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SENATE—Monday, April 20, 1998

The Senate met at 11 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:

Gracious God, in a world in which we
hear so much about self-esteem, we are
reoriented by a bracing word from
Proverbs.

*Let not mercy and truth forsake
you; bind them around your neck,
write them on the tablet of your heart,
and so find favor and high esteem in
the sight of God and man. Trust in the
Lord with all your heart, and lean not
on your own understanding; in all your
ways acknowledge Him, and He shall
direct your paths.”—Proverbs 3:3-6.

Father, it is Your esteem we long for
most of all. Remind us of the high
value You place on mercy and truth.
We want to build our lives around Your
priorities. Help us to base our lives on
Your absolute truth. May we be as
merciful in our empathy and care for
others as You have been for us.

As we begin this new week, may the
Senators renew their commitment to
serve You and to seek Your esteem
above all others. May You be the Audi-
ence of One whose approval is impor-
tant.

Lord, we pray that You will comfort
and encourage those who have suffered
the damaging, shattering devastation
from tornadoes in recent weeks. Today
we ask for Your courage and strength
for the people of Nashville, Tennessee.
Through our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Republican leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I hope all the Senators
had a restful recess during the Easter
period back in their States and are
ready for a very active schedule in the
next 5 weeks.

I commend those who have been in
charge of changes in the Senate Cham-
ber. I think it looks very good. I hope

the Senators will appreciate the
changes that have been made.
| ————
SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate
will be in a period for morning business
until 1 p.m. in order for Senators to
make statements and to introduce leg-
islation. At 1 p.m. today, the Senate
will begin consideration of the Cover-
dell education A+ bill under the provi-

sions of the consent agreement of
March 27, 1998. As previously an-
nounced, there will be no rollcall votes
today, but it is hoped that Members
will be available to offer their amend-
ments to H.R. 2646, the Coverdell bill.
As a reminder, the next rollcall vote
will occur tomorrow morning at 10 a.m.
on or in relation to the Gorton amend-
ment to S. 414, the Ocean Shipping Re-
form Act.

Just to remind Senators, we did have
debate on the Ocean Shipping Act on
Friday when we went out for the
Easter recess period, and we completed
all the work except for the vote on the
amendment and then, of course, final
passage after that, if that is necessary,
and I presume it may not be.

Senators should expect further votes
throughout Tuesday's session on or in
relation to pending amendments to the
Coverdell education bill.

In addition, it is hoped that during
this week the Senate will be able to
consider the NATO expansion treaty
and the State Department reorganiza-
tion conference report under the con-
sent agreement of 6 hours.

I want to say again that there will be
no rush to judgment on NATO enlarge-
ment. I want to make sure that Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle and on
both sides of the issue will have a
chance to make their statements and
point out their concerns or their rea-
sons for support. So, if it is necessary
to take that over into next week before
we get to the conclusion of the NATO
enlargement, we will certainly do that.

During the next b weeks, the Senate
can be expected to consider the fol-
lowing items, and therefore Members
can expect busy days with votes most
every day that we are in session, in-
cluding Mondays or Fridays, except for
those where we have already indicated
we will not have votes, and we will re-
confirm those during the next 2 days so
Senators will know for sure the Mon-
days or Fridays where there will not be
recorded votes.

In addition to the items I mentioned,
this week we also will take up, hope-
fully, with cooperation from both sides
of the aisle, the IRS reform legislation;
Department of Defense authorization;
the budget conference report; supple-
mental appropriations conference re-
port—perhaps even reports, depending
on whether there are one or two
there—the nuclear waste bill; a series
of high-tech bills. There could be as
many as three or four of those coming
out of the Commerce Committee. I will
have to consult with the chairman as
to exactly how many there will be. I
believe they have already reported a
couple, and there may be two more.

The Iran sanctions legislation is
pending. We have tried to be coopera-
tive with the administration on this
issue, but we did get an agreement
right at the end of the session before
we went home for Easter as to when ac-
tion could occur on the Iran sanctions.
I believe that is before May 20, but we
will reconfirm that later. And, of
course, the tobacco legislation issue is
pending before the Senate, having been
reported by the Commerce Committee.

