, we admit
our needs and accept Your power. You
are our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, today
the Senate will continue to vote on the
remaining amendments to S. Con. Res.
101. Needless to say, votes are expected
to occur throughout the morning with
an expectation of voting this afternoon
and perhaps into the evening, if we are
not able to resolve some of the pending
sense-of-the-Senate amendments and
other amendments.

There are 2 minutes of explanation
on amendments prior to each vote. To
make this process as smooth as pos-
sible, I ask that Senators remain in the
Chamber between votes. I thank my
colleagues for their cooperation.

We will be talking with various Sen-
ators about amendments. So that ev-
erybody will know, there are 75 amend-
ments filed by Republicans and 36 by
Democrats. We are going to work with
our Democratic minority whip and the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee to see if we can encourage a
number of Senators to accept sense-of-
the-Senate proposals and let us accept
them on both sides. We will be working

diligently at that. If we don’t have suc-
cess, then looking at this, I say that
probably we would not finish before 6
o’clock tonight, or even later. We will
work very hard. If Members will help
us, we can do better than that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
lined up five votes on each side. I say,
however, to my friend, the manager of
the bill, there is a tremendous amount
of staff time that is still going to be re-
quired. Each side has not been able to
review each other’s amendments. I re-
spectfully suggest to the majority that
the minority doesn’t think we have
done anything untoward in offering
amendments. We have offered half as
many as the majority. This doesn’t
mean they should have twice as many
cleared as we have cleared. If both
sides can work out the clearance, that
is fine.

The point I am trying to make is
that we are trying to work our way
through this amendment process. If
there is some effort, in effect, to try to
punish us by staying here late to work
through these amendments, we are
willing to do that. I think the more
logical way to go would be to work our
way through the amendments.

I say to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, we would be much
better off if we gave the staff a matter
of hours, perhaps days, to work their
way through these amendments. These
are very difficult subjects. As to the
sense-of-the-Senate aspect, most of
those have been resolved. There are
some that are very substantive in na-
ture, and we need to work our way
through them.

I personally think it is going to be
impossible to finish this bill today. If
we have to vote on all these amend-
ments, we are not talking about 6
o’clock tonight; we are talking about 6
o’clock Monday morning. It is up to
the majority whether they want to put
us through this. I think the more log-
ical way to do it would be to have our
very proficient staffs work on these
amendments over the weekend and get
it down to a reasonable number so we
can complete this bill next week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will carry the
Senator’s message to the majority
leader. Right now, we have 10 votes
that we are willing to proceed with, 5
on each side. The first one is the
Santorum amendment on military ben-
efits; followed by Conrad on lockbox;
Abraham on Social Security lockbox;
Johnson on veterans; Ashcroft on So-

cial Security investment; Mikulski on
digital divide; Senator Bob Smith on
prescription drugs; Graham of Florida
on education; Voinovich on reconcili-
ation instruction and taxes; and Ken-
nedy on Pell grants.

I yield the floor.

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET—
Resumed

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 101)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 2001 through 2005 and revising the
budgetary levels for fiscal year 2000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3058
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
supporting additional funding for fiscal
year 2001 for medical care for our nation’s
veterans)

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I un-
derstand my amendment is next in the
queue. I ask the amendment be called

up.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.

SANTORUM] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3058.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 23, line 7, strike ‘‘47,568,000,000"
and insert ‘‘48,068,000,000"".

On page 23, line 8, strike ¢47,141,000,000’
and insert ‘47,641,000,000"°.

On page 27, line 7, strike ‘‘—59,931,000,000
and insert ‘“—60,431,000,000".

On page 27, line 8, strike ‘‘—48,031,000,000’
and insert ‘‘—48,531,000,000".

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

“(A) It is the sense of the Senate that the
provisions in this resolution assume that if
CBO determines there is an on-budget sur-
plus for FY 2001, $500 million of that surplus
will be restored to the programs cut in this
amendment.

“(B) It is the sense of the Senate that the
assumptions underlying this budget resolu-
tion assume that none of these offsets will
come from defense or veterans, and to the
extent possible should come from adminis-
trative functions.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, my
amendment increases veterans’ health
care benefits by $500 million, which is
what the Independent Budget, which is
supported by a variety of veterans or-
ganizations, has come forward and said
they need to provide adequate health
care for our Nation’s veterans.

I commend the chairman of the
Budget Committee for increasing vet-
erans’ health care benefits by $1.4 bil-
lion, but that isn’t enough to provide

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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for the needs of our veterans popu-
lation.

This is an important issue to keep
the promise that we made to our vet-
erans to provide adequate health care.
It is also important for our military.
What we need to do is to show the peo-
ple in the service right now, who want
to stay in the service and make careers
out of the service, that we are going to
keep our promises to them when they
leave the service. This is an important
amendment to provide adequate health
care benefits for our veterans as well as
to show our people in the current mili-
tary that we are going to keep our
promises.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator ABRAHAM be added as a cosponsor
of the amendment.

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

The Senator from South Dakota is
recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud anybody who attempts to address
issues of veterans’ health care. How-
ever, I think it is regrettable that the
Senator from Pennsylvania chose not
to work in a bipartisan fashion with
Senators CRAIG, WELLSTONE, myself,
and other veterans organizations
across the country with our amend-
ment that we will be offering very
shortly, which has a longer-term, b5-
year fix for the veterans’ health care
funding shortfall.

Our amendment will far more signifi-
cantly address the problems with vet-
erans’ health care in this Nation. The
one offered by Senator SANTORUM is a
fine step, in a small sense. I have no
problems supporting it. I think the
body needs to understand that we will
come to a far more significant amend-
ment shortly. The amendment this
morning will deal with a b5-year ap-
proach to veterans’ health care.

I yield to Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
think the Independent Budget is very
important. We have been out here
working on it. This amendment follows
the amendment we introduced. One
year is fine, but we need 5 years. Let’s
vote for this amendment as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3058) was agreed
to.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 3016
(Purpose: To protect Social Security sur-
pluses and reserve a portion of on-budget
surpluses for Medicare and debt reduction)

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered
3016.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following:
SEC. . SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-

CARE LOCKBOX.

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘Social Security and Medicare lockbox’ in-
cludes—

(1) the amount of the Social Security sur-
plus (as defined in section 311(b)(1) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974), with re-
spect to any fiscal year; and

(2) the amount of the ‘‘Medicare surplus re-
serve’’ defined as a minimum of one-third of
the on-budget surplus as estimated by the
Congressional Budget Office for each of the 3
applicable time periods, which are—

(A) the budget year;

(B) the budget year plus the subsequent 4
years; and

(C) the budget year plus the subsequent 9
years.

(b) BUDGET RESOLUTION POINT OF ORDER.—
It shall not be in order in the Senate to con-
sider any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et (or amendment, motion, or conference re-
port on the resolution) that would decrease
the on-budget surplus below the levels of the
Medicare surplus reserve, except for legisla-
tion that reforms the Medicare program and
provides coverage for prescription drugs.

(c) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
that together with associated interest costs
would decrease the on-budget surplus below
the level of the Medicare surplus reserve, ex-
cept for legislation that reforms the Medi-
care program and provides coverage for pre-
scription drugs.

(d) SOCIAL SECURITY OFF-BUDGET POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the House
of Representatives or the Senate to consider
a concurrent resolution on the budget (or
any amendment thereto or conference report
thereon) or any bill, joint resolution, amend-
ment, motion, or conference report that
would violate section 13301 of the Budget En-
forcement Act of 1990.

(e) STRENGTHENING  SOCIAL  SECURITY
POINTS OF ORDER.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget (or any amendment there-
to or conference report thereon) or any bill,
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that would—

(1) decrease Social Security surpluses in
any year covered by this resolution below
the levels established in this resolution; or

(2) amend section 301(i) or 311(a)(3) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to allow
Social Security surpluses to be decreased
below the levels established in this resolu-
tion.

(f) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.—

(1) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or
suspended only by the affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn.

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
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sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised pursuant to this section.

(g) SENATE PAY-As-YOU-GO RULE EX-
TENDED THROUGH 2010.—Section 207(g) of H.
Con. Res. 68 (the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for fiscal year 2000) is amended
by striking ‘2002’ and inserting ‘‘2010°°.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,026,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$0.
On page 4, the
$5,067,000,000.

On page 4,
$7,230,000,000.

On page 4,
$6,620,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,026,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by

line 6, increase amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

$0.
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,067,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$7,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$6,620,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,026,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by

$0.

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by
$5,067,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by
$7,230,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$6,620,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$2,026,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$5,067,000,000.

On page 6,
$7,230,000,000.

On page 6,
$6,620,000,000.

On page 6,
$2,026,000,000.

On page 6,
$0.

On page 6,
$5,067,000,000.

On page 6,
$7,230,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$6,620,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$2,026,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$20,943,000,000.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this
amendment is designed to safeguard
both Social Security and Medicare. We
have, on a bipartisan basis, achieved
consensus now that we should not
spend the Social Security surplus for
other programs. That is an enormous
advancement. That is a commitment to
fiscal responsibility. We ought to take
the next step now and protect Medicare
as well. That is what this lockbox
amendment does. It protects every
penny of Social Security for Social Se-
curity in each and every year, and it
commits one-third of the non-Social
Security surplus to Medicare. So we
are taking care of our two major pro-
grams that are most at risk, Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

I hope my colleagues will support
this lockbox amendment so we can

line 1, decrease the amount by
line 2, decrease the amount by
line 6, decrease the amount by
line 7, decrease the amount by
line 8, decrease the amount by

line 9, decrease the amount by
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leave this Congress with a full commit-
ment to Social Security and Medicare.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is
almost comical that this is called a
Medicare lockbox because it has noth-
ing to do with Medicare. The Social Se-
curity lockbox at the Social Security
trust fund actually puts those away.
This amendment never references the
Medicare trust fund. It says we are to
run on-budget surpluses equal to a
third of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice surpluses, using the most recent
baseline projections. I don’t think we
ought to do that. We have priorities set
up in the budget. It violates the Budget
Act.

I make a point of order that it is not
germane to provisions of the Budget
Act. I therefore raise that point of
order.

Mr. CONRAD. Pursuant to section 904
of the Congressional Budget Act, I
move to waive the applicable sections
of the Budget Act for consideration of
the pending amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to the Conrad amendment No.
3016.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 44,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 65 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein Mikulski
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
Breaux Inouye Reid
Bryan Johnson
Byrd Kennedy ggkc)lzefeller
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl
Daschle Landrieu Schu.mer.
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden
NAYS—56
Abraham Frist McConnell
Allard Gorton Murkowski
Ashcroft Gramm Nickles
Bennett Grams Roberts
Bond Grassley Roth
Brownback Gregg Santorum
Bunning Hagel Sessions
Burns Hatch
Campbell Helms :ﬁlgjhy (NH)
Chafee, L. Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchison
Collins Inhofe Snowe
Coverdell Jeffords Specter
Craig Kerrey Stevens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
DeWine Lott Thompson
Domenici Lugar Thurmond
Enzi Mack Voinovich
Fitzgerald McCain Warner

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the ayes are 44, the nays are 56.
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Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Chamber.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I be-
lieve Senator ABRAHAM has the next
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3063
(Purpose: To provide for the protection of
Social Security trust funds surpluses)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRA-
HAM], for himself, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. GRAMS, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. CRAPO, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3063.

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
SURPLUSES.

(a) The Senate finds that—

(1) Congress balanced the budget excluding
the surpluses generated by the Social Secu-
rity trust funds in 1999, and should do so in
2000 and every future fiscal year;

(2) reducing the federal debt held by the
public is a top national priority, strongly
supported on a bipartisan basis, as evidenced
by Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span’s comments that debt reduction ‘is a
very important element in sustaining eco-
nomic growth’’;

(3) according to even the most profligate
spending projection by the Congressional
Budget Office, balancing the budget exclud-
ing the surpluses generated by the Social Se-
curity trust funds will totally eliminate the
net debt held by the public by 2010;

(4) the Senate adopted a Sense of the Sen-
ate amendment to last year’s budget resolu-
tion by a vote of 99-0 that called for a legis-
lative mandate that the Social Security sur-
pluses only be used for the payment of Social
Security benefits, Social Security reform or
to reduce the federal debt held by the public,
and that a Senate super-majority Point of
Order lie against any bill, resolution, amend-
ment, motion or conference report that
would use Social Security surpluses on any-
thing other than the payment of Social Se-
curity benefits, Social Security reform or
the reduction of the federal debt held by the
public;

(5) the House adopted on a vote of 416-12,
H.R. 1259, a bill to provide a legislative lock-
box to protect the Social Security surpluses;

(6) the Senate has failed to hold a vote on
passage of any Social Security lock box leg-
islation having failed five times to overcome
filibusters against both Senate and the
House of Representatives’ legislative pro-
posals; and

(7) the Senate Committee on the Budget
unanimously adopted an amendment to this
Concurrent Resolution that provided a per-
manent Senate super-majority Point of
Order against any budget resolution that
would produce an on-budget deficit.

(b) It is the Sense of the Senate that the
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that during this
session of Congress the Senate shall pass leg-
islation which—
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(1) reaffirms the provisions of section 13301
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990 that provides that the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Social Security trust
funds shall not be counted for the purposes
of the budget submitted by the President,
the congressional budget, or the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, and provides for a Point of Order
within the Senate against any concurrent
resolution on the budget, an amendment
thereto, or a conference report thereon that
violates that section;

(2) mandates that the Social Security sur-
pluses are used only for the payment of So-
cial Security benefits, Social Security re-
form or to reduce the federal debt held by
the public, and not spent on non-social secu-
rity programs or used to offset tax cuts;

(3) provides for a Senate super-majority
Point of Order against any bill, resolution,
amendment, motion or conference report
that would use Social Security surpluses on
anything other than the payment of Social
Security benefits, Social Security reform or
the reduction of the federal debt held by the
public;

(5) Ensures that all Social Security bene-
fits are paid on time; and

(6) Accommodates Social Security reform
legislation.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, if I
might, in the Budget Committee as we
prepared the resolution to come to the
floor, we were successful in making the
lockbox mechanism a permanent part
of the budget process and making it en-
forceable with a 60-vote point of order.
I consider that to be a victory on this
matter.

