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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any other Senators in the Chamber de-

siring to vote? 
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 1, 

nays 94, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 344 Leg.] 

YEAS—1

Allen

NAYS—94

Akaka

Allard

Baucus

Bayh

Bennett

Biden

Bingaman

Bond

Boxer

Breaux

Brownback

Bunning

Burns

Byrd

Campbell

Cantwell

Carnahan

Carper

Chafee

Cleland

Clinton

Cochran

Collins

Conrad

Corzine

Craig

Crapo

Daschle

Dayton

DeWine

Dodd

Domenici

Dorgan

Durbin

Edwards

Ensign

Enzi

Feingold

Feinstein

Fitzgerald

Frist

Graham

Gramm

Grassley

Gregg

Hagel

Hatch

Helms

Hollings

Hutchinson

Hutchison

Inhofe

Inouye

Jeffords

Johnson

Kerry

Kohl

Kyl

Landrieu

Levin

Lieberman

Lincoln

Lott

Lugar

McCain

McConnell

Mikulski

Miller

Murkowski

Murray

Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 

Nickles

Reed

Reid

Roberts

Rockefeller

Santorum

Sarbanes

Schumer

Sessions

Shelby

Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 

Snowe

Specter

Stabenow

Stevens

Thomas

Thompson

Thurmond

Warner

Wellstone

Wyden

NOT VOTING—5 

Harkin

Kennedy

Leahy

Torricelli

Voinovich

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 

vote, the yeas are 1, the nays are 94. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-

sen and sworn not having voted in the 

affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Chair lays be-

fore the Senate the pending cloture 

motion, which the clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 

Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 

to bring to a close the debate on the Daschle 

for Hatch and Baucus substitute amendment 

No. 2170 for Calendar No. 69, H.R. 10, an act 

to provide for pension reform and for other 

purposes:

Paul Wellstone, Richard Durbin, Byron 

Dorgan, Harry Reid, Jon Corzine, Hillary 

Clinton, Blanche Lincoln, Jack Reed, Jean 

Carnahan, Mark Dayton, Carl Levin, Tim 

Johnson, Bill Nelson of Florida, Charles 

Schumer, Ron Wyden, Debbie Stabenow, Bar-

bara Mikulski, Tom Daschle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-

imous consent, the mandatory quorum 

call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 

Senate that debate on the Daschle for 

Hatch and Baucus substitute amend-

ment No. 2170 to Calendar No. 69, H.R. 

10, an act to provide for pension reform 

and for other purposes, shall be 

brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are required under 

the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-

NEDY), the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 

LEAHY), and the Senator from New Jer-

sey (Mr. TORRICELLI) are necessarily 

absent.

I further announce that, if present 

and voting, the Senator from Massa-

chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 

from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), and the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 

TORRICELLI) would each vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CORZINE). Are there any other Senators 

in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 81, 

nays 15, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 345 Leg.] 

YEAS—81

Akaka

Allen

Baucus

Bayh

Bennett

Biden

Bingaman

Boxer

Breaux

Brownback

Bunning

Byrd

Campbell

Cantwell

Carnahan

Carper

Chafee

Cleland

Clinton

Cochran

Collins

Conrad

Corzine

Craig

Crapo

Daschle

Dayton

DeWine

Dodd

Domenici

Dorgan

Durbin

Edwards

Ensign

Enzi

Feingold

Feinstein

Fitzgerald

Graham

Grassley

Hagel

Hatch

Hollings

Hutchinson

Hutchison

Inhofe

Inouye

Jeffords

Johnson

Kerry

Kohl

Landrieu

Levin

Lieberman

Lincoln

Lugar

McCain

McConnell

Mikulski

Miller

Murray

Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 

Reed

Reid

Roberts

Rockefeller

Santorum

Sarbanes

Schumer

Sessions

Shelby

Smith (OR) 

Snowe

Specter

Stabenow

Stevens

Voinovich

Warner

Wellstone

Wyden

NAYS—15

Allard

Bond

Burns

Frist

Gramm

Gregg

Helms

Kyl

Lott

Murkowski

Nickles

Smith (NH) 

Thomas

Thompson

Thurmond

NOT VOTING—4 

Harkin

Kennedy

Leahy

Torricelli

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 

vote, the yeas are 81, the nays are 15. 