This is not an exclusive list, of
course, and additional legislation or
Executive Calendar items may be
cleared for action. I look forward to a
productive legislative period.

| —————

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I can
just say a few brief words about S. 1133,
the Parent-Student Savings Account
Plus Act, which is commonly referred
to now as the A+ Act. Everywhere 1
went during the recess period in my
State of Mississippi—and I did a num-
ber of events throughout the State in a
variety of forums in towns and cities—
education was at the top of every list.

I spoke to the Mississippi Economic
Council, which is an organization real-
ly affiliated with the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, but it represents a variety
of businessmen and women, profes-
sionals, people who really want to
make sure that we have what we need
to create jobs and move forward eco-
nomically and have opportunities for
all our citizens. An important part of
their plans for this year did include, of
course, continued emphasis on edu-
cation.

So I am really excited that a good
portion of this week will be spent on
debate concerning the education sav-
ings account and the other portions
that we have added to this education
bill in the Finance Committee and
other amendments that will be offered
on the floor of the Senate on both sides
of the aisle.

Some people have said, “*Well, it
could be messy debating education
with as many as a dozen or more
amendments being in order and with
second degrees being in order.” I think
there are very few issues that we could
be debating in the Senate this year in
America more important than edu-
cation. Of course, there are differences
as to how to proceed on this education
issue.

I feel very strongly that we should
encourage parents to save more for
their children’'s education, not only for
college but also for elementary and
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secondary education. We should make
it possible for parents and grand-
parents and scholarship groups to set
aside money in savings, in an edu-
cation IRA, and that money then could
be used for a variety of needs for chil-
dren, whether it is tuition, books, sup-
plies, computers, transportation, even
uniforms. In my hometown, I was sur-
prised to learn that the school board
had voted that the students will begin
wearing a certain form of uniform be-
cause they think it will help cut down
on some of the violence associated with
the clothes that are worn to school.

I think there are a whole variety of
options now that could be available.
There are those who oppose the savings
account for education for elementary
and secondary students, but I ask
why—we just last year, and the Presi-
dent signed into law, increased the op-
portunity for education savings ac-
counts for higher education, and we
raised the limit of those savings that
could be set aside up to $2,000 a year—
why shouldn't it be available for ele-
mentary and secondary education?

There are some other components of
this legislation that have the guar-
antee that it would be bipartisan. In
addition to the bipartisan support for
the education savings account, other
components in the bill include the ex-
pansion of the exclusion of employer-
provided educational benefits to grad-
uate education, which is a policy
strongly advocated by the Senator
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN. We
should encourage employers to provide
education benefits as a part of the
package that they get in the agree-
ment between employer and employee.
This bill does that.

While I was home, I spoke with the
treasurer of our State of Mississippi.
He made a particular point of coming
over and asking me, did the bill still
include the State prepaid tuition pro-
grams? I assured him that it did. We
should encourage parents and students
to save for their tuition. In this bill
they will be able to exclude from in-
come payments from State prepaid tui-
tion programs.

Also, this bill does provide for some
opportunity for bonds for school con-
struction. I personally do not think the
Federal Government should begin pay-
ing for school construction at the local
level. I think that is a decision that
should be made by the States, by the
local governments.

Some people say, ‘*Well, they can't
afford it.”” I represent the poorest State
in the Nation—or what was the poorest
State; thank goodness we are making
progress now and getting off the bot-
tom of many lists—but one of the ways
we have done that is we have been put-
ting more money into education, more
money into building new high schools
and new elementary schools. The edu-
cation level in the State has generally
been rising. The credit goes to the par-
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ents, the administrators, and the
teachers at the local level. But to pro-
vide some process where there would be
this bonding opportunity for school
construction is one that I think we
should consider. And it is in the legis-
lation.

There will be a number of other
amendments that will be offered from
both sides of the aisle. I will agree with
some of them, and I will disagree vio-
lently with some of the others. But I
think this is a debate worth having. I
commend Senator COVERDELL for his
dogged work in support of education in
this bill and the cooperation he has had
from and with the Senator from New
Jersey, Senator TORRICELLI.