In the interest of setting a good
precedent today, I therefore seek unan-
imous consent to withdraw the amend-
ment at this time, and hope others who
have similar kinds of amendments will
help us to expedite the process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the amendment is with-
drawn.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

while this amendment expresses the
sense of the Senate that Congress
ought to pass legislation to establish
the security lockbox, we are concerned.
I think it is fair to say all of us endorse
that principle. We want the Social Se-
curity funds reserved for Social Secu-
rity recipients. I am going to support
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment has been withdrawn.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am sorry, I was
not paying attention. I am glad the
Senator withdrew the amendment.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Since no objection
was raised, apparently, to the amend-
ment, and since there may be an abil-
ity to have an immediate voice vote, 1
am happy to accept the proposal of the
Senator from New Jersey and voice
vote the amendment rather than with-
drawing it to save time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I stopped in the
middle of my statement because I was
astonished by the Senator’s generous
attitude, and so we will skip the
amendment as long as he will withdraw
the amendment.

The
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Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator was
asking the question, since the Senator
from New Jersey does not object to it,
could we accept it?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Given the oppor-
tunity to clean the slate and move
along, I withdraw my statement.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed for 1 minute.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, tomorrow,
April 8, is the anniversary of the ratifi-
cation by the State of Connecticut of
the 17th amendment. But for that
amendment, I would not be here and
for that amendment, a good many of us
would not be here.

That amendment provides for the
popular election of Senators. I just
wanted to call that to our colleagues’
attention. Tomorrow is quite an impor-
tant day for most of us. Does anyone
think the West Virginia Legislature
would have selected me for the Senate?
I did not have two nickels I could rub
together. Nobody knew me. My dad was
a coal miner. I expect a lot of us can
say somewhat the same things. Just
keep that in mind tomorrow, how
thankful we should be for the 17th
amendment. I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, can I
have 30 seconds?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senator probably agrees the popular
election created a better Senate.

Mr. BYRD. Well, yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. So I ask that this
better Senate help us get rid of some of
these amendments that are irrelevant.

Mr. BYRD. I must say I expect some
of those who were proponents of the
17th amendment would probably be dis-
appointed in the Senate if they could
see it today.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. A lot of the Senators who
were here when I came would likewise
be chagrined, embarrassed, and dis-
appointed.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2934

(Purpose: To increase funding for veterans

health care)

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2934.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
JOHNSON], for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. DORGAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
ROBB, Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. CONRAD,
and Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amendment
numbered 2934.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4,
$500,000,000.

On page 4,
$500,000,000.

On page 4,
$500,000,000.

On page 4,
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5,
$500,000,000.

On page 5,
$500,000,000.

On page 5,
$500,000,000.

On page 5,
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 7, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 11, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 19, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 20, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
wish to add my voice to those who have
already spoken eloquently about the
need to increase funding for America’s
veterans. While I appreciate Senator
DOMENICI’s efforts to provide the in-
crease requested by the administra-
tion, many of my colleagues agree with

line 5, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 1, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 9, increase the amount by
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me that this is not sufficient to meet
the needs of America’s veterans. Years
of underfunding coupled with spiraling
health care costs have left the system
struggling to provide the quality care
that veterans expect and deserve. This
trend must be stopped and reversed. We
owe it to future generations to keep
federal spending under control. But we
must first recognize the prior claim of
veterans who have already given of
themselves and who expect to receive
the medical care and benefits they are
promised.

Mr. President, veterans in my State
of Vermont are very lucky. They have
been served for many years by a very
dedicated and high quality VA system,
headquartered in White River Junction
with clinics in Burlington and
Bennington. But this system is being
stretched to the limit. Numbers of vet-
erans wanting to use the services of the
VA are increasing. While the cost of
providing quality medical care has
risen less at our VA hospital than it
has in the private sector, more funding
is still required just to provide the
same services this year as last. Budget
shortfalls of about 10 percent per year
for several years have forced adminis-
trators to demand sacrifices of their
personnel that would not be tolerated
in many other systems and make cuts
in services that are vregrettable.
Thanks to our dedicated staff, Vermont
veterans are still receiving quality
health care, but these trends can’t con-
tinue. It is high time the system was
given the funding it needs to do the job
right.

In an improvement over last year,
the President’s budget for fiscal year
2001 requested an increase of $1.3 bil-
lion for veterans health care. But that
is still about $600 million below the
amount that is needed to maintain ex-
isting programs and fulfill the funding
requirements of the Veterans Millen-
nium Health Care and Benefits Act,
passed by Congress last year. This
amount, $21.2 billion, has been identi-
fied by the Independent Budget coali-
tion as the minimum acceptable fund-
ing level for veterans health care pro-
grams.

While veterans, just like all Ameri-
cans, would love to see their benefits
increase, this request does not do that.
Funding the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration at $21.2 billion would merely
take a bite out of the increasing cost of
medical care, particularly pharma-
ceutical costs, for an aging veterans
population. Demand for VA health care
continues to rise and enrollment is
going up at many facilities, with no
corresponding increase in funding to
cover those veterans. The Millennium
bill authorized better nursing home
care, home health and long-term care
services, greatly needed by veterans. It
also provided veterans with long-de-
sired emergency room coverage, and
recognizes the imperative of covering
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the increasing number of hepatitis C
cases among veterans. But if additional
funds are not provided to cover these
costs, these promises will be hollow.

I am very pleased to join Senators
JOHNSON and WELLSTONE in offering
this amendment to add $500 million to
the budget for the Veterans Health Ad-
ministration. I urge all my colleagues
to support this worthy effort. This is
the very least we can do!

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I
thank Senators WELLSTONE, DOMENICI,
and CRAIG for working out an agree-
ment on a veterans amendment which
increases outlays for veterans’ health
care by $500 million over the Budget
Committee’s level in each year of the
budget resolution and raises the fund-
ing to the level requested in the vet-
erans’ Independent Budget, a $1.9 bil-
lion increase over fiscal year 2000.

This level of funding is advocated by
40 veterans groups and medical soci-
eties. I urge all Senators to support
this critically important amendment
which ensures adequate funding for
veterans over a b-year period.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

AMENDMENT NO. 3074 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2934

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have a
second-degree amendment which I send
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], for
himself, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. ABRAHAM, proposes an
amendment numbered 3074 to amendment
No. 2934.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 5,
$1.

The

line 5, increase the amount by

page 4, line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 13, increase the amount by

line 14, increase the amount by

line 15, increase the amount by

line 16, increase the amount by

line 17, increase the amount by
line 22, increase the amount by
line 23, increase the amount by
line 24, increase the amount by
line 25, increase the amount by

line 1, increase the amount by
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On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$1.

On page b, line 8, increase the
$1.

On page 5, line 9, increase the
$1.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$1.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$1.

On page 23, line 7, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by
$430,000,000.

On page 23, line 11, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by
$485,000,000.

On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by
$497,000,000.

On page 23, line 19, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 20, increase the amount by
$498,000,000.

On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$498,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$0.

At the end add the following: Notwith-
standing any other provision of this resolu-
tion the appropriate levels for function 920
are as follows—

For fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, —$60,431,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$48,461,000,000.

For fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, —$60,229,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$71,796,000,000.

For fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, —$500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$5,287,000,000.

For fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, —$500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$7,268,000,000.

For fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, —$500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$6,570,000,000.

SEC. . SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING MEDICAL
CARE FOR VETERANS.

It is the sense of the Senate that—

(1) the provisions of this resolution assume
that if the Congressional Budget Office de-
termines there is an on-budget surplus for
fiscal year 2001, $500,000,000 of that surplus
will be restored to the programs cut by this
amendment; and

(2) the assumptions underlying this resolu-
tion assume that none of the offsets made by
this amendment will come from defense or
veterans and should, to the extent possible,
come from administrative functions.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, my
amendment to the Johnson amendment
is the exact amendment that Senator
JOHNSON put on the budget resolution
last year. It increases veterans spend-
ing the same amount that the Johnson
amendment does, by $500 million a
year, but instead of blocking our abil-
ity to give tax cuts, as his would do,
mine is spread across a 5-year discre-
tionary pattern.

American citizens, along with vet-
erans, deserve to be treated equally.
We ought to recognize our veterans and
do as Senator JOHNSON has proposed.

amount by

amount by
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At the same time, we ought to recog-
nize American families who are now
taxed at the highest level in our Na-
tion’s history and give them an oppor-
tunity for some tax relief. My amend-
ment grants us that option. I urge con-
sideration of the second-degree amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
hope all Senators will vote for this
amendment. A recorded vote is impor-
tant because there are a lot of gaps in
the veterans health care system. For
my own part, I would far rather take it
out of tax cuts which are dispropor-
tionately aimed at higher income peo-
ple. I hope there is a 100-percent vote
for this. The veterans need our support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3074.

Mr. WELLSTONE. We asked for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not on
the second-degree amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. There has been no
rollcall vote requested on this amend-
ment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 66 Leg.]

YEAS—100

Abraham Feingold Mack
Akaka Feinstein McCain
Allard Fitzgerald McConnell
Ashcroft Frist Mikulski
Baucus Gorton Moynihan
Bayh Graham Murkowski
Bg}nnett’, Gramm Murray
Biden Grams Nickles
Bingaman Grassley Reed
Bond Gregg :

Reid
Boxer Hagel
Breaux Harkin Robb
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bryan Helms Rockefeller
Bunning Hollings Roth
Burns Hutchinson Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Campbell Inhofe Schumer
Chafee, L. Inouye Sessions
Cleland Jeffords Shelby
Cochran Johnson Smith (NH)
Collins Kennedy Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerrey Snowe
Crats obl. Shocter

Stevens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
Daschle Landrieu Thompson
DeWine Lautenberg

Thurmond
Dodd Leahy Torricelli
Domenici Levin . .
Dorgan Lieberman Voinovich
Durbin Lincoln Warner
Edwards Lott Wellstone
Enzi Lugar Wyden

The amendment (No. 3074) was agreed
to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2934

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the underlying amend-
ment, as amended. The yeas and nays
have been ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be vitiated.

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

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2934, as amended.

The amendment (No. 2934), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

AMENDMENT NO. 2946
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning the investment of the social se-
curity trust funds)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I call
up sense-of-the-Senate amendment No.
2946. It is a sense of the Senate reject-
ing the President’s plan for direct Gov-
ernment investment of Social Security
as an option.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr.
ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. INHOFE, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. GREGG, Mr. ALLARD and Mr.
SANTORUM, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2946.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I ask unanimous
consent reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
INVESTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUNDS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Government investment of the social
security trust funds in the stock market is a
gamble Congress should be unwilling to
make on behalf of the millions who receive
and depend on social security to meet their
retirement needs;

(2) in 1999, the Senate voted 99-0 to oppose
Government investment of the social secu-
rity trust funds in private financial markets;

(3) in addition to the unanimous opposition
of the United States Senate, Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan and Securities
and Exchange Commissioner Arthur Levitt
also oppose the idea; and

(4) despite this opposition, and despite the
dangers inherent in having the Government
invest social security trust funds in private
financial markets, President Clinton has
once again suggested, on page 37 of the Ad-
ministration’s proposed fiscal year 2001 Fed-
eral budget, that the Government invest part
of the social security trust funds in cor-
porate equities.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution
assume that the Federal Government should
not directly invest contributions made to
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund established under section
201 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401),
or any interest derived from those contribu-
tions, in private financial markets.

The
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Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to
strongly support Senator ASHCROFT’S
amendment to the budget resolution. I
commend his leadership on this vitally
important issue. This amendment reas-
sures the American people that Con-
gress will not spend a penny of their
Social Security and Medicare money.
It will put the Senate on record that
we honor our commitment.

This is a crucial step to truly protect
the Social Security and Medicare sur-
pluses and save them exclusively for
American’s retirement and health care
needs, not for tax relief, not for govern-
ment spending.

Beginning in 2008, 78 million baby-
boomers will become eligible for retire-
ment, and without immediate action
taken by the Congress the system will
begin to collapse. From that point on,
we will have more retirees than ever
before, and fewer workers paying into
the system.

Washington has made the situation
even worse because it keeps raiding the
Social Security and Medicare trust
funds. In 1998, American workers paid
$489 billion into the Social Security
system, but most of that money, $382
billion, was immediately paid out that
same year to 44 million beneficiaries.
That left a $106 billion surplus. The
total accumulated surplus in the trust
fund is more than $750 billion.

Unfortunately, this surplus exists
only on paper. The government has
consumed all that $750 billion for non-
Social Security related programs. All
it has are Treasury I0Us.

Even the Clinton administration ad-
mits that the trust fund does not actu-
ally exist. Here is what the President’s
last budget stated:

These trust funds balances are available to
finance future benefit payments and other
trust fund expenditures—but only in a book-
keeping sense. These funds are not set up to
be pension funds, like the funds of private
pension plans. They do not consist of real
economic assets that can be drawn down in
the future to fund benefits. Instead, they are
claims on the Treasury, that, when re-
deemed, will have to be financed by raising
taxes, borrowing from the public, or reducing
benefits or other expenditures.

That’s not acceptable. We must say
no to anyone who wants to spend even
a penny of the Social Security surplus
because we promised the American
people we would save it. There is no ex-
cuse in an era of budget surplus to con-
tinue raiding the Social Security trust
funds. Washington has done enough
damage to America’s retirement sys-
tem.