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-

sen and sworn having voted in the af-

firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 

the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, in 

keeping with our understanding of our 

current parliamentary circumstances, I 

make a point of order that amendment 

No. 2171 is not germane. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

point of order is sustained. The amend-

ment falls. 
Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the floor and 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 

quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate now 

proceed to a period for morning busi-

ness, with Senators allowed to speak 

therein for a period not to extend 10 

minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the time I have 

just consumed calling off the quorum 

call and proceeding to morning busi-

ness be charged against the 30 hours 

postcloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I would 

like to be recognized to speak in morn-

ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator may proceed for 10 minutes. 

f 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION ACT 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to 

discuss the current conference on the 

reauthorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, known as 

the ESEA. In particular, I bring to the 

attention of my colleagues the fact 

that last Friday the conference re-

jected the Senate’s unanimous support 

for full funding of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act, IDEA. I am 

deeply disappointed the conference 

would reject this very important legis-

lation that has received unanimous 

support in the Senate. 

IDEA has been an extraordinarily im-

portant legislative vehicle for students 

with disabilities throughout this coun-

try. Only 15 percent of students with 

disabilities were receiving any serious 

education prior to the enactment of 

IDEA in the mid-seventies. Today a 

free, excellent public education is the 

rule of law for all children in America, 

including those with disabilities. 

Today, IDEA serves approximately 6 

million children, the majority of whom 

are taught in regular classrooms in 

their neighborhoods. They are with 

their classmates, and they are learn-

ing. They are making impressive 
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progress. High school graduation rates 

for special needs students have also in-

creased dramatically. 
In an interesting study between 

those students who are beneficiaries of 

IDEA and older adults who did not 

have this opportunity although they 

did have disabilities, those younger 

students with IDEA are in the work-

force at a much higher rate. This is not 

simply a good thing to do in an altru-

istic sense, it is an important thing to 

do for our economy, for our workforce. 
We have made progress with IDEA. 

We have increased the number of stu-

dents who are covered. We have made 

it a standard that all students, particu-

larly those with disabilities, would 

have access to classrooms, but we have 

not lived up to the real promise we 

made back in the mid-seventies, and 

that is that we would, in fact, pay 40 

percent of the cost of this education for 

children with disabilities. 
Sadly, the Federal share is about 15 

percent, leaving it up to the States to 

make up the difference. As we all 

know, this has been a constant source 

of contention between the States and 

the Federal Government. It is some-

thing we have the opportunity to cor-

rect in this conference, an opportunity 

we have not as yet seen, but it is an op-

portunity I hope in the days ahead we 

will be able to realize as we return to 

the conference and, once again, press 

for full funding of IDEA. 
We have been in this body and the 

other body over the last several years 

constantly talking about the impor-

tance of IDEA, strongly suggesting our 

unwavering support for IDEA. But 

those were easy votes because they 

were simply about the concept. 
The hard vote took place last Friday 

in the conference where we were actu-

ally going to put dollars to our words, 

to match our rhetoric with real re-

sources. Unfortunately, on that real 

vote, the conference failed. 
We have an opportunity to build on 

what we did in the Senate several 

months ago. Senator HAGEL and Sen-

ator HARKIN offered an amendment 

that would fully fund IDEA and make 

it mandatory spending. The amend-

ment would increase in yearly incre-

ments of $2.5 billion until the full 40 

percent Federal share is realized by the 

year 2007. 
In the process of making IDEA fund-

ing mandatory, it would free up any-

where between $28 billion and $52 bil-

lion in funds for discretionary edu-

cational programs that the Federal 

Government supports. 
This would be a win-win situation, 

clearly signaling to the States that 

they can depend upon a robust stream 

of IDEA funding and at the same time 

give us the opportunity to support 

other worthy Federal educational pro-

grams such as title I, such as profes-

sional development—all those pro-

grams that are so important. 

The President has rightly made edu-

cation an important priority in his ad-

ministration, and he has taken a very 

aggressive view toward tough account-

ability standards for testing, but the 

reality is, without resources, we can-

not fully realize the potential of Amer-

ican students. We can test and test and 

test, but we do not have the resources 

for professional development, for 

smaller class size, for better libraries, 

for a host of programs. 
The testing will show us what we 

know already: There are students who, 

because of social circumstances, be-

cause of income circumstances, be-

cause of lack of resources in the 

schools, are falling behind. We know we 

can simply divide districts based upon 

their income, the affluent versus the 

poorest, and we will see a startling dif-

ference in performance of those chil-

dren. We want to do better. We want to 

have tough accountability, but without 

resources we are not going to get the 

results.
That, again, is why I am so dis-

appointed we did not follow up with the 

wisdom of the Harkin-Hagel amend-

ment and in the conference adopt the 

Senate position: full funding of IDEA, 

mandatory funding of IDEA. That 

could be the most fundamental edu-

cation reform we could ever accom-

plish this year. Again, we missed the 

opportunity last Friday, but I hope be-

fore this conference concludes we will 

have another chance to revisit this 

issue and to seize this opportunity and 

fully fund IDEA. 
Just ask every Governor, every legis-

lative leader, superintendents, prin-

cipals; they will all say the same thing: 