8o this will be a great opportunity
this week to do some things that will
help education. One of the amendments
that will be offered could be to consoli-
date some of the many, many Federal
education programs into block grants
and then allow that money to go back
through the States with the direction
that 95 percent of the money go to the
school districts. Only 5 percent of it
can be eaten up by administrative
costs; 95 percent of it will go to the
school districts without strings at-
tached. Let the schools decide. Let the
local school officials decide if that
money will be used for STAR teachers
or for construction, if you will. It
would be their choice. That is the fun-
damental difference between what
some others will be trying to do, which
would mean more decisions, more
money, more direction and more
strings from Washington. That is not
the answer. I think in many cases that
is the problem.

So, it will be an interesting debate. I
commend the Senators for working
with me to try to get an agreement as
to how this process will go forward. We
will spend today and all of tomorrow
and possibly or probably even part of
Wednesday completing this legislation,
but it is time well spent.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there now will be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to exceed 2 hours.

Under the previous order, there will
now be 1 hour under the control of the
Senator from Nebraska, Senator
HAGEL.

Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.
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U.N. GLOBAL CLIMATE TREATY

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, last
month the U.N. global climate treaty
became available for the formal signa-
tures of those countries who reached
agreement in Kyoto, Japan, in Decem-
ber. President Clinton has not signed
the treaty. There is speculation, how-
ever, that he may sign the treaty this
week.

Today we remind the President that
the U.N. global climate treaty does not
meet the standards clearly established
by the U.S. Senate in its 95-0 vote last
vear on the Byrd-Hagel resolution,
Senate Resolution 98. The President
should not sign any treaty until that
treaty complies with Senate Resolu-
tion 98 in its entirety.

The administration completely ig-
nored the strong position of the Senate
when it agreed to this treaty last De-
cember.

I led the Senate observer group dele-
gation to Kyoto, Japan, in December.
After Vice President Gore came to
Kyoto and instructed our negotiators
to show ‘‘increased flexibility,”” the
doors were thrown open and the objec-
tive became very clear. The objective
was: Let us get a deal at any cost. The
clear advice of the U.S. Senate and the
economic well-being of the American
people were abandoned under pressure
from the U.N. bureaucrats, inter-
national environmentalists and the 134
developing countries that were not
even included—not even included—in
the treaty. The United States of Amer-
ica was the only Nation to come out of
these negotiations worse than it came
in. In fact, there was no negotiation in
Kyoto; there was only surrender.

When the Senate voted last year on
the Byrd-Hagel resolution, it was very
clear as to what the resolution said.

First, it directed the President not to
sign any treaty that placed legally
binding obligations on the United
States to limit or reduce greenhouse
gas emissions unless—unless—and 1
quote directly from S. Res. 98 passed
last year by this body 95-0—

. unless the protocol or agreement
also mandates new specific scheduled
commitments to limit or reduce green-
house gas emissions [for all nations]
for Developing Country Parties within
the same compliance period.

Meaning simply that if this was a
global problem, it required a global so-
lution. All nations had to be bound by
legally binding mandates, not just the
United States and the other developed
nations. The message was simple.
There was no ambiguity. This was not
the administration’s nebulous defini-
tion of “*meaningful participation’ for
developing countries. This word of the
Senate was quite clear.

The Kyoto Protocol does not include
a single developing nation. The Kyoto
Protocol agreed to by the United
States in December does not include a
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single developing country; 134 devel-
oping nations, including China, Mexico,
India, Brazil, and South Korea, many
of whom compete fiercely—fiercely—
with the United States for trade oppor-
tunities, are completely exempt from
any obligations or responsibilities for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

During a recent hearing in the For-
eign Relations Committee, Undersecre-
tary of State Stuart Eizenstat, the lead
U.S. negotiator in Kyoto, admitted the
administration failed on this account.
Secretary Eizenstat said—and I quote
the Undersecretary—'*You're abso-
lutely right; we did not get binding
commitments [from any] developing
countries."”

The second requirement of the Byrd-
Hagel resolution speaks directly to the
impact this treaty would have on the
American people. And it, too—it too—
fell victim in Kyoto. Senate Resolution
98 stated that the President should not
sign any treaty which **. . . would re-
sult in serious harm to the economy of
the United States.”