The just-released annual report of
the Social Security Trust Fund’s Board
of Trustee’s shows short-term improve-
ment but continued long-term deterio-
ration. The government will have to
come up with $11.3 trillion from gen-
eral revenues between 2015 and 2036 to
make up the annual shortfall in the So-
cial Security System. The inflation-ad-
justed cumulative deficit between 2015
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and 2075 is now projected to be $21.6
trillion, up nearly 7 percent compared
with last year’s projection. If the econ-
omy takes a turn for the worse, or if
the demographic assumptions are too
optimistic, the trust fund could go
bankrupt much sooner.

This makes our work to save and re-
form Social Security and Medicare
even more urgent.

The Ashcroft amendment will bring
us one step closer to protecting Social
Security and Medicare. Unlike the pre-
vious Social Security lockbox, which
locks up only the Social Security sur-
plus, this amendment would extend
that protection to the Medicare surplus
as well. The Medicare part A surplus
will be about $20 billion a year. This
surplus should be preserved only for
the medical expenses of senior Ameri-
cans, not the general government
spending.

If enacted, the Ashcroft amendment
would, in effect, prevent anyone,
whether it is the Congress or the ad-
ministration, for raiding the Social Se-
curity and Medicare surplus. I believe
this is absolutely the right thing to do.

Mr. President, the American people
demand that we truly protect the So-
cial Security and Medicare surplus, and
they want to stop the federal govern-
ment’s practice of so-called ‘‘bor-
rowing’’ from the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds. They are very
worried that retirement funds will not
be there for them, and they are con-
cerned that the government will not be
able to return the more than $750 bil-
lion ‘“‘borrowed” and spent by the gov-
ernment.

Over the next 10 years, American
workers will put more than $2.3 trillion
into the Social Security system. We
must do everything we can to prevent
the government from spending this So-
cial Security and Medicare surplus
under any circumstances. We need an
enforcement mechanism to keep our
promise to the American people.

The Ashcroft amendment provides
the protection for Americans’ retire-
ment and health care money. I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this
is an amendment which would express
the sense of the Senate that the Gov-
ernment should not invest the Social
Security trust fund in the stock mar-
ket. I believe there is a consensus on
both sides that this is the case.

Last year, we voted 99-0 to say we did
not want the Government playing
stockbroker for a day with the retire-
ment security of the American people.

I personally believe we could do this
on a voice vote as a matter of saving
the time and energy of this body. I sug-
gest we do so.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we agree with the Senator’s idea of a
voice vote. Then we can move on.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2946.

The amendment (No. 2946) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

AMENDMENT NO. 2956

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning an increase in funding for dig-
ital opportunity)

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2956, a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution on the necessary
budget funding to cross the digital di-
vide.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL-
SK1], for herself, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. KERRY and Mr. KENNEDY,
proposes an amendment numbered 2956.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
DIGITAL OPPORTUNITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) A digital divide exist in America. Low-
income, urban and rural families are less
likely to have access to the Internet and
computers. African American and Hispanic
families are only % as likely to have Inter-
net access as white families. Access by Na-
tive Americans to the Internet and to com-
puters is statistically negligible.

(2) Regardless of income level, Americans
living in rural areas lag behind in Internet
access. Individuals with lower incomes who
live in rural areas are half as likely to have
Internet access as individuals who live in
urban areas.

(3) The digital divide for the poorest Amer-
icans has grown by 29 percent since 1997.

(4) Access to computers and the Internet
and the ability to use this technology effec-
tively is becoming increasingly important
for full participation in America’s economic,
political and social life.

(5) Unequal access to technology and high-
tech skills by income, educational level, race
and geography could deepen and reinforce
the divisions that exist within American so-
ciety.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this resolution on the budget as-
sume that—

(1) to ensure that all children are computer
literate by the time they finish the eighth
grade, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender,
income, geography or disability, to broaden
access to information technologies, to pro-
vide workers, teachers and students with in-
formation technology training, and to pro-
mote innovative online content and software

The
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applications that will improve commerce,
education and quality of life, initiatives that
increase digital opportunity should be pro-
vided for as follows:

(A) $200,000,000 in tax incentives should be
provided to encourage private sector dona-
tion of high quality computers, sponsorship
of community technology centers, training,
technical services and computer repair;

(B) $450,000,000 should be provided for
teacher training;

(C) $150,000,000 for new teacher training;

(D) $400,000,000 should be provided for
school technology and school libraries;

(E) $20,000,000 should be provided to place
computers and trained personnel in Boys &
Girls Clubs;

(F) $25,000,000 should be provided to create
an E-Corps within Americorps;

(G) $100,000,000 should be provided to create
1,000 Community Technology Centers in low-
income urban and rural communities;

(H) $50,000,000 should be provided for public/
private partnerships to expand home access
to computers and the Internet for low-in-
come families;

(I) $45,000,000 should be provided to pro-
mote innovative applications of information
and communications technology for under-
served communities;

(J) $10,000,000 should be provided to prepare
Native Americans for careers in Information
Technology and other technical fields; and

(2) all Americans should have access to
broadband telecommunications capability as
soon as possible and as such, initiatives that
increase broadband deployment should be
funded, including $25,000,000 to accelerate
private sector deployment of broadband and
networks in underserved urban and rural
communities.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, the
amendment is very simple. It states it
is the sense of the Senate that the Fed-
eral budget will provide the framework
and the funding necessary to ensure
that all Americans cross the digital di-
vide.

The goal of the legislation is to en-
sure that every child is computer lit-
erate by the eighth grade, regardless of
race, ethnicity, income, gender, geog-
raphy, or disability. It is the single
most empowering tool we could pass
this year.

This amendment would increase
funds for teacher training and school
technology, create 1,000 community-
based tech centers, strengthen tax in-
centives for public-private partner-
ships, create an e-Corps within
AmeriCorps, and be able to make wise
and prudent use of Federal funds.

It will be absolutely crucial to get
our children ready to be able to leap-
frog into the future and participate in
the new economy.

Mr. President, I really do hope the
Senate will adopt this. If we could
come to an agreement on a voice vote
to accept it, I would be delighted and
not insist on a rollcall vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I ask the Sen-
ator, I believe this is a sense-of-the-
Senate amendment; is that correct?

Ms. MIKULSKI. That is absolutely
correct.
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Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion. We could accept it.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
Senator BAUCUS of Montana be added
as a cosponsor of the amendment.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2956.

The amendment (No. 2956) was agreed
to.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3031
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the type of medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit that Congress should
pass)

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I call up amendment No.
3031.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SMITH], for himself, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr.
DOMENICI, proposes an amendment numbered
3031.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MEDICARE
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this budget resolution assume that among
its reform options, Congress should explore a
medicare prescription drug proposal that—

(1) is voluntary;

(2) increases access for all medicare bene-
ficiaries;

(3) is designed to provide meaningful pro-
tection and bargaining power for medicare
beneficiaries in obtaining prescription drugs;

(4) is affordable for all medicare bene-
ficiaries and for the medicare program;

(b) is administered using private sector en-
tities and competitive purchasing tech-
niques;

(6) is consistent with broader medicare re-
form;

(7) preserves and protects the financial in-
tegrity of the medicare trust funds;

(8) does not increase medicare beneficiary
premiums; and

(9) provides a prescription drug benefit as
soon as possible.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, this amendment is quite
simple. It saves $40 billion that is now
in the budget which we don’t have to
spend because the Smith-Allard
amendment costs nothing. It is revenue
neutral. It provides no increase in pre-
miums for seniors. It takes effect as

The
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early as 2001, rather than 2009 under
the President’s plan. It covers 50 per-
cent of prescription drugs, up to $5,000.
For every dollar spent, 50 cents is cov-
ered, up to $5,000, and the prescription
drug goes toward the deductible. So if
we want to save money on the budget
and allow seniors to have prescription
drug coverage at no cost to the Govern-
ment—revenue neutral, no increase in
premiums to seniors—it is a good deal.
I encourage my colleagues to support
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
will not suggest that people vote
against the amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire, but it is inter-
esting to me that in his original
amendment, he said that Congress
““‘should” pass a Medicare prescription
drug benefit. He changed it to the
budget resolution ‘‘assumes that
among its reform options, Congress
should explore a Medicare prescription
drug.” That is a very different content
statement regarding the seriousness
about prescription drugs. I do not, how-
ever, oppose his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3031.

The amendment (No. 3031) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2966

(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for

additional ESEA funding)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2966.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM],
for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BAYH, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
ROBB, and Mr. EDWARDS, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2966.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR ADDITIONAL ESEA

FUNDING IN THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, upon re-
porting of a bill, the offering of an amend-
ment thereto, or the submission of a con-
ference report thereon that allows local edu-
cational agencies to use appropriated funds
to carry out activities under a reauthorized
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
that complies with subsection (b), the Chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget of the
Senate may increase the functional totals
and outlay aggregates and allocations—
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(1) for fiscal year 2001 by not more than
$3,000,000,000; and

(2) for the period of fiscal years 2001
through 2005 by not more than $15,000,000,000.

(b) CONDITION.—Legislation complies with
this subsection if it provides—

(1) increased accountability;

(2) encouragement of State educational
agencies (SEAs) and local educational agen-
cies (LEAs) to establish high student per-
formance standards;

(3) a concentration of resources around
central education goals, including compen-
satory education for disadvantaged children
and youth, teacher quality and professional
development, innovative education strate-
gies, programs for limited English pro-
ficiency students, student safety, and edu-
cational technology; and

(4) an allocation of funds that targets the
most impoverished areas and schools most
likely to be in distress.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators FEIN-
STEIN and KOHL be added as cosponsors
of this amendment.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this
amendment would reserve $15 billion
over the next 5 years to be able to meet
the projected additional funding for
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. We propose this additional
funding as part of a comprehensive Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
reform which focuses on principles
such as accountability based on stu-
dent performance, greater flexibility in
terms of the States and local school
districts’ ability to utilize this money,
and a strong focus on the at-risk child,
the child who today is falling further
and further behind and is going to be
less able to be an equal contributant to
the new economy era in which they
will be living, unless the Federal Gov-
ernment increases the strength of its
partnership with the States and local
school districts. I urge adoption of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
add $23 billion to education in this
budget. I don’t think we need a reserve
fund. This amendment violates the
Budget Act because it is not germane
to the budget. Therefore, I make a
point of order in that regard.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the
applicable sections of that act for con-
sideration of the pending amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to the Graham amendment No.
2966. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 54, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Leg.]

YEAS—46

Akaka Feingold Lincoln
Baucus Feinstein Lugar
Bayh Graham Mikulski
Biden Harkin Moynihan
Bingaman Hollings Murray
Boxer Inouye Reed
greaux % ohnsc()in Reid

ryan ennedy Robb
Byrd Kerrey Rockefeller
Cleland Kerry

Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl
Daschle Landrieu SChu,mer .
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden
Edwards Lieberman
NAYS—54

Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Brownback Grassley Santorum
Bunning Gregg Sessions
Burns Hagel Shelby
Campbell Hatch Smith (NH)
Chafee, L. Helms Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchinson Snowe
Collins Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Jeffords Thomas
Crapo Kyl Thompson
DeWine Lott Thurmond
Domenici Mack Voinovich
Enzi McCain Warner

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 46, the nays are 54.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected, the
point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

AMENDMENT NO. 2907
(Purpose: To strike the reconciliation in-
struction for tax cuts, thereby allowing
surpluses to go toward debt reduction)

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH]
proposes an amendment numbered 2907.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 28, strike beginning with line 22
and all that follows through page 29, line 5.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, my
amendment is easy to understand.
Rather than reduce taxes by $150 bil-
lion over the next 5 years, about $13.5
billion in this particular budget, my
amendment would use those dollars to
reduce the national debt. Most families
and businesses that finally had a sur-
plus of funds like we have would be
paying off their debt. Today, 13 cents
out of every dollar we spend goes to
pay interest on the debt. That is al-
most as much as we spend on defense,
and more than we spend on Medicare.

All of the leading economists in this
country say we should take the on-
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budget surplus and use it to pay down
the debt. It encourages more savings
and investment, and it lowers interest
rates, which is a real tax savings.

Last, but not least, it fulfills a moral
obligation to our children and grand-
children to remove the debt Congress
has put on their backs because Con-
gress did not have the courage to ei-
ther pay for the things it wanted, or do
without.

We have the resources now. We ought
to use those resources to pay down the
national debt.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
amendment strikes the reconciliation
instructions. What we have said in our
budget resolution is, if we don’t get
any tax relief, the money will go to re-
ducing the debt. I believe the budget
resolution needs to have a reconcili-
ation instruction if we are going to
give a fair chance at the tax reforms
that are proposed—any size, from $10
billion to $75 billion or whatever can be
done. Without the reconciliation, we
would get none of it done.

Therefore, I oppose it and hope it will
be defeated. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2907. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Akaka Feinstein Lincoln
Baucus Graham McCain
Biden Harkin Mikulski
Boxer Hollings Moynihan
Bryan Inouye Murray
Byrd Jeffords Reed
Chafee, L. Johnson Reid
Cleland Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerry
Daschle Kohl g;’fg‘;ﬁzlsler
Dodd Landrieu
Dorgan Lautenberg Spgcter'
Durbin Leahy Voinovich
Edwards Levin Wellstone
Feingold Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—56

Abraham Enzi McConnell
Allard Fitzgerald Murkowski
Ashcroft Frist Nickles
Bayh Gorton Roberts
Bennett Gramm Roth
Bingaman Grams Santorum
Bond Grassley Schumer
Breaux Gregg 5
Brownback Hagel :;séslg);s
Bunning Hatch L

Smith (NH)
Burns Helms .
Campbell Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Cochran Hutchison Snowe
Collins Inhofe Stevens
Coverdell Kerrey Thomas
Craig Kyl Thompson
Crapo Lott Thurmond
DeWine Lugar Torricelli
Domenici Mack Warner

The amendment (No. 2907) was re-
jected.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2939

(Purpose: The amendment would reduce the
GOP tax cut by less than 1 percent in
FY2001, and 1.8 percent over 5 years, to in-
crease the Pell grant maximum by a total
of $400—raising the basic Pell grant from
the current $3,300 to $3,700. This increase is
over the Committee increase of $200 to
$3,500)

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment 2939 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DODD,
Mr. REED, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN, and
Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2939.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4,
$612,000,000.