The biggest thing we can do to help 

them provide good education for all 

students is to fully fund IDEA. That is 

what I hear when I go back to Rhode 

Island. I do not hear about more test-

ing. I hear something about libraries 

and professional development, but 

what I hear consistently and con-

stantly is: Please, fully fund the IDEA 

program; please. We are rejecting the 

pleas of those people who are in the 

front ranks of education, those people 

who have the most significant respon-

sibility for education. 
Again, I think it is a mistake and a 

missed opportunity. This issue becomes 

very real in the lives of the children 

and the families who deal with issues 

of disability, and the parents who have 

to deal with this issue. It is not an aca-

demic one. It is not a budgetary issue. 

It is not an issue that is hypothetical 

we could debate. It is personal because 

every parent wants the best for their 

child. Some parents have to fight con-

stantly to get what is owed their child 

through the special education program. 
In Rhode Island, I constantly meet 

parents and they contact me. One fam-

ily, the Gulianos from East Greenwich, 

RI, wrote to me and told me about 

their struggle, which is typical of fami-

lies across this country. From their 
letter:

Time and time again, we have heard from 

very well meaning people that there is just 

not enough personnel or hours available to 

provide these kinds of services. We are told 

that they just don’t have the funding. Fund-

ing that should have come from the legisla-

tion that entitles Jamie to receive appro-

priate educational services in the first 

place—IDEA.

This school system, one of the best 
school systems in my State, is not a 
school system that would do badly on 
examinations. This is not a school sys-
tem that lacks professional develop-
ment or adequate class size or good fa-
cilities, but when it comes to IDEA 
even this district, this affluent commu-
nity, lacks the resources to fully serve 
all the children it needs to serve, and 
this district is a home to families who 
are themselves typically college edu-
cated and very well off, and they can 
advocate for their child. But go into a 
center city where families under more 
economic stress and sometimes fami-
lies are with one adult and several chil-
dren. For these families it is virtually 
impossible to advocate successfully for 
the programs as they do in some of the 
more affluent suburbs. There the crisis 
is even more severe, the stress of fund-

ing more severe. We can alleviate some 

of those problems and that stress if we 

go ahead and make IDEA mandatory 

and free up not only funds for IDEA but 

also for other educational programs. 
I hear the same thing from school 

principals who say if they get more 

IDEA funding, they can have addi-

tional teachers, enhanced technology, 

all those things that we say are impor-

tant to the educational process. 

Throughout my State, superintendents 

and principals have consistently and 

constantly come forward to say, give 

us more resources for IDEA. 
I believe strongly and emphatically 

this is something we have to do. It is 

not an option. We cannot put it off 

until next year or the following year. If 

we truly want to make an impact on 

education in the United States today, 

fund IDEA, provide strict account-

ability, provide resources for other pro-

grams such as professional develop-

ment and libraries, and we will have 

educational progress. If we do not do 

that, then I think all the testing and 

all the accountability and all the eval-

uation will simply tell us what we 

know already: Some students are fail-

ing; other students are doing excep-

tionally well. 
The other problem we face is the re-

ality that our brave words about IDEA, 

and our brave words and authorization 

about what we want to do with respect 

to funding education, will shortly col-

lide with reality. Last week, OMB Di-

rector Daniels announced we have 

locked ourselves into several years of 

deficits, and in those deficits I do not 

think we are going to see the commit-

ment in dollars to education we are 
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hearing today in rhetoric. That is an-

other very important reason why today 

we should make IDEA funding manda-

tory, and I hope we do. 
In my State of Rhode Island, our 

board of regents for elementary and 

secondary education has asked for a 

4.4-percent increase. Frankly, the Gov-

ernor is resisting because he has or-

dered every other department in the 

State to cut spending 6 percent. That is 

the reality of the States. If we want 

educational reform, if we want to as-

sist and support every educational or-

ganization in the States, then we have 

to put real resources into the mix of 

educational reform. 
I argue again that our task in the 

next several days as we conclude this 

conference should be to, once again, 

bring to the conference the issue of 

IDEA, bring forth the Harkin-Hagel 

amendment, mandatory funding, a full 

Federal share by 2007. If we do that, we 

will have educational reform that 

works, that is robust, that is well fund-

ed, and that will make a huge dif-

ference in the lives of every student in 

America, particularly in the lives of 

those students with disabilities. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 

quorum call be rescinded. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE CONFERENCE REPORT TO H.R. 