The Kyoto Protocol would legally
bind the United States to reduce our
greenhouse gas emissions to 7T percent
below 1990 levels by the years 2008 to
2012. It even goes much further than
the President’s own bottom line that
he personally announced last October
when President Clinton pledged he
would not accept a baseline below 1990
levels in greenhouse gas emissions, and
he said there must be “*meaningful par-
ticipation” from all developing coun-
tries.

Numerous independent economic
studies predicted serious economic
harm even if the administration had
held to its position that it enunciated
last October. These studies found job
losses in the range of over 2 million,
large increases in energy costs, a 50-
cent increase in gas prices per gallon, a
drop in economic growth rates of more
than 1 percent a year, and major Amer-
ican industries being driven out of
business or driven out of the United
States—industries like steel, alu-
minum, petroleum refining, chemicals,
iron, paper products, and cement.

That is why American agriculture,
American labor, American business and
industry and many consumer groups
have all united in opposition—in oppo-
sition—to this treaty. Yet, our nego-
tiators in Kyoto—the ones who were
supposed to be looking out for the
American people—agreed to a treaty
that would have had an even more dev-
astating impact on the U.S. economy
and on the lives of the American peo-
ple.

The administration’s recent anemic
attempt to develop an economic anal-
ysis showing “minimal” harm to the
U.S. economy is laughable. It is truly
langhable. No models, no numbers, no
percentages, no economics. It is laugh-
able. It is based on fabrication and
vapor, on a wildly optimistic assump-
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tion—as an example, China, India and
Mexico agreeing to the binding com-
mitments in this treaty. That is non-
sense, Mr. President. These very na-
tions blocked language in Kyoto,
Japan, last year that would have al-
lowed developing countries to even vol-
untarily—voluntarily—undertake the
obligations of this treaty. They will
never agree to binding commitments,
and have so stated.

Even from an environmental stand-
point, the Kyoto Protocol is a failure.
This Wednesday is Earth Day, and
some will undoubtedly attempt to hold
up this treaty as an example of a sig-
nificant accomplishment to help our
environment. The truth is, this treaty
is so flawed that it will do virtually
nothing to slow the growth of man-
made greenhouse gasses in the atmos-
phere. Even if one accepts the validity
of the science on global warming,
which is still uncertain and at best
contradictory, this treaty would do
nothing to stop any of these emissions.
The Kyoto Protocol excludes the very
developing nations who will be respon-
sible for more than 60 percent of the
world’'s manmade greenhouse gas emis-
sions early in the next century.

China will be the world’s largest
emitter of manmade greenhouse gasses
by the year 2015. On February 13 of this
year, the Washington Post reported,
“*‘But even if the accord is ratified and
fully implemented, it would barely
dent the world's output of manmade
greenhouse gasses * * *."' This treaty
makes no sense. It is folly, complete
folly.

Yet, the administration has made it
clear that President Clinton intends to
sign this treaty at some point during
the period it is open for signature be-
tween now and next March. The admin-
istration has also made it very clear
that it understands the treaty has no
chance of ratification in the Senate
and that it intends to withhold this
treaty from Senate consideration. The
President claims that the treaty is, in
his words, “*a work in progress.” This
leaves people with the mistaken im-
pression that the treaty remains under
negotiation and that objectionable
parts of the treaty can be negotiated
away before it is submitted to the Sen-
ate. Mr. President, this is not the case.
This is not the case. Why would anyone
sign a legally binding treaty they con-
sider a work in progress? That is com-
plete nonsense.

This treaty cannot be amended until
it goes into force, and even then, only
by a three-quarters vote of all coun-
tries that have become party to the
protocol. The 134 developing countries
that would not even voluntarily sign
on to this, which are not bound by any
emissions limits, make up more than
the three-quarters of the world’s na-
tions. Hence, they control any amend-
ment to this treaty. The countries that
have no obligations in this treaty are
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the very nations that dictate and en-
force its terms. This is outrageous.

My coauthor of S. Res. 98, Senator
BYRD of West Virginia, said recently on
the floor of the Senate that the Kyoto
Protocol did not meet either of the
Senate standards laid out in the Byrd-
Hagel resolution. Senator BYRD said, *'I
hope that the President will not sign
his name to the protocol at this point
* * * ] am concerned that if the Presi-
dent signs this protocol at this point,
it will compromise his flexibility in
dealing with the developing countries
over the next year.”