On page 4,
$635,000,000.

On page 4,
$646,000,000.

On page 4,
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$623,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$644,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$655,000,000.

On page 5,
$666,000,000.

On page 5,
$124,000,000.

On page 5,
$612,000,000.

On page 5,
$635,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$623,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$644,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$655,000,000.

line 5, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 1, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 9, increase the amount by

April 7, 2000

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$666,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,674,000,000.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I offer
this on behalf of myself, Senator FEIN-
GOLD, our education committee, Sen-
ator SARBANES, and others; and Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator COLLINS, and
Senator CHAFEE. This is a bipartisan
amendment. It is a very simple amend-
ment. At the present time, we are pro-
viding $3,300 on the Pell grants. The
Budget Committee has raised that up
to $3,5600. This amendment would make
it $3,700. It costs $1.4 billion a year.
This amendment applies for 5 years.

This chart indicates what the Pell
grant has meant to education for chil-
dren. Back in the 1970s it paid effec-
tively 90 percent of the public edu-
cation for children. It has gone down,
now, to about 40 percent for public edu-
cation—20 percent in private colleges.
Ninety percent of the children who are
getting Pell grants have incomes of
$9,000 or less.

Finally, for families that have in-
comes of $74,000, 90 percent of their
children are going on to higher edu-
cation, whether public education or
private education. For families with
$25,000, it is 26 percent. Talk about a
digital divide, this is growing and
growing and growing.

The money in this amendment all
goes to tuition; nothing for rooms,
nothing for food, nothing for additional
services.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD letters from the
various groups that support this
amendment.

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

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION,

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
Washington, DC, April 3, 2000.

DEAR SENATOR: I write to urge you to sup-
port Senator Kennedy’s amendment to the
FY 2001 Budget Resolution that would in-
crease funding for the Pell Grant program by
$1.4 billion. These funds would translate into
a much-needed $400 increase in the maximum
Pell Grant award.

As you know, Congress has made progress
in recent years in providing much-needed in-
creases in funding for the Pell Grant pro-
gram. As a result, millions of low- and mid-
dle-income students who would not other-
wise be able to access a college education
have done so.

The $30 increase in the maximum Pell
Grant award included in the S. Con. Res. 101
would, however, halt this progress. It would
not allow for a single additional Pell Grant
recipient next year and translates into an in-
crease of only $15 in the average Pell Grant
award.

Senator Kennedy’s amendment will make a
significant difference to students who are
seeking to finance a college education. I urge
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you to support Senator Kennedy’s amend-
ment to increase funding for the Pell Grant
program.
Sincerely,
STANLEY O. IKENBERRY,
President.
STUDENT AID ALLIANCE,
Washington, DC, April 3, 2000.
Re: support Kennedy amendment to increase
the maximum Pell Grant by $400.

DEAR SENATOR: We write on behalf of the
Student Aid Alliance—a coalition of 60 orga-
nizations representing colleges and univer-
sities, students, and parents—to urge you to
support Senator Kennedy’s amendment to
the FY 2001 Budget Resolution that would in-
crease funding for the Pell Grant program by
$1.4 billion. These funds would translate into
a much-needed $400 increase in the maximum
Pell Grant award.

As you know, the Pell Grant is the founda-
tion of student aid packages for millions of
low- and middle-income students who would
not otherwise be able to access a college edu-
cation. Senator Kennedy’s amendment would
make a real difference to students seeking to
finance a college education.

Alternatively, the $30 increase in the Max-
imum Pell Grant award included in S. Con.
Res. 101 would not allow for a single addi-
tional Pell Grant recipient next year and
would translate into an increase of only $15
in the average Pell Grant award.

We strongly urge you to support Senator
Kennedy’s amendment to increase funding
for the Pell Grant program.

Sincerely,
STANLEY O. IKENBERRY,
Co-Chair.
DAVID L. WARREN,
Co-Chair.
COMMITTEE FOR EDUCATION FUNDING,
Washington, DC, April 5, 2000.

Re: support education amendments on S.
Con. Res. 101 to increase education fund-
ing.

MEMBER,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: The Committee for Edu-
cation Funding, a nonpartisan coalition of
over 90 organizations reflecting the broad
spectrum of the education community, urges
you to support amendments during floor de-
bate to increase education investment in S.
Con. Res. 101, the FY01 Budget Resolution re-
ported by the Senate Budget Committee on
March 30. The proposed budget resolution
provides an increase of only $2.2 billion for
discretionary funding for Function 500, edu-
cation and related programs and is $4.7 bil-
lion below the President’s request.

We welcome Chairman Domenici’s stated
support for making education a top budget
priority. The Budget Resolution proposes an
increase of $2.6 billion for elementary and
secondary education, including $1 billion for
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act, and assumes a modest increase in the
Pell Grant maximum award. While these in-
creases are important, they are $2.2 billion
below the President’s request for a $4.5 bil-
lion increase in discretionary spending for
education and would require cuts and freezes
in other education and related programs to
meet the total increase for the function of
only $2.2 billion. The budget resolution also
provides $2.3 billion in mandatory funds for a
proposed Performance Bonus Fund that has
not yet been enacted and would not make
grants until after FY05.

We urge you to support amendments that
would add funding to more adequately re-
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flect the important role of education in the
overall fiscal health and competitiveness of
the nation’s economy and its high priority
among the American people.

For example, the Bingaman-Kennedy
amendment would add $5.6 billion to the
Budget Resolution in FY01 for such key pro-
grams as Title I aid for disadvantaged stu-
dents, Pell grants for student aid, class size
reduction, IDEA, school modernization,
teacher recruitment and professional devel-
opment, after school, GEAR UP, TRIO and
college work study. The Kennedy-Feingold
amendment increases the Pell grant max-
imum award to $400. The Jeffords-Dodd
amendment would fully fund IDEA at $15.8
billion over five years and meet the federal
commitment of support for special edu-
cation. CEF strongly supports these amend-
ments and other amendments that increase
funding for education. It does not support
amendments that increase funding for one
education program at the expense of an-
other.

Recent polls show that 61% of the Amer-
ican public believe that the federal govern-
ment spends too little on education. Ameri-
cans expect the federal budget to reflect a
national commitment to improve and expand
educational opportunities for America’s chil-
dren, youth and adults to meet the pressing
challenges of the new century. We urge you
to support a budget resolution with amend-
ments, such as the Bingaman, Kennedy and
Jeffords amendments that make that na-
tional commitment.

Sincerely,
ELLIN NOLAN,
President.
EDWARD KEALY,
Executive Director.
ASSOCIATION OF JESUIT
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES,
April 5, 2000.
Hon. TED KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the
twenty-eight Jesuit colleges and Univer-
sities, I want to commend you and Senators
Feingold and Dodd for introducing an
amendment to the budget Resolution for
FY2001 that would increase the maximum
amount per student for Pell Grants to $400.

The higher education community remains
concerned with a budget that in essence
would freeze any increases for grant pro-
grams and campus-based aid programs, ex-
cept for a marginal increase of $30 for Pell
Grants. Our needs are great and will con-
tinue to be so over the next ten years. While
on-budget federal funds for higher education
decreased by 28% from 1983 to 1998, after fac-
toring in inflation, enrollments rose by 17.4%
between 1982 and 1998. And, according to the
‘“Baby-Boom Echo Report on Higher Edu-
cation” issued by the Department of Edu-
cation, enrollment in higher education will
continue to rise rapidly over the next ten
years by a whopping 16% to 20%.

Pell Grants are the cornerstone of all stu-
dent financial aid. Sadly, Pell Grants are
only 75% of the value that they were in 1980.
Our twenty-eight Jesuit colleges and institu-
tions have given institutional grants to
needy students for centuries. Assisting poor
needy students to receive quality education
is at the cornerstone of Jesuit higher edu-
cation. Currently, our twenty-eight institu-
tions give an average of 40% in institutional
aid to needy students to make up for declin-
ing federal dollars. We will always remain
committed to assisting needy students but
continue to need the assistance and com-
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mitted support of the federal government to
educate all young Americans regardless of
their income.

Please know that we have been appre-
ciative for the increases that higher edu-
cation has received over the last four years.
We know that the American public agrees
with our premise that education should be
the number one priority in this country. It is
our hope that the Senate will see fit to con-
cur with the American public by adopting
your Pell amendment. And, it is our long-
term hope that the Senate will adopt a budg-
et that offers opportunities for more dis-
advantaged Americans across the country so
that they too can dream the same dreams
that other Americans do without an income
prohibition.

Thank you for taking the initiative once
against to assist needy students. Our asso-
ciation commends your efforts.

Sincerely,
CYNDY LITTLEFIELD,
Director of Federal Relations.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of Senator KENNEDY’S
amendment which would raise the indi-
vidual maximum Pell grant Award to
$3,700, an increase of $400.

Higher education is one of the most
important investments our Federal
government can make. After all, for
the United States to continue its eco-
nomic growth, we need an educated
workforce.

I recognize that the federal govern-
ment cannot guarantee that all Ameri-
cans will be able to attend a post sec-
ondary institution. But we must ensure
that all qualified Americans have equal
access to a post secondary education.

After all, Congress created need-
based student financial aid programs to
ensure that individuals from low-in-
come families are not denied post sec-
ondary education because they cannot
afford it.

Grant aid, specifically Pell grant aid,
is the key that enables many individ-
uals to graduate from college.

I am deeply concerned about the
emergence of a widening educational
gap between rich and poor. Statistic
after statistic illustrates that students
from low-income families are pursuing
a post-secondary education at a much
slower rate than individuals from mid-
dle and upper income families.

With more and more students attend-
ing college, the situation may get
much worse unless Congress fully funds
Pell. Over the next ten years, more
than 14 million undergraduates will be
enrolled in colleges and universities
around the country—an increase of 11
percent.

Many of these students will be the
first in their families to attend college
and one in five of these students will
come from families with incomes below
the poverty level. The same students
that rely on need-based student grant
aid.

Without Pell grants, many individ-
uals simply can’t consider college—and
without a college degree or serious
post-secondary training, some employ-
ers won’t consider hiring these individ-
uals.
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Statistic after statistic shows that a
college education helps those who grad-
uate from college with a bachelor’s de-
gree earn 74 percent more than those
who only complete high school.

What is so tragic is the decrease in
Pell grant funding. The Pell grant has
failed to keep up with inflation. Over
the past 25 years, the value of the aver-
age Pell grant has decreased by 23 per-
cent—the average grant is now worth
only 77 percent of what Pell grants
were worth in 1975.

What is even more troubling about
the trend of increasing tuition and de-
creasing impact of grant value is how
students, especially low-income stu-
dents, make up the difference between
aid and tuition.

This chart illustrates grant and loan
funding as a percentage of total aid.

As you can see, twenty years ago,
grant aid comprised approximately
fifty-two percent of a student’s aid
package, and loans comprised about
forty-two percent.

Over the past 20 years, this trend has
reversed itself—loans now constitute
almost 60 percent of total aid, and
grants have plummeted to about forty
percent.

Unfortunately, some aren’t aware of
the recent funding trends for the Pell
Grant or its importance. Let’s take a
look at a recent headline of the Eau-
Claire Leader-Telegram:

Bush Averse to more college grant funding.
Let students get loans, candidate says in
Eau Claire.

Apparently, Governor Bush isn’t
aware that most students are already
having to fund their education through
loans and more and more debt. Well,
Mr. President, as I visit college cam-
puses each year in Wisconsin, I hear
from students who are forced to turn to
credit cards to pay the difference on
tuition, for books or groceries.

In fact, last year alone, the number
of students who took out non-federal
loans increased by 25 percent.

Well, it seems that Governor Bush
believes that Congress needs to force
students to take on even more debt.
Again, Governor Bush’s views on how
students should pay for a post sec-
ondary education:

Some of it you are going to have to pay
back, and that’s just the way it is because
there is nothing free in society. College is
not free.

What, then, is need-based grant aid?
Congress created need-based grant aid
to ensure that individuals from low and
middle income families are not denied
post secondary education because they
cannot afford it.

Congress created the student grant
aid programs under the Higher Edu-
cation Act for the specific purpose of
making college affordable for those in
need.

Even after someone pointed out that
some students already carry a heavy
loan repayment burden, Governor Bush
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didn’t get the picture. According to the
Leader-Telegram, Bush responded to
this statement by saying ‘‘too bad.”

Congress should not say ‘‘too bad” to
students who are in need. I believe that
everyone deserves fair and equal access
to a higher education.

After all, that is why Congress cre-
ated need based grant aid.

By supporting this amendment and
an increase for the Pell grant program,
Congress has a chance to renew its
commitment to equal access for all to
higher education. I thank my col-
leagues for their time and support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in the
Budget Committee, there was an
amendment offered to raise the Pell
grants in this budget to the exact level
the President of the United States re-
quested, up to $3,500. That is what the
President asked for. That is what is in
the budget. I do not think the Presi-
dent of the United States, the edu-
cation President, would be under-
funding Pell grants. He has increased
them in his budget, and it seems as if
it is never enough.