2299, THE DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED 

AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to 

offer for the RECORD the Budget Com-

mittee’s official scoring for the con-

ference report to H.R. 2299, the Depart-

ment of Transportation and Related 

Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal 

Year 2002. 
The conference report provides $15.3 

billion in discretionary budget author-

ity, including $440 million for defense 

spending. That budget authority, when 

coupled with the report’s new limita-

tions on obligational authorities, will 

result in new outlays in 2002 of $20.076 

billion. When outlays from prior-year 

budget authority and obligation limi-

tations are taken into account, discre-

tionary outlays for the conference re-

port total $52.744 billion in 2002. Of that 

total, $28.489 billion in outlays counts 

against the allocation for highway 

spending and $5.275 billion counts 

against the allocation for mass transit 

spending. The remaining $18.980 billion 

in outlays, including those for defense 

spending, counts against the allocation 

for general purpose spending. 

By comparison, the Senate-passed 

version of the bill provided $15.575 bil-

lion in discretionary budget authority, 

which, when combined with the bill’s 

obligation limitations, would have re-

sulted in $52.925 billion in total out-

lays, or $181 million more than the con-

ference report. H.R. 2299 is within the 

subcommittee’s Section 302(b) alloca-

tions for budget authority and outlays 

for general purpose, defense, highways, 

and mass transit spending. It does not 

include any emergency designations. 

I would like to commend Chair-

woman MURRAY and Senator SHELBY

for their bipartisan efforts in com-

pleting this important legislation. I 

ask unanimous consent that a table 

displaying the budget committee scor-

ing of the conference report to H.R. 

2299 be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 

RECORD, as follows: 

H.R. 2299, CONFERENCE REPORT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002, SPENDING COMPARISONS—CONFERENCE
REPORT

[(In millions of dollars] 

General pur-
pose Defense 1 Highway Mass Transit 2 Mandatory Total 

Conference report: 
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,860 440 0 0 ¥915 14,385 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 18,568 412 28,489 5,275 801 53,545 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 3 
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,884 695 0 0 ¥915 14,664 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 19,164 0 28,489 5,275 801 53,729 

President’s request: 
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,552 340 0 0 ¥915 13,977 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 18,543 332 28,489 5,275 801 53,440 

House passed: 
Budget authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,552 340 0 0 ¥915 13,977 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 18,500 332 28,489 5,275 801 53,397 

Senate-passed:
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 14,880 695 0 0 ¥915 14,660 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 18,545 616 28,489 5,275 801 53,726 

CONFERENCE REPORT COMPARED TO: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 3 

Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥24 ¥255 0 0 0 ¥279
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥184 0 0 0 0 ¥184

President’s request: 
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 308 100 0 0 0 408 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 25 80 0 0 0 105 

House-passed:
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... 308 100 0 0 0 408 
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68 80 0 0 0 148 

Senate-passed:
Budget Authority .................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥20 ¥255 0 0 0 ¥275
Outlays ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 23 ¥204 0 0 0 ¥181

1 The 2002 budget resolution includes a contingent ‘‘firewall’’ in the Senate between defense and nondefense spending. Because the contingent firewall is for budget authority only, the appropriations committee did not provide a sepa-
rate allocation for defense outlays. This table combines defense and nondefense outlays together as ‘‘general purpose’’ for purposes of comparing the conference report outlays with the Senate subcommittee’s allocation. 

2 Mass transit budget authority is not counted against the appropriations committee’s allocation and is therefore excluded from the above numbers. 
3 For enforcement purposes, the budget committee compares the conference report to the Senate 302(b) allocation. 
Notes.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

NORTH KOREA AND EGYPT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 

me begin my remarks on North Korea 

and Egypt with an expression of sym-

pathy and solidarity with the people of 

Israel following the weekend’s brutal 

violence that killed and injured scores 

of innocent civilians. My thoughts and 

prayers are with the victims and their 

families.

The fanatical suicide bombings by 

Palestinian extremists must end today. 

PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat must im-

mediately and unequivocally prove 

that he embraces peace with Israel, and 

he can do this by taking concrete ac-

tion against those responsible for orga-

nizing and committing these heinous 

attacks. Israel has already appro-

priately responded to the Palestinian 

terrorism, and I do not doubt that fur-

ther retaliation is possible. 

North Korea today is a failed state. 

Its centrally planned economy is in 

shambles, and the people of North 

Korea are, at best, oppressed and, at 

worst, starving and dying. Borrowing a 

page from Mao Zedong and Pol Pot, 

North Korean leader Kim Jong-Il re-

cently launched a new revolutionary 
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