Senator BYRD is absolutely correct.
It makes no sense to sign a flawed trea-
ty. thereby giving away our leverage
and our negotiating strength. If the
President believes this treaty is good
enough to sign, it should be good
enough, Mr. President, to submit to
the Senate for an honest and open de-
bate. The American people have a right
to know exactly what obligations the
United States would have under this
treaty.

Members of the Senate and the House
will remain actively engaged in this
issue. Oversight hearings will continue.
We will continue to hold hearings this
yvear to ensure that the administration
does not attempt to implement this
treaty or any part of this treaty prior
to Senate ratification through Execu-
tive order, budget fiat, or regulatory
action.

During the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee hearing in February, I asked
Secretary Eizenstat about any at-
tempts to implement this treaty prior
to Senate ratification. He replied, ‘*We
have no intention through the back
door or anything else, without Senate
confirmation, of trying to impose or
take any steps to impose what would
be binding restrictions on our compa-
nies, on our industry, on our business,
on our agriculture, on our commerce,
or on our country until and unless the
Senate of the United States says so.”
That is Secretary Eizenstat.

Mr. President, we will hold the Clin-
ton administration to its word. Recent
news reports, however, have brought to
light a very dishonest attempt by the
EPA to impose carbon emissions caps
through the deregulation of the elec-
tric industry. I was glad to see that the
administration dropped this nonsense
from its final electric deregulation pro-
posal. There will be no implementation
of this treaty before ratification by the
Senate of the United States.

The Senate's bottom line, as rep-
resented in the unanimous 95-0 vote on
S. Res. 98, remains unchanged. The
U.S. Senate will not support the ratifi-
cation of the Kyoto treaty because it
does not include binding commitments
by the developing nations and does se-
rious harm to the U.S. economy.

This has become an economic treaty,
not an environmental treaty, and it is
a bad treaty for America. So bad that
it will not be ratified by this body.
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Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
Wednesday is Earth Day—a good time
to reflect on our responsibilities to pre-
serve and protect the environment that
we will pass on to our children and
grandchildren.

I have six children, and, at last
count, eleven grandchildren. I obvi-
ously care about the environment they
will grow up in.

I am encouraged by the fact that the
air we breathe and the water that flows
though America’s rivers are far cleaner
today than they were on the first Earth
Day in 1970. You might not know that
is the case if you listen exclusively to
the gloom and doom pronouncements
of many institutional environmental
groups.

Sometimes, these groups place my
name on a list or issue a ‘‘report card”
on my voting record that might lead
one to believe that I do not care about
the environment. This is, of course,
nonsense. You cannot have eleven
grand kids at the center of your life
while working to shortchange the envi-
ronment.

Having said that, I must join my col-
leagues in reporting to the Senate that
Vice President GORE returned from
Kyoto with a climate treaty so fatally
flawed that it will never be ratified by
the Senate or enter into force. Nor
should it.

While the climate issue must be
taken seriously, the Senate would be
shirking its constitutional responsibil-
ities if it were to ratify a treaty that is
so blatantly unfair, economically bur-
densome, and of no benefit to the envi-
ronment.

The unfairness of the treaty lies
mainly in its exclusion of ‘‘developing’’
nations such as China, India, South
Korea and Mexico. Emissions from
these nations will exceed ours in about
15 years, and their exclusion will only
encourage the shift of manufacturing
(and resulting emissions) from the na-
tions subject to controls to the nations
that are not. Thus, global emissions
would not decrease. Since developing
nations are less energy-efficient than
we are, emissions might even increase.
Under the treaty there would be no
global environmental gain—but Amer-
ica would suffer economic pain.

According to the respected economic
firm Wharton Econometrics, the Kyoto
Treaty would reduce Gross Domestic
Product by more than $2,000 per house-
hold in 2010—and $30,000 per household
between 2001-2020. Moreover, 2.5 million
Americans would lose their jobs. Since
the climate change problem will one
day be addressed through technological
innovation fostered in a healthy eco-
nomic environment, the last thing we
want to do is adopt a treaty that would
create a national economic decline
reminiscent of the oil shocks of the
1970s.