What we have done is right and fair
and leaves some room for other edu-
cation programs. We do not use up all
the money doing that extra add-on the
Senator is asking for, but we do in-
crease it up to the level of the Presi-
dent. I do not believe we should add to
it at this point. I hope Senators will re-
ject the amendment. I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2939. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Akaka Edwards Lieberman
Baucus Feingold Lincoln
Bayh Feinstein McCain
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Jeffords Reid
Byrd Johnson Robb
Chafee, L. Kennedy Rockefeller
Cleland Kerrey Sarbanes
Collins Kerry Schumer
Conrad Kohl Snowe
Daschle Landrieu Specter
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Wellstone
Durbin Levin Wyden

NAYS—49
Abraham Bond Campbell
Allard Brownback Cochran
Ashcroft Bunning Coverdell
Bennett Burns Craig
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Crapo Helms Santorum
DeWine Hutchinson Sessions
Domenici Hutchison Shelby
Enzi Inhofe Smith (NH)
Fitzgerald Kyl Smith (OR)
Frist Lott Stevens
Gorton Lugar Thomas
Gramm Mack
Grams McConnell Thompson
. Thurmond

Grassley Murkowski X N

R Voinovich
Gregg Nickles W
Hagel Roberts arner
Hatch Roth

The amendment (No. 2939) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote and move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I list, without asking unanimous con-
sent, what we currently plan as the
next 10 amendments.

The amendments, in the following
order, are presently expected to be the
order they are considered in the Sen-
ate: Ashcroft amendment No. 3032, on
Medicare lockbox; Lautenberg amend-
ment No. 2957 on Democrat alternative;
Jeffords amendment No. 2984 on aid to
education; Edwards amendment No.
3001 on aid to CDBG and provides for
some hurricane considerations; Specter
amendment No. 2994 on aid to edu-
cation; Schumer-Durbin amendment
No. 2954 on law enforcement; Smith
amendment No. 3028 on the census;
Kennedy amendment No. 2951 on the
minimum wage; Stevens amendment
No. 3003 on child reserve fund; and
Landrieu amendment No. 2979 on SOS
military threat.

As I understand it, Senator ASHCROFT
is next, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

AMENDMENT NO. 3032
(Purpose: To protect the Medicare surpluses
through strengthened budgetary enforce-
ment mechanisms)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3032.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr.
ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
VoOINOVICH, and Mr. GRAMS, Dproposes an
amendment numbered 3032.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title II, insert the following:

SEC. 211. PROTECTION OF MEDICARE SUR-
PLUSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the fiscal year 2001 budget submitted by
the President, instead of protecting Medi-
care, reduces payments to Medicare pro-
viders by $563 billion over 10 years;

(2) the fiscal year 2001 budget submitted by
the President calls for an increase in spend-
ing for fiscal year 2001 of $58 billion and
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would increase taxes collected next year by
$12 billion;

(3) the fiscal year 2001 budget submitted by
the President continues to use the Medicare,
Part A surplus to mask the President’s pro-
posed increases in spending; and

(4) in contrast to the President’s budget,
this budget resolution protects Medicare, re-
jects the President’s Medicare cuts and pro-
vides $40 billion for prescription drug cov-
erage for needy seniors.

(b) MEDICARE SURPLUSES OFF-BUDGET.—The
net surplus of any trust fund for part A of
Medicare shall not be counted as a net sur-
plus for purposes of the congressional budg-
et.

(c) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT MEDICARE
SURPLUSES.—

(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year.

(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—It shall not
be in order in the House of Representatives
or the Senate to consider any bill, joint reso-
lution, amendment, motion, or conference
report if—

(A) the enactment of that bill or resolution
as reported;

(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

(C) the enactment of that bill or resolution
in the form recommended in that conference
report; would cause or increase an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year.

(3) DEFINTIION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘on-budget deficit’’, when ap-
plied to a fiscal year, means the deficit in
the budget as set forth in the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et pursuant to section 301(a)(3) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 for that fiscal
year.

(d) MEDICARE LOOK-BACK SEQUESTER.—If in
any fiscal year, the Medicare, Part A surplus
has been used to finance general operations
of the Federal government, an amount equal
to the amount used shall be sequestered for
available discretionary spending for the fol-
lowing fiscal year for purposes of any con-
current resolution on the budget.

(e) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—This
section may be waived or suspended in the
Senate only by the affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under this section.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 minutes of debate.

The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I would like to
begin by praising Chairman DOMENICI
for producing this responsible budget,
which I intend to support.

Chairman DOMENICI’'S budget will
fully protect Social Security over 5
years. This represents a sea change in
the way business is done in Wash-
ington. When I came to Washington,
Congress routinely spent money out of
the Social Security trust fund, some-
thing that Chairman DOMENICI’s budget
does not even consider.

As a result of this hard-fought fiscal
discipline, this budget will retire $1.1
trillion in publicly held debt over 5
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years, and $177 billion next year. If we
continue upon the path laid out by this
budget, we will completely eliminate
the publicly-held debt over the next 13
years.

In addition to responsibly paying off
our debt, this budget allows for $150
billion in tax cuts over 5 years, includ-
ing $13 billion in FY 2001, and respon-
sible increases in other discretionary
accounts, including a 4.8% increase in
national defense.

I would like to commend Senator
DOMENICI for crafting this budget, and
emphasize what a pleasure it is to work
with him.

Last year, I worked with Senator
DOMENICI on a rule in last year’s budg-
et that created a point of order against
any budget that spends money out of
the Social Security surplus.

As a result of last year’s budget rule,
the CBO has stated that the FY 2000
budget will not spend a penny out of
the Social Security surplus for the first
time in 40 years. This year, the Senate
Budget Committee estimates that the
United States government will have an
on-budget surplus of $8 billion. This on-
budget surplus allows the government
to protect the Social Security trust
fund and to help reduce our publicly
held debt by $300 billion by the end of
this year.

Early last year, I introduced the first
legislation designed to lockbox the So-
cial Security trust fund. This legisla-
tion formed the basis of the Ashcroft
rule protecting Social Security in-
cluded in last year’s budget resolution.

In addition, we spent much of last
year working on the Abraham-Domen-
ici-lockbox, which also would have pro-
tected all of the Social Security sur-
pluses from new spending.

Unfortunately, the Democrats saw fit
to block this legislation, filibustering
the lockbox 6 times.

Despite this opposition, we have suc-
ceeded in creating in practice what we
have not yet achieved in legislation.

This year Senator DOMENICI included
last year’s Social Security rule in the
FY 2001 budget, and Senator ABRAHAM
successfully offered a committee
amendment to extend that point of
order to 60 votes, which was my origi-
nal intention.

Protecting Social Security through
the Social Security lockbox has been a
giant step forward in the fight for re-
sponsible budgeting. Now it is time to
take that fight one step further.

Today I am offering an amendment
that creates points of order in the Sen-
ate and the House against any budget
resolution or subsequent bill that uses
the Medicare or Social Security sur-
pluses to finance on-budget deficits. We
do not have that protection now.

This new rule I am proposing expands
the Social Security budget rule by add-
ing Medicare part A to the Social Secu-
rity lockbox, ensuring that Congress
must balance the budget without using
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any money from the annual Social Se-
curity or Medicare part A surpluses. If
Congress does dip into the Medicare
part A surplus, my amendment calls
for a sequester of discretionary spend-
ing in the amount of the violation.

While protecting the Medicare sur-
plus seemed to be an unattainable goal
just a few short years ago, this goal is
now within our reach. In addition to
funding the government for fiscal year
2000 without spending a penny out of
the Social Security trust fund, CBO
projections demonstrate that we now
have enough revenue available to pro-
tect the $22 billion part A Medicare
surplus as well.

It is imperative that we limit spend-
ing this year so that we do not dip into
the Medicare surplus in FY 2001.

Both Medicare and Social Security
are funded out of payroll taxes specifi-
cally delineated for their respective
purposes, and are supposed to be re-
served for those purposes. If there are
surpluses in these accounts, if these ac-
counts take in more money than is
necessary for their stated purposes in a
specific year, then that money should
not suddenly be available for general
government spending.

Any and all surpluses in those two
accounts should be reserved for their
stated purposes, or be used to help
shore up those accounts. This legisla-
tion promotes honest accounting, and
requires the government to use funds
for their advertised purposes.

In addition to protecting these essen-
tial funds, the Medicare lockbox rule
will send the powerful message that
protecting Medicare and Social Secu-
rity is our highest priority.

Social Security is scheduled to go
bankrupt by 2037. Medicare is projected
to become insolvent even sooner, in
2023. We have made real progress on
these two fronts since the beginning of
the Republican Congress. Social Secu-
rity’s projected insolvency has been ex-
tended from 2029 to 2037, while Medi-
care’s bankruptcy has been pushed
back by a greater amount, from 2002 to

2023. Despite this progress, we still
have more work to do.
Lockboxing Social Security and

Medicare surpluses is an essential first
step in securing the long term financial
solvency of Medicare and Social Secu-
rity.

It is vitally important that we ensure
that the government not spend monies
dedicated for the trust funds that sus-
tain these essential programs.

The Medicare lockbox rule will
change the way business is done in
Washington. We should pass the Medi-
care lockbox rule, so that protecting
Social Security and Medicare will be
part of the rules of the Senate. Passing
this rule will be the next step on our
journey to secure the long term sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?
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There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
opposed but I yield half of my time to
Senator LAUTENBERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the amendment sounds as if it protects
Medicare, but it would cause even
deeper cuts in education and law en-
forcement and would make imple-
menting Medicare reforms more dif-
ficult in the future, including imple-
menting a prescription drug benefit. I
recommend that my colleagues vote
against this amendment and hope it
will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not believe we ought to take the HI
trust fund off budget. That is what this
amendment does. In the budget resolu-
tion, we have $40 billion for Medicare
and we do not accept the President’s
cuts for Medicare. I think we have done
right by Medicare. If we can incor-
porate these numbers in a bill this
year, I think we will be on the right
track. This just won’t work. Medicare
is not a trust fund like Social Security.
I am grateful that Senator ASHCROFT is
trying to do this. He has been a leader
in protecting Medicare and Social Se-
curity. I do not think this will work.

Mr. President, I make a point of
order that the amendment is not ger-
mane to the budget resolution.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
move to waive the budget point of
order. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question occurs on agreeing to
the motion to waive the Budget Act in
relation to the Ashcroft amendment
No. 3032. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?—

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 30,
nays 70, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.]

YEAS—30
Abraham Feingold Johnson
Allard Fitzgerald Kyl
Ashcroft Grams McCain
Bond Hagel McConnell
Brownback Hatch Roberts
Bunning Helms Santorum
Campbell Hutchinson Sessions
Craig Hutchison Smith (NH)
Crapo Inhofe Specter
Enzi Jeffords Voinovich

NAYS—T70
Akaka Breaux Collins
Baucus Bryan Conrad
Bayh Burns Coverdell
Bennett Byrd Daschle
Biden Chafee, L. DeWine
Bingaman Cleland Dodd
Boxer Cochran Domenici
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Dorgan Landrieu Rockefeller
Durbin Lautenberg Roth
Edwards Leahy Sarbanes
Feinstein Levin Schumer
Frist L?eberman Shelby
Gorton Lincoln Smith (OR)
graham Eott Snowe
ramm ugar

Grassley Mack ’?‘;evens

X . omas
Gregg Mikulski
Harkin Moynihan Thompson
Hollings Murkowski Thur'mon'd
nouye Murray Torricelli
Kennedy Nickles Warner
Kerrey Reed Wellstone
Kerry Reid Wyden
Kohl Robb

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 30, the nays 70.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2957
(Purpose: To provide a substitute)

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG] proposes an amendment numbered
2957.

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

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

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the substitute Budg-
et Resolution introduced by Senator
LAUTENBERG. Unlike the Republican
Budget Resolution, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG’S Democratic alternative puts
real teeth into priorities such as pre-
scription drugs, Social Security, edu-
cation, and paying down the debt. I
support the Democratic proposal be-
cause it focuses on our national prior-
ities first. But I want to add a word of
caution. Our national defense is under-
funded in both resolutions. We cannot
afford, as a nation, to continue to
underfund our nation’s security. Free-
dom has a price. We can’t take it for
granted. We’re not building enough
new weapons platforms and systems to
be able to meet our obligations here at
home or our commitments to our allies
abroad. We can’t recruit and maintain
the soldiers, sailors, airmen and Ma-
rines we need. We can’t adequately
modernize, much less revolutionize,
our Armed Forces without putting
more money into our defense budget. I
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look forward to working with my col-
leagues from both sides of the aisle to
meet our responsibilities in this area.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the Democratic alternative reflects six
key principles in its budget. It protects
every penny of the Social Security sur-
plus; it pays down the public debt by
2013; it funds a badly needed prescrip-
tion drug benefit; it includes targeted
tax cuts for working Americans, and it
funds important defense and domestic
priorities such as education, health, re-
search, and agriculture.

Unlike the Republican budget, this
plan is based on realistic assumptions
about domestic spending. It contains
projections for a full 10 years so we
know what will happen.

In sum, we have a responsible pack-
age that focuses on the needs of ordi-
nary Americans today and the needs of
our Nation in the future. I urge my col-
leagues to support this Democratic al-
ternative.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is
a full substitute. It is a so-called Dem-
ocrat budget, and essentially the big
difference between the two budgets is
that over time this Democrat budget
will give back to the American people
4 percent of the non-Social Security
surplus. We think over time we should
give them back 11 percent. The dif-
ference is the Democrats spend 22 per-
cent and we spend 17 percent of the sur-
plus.

We think this is not the time to grow
Government that much but, rather,
leave a little bit more than 4 percent
for tax relief for the American people.
There are many other differences, but
this essentially is the difference.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2957. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays b5, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Akaka Durbin Levin
Baucus Feingold Lieberman
Bayh Feinstein Lincoln
Biden Graham Mikulski
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Johnson Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Chafee, L. Kerrey Rockefeller
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Schumer
Daschle Landrieu Torricelli
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden

NAYS—55
Abraham Ashcroft Bond
Allard Bennett Brownback
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Bunning Grassley Roberts
Burns Gregg Roth
Campbell Hagel Santorum
Cochran Hatch Sessions
Collins Helmsl Shelby
Covgrdell Hutch}nson Smith (NH)
GCrapo mhote Smith (OR)
DeWine Jeffords zggrtzr
Domenici Kyl Stevens
Edwards Lott
Enzi Lugar Thomas
Fitzgerald Mack Thompson
Frist McCain Thurmond
Gorton McConnell Voinovich
Gramm Murkowski Warner
Grams Nickles

The amendment (No. 2957) was re-
jected.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

AMENDMENT NO. 2984
(Purpose: To provide full funding for IDEA)

Mr. JEFFORDS. I call up amendment
No. 2984.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
JEFFORDS], for himself, Mr. DoDD, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FEIN-
GoLD, Mr. L. CHAFEE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. LIEBERMAN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2984.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$6,000,000,000.
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On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$4,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$6,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$8,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$11,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$31,000,000,000.

Mr. L. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senator JEFFORDS,
Chairman of the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee, and a
bipartisan group of Senators in offering
this amendment which reaches the goal
of fully-funding IDEA—the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act—with-
in five years.

IDEA was first enacted in 1975 and
authorizes funding, mostly in the form
of state grants, to assist states in pay-
ing for educational services for dis-
abled young people from 3-21. It re-
quires states which provide public edu-
cation, also to provide a ‘‘free, appro-
priate public education’ to this popu-
lation. Prior to enactment, an esti-
mated 2 million young people either
were not receiving any public edu-
cational services, or the services they
were receiving were inadequate. A
number of judicial decisions held that
it was unconstitutional for States
which provide public education to
withhold services from a specific
group—the disabled. As a result, States
felt compelled to provide educational
services to individuals with disabilities
and sought help to do so at the Federal
level.

The Federal Government responded
by enacting IDEA. This important pro-
tection for young people with
disabilites suggests that the Federal
Government will pay for up to 40 per-
cent of the average per pupil expendi-
ture for these students. Regrettably,
despite Republican efforts to increase
IDEA funding each year for the past
several years, we have fallen far short
of that goal. Also, Senator DOMENICI
has included a significant increase for
IDEA in this Budget Resolution that is
before us, and I commend him for his
effort to address this problem. But I be-
lieve we must do even more.

I would like to read the lead para-
graph from an article that appeared in
the Providence Journal yesterday on
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this subject. Headline: ‘‘Special-ed
costs soaring, board is told.”” Dateline:
Warwick—I was Mayor of Warwick for
seven years and am very familiar with
its funding needs:

The school committee was told last night
that the system’s special education costs, al-
ready a heavy burden for schools throughout
the state, are continuing to grow and that
there will be less federal money around to
help pay for it next year.

Already at 20 percent of the city’s
education budget, the article went on
to say, special education is the fastest
growing cost for the school district.

It’s important to remember that
typically school costs are borne by
property taxpayers. If we want to help
the taxpayers, we should be helping the
property taxpayers. This is a message
that will resonate back home.

Of course, this situation isn’t unique
to Warwick or a problem just in Rhode
Island. I would venture to say that
there probably isn’t a Senator in this
Chamber who hasn’t heard from his
state’s school boards about the spi-
raling costs of special education. Now,
Senator JEFFORDS has crafted an
amendment which will bring Federal
funding for special education up to the
promised 40 percent level within five
years. This is an amendment in which
I believe wholeheartedly, and I urge my
colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today as an original cosponsor of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Vermont, Mr. JEFFORDS, to strike
a small part of the overly large tax cut
included in this budget resolution and
instead use that money for grants to
the states under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, IDEA.

For too long the federal government
has failed to live up to its responsi-
bility to provide to the States the up
to 40 percent of the national average
per pupil expenditure for each disabled
child served allowed by IDEA.

During the current fiscal year, the
federal government will fund only
about 12.6 percent of the national aver-
age per pupil expenditure. This is 37.4
percent 1less than the maximum
amount allowed under IDEA—an
amount that the federal government
has not once provided to the states
since this funding formula was created.

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, Congress is appro-
priating only about a third of what
would be required to fully fund IDEA.

As I travel around my home state of
Wisconsin every year to host listening
sessions in each of our 72 counties, I
hear time and time again from frus-
trated parents, school administrators,
teachers, school board members, and
others about the need for an increase
in special education funding at the fed-
eral level.

Just last week at my Dane County
listening session, one of my constitu-
ents told me that full funding of the
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maximum federal share of IDEA would
have meant an additional $17 million
for his school district during the 1999-
2000 school year. And there are stories
like that across my state and around
the country.

In Wisconsin, and in many other
states, the population of students eligi-
ble for special education is outpacing
the modest annual increases in the
Federal share of special education
funding, and state and local govern-
ments are struggling to keep up.

Mr. President, the efforts of our
pubic schools to serve students with
disabilities are a hallmark of our na-
tional commitment to a free appro-
priate public education for all children.
Since 1975, public schools have helped
students with disabilities become more
self-sufficient, to prepare for employ-
ment, and to learn the skills they will
need to lead productive lives. Amer-
ica’s public schools have led the way
toward the full integration of individ-
uals with disabilities in our national
life. Our society is richer for it.

IDEA has provided access to free, ap-
propriate public education for millions
of previously unserved or underserved
students. Through assessments, evalua-
tions, and Individual Education Pro-
gram (IEPs), every disabled student is
served based on his or her individual
educational needs in the setting where
those needs can best be met.

We must do more to help state and
local governments pay for the cost of
educating these children.

I urge my colleagues to support his
common sense amendment. It will
move toward fully funding the federal
share of IDEA, and it will help to pro-
vide badly needed relief for a deserving
group of Americans.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I strong-
ly support this bipartisan effort to pro-
vide more funding for the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act. As
I've said time and again, disability is
not a partisan issue. We all share an in-
terest in ensuring that children with
disabilities and their families get a fair
shake in life. And the 25th anniversary
of IDEA is the perfect year to improve
the capacity of school districts to meet
their responsibilities to children with
disabilities.

Currently, the State grant program
within IDEA receives $56 billion. Esti-
mates by the Congressional Research
Service suggest that the program needs
to be funded at $15.8 billion each year
to meet the targets established in 1975.
Our amendment would increase funding
for IDEA annually in roughly $2 billion
increments over the next five years and
would put us on track to meet our goal
of 40 percent funding.

I know many of you have heard this
speech before. Every year I stand on
the Senate floor at least once or twice
and give a short history lesson around
IDEA. Well, this year is no different.

In the early seventies, two landmark
Federal district court cases—PARC
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versus Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
and Mills versus Board of Education of
the District Court of Columbia—estab-
lished that children with disabilities
have a constitutional right to a free
appropriate public education. In 1975,
in response to these cases, Congress en-
acted the Education of Handicapped
Children Act, the precursor to IDEA—
to help states meet their constitu-
tional obligations.

Congress enacted PL 94-142 for two
reasons. First, to establish a consistent
policy of what constitutes compliance
with the equal protection clause of the
14th amendment with respect to the
education of Kkids with disabilities.
And, second, to help States meet their
constitutional obligations through fed-
eral funding. The Supreme Court reit-
erated this in Smith versus Robinson:
“[EHA] is a comprehensive scheme set
up by Congress to aid the states in
complying with their constitutional
obligations to provide public education
for handicapped children.”

I strongly agree with the policy of
this amendment and the infusion of
more money into IDEA. A Senator JEF-
FORDS has explained, this is a win-win
for everyone. Students with disabilities
will be more likely to get the public
education they have a right to because
school districts will have the capacity
to provide such an education—without
cutting into their general education
budgets.

However, as much as I agree with the
policy of our amendment, I disagree
with some of the rhetoric around this
issue.

As I see it, a mythology has been cre-
ated around the 40 percent figure.
Some people describe it as a ‘‘promise”’
or ‘‘pledge’ on the part of the federal
government to fund IDEA at 40 per-
cent. Well, the 40 percent figure is sim-
ply a funding formula, just like the
funding formulas found in lots and lots
of other statutes.

In 1975, the EHA authorized the max-
imum award per state as being the
number of children served times 40 per-
cent of the national average per pupil
expenditure—known as the APPE. The
formula does not guarantee 40 percent
of national APPE per disabled child
served; rather, it caps IDEA allotments
at 40% of national APPE. In other
words, the 40 percent figure was a goal,
not a commitment.

As the then ranking minority mem-
ber on the House Ed and Labor Com-
mittee, Representative Albert Quie, ex-
plained: “I do not know in the subse-
quent years whether we will appro-
priate at those [authorized] levels or
not. I think what we are doing here is
laying out the goal. Ignoring other
Federal priorities, we thought it ac-
ceptable if funding reaches that level.”

The important point in the Congress-
man’s statement is that we cannot
fund IDEA grant programs at the cost
of other important federal programs.
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That is why historically the highest
appropriation for special education
funding was in FY 1979, when alloca-
tions represented 12.5 percent APPE.
During the Reagan years, the appro-
priation went back down.

But, over the last five years, as rank-
ing member on the Labor-H Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, I have worked
with my colleagues across the aisle to
more than double the IDEA appropria-
tion so that we’re back up to over 12.5
percent.

And, today, we are in an even better
position to do the right thing. We are
presented with a non-Social Security
budget surplus. Our economy is in
great shape. We have the opportunity
to pay off the public debt. We will con-
tinue to protect the Social Security
trust fund. And—even better—we can
use money from the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus to ensure that seniors get
prescription drugs, school kids benefit
from smaller class size, and students
with disabilities get the services they
have a right to.

All of these proposals make more
sense than providing wealthy Ameri-
cans with tax cuts that will eat up the
non-Social Security surplus.

Last year’s Supreme Court decision
regarding Garret Frey of Cedar Rapids,
Iowa underscores the need for Congress
to help school districts with the finan-
cial costs of educating children with
disabilities. While the excess costs of
educating some children with disabil-
ities is minimal, the excess costs of
educating other children with disabil-
ities, like Garret, is great.

Under our amendment, my home
state of Iowa would receive a total in-
crease of over $346 million over the
next five years.

Of course, lots of places are already
doing a great job of educating all of our
kids. I just found out about a school
district in Iowa—a district that in-
cludes my hometown of Cumming—
that’s delivering on IDEA’s promise of
full inclusion . . . on budget! According
to the superintendent, IDEA works for
everyone. For example, a girl with cer-
ebral palsy takes home economics and
French in the regular classroom. Just
imagine varsity football players work-
ing on home-ec projects with a girl in
a wheelchair. Each student learns
about their value as individuals and
their value as members of a team and
community.

These new dollars would go a long
way toward making a real difference
for both children with disabilities and
their families. I’ve heard from parents
in Iowa that their kids need more
qualified interpreters for deaf and hard
of hearing children and they need bet-
ter mental health services and better
behavioral assessments. And the addi-
tional funds will help local and area
education agencies build capacity in
these areas.
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We must redouble our efforts to help
school districts meet their constitu-
tional obligations. We need to increase
dollars to every program under IDEA,
not just the state grant programs.

And, of course, by receiving federal
dollars, states take on certain respon-
sibilities. IDEA dollars are intended to
provide children with disabilities an
equal opportunity to public education.
States must use this money in a way
that builds their capacity to deliver
necessary educational and related serv-
ices to students with disabilities and
meet their obligations under the law.

As I understand it, one of the Na-
tional Governors’ Association’s top pri-
orities is to get more funding for spe-
cial education. And that’s just what
our amendment does. The Education
Task Force of the Consortium for Citi-
zens with Disabilities strongly sup-
ports this amendment, along with the
National Association of Directors of
Special Education, the National School
Boards Association, and American As-
sociation of School Administrators.

As I said at the beginning, we can all
agree that states should receive more
money under IDEA. And, today, we
have the incredible opportunity to fund
IDEA—at no real cost to other national
programs. I thank Senator JEFFORDS
and Senator DoDD for their leadership
on this issue. I encourage my col-
leagues to join us in support of the
amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
strongly support the amendment by
Senator JEFFORDS and Senator DoODD to
increase funding for IDEA by $2 billion
a year for the next five years.

For 22 years, IDEA has brought hope
to young persons with disabilities that
they too can learn, and that their
learning will enable them to become
independent and productive citizens
and live fulfilling lives. For millions of
children with disabilities, IDEA has
meant the difference between depend-
ence and independence, between lost
potential and productive careers.

In 1975, 4 million handicapped chil-
dren did not receive the help they need-
ed to be successful in school. Few dis-
abled preschoolers received services,
and 1 million children with disabilities
were excluded from public school. Now,
IDEA serves 5.4 million children with
disabilities from birth through age 21.
Every state in the nation offers public
education and early intervention serv-
ices for children with disabilities.

Today, fewer than 6,000 disabled chil-
dren are living in institutional settings
away from their families, compared to
95,000 children in 1969. We are keeping
families together, and reducing the
cost to the taxpayers of paying for in-
stitutional care, which averages $50,00
a child each year.

The number of disabled students
completing high school with a diploma
or certificates has increased by 10% in
the last decade. The number of stu-
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dents with disabilities entering higher
education has more than tripled since
the implementation of IDEA.

Most important, 57% of disabled
youth are competitively employed
within five years of leaving school
today, compared to an employment
rate of only 25% for disabled adults
who have not benefited from IDEA.

These accomplishments do not come
without financial costs. It is time for
Congress to meet its commitment to
help schools provide the services and
support that give children with special
needs the educational opportunities to
pursue their dreams. I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, 25
years ago, the United States Congress
made a commitment to pay each
school in America 40 percent of the na-
tional average per pupil expenditure
for every special education student it
enrolled—Washington promised it
would help our local communities meet
the cost of educating students with
special needs.