If we are truly concerned about car-
bon emissions, we will revitalize nu-
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clear energy and hydropower—our only
large-scale, base-load sources of carbon
free electricity. Nuclear energy gen-
erates 22% of our electricity, and hy-
dropower adds an additional 11%. Solar
and wind energy, in comparison, fill
one-tenth of one percent of our total
energy needs. Although solar and wind
energy will grow, the immutable laws
of physics limit that growth to just a
few percent. Presidential initiatives to
place solar panels on a million roofs
around the country may have symbolic
value, but what is the administration
doing to promote nuclear and hydro-
power—the carbon-free emission
sources that can really make a dif-
ference?

Unfortunately, the President opposes
the nuclear waste bill that has passed
the Senate twice by a wide, bipartisan
margin. Any failure to address the nu-
clear waste issue will result in the pre-
mature closure of nuclear power
plants, whose capacity will be replaced
with carbon-emitting, fossil-fuel
plants.

Bruce Babbitt aspires to be the first
Interior Secretary to tear down hydro-
power dams. Additionally, other dams
around the country are endangered by
a cumbersome regulatory process that
can make it cheaper to tear down the
dam and purchase fossil-fuel generated
power rather than endure the ordeal of
relicensing before the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission.

On the international energy front,
administration policy is in opposition
to China’s Three Gorges hydroelectric
project—the alternative to which is
thirty six new carbon-belching 500
megawatt coal plants. Is this part of a
consistent carbon reduction strategy?
In an intellectual contortion that de-
fies common sense, Administration en-
ergy policy is anti-nuclear and anti-hy-
dropower while professing to be anti-
carbon. To appreciate that, one only
needs to read the President’s Climate
Initiative unveiled last October. Nu-
clear energy isn't even mentioned, and
hydropower is explicitly discounted in
the document’s exclusive discussion of
“*non-hydro’ renewable energy.

What is the President’s answer? The
President’'s strategy is to push the
issue off to someone else's watch. The
Kyoto Treaty doesn't require carbon
reductions until the year 2008.

Meanwhile, by agreeing to a fatally
flawed treaty in Kyoto, the Vice Presi-
dent revealed his own Achilles’ heel—
he can't say no to any environmental
cause, even if it directly harms U.S. in-
terests and jobs here at home. Kyoto
has exposed that weakness, and now it
is the Senate’s Constitutional responsi-
bility to ensure that a bad treaty will
never be ratified.

Ninety-five Senators rarely agree on
anything—but they agreed with pas-
sage of the Byrd-Hagel resolution that
any climate treaty must be globally
applied, without harm to our economy.
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In the case of the Kyoto treaty, the
President failed to take our advice—so
he cannot expect to receive our con-
sent.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. I have just returned from
a very enjoyable time of traveling
around Wyoming, attending town
meetings, going to school classrooms,
pounding a little bit on a Habitat for
Humanity house.

When I left Wyoming, it was snowing.
But the folks in Wyoming understand
that if there hadn’t been a little bit of
global warming, we would be under
about 300 feet of ice. So they may not
be as concerned as perhaps some other
places in the world, but I want to talk
today a little bit about the global
warming treaty as well. I went to the
treaty conference in Kyoto. I went
with Senator HAGEL and a couple of
other Senators. The purpose of our trip
was to convey the importance of the
Byrd-Hagel resolution.

We went over there to talk about a
resolution that passed this Senate 95-0.
That is a pretty clear message, and it
was also a very simple message. The
developing nations have to participate
in the treaty and the treaty cannot re-
sult in serious harm to the U.S. econ-
omy. I have to say the treaty fails. It
is unfair. The benefits are unclear. The
costs are unknown, and the adminis-
tration is unresponsive to our requests
for information.

Kyoto was titled “‘a global warming”’
conference, but I have to say it was an
economic conference disguised as an
environmental conference. While we
were over there, we got to meet with
the Chinese delegation. The Chinese,
by the year 2010, will be the world’s
largest polluter, unquestionably. We
wanted to know what they intended to
do about that. They said nothing, they
are a developing nation. We asked
them what their definition was of a
““developing nation” so that we would
know when they would no longer be a
developing nation. They said, *We will
always be a developing nation.” We
asked them if they would do voluntary
restraints on their pollution. They said
no. We asked, How about voluntary re-
straints at some future unspecified
date? I don't know how you can make
any negotiation looser than that. Their
answer was no.