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern-
ment has failed to meet this obliga-
tion, creating an unfunded mandate
that must be borne by every state and
community in America. For the cur-
rent school year the average per pupil
expenditure is $6,000, yet we have ap-
propriated only $702 per student only
11.7% of the cost—slightly more than
one fourth of out promise. To meet the
Federal commitment, the budget reso-
lution should assume an expenditure of
$15.8 billion for this year. I commend
Senator DOMENICI and the Budget Com-
mittee for recognizing the importance
of this commitment and for providing a
$1 billion increase in fiscal year 2001.
But this is not enough, and we must do
more—we must embark on a short path
to full funding. We have the resources
to do it, and the amendment before the
Senate starts us on our journey to full
funding.

What would this mean for our states
and local school districts? Let’s take
Maine as an example. For this year the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act promises Maine $2,400 per student
receiving special education services.
However, the Federal Government will
spend only slightly more than $702 per
student—which means that Maine will
receive $60 million less than it was
promised. According to the U.S. De-
partment of Education, the unmet
mandate stands at an astounding $11
billion nationally. We can not continue
to shift this burden to our local com-
munities. We must meet the Federal
commitment to help pay for special
education and end this unfunded man-
date.

Last month, I met with about 75 su-
perintendents and principals from
northern and eastern Maine to discuss
the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. What
was supposed to be a wide-ranging dia-

4973

log about Federal funding under the
ESEA immediately settled into a dis-
cussion about special education. They
told me that in each of their schools
and districts, meeting the special edu-
cation mandate requires dollars that
otherwise could be used for school con-
struction, teacher salaries, new com-
puters, and other effort to improve the
performance of their students. They
called on us to meet our promise to
help pay for special education. They
spoke with one voice in strong, unified
support for more special education
funding, not for new Federal programs.

The Jeffords-Collins amendment
would means an additional $155 million
for Maine schools over the next five
years. Mr. President, we need to meet
our commitment to bear our fair share
of special education costs. When faced
with the siren’s call for new Federal
programs, we must keep in mind what
our parents, teachers, and local admin-
istrators have told us. If we want to do
something for the children of America,
let us fund special education, and our
schools will be able to hire their our
own teachers and build their own
schools. The best thing this Congress
can do for education is to move toward
fully funding the Federal Government’s
share of special education—mot to
stand in place as the President’s budg-
et would have us do.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Jeffords-Collins amendment and give
our states and local communities the
financial help they have been promised
and so desperately need. Let’s finally
keep the promise made more than 25
years ago.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, we have a
clear choice before us today. We have
the opportunity to fulfill our commit-
ment to fully fund the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We
can accomplish this long overdue goal
by simply reducing this measure’s tax
relief. We can strengthen our commit-
ment to special needs children, their
parents, and our local school boards, or
instead, we can once again shirk our
commitment to special education in
favor of even larger tax relief, the
great majority of which benefits the
most wealthy.

The Jeffords-Dodd amendment is
simple. When Congress passed IDEA in
1975, we made a commitment to provide
40 percent of special education costs.
Presently we provide 12.7 percent, the
highest level ever reached by the fed-
eral government. Our amendment
would fully fund IDEA over a five-year
period, at the 40 percent level Congress
originally pledged, by increasing the
allocation to Function 500 of the budg-
et resolution for special education, and
for the first time will allow us to meet
our obligation to special needs children
and local schools.

In my own state of Connecticut, Mr.
President, the state spends more than
$700 million annually, or 18 percent of
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the state’s overall education budget, to
fund special education programs. In
Connecticut’s towns, the picture is
even worse. Too often our local school
districts are struggling to meet the
needs of their students with disabil-
ities. In Torrington, Connecticut, spe-
cial education costs recently increased
from $635,000 to $1.3 million over a two
year period. Our schools need our help.

The National Governors’ Association
(NGA) recently wrote me—in a letter
dated March 7, the NGA writes: “‘Gov-
ernors believe the single most effective
step Congress could take to help ad-
dress education needs and priorities, in
the context of new budget constraints,
would be to meet its commitment to
fully fund the federal portion of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA).”

Additional organizations in support
of this amendment include the Consor-
tium for Citizens with Disabilities, the
National School Boards Association,
the National League of Cities, the Na-
tional Education Association, the Na-
tional Federation of Teachers, and the
National Association of State Direc-
tors of Special Education.

Mr. President, isn’t it time Congress
made good on its pledge to special
needs of children? We have an oppor-
tunity before us today to strengthen
our commitment to children with spe-
cial needs. We have the opportunity to
simply reduce the tax cuts contained
within the budget resolution, and by
doing so, offer our state and local
school district help in providing edu-
cational services to children with dis-
abilities. By supporting this amend-
ment, we not only fulfill our commit-
ment to special education, we also al-
leviate the burden we place on our
local school districts by not providing
our fair share of special education
costs. I ask that my colleagues seize
this opportunity and support this
amendment and choose to help our
schools better serve children with dis-
abilities.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
that Senator LIEBERMAN be added as a
COSponsor.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
the amendment by Senators JEFFORDS,
DoDpD, STEVENS, KENNEDY, COLLINS,
SNOWE, L. CHAFEE, and FEINGOLD. We
have voted many times, often 99-0, to
fully fund IDEA. Failure to agree to
this amendment will tell the Nation we
do not ever intend to make good on
this pledge. We have unprecedented
economic prosperity. We have sur-
pluses well into the future. We can do
it now.

For 25 years, we have promised to
pay 40 percent of the cost of educating
students with disabilities. Today, we
pay 13 percent. The chart behind me
shows the truth about the budget reso-
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lution. It proposes to move us from 13
percent to 18 percent. It says clearly to
the Nation, despite all our rhetoric, we
never intend to keep our word.

Our amendment will fully fund our
promise. I ask my colleagues: If not
now, when?

The time is now.

Mr. VOINOVICH addressed the Chair.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 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.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
send a second-degree amendment to the
Jeffords amendment to the desk.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. As good as this idea
sounds, we ought not do this. This is
taking a major appropriation, a pro-
gram we fund in appropriations every
year, and making it an entitlement.

There are a lot of great education
programs. What if we start taking
every appropriations bill that has ex-
citing ideas for Americans and we say
we don’t want to appropriate them
anymore; we will just turn them up as
if they are Social Security, entitled to
automatic funding.

It is not the right thing to do, no
matter what the program is. It is our
responsibility to pay for IDEA, and
special ed, not an entitlement against
the American people without anybody
voting on it again.

It is not the right thing to do. I yield
the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 3075 TO AMENDMENT 2984

(Purpose: To provide full funding for IDEA)

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
send to the desk a second-degree
amendment to the Jeffords amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH], for
himself, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. SANTORUM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3075 to
amendment 2984.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the amendment, add the
following:

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this resolution, the following numbers shall
apply:

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

On page 4,
$1.

line 4, decrease the amount by

line 5, decrease the amount by
line 6, decrease the amount by
line 7, decrease the amount by

line 8, decrease the amount by
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On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by

$1.
On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1.
On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1.
At the end add the following:
(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in
this resolution assume that Congress’ first
priority should be to fully fund the programs
described under part B of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C.
1411 et seq.) at the originally promised level
of 40% before Federal funds are appropriated
for new education programs.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll to ascertain the
presence of a quorum.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, the
budget resolution provides a generous
increase in spending in education, just
as the FY 2000 education appropria-
tions bill did. Basically, this amend-
ment says that within the framework
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of the budget resolution, IDEA should
be given priority. We have increased
discretionary spending on education
100 percent during the last 10 years, but
during that same period, the most we
have spent is 12.6 percent of the cost of
IDEA, and we are supposed to be spend-
ing 40 percent. This amendment gives
priority to IDEA without spending an-
other $31 billion over the next 5 years,
as suggested in the underlying amend-
ment.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this
amendment is a sense-of-the-Senate
second-degree amendment. It does not
do anything at all. I listened to my col-
league from New Mexico talk about the
pointlessness of sense-of-the-Senate
amendments.

The Senator from Vermont is offer-
ing the Senate an opportunity to do
something that every Governor and
mayor in this country wants, and that
is to increase funding for special edu-
cation.

The Governors were here only a
month ago, and their top priority was
special education. The Senator from
Vermont is offering a real amendment,
and that is, over the next 4 to 5 years,
reduce this tax cut a little bit and
apply those resources to special edu-
cation; send the money back to our
communities and States.

With all due respect, the second-de-
gree amendment says it is the sense of
the Senate that we ought to do some-
thing about it sometime. We are not
going to do anything about it if we do
not adopt the Jeffords amendment. I
urge rejection of the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
will use $31 billion of the surplus. It
will eat it up with a brand new entitle-
ment, and it will take jurisdiction
away from the appropriators in the
normal course of allocating what
America’s Government ought to be
doing.

I repeat, the sense-of-the-Senate
amendment establishes this as the
highest priority, but we should not be
setting a $31 billion entitlement pro-
gram in motion today for a piece of
education. Because we did not do our
job on this, we should not make an en-
titlement to make up for our defi-
ciency in not funding it properly.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
move to table the second-degree
amendment, and I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to table amendment No. 3075.
The clerk will call the roll.

Senators addressed the
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The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ROBERTS). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?
The result was announced—yeas 47,
nays 53, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.]

YEAS—47
Akaka Feingold Lieberman
Baucus Feinstein Lincoln
Bayh Graham Mikulski
Biden Harkin Moynihan
Bingaman Hollings Murray
Boxer Inouye Reed
Bryan Jeffords Reid
Chafee, L. Johnson
Clelgnd Kennedy ggzgefeller
Collins Kerrey
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
Daschle Kohl Schumer
Dodd Landrieu Snowe
Dorgan Lautenberg Torricelli
Durbin Leahy Wellstone
Edwards Levin Wyden

NAYS—53
Abraham Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Murkowski
Ashcroft Gorton Nickles
Bennett Gramm Roberts
Bond Grams Roth
Breaux Grassley Santorum
Brownback Gregg Sessions
Bunning Hagel
Burns Hatch gkr;eilt?(NH)
Byrd Helms Smith (OR)
Campbell Hutchinson
Cochran Hutchison Specter
Coverdell Inhofe Stevens
Craig Kyl Thomas
Crapo Lott Thompson
DeWine Lugar Thurmond
Domenici Mack Voinovich
Enzi McCain Warner

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3075.

The amendment (No. 3075) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2984, as amended.

The amendment (No. 2984), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3001
(Purpose: To provide $250,000,000 in economic
development aid to assist communities in
re-building from Hurricane Floyd, includ-

ing $150 million in CDBG funding, $50 mil-

lion in EDA funding, $50 million in rural

communities facilities grants, to provide
long-term economic recovery aid to flood-
ravaged communities)

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
EDWARDS], for Mr. TORRICELLI, for himself,
Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr.
ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered
3001.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.
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On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$250,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 5,
$63,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 5, line 11 increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 17, line 6, increase the amount by
$250,000,000.

On page 17, line 7, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 17, line 11, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 17, line 15, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 17, line 19, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$242,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3001, AS MODIFIED

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify the
amendment by striking page 1 through
page 2, line 14, and lines 7 through 10 on
page 4, which I understand has been

line 8, increase the amount by

agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, the

amendment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$250,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$52,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 17, line 6, increase the amount by
$250,000,000.

On page 17, line 7, increase the amount by
$252,000,000.

On page 17, line 11, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 17, line 15, increase the amount by
$74,000,000.

On page 17, line 19, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, 7
months after Hurricane Floyd hit
North Carolina and other States along
the east coast, we still have thousands
of people who are living in trailers and
thousands more who have no place to
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live. We have towns such as Princeville
and Tarboro that have literally been
wiped out. Innocent, law-abiding, tax-
paying people desperately need our
help. This amendment provides $250
million in relief for the people of North
Carolina and all of the victims of Hur-
ricane Floyd.

This photograph, taken the day be-
fore yesterday, shows that we are still
suffering and are still struggling. I
thank my colleagues very much for
their support of this amendment, and I
yield to the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Hurricane Floyd may be out of the
headlines, but it is not out of people’s
lives. From Florida to Maine, thou-
sands of people lost their homes. Com-
munities are facing devastating tax in-
creases to repair bridges and roads and
schools. This addition to the budget
will allow us to begin the planning to
help these families. I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of it, and I
thank Senator DOMENICI for his help.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, they
have modified the amendment so that
it is no longer objectionable on our
side. We accept it without a rollcall
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3001, as modified.

The amendment (No. 3001), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2994

(Purpose: Increase discretionary health

funding by $1,600,000,000)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2994.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SPECTER] proposes an amendment numbered
2994.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 19, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 27, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 27, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

On page 42, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 42, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 43, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 43, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
am pleased to co-sponsor the Specter-
Harkin amendment to increase funding
for health research by $2.7 billion, an
increase of 15 percent over last year.

For Fiscal Year 2001, the President is
requesting a 5.6 percent increase. That
is not enough. Congress has shown its
commitment to our five-year goal of
doubling NIH funding. In 1997, the Sen-
ate voted 98-0 to adopt the Mack-Fein-
stein amendment, which urged Con-
gress to double the budget of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health over 5 years.
To stay on target, we must add 15 per-
cent again this year, bringing NIH
funding to $20.5 billion. That is what
this amendment does.

This Fiscal Year, the National Insti-
tutes of Health is only funding an esti-
mated 31 percent of grant applications.
The National Institute on Aging is
only funding 22 percent, and the Na-
tional Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences, 25 percent. NIH offi-
cials believe that at least 35 percent of
applicants are worthy of funding and
others say 50 percent should be funded.
Without a significant increase in fund-
ing, hundreds of important projects
will go without funding. What is it we
aren’t learning? How many millions of
people aren’t treated, or cured?

Every day 1,500 people in the U.S. die
of cancer, our nation’s second leading
cause of death. This year over half a
million people will die of cancer, and
1.2 million will face a new cancer diag-
nosis. While the mortality rate has
dropped for major cancers, including
lung, colorectal, breast, and prostate,
the mortality rate has risen for liver
cancer and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma.