We also got to hear from some of the
island nations that are refusing to be a
part of any voluntary restraints. Island
nations. We are talking about nations
that, if global warming is true, the
polar icecap will melt and their island
will be inundated with water; they will
disappear as a country. They said they
would not be a part of it, that they
were a developing nation and they
didn't need to do it. To me, that is the
best evidence that there isn't global
warming.
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There is no consensus on global
warming. Some scientists argue that
the carbon dioxide in global warming is
even good. The important thing is that
we are already doing more than others.
We are doing more without recogni-
tion. We are doing more without pen-
alties. We are doing more because it is
the right thing to do. But this was an
economic conference disguised as an
environmental conference. It was a
conference where we lose.

I remember an incident in the North-
west, near my home up in Washington,
where we got concerned about the spot-
ted owl, that it was headed for certain
extinction. We halted the Northwest
logging industry. We put an entire in-
dustry and its employees out of work.
Our national forests were left
unmanaged, and they are now a big tin-
derbox; they burn whenever lightning
strikes. It is not very good stewardship
when we are wasting what we have.
After all this, we have discovered that
this timid little bird has been building
nests in billboards by the highways and
they are undisturbed by the passing
cars and trucks.

A part of our economy moved to

other countries where they don’t have
the environmental laws. Logging
moved to Siberia. Russian loggers are
tearing down 10 million acres of forest
each year. In our effort to save the
spotted owl, we have wiped out the Si-
berian tiger. We have to be careful with
the consequences of what we are pro-
moting.
The Vice President believes we can
get rid of coal and use clean energy,
like wind. I have to tell you, there are
few places that are windier than the
little belt that goes across southern
Wyoming. It is up in the high plains,
where the wind doesn’t have any trees
to block it. We have tried some wind
experiments there. They built a gener-
ator, only to have the wind velocity
blow the rotors off. I asked the envi-
ronmentalists, what about wind en-
ergy, what is the potential for that? It
only makes up one-third of 1 percent of
our country’s energy use at the present
time. Their response was that it will
kill the bald eagles; the eagles will fly
into the generators and get chopped up.
Not a good solution. I asked about
water. Well, water changes the nature
of the fish that use it, if we use it for
hydraulic power. Nuclear power—we
don’t even have to talk about nuclear
power and the problems supposed to be
caused by it and the way that we
haven't met our energy requirements
for the storage of nuclear waste.

The biggest thing that disturbed me
about the Kyoto trip was that we went
there without the data we requested.
Before we went to Kyoto, we made it
clear that there was information which
we were certain any good negotiators
would be gathering to use for their
case. We still haven't gotten that.
When we went over there, we talked
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about a 1990 date and maintaining the
levels that we had in 1990. Our nego-
tiators allowed the other countries to
relax the criteria they had already
agreed to while we made ours more dif-
ficult. Marvelous negotiating. They
never did answer the questions about
the kind of administration that would
be necessary, the kind of bureaucracy
that we build internationally, what
kind of regulations, and to whom the
United States would be subject. We
didn’t talk about the pollution topic,
and that is going to be involved.

I do remember, from some of the dis-
cussion of the Chinese, that they had a
solution for penalties. There ought to
be penalties for those developing na-
tions that could not meet their cri-
teria, and their idea was that the pen-
alties then would be distributed to
those developing nations on the basis
of population. Now, there is negotia-
tion.

Numbers. We still don't have num-
bers. I put in an amendment last year
on the foreign operations spending bill.
It asked for the numbers that the ad-
ministration has been collecting on
global warming: How many American
jobs would be lost with the treaty? How
much will it cost the taxpayers to pay
for Federal programs? What Federal
programs will be needed? We haven’t
received an answer. Apparently, none
of the agencies involved can say how
much they are going to spend on cli-
mate change.

This lack of accountability is a dis-
grace. The taxpayers should be out-
raged. Maybe we ought to sic some of
those IRS auditors on the Office of
Management and Budget until we get
the numbers we asked for a year ago.
Nobody knows exactly how much will
be needed, where it is going, or what
the purpose of it will be. Now, accord-
ing to the numbers I am reading, that
ought to be about a $6 billion to $10 bil-
lion violation of the Government Per-
formance and Results Act.