The National Cancer Institute has a
number of promising areas of research,
including: (1) better understanding the
unique characteristics of cells and how
they become cancerous; (2) molecule-
directed prevention approaches, such
as Herceptin for advanced breast can-
cer, Rituximab for non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma, and STI 571 for leukemia;
and (3) early detection of cancer and
cancer risk through genetic expla-
nation for cancer risks, environmental
influences, and responses to therapies.
But we spend one-tenth of one cent of
every federal dollar on cancer research.

There are still too many diseases for
which we have no cure. AIDS has sur-
passed accidents as the leading Killer
of young adults; it is now the leading
cause of death among Americans ages
25 to 44. Diabetes and asthma rates are
rising. Forty-thousand infants die each
year from devastating diseases. Seven
to 10 percent of children are learning
disabled. Birth defects affecting func-
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tion occur in 7 percent of deliveries;
that’s 250,000 children.

Another compelling reason to double
NIH funding is that the baby boom gen-
eration is getting older. Over the next
30 years, the number of Americans over
age 65 will double. As our population
ages, we are seeing an increase in
chronic and degenerative diseases like
arthritis, cancer, osteoporosis, Parkin-
son’s and Alzheimer’s. For example,
the 4 million people with Alzheimer’s
Disease today will more than triple, to
14 million, by the middle of the next
century—unless we find a way to pre-
vent or cure it. Health care costs will
grow exponentially and we see that in
part reflected in our budget debates
over Medicare and Medicaid expendi-
tures. The total annual cost of Alz-
heimer’s today is $100 billion. By find-
ing new treatments through research,
if we delay the onset of this disease by
5 years, we can save $50 billion annu-
ally.

This increase in funding for the NIH
is important to California. California
organizations receive 20 percent of all
NIH grants, and the University of Cali-
fornia is one of the top recipients of
NIH funding. I am proud to say that
California and the UC system con-
tribute immeasurably to medical re-
search supported by NIH grants. With
support of NIH, many California re-
searchers have helped find new cures
and treatments. For example, Dr.
Naomi Balaban at the University of
California, Davis, with funding from
the NIH, discovered a revolutionary
way to fight staph infections without
antibiotics by blocking the occurrences
that make the bacteria harmful to hu-
mans. Then, she created a vaccine that
successfully aided mice in resisting
this infection.

We have made tremendous strides in
medical research in the last decade.
The Association of American Medical
Colleges states, in a June 1999 paper on
clinical research:

Perhaps the most profound challenge of
this era is the sheer scope of scientific and
technologic opportunity. The future of sci-
entific advancement and its potential to
transform medical practice and improve the
health of the public have never been bright-
er. Astonishing advancements in the basic
sciences have profoundly increased under-
standing of disease mechanisms and identi-
fied a plentitude of novel targets for thera-
peutic and preventive interventions.

Better treatments are available, and
scientists are learning more and more
about how to treat diseases. Patient
access to cutting-edge treatments is
critical to further research and im-
prove the health of Americans. The
NIH is beginning to expand clinical re-
search and, with additional funds, more
people can reap the benefits of clinical
trials and more effective treatments
can be found.

For example, the NIH is working on a
vaccine for AIDS, better treatments for
diabetes, and a better understanding of
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the entire human genome and its im-
plications. Understanding a person’s
genetic make-up is helping researchers
understand how genes affect a person’s
susceptibility to disease. This year’s
development of a new flu drug is a di-
rect result of AIDS research, and a
drug now used to treat hepatitis B was
originally created to treat AIDS. Addi-
tionally, studies have produced better
glucose-sensing devices that will great-
ly reduce the number of finger pricks
that diabetics endure.

The United States is the world’s lead-
er in understanding disease, in devel-
oping sophisticated treatments for ill-
nesses and diseases, in making impor-
tant medical discoveries, and in im-
proving human life expectancy. Yet, we
are spending only three cents of every
health care dollar on health research.
NIH’s budget is less than one percent of
the federal budget.

Inconsistent funding for the NIH dis-
courages the medical community from
pursuing research. According to the
National Academy of Sciences, we are
not producing enough research sci-
entists. That is, in part, due to the un-
certainty in health research funding.

Simply put, we can do better. We
must try to ensure that all promising
areas of research are pursued.

The public is with us. Fifty-five per-
cent of Californians said they would
spend one dollar more in taxes per
week for medical research, and 55 per-
cent of Americans said that it is impor-
tant for the U.S. to remain a world
leader in medical research. Every day,
I hear from Californians who want a
cure for their children, a better treat-
ment for a parent, and more knowledge
to prevent disease in themselves. I be-
lieve the public wants us to fight a war
on disease and that the public sees
medical research as a top priority for
the federal government. I urge passage
of this amendment.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this
amendment seeks to add $1.6 billion for
NIH funding to fulfill the commitment
made by the Senate on the unanimous
98-0 vote to double NIH funding over 5
years.

The National Institutes of Health are
the crown jewel of the Federal Govern-
ment. In fact, they are the only jewel
of the Federal Government. There will
be a second-degree amendment offered
that will seek to establish a priority
for this money, to take it from some-
where else, which is meaningless. The
only way to fund NIH in accordance
with the commitment of the Senate is
to adopt this amendment, which is co-
sponsored by Senators HARKIN, MACK,
DoDD, SNOWE, COLLINS, BINGAMAN, SAR-
BANES, MIKULSKI, BREAUX, BOXER,
JOHNSON, GRAHAM of Florida, FEIN-
STEIN, WELLSTONE, KENNEDY, and DUR-
BIN.

We have gotten a detailed appraisal
from NIH as to what they have done
with the money. It is being wisely
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used. It is the most important capital
investment for America for the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that
is an incorrect statement. The NIH can
go up the amount the Senator desires if
he and his subcommittee, which will be
receiving a 14-percent increase under
the allocation we have made—and I
would not be surprised if this got more
than a 14-percent increase by the time
allocations are completed. In other
words, the subcommittee with NIH in
it is already going up about 14 percent.
NIH is going up to a huge sum of $19
billion.

But the Senator who chairs the com-
mittee can decide he wants to spend
more than $19 billion. He will have to
look at that myriad of programs—you
know, $100 Dbillion in that sub-
committee —and decide whether he can
find money to increase NIH even more.
We increased it $1.1 billion in this
budget.

That is our recommendation. Frank-
ly, all we are doing here is spending
more money. It really doesn’t have
anything to do with NIH. It is raising
the amount of money available to be
spent on domestic programs.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3076 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2994
(Purpose: Increase discretionary health
funding by $1,600,000,000)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
DOMENICI] proposes an amendment numbered
3076 to Amendment No. 2994.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page b5, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$1.
On page 19, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 42, line 5, increase the amount by
$1

$1
$1

On page 42, line 6, increase the amount by
On page 43, line 14, increase the amount by

On page 43, line 15, increase the amount by
$1.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is
a simple amendment. It says that the
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Senate, if it votes for the Domenici
substitute, is saying to the Appropria-
tions Committee, within that $100 bil-
lion or more you are going to have to
spend on labor, health, and human
services, the highest priority shall be
given to the National Institutes of
Health. That is what this amendment
says. If that isn’t enough of an instruc-
tion, saying how we feel, I don’t know
how we can do it. But we don’t have to
increase the overall spending by the
amount requested by the distinguished
Senator. We can just say find it within
this 14-percent increase that is going to
his subcommittee to be spent on labor,
health, and human services in this
country.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it is
true that the budget for three major
departments is a large budget. But it is
not possible to find $2.7 billion in the
budget as proposed, when we have
other education programs, where we
have other health programs, where we
have other labor programs on worker
safety. The choice really is up to the
Senate; that is, whether they will au-
thorize the $2.7 billion increase, which
is what NIH needs to fulfill the com-
mitment already made by the Senate
on the unanimous 98-0 vote. A vote in
favor of this second-degree amendment
is a vote against NIH funding for $2.7
billion.

I yield the remainder of my time to
Senator HARKIN.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator.
He is absolutely right. The nondis-
cretionary budget we have to work
with is $7 billion below a freeze. It is
not a 14-percent increase. As the Sen-
ator knows, we took some of that BA
last year and put it into this year. So
we had an artificially low BA that
year. What is in the Specter amend-
ment is so important.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
second-degree amendment offered by
the Senator from New Mexico. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Allard Crapo Hatch
Ashcroft Domenici Helms
Bennett Enzi Hutchinson
Bond Fitzgerald Hutchison
Brownback Frist Inhofe
Bunning Gorton Kyl
Burns Gramm Lott
Campbell Grams Lugar
Cochran Grassley McConnell
Coverdell Gregg Murkowski
Craig Hagel Nickles
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Roberts Smith (NH) Thompson
Roth Smith (OR) Thurmond
Sessions Stevens Voinovich
Shelby Thomas Warner
NAYS—55

Abraham Edwards Mack
Akaka Feingold McCain
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Bayh Graham Moynihan
Biden Harkin Murray
Bingaman Hollings Reed
Boxer Inouye Reid
Breaux Jeffords Robb
Bryan Johnson Rockefeller
Byrd Kennedy

Santorum
Chafee, L. Kerrey
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Collins Kohl Schumer
Conrad Landrieu Snowe
Daschle Lautenberg Specter
DeWine Leahy Torricelli
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden
Durbin Lincoln

The amendment (No. 3076) was re-
jected.

CHANGE OF VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. L. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on
rollcall vote No. 73, I voted aye. It was
my intention to vote no. Therefore, 1
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to change my vote, since it
would in no way change the outcome of
the the vote.

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

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs on the first-degree
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2994) was agreed
to.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2954
(Purpose: To provide adequate funding for a
gun enforcement initiative to add 500 new
federal ATF agents and inspectors and
fund over 1,000 new federal, state, and local
prosecutors to take dangerous gun offend-
ers off the streets)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for
himself, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
KENNEDY and Mr. REED, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2954.

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

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

The
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The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4 increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 4,
$84,399,000.

On page 4,
$68,925,000.

On page 4,
$68,925,000.

On page 4, line 13 increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 4, line 14 increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 4, line 15 increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 4, line 16 increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 4, line 22 increase the amount by
$283,890,000.

On page 5,
$121,341,000.

On page 5,
$84,399,000.

On page 5,
$68,925,000.

On page 5, line 10 increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 24, line 7 increase the amount by
$283,890,000.

On page 24, line 8 increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 24, line 12 increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 24, line 16 increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 24, line 20 increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 29, line 3 increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 29, line 4 increase the amount by
$283,890,000.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my strong support for
the amendment offered by Senators
DURBIN, SCHUMER and KENNEDY to fully
fund the President’s firearms law en-
forcement initiatives.

Clearly, the gun violence facing our
Nation is a complex problem, and there
is disagreement in the Congress about
the need for additional firearms legis-
lation. However, many of my col-
leagues—both Democratic and Repub-
lican alike—are heeding the call of
their constituents and advocating more
stringent enforcement of our existing
gun laws. With our Nation experiencing
unprecedented fiscal health, we now
have the opportunity to provide law
enforcement with the resources it so
urgently needs to enforce those laws.
The Administration recognized that
opportunity, and included in its pro-
posed budget approximately $284 mil-
lion to fund the largest national gun
enforcement initiative in our history.

Mr. President, the Republican budget
resolution does not include this $284
million for gun enforcement measures
and, as a result, jeopardizes programs
that have begun to make a real impact
and helped to reduce firearms violence.
For example, in my own State of Mary-
land, our United States Attorney,
Lynne Battaglia has utilized Project
DISARM—a cooperative effort between
Federal, State, county, and local law
enforcement officials that targets vio-
lent and repeat offenders for prosecu-

line 5 increase the amount by

line 6 increase the amount by

line 7 increase the amount by

line 7 increase the amount by

line 8 increase the amount by

line 9 increase the amount by
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tion under Federal firearms laws. Simi-
lar to Richmond, Virginia’s well-known
“Project Exile,” Project DISARM was
initiated in 1994 and has real potential
for reducing firearm violence across
the State.

Despite the initial success of Project
DISARM—and tough Maryland laws
that also prohibit felons from pos-
sessing firearms —the program simply
does not have the resources to pros-
ecute every person who violates these
Federal laws. Project DISARM works
with a limited staff, which is also re-
sponsible for prosecuting complex drug
and money laundering cases. Simply
put, for Project DISARM to effectively
reduce further gun violence, additional
prosecutors are needed. The President’s
$284 million gun control and enforce-
ment initiative would add 500 new Fed-
eral ATF agents and over 1,000 new
Federal, State and local prosecutors;
$14.5 million of these funds would be
used to create 163 positions—including
113 attorneys—to bolster firearms pros-
ecution efforts like Project DISARM.

The resources provided in the Presi-
dent’s budget are critical to Mary-
land’s efforts to prevent gun violence,
and could save lives in my State. What-
ever our views on new gun control
measures, we must work to ensure that
our existing laws are enforced to their
fullest extent—which will not occur
unless law enforcement agencies have
the resources to investigate and pros-
ecute crimes.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment to fully
fund the President’s gun control and
enforcement initiative. This is a simple
proposition that we should all agree
on—the enforcement of our existing
gun laws is a necessary step in reduc-
ing crime and making the Nation a
safer place for us all.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
my 1 minute to my colleague and co-

sponsor of the amendment, Senator
SCHUMER.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator for yielding and for
his leadership on this amendment.

This is an amendment on guns but
one on which we can all come together
because it simply deals with increasing
enforcement. It would add 500 new Fed-
eral ATF agents and inspectors and
1,000 Federal, State, and local prosecu-
tors, at a cost of $284 million, and
should be included in the budget reso-
lution.

It is no secret we in this Chamber
have had many disagreements on the
issue of guns. The one place I think we
can all come together is on a view that
there ought to be more enforcement. I,
for instance, in my State, have worked
with the National Rifle Association on
something called Project Exile, which
is a forerunner of what we are pro-
posing here, in many ways, because
what we do is give