Yes, we have a law that says that the
Government agencies are supposed to
tell us what they are doing. Here is the
important part. They are supposed to
tell us how we can tell if it is getting
done. And then it is supposed to be re-
flected in their budgets so that we can
see that what they said they were
going to do will get done within the
constraints of the money that is there.
Somewhere the numbers have to be
available for what global warming—no,
for what the administration’s proposal
of anti-economic development will cost
uas.
It is time for the administration to
tell us exactly how much, how it is
going to be done, if there will be incen-
tives or just penalties, how will it ad-
minister it and give a little bit of cred-
it to those that are already working
the problem without the international
treaty. Americans have a right to
know where their tax dollars are going.
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This last week, the American people
spent their tax dollars, sent their tax
dollars, will be audited on their tax
dollars. It is time that we audit the
Federal Government on the use of
those tax dollars and hold them to the
950 treaty that protects American
jobs, and make sure that if we say we
are going to do a job, we are able to do
the job. We owe it to the American peo-
ple.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is great
to be back from our recess and once
again to convene the Senate in the
work of the citizens of this country.

Mr. President, let me, first of all, rec-
ognize my colleague from Nebraska
and my colleague from Wyoming and,
for the record, praise them for the lead-
ership they have demonstrated on the
most critical issue that we address
here on the floor this morning. Senator
HAGEL has become the Senate’s leader,
along with Senator BYRD of West Vir-
ginia, on this issue of climate change
and trying to convince the Administra-
tion, and I think some of our critics,
that the course this Administration
pursues is not only unrealistic, it real-
ly is unjustified. Both Senator HAGEL
and Senator ENZI, as was recognized by
the Senator from Wyoming, were in
Kyoto to watch as this Administration
negotiated and began to work on some
form of protocol.

I think we three Senators join on the
floor this morning proud that during
this century our Nation has developed
into the strongest economic and mili-
tary power ever to exist on the face of
the Earth. Our democratic system of
government, which ensures unparal-
leled freedom for its citizens, is the
envy of the world. All of us in this body
are entrusted with the responsibility to
protect and enhance that very stature.

Because I feel so strongly about that
responsibility, it is with the most
chilling concern that I comment today
on the President’s contemplated sign-
ing of the Kyoto Protocol on Global
Climate Change. Despite grave bipar-
tisan warnings from the Congress since
the conclusion of the U.N. Global Cli-
mate Summit in Kyoto, the President
insists on committing our country to
an agreement that I believe threatens
our way of life; indeed, it threatens the
heart of our Nation's power—and the
American economy.

I, like many of my Senate colleagues,
am confounded as to why the President
is contemplating signing this agree-
ment. I can only hope that it is not
simply misguided loyalty to the Vice
President, who every American knows
is the main protagonist in this ill-con-
ceived campaign to avoid what he calls
“an imminent environmental holo-
caust’’ caused by global warming.

Let me repeat those words. Catch the
flavor and the emotional ring of “‘an
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imminent environmental holocaust.' If
anybody stood on the street corner of
America and spoke with those terms,
surely they would catch the attention
of some. When the Vice President
speaks in those terms, he catches the
attention of many. There is only one
problem with that kind of rhetoric.
Few, if any, scientists today believe
that the world is facing an environ-
mental holocaust from global warming,
much less an imminent one.

In fact, as more and more American
scientists review the available data on
global warming, it is becoming increas-
ingly clear that the vast majority be-
lieve the commitments for reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions made by the
Administration in the Kyoto Protocol
is an unnecessary response to an exag-
gerated threat—‘'‘to an exaggerated
threat'’ that the Vice President him-
self is caught up in making. Indeed,
just today more than 15,000 scientists,
two-thirds with advanced academic de-
grees, released a petition they signed
urging the United States to reject the
Kyoto Protocol. The petition, expressly
states that:

There is no convincing sclentific evidence
that human release of carbon lioxide, meth-
ane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or
will cause catastrophic heating of the
Earth's atmosphere and disruption of the
Earth’s climate.

Mr. President, why must the United
States be a party to an agreement that
will substantially and negatively affect
our economy, change our way of life,
and potentially weaken our ability to
maintain the world's most powerful
military without sufficient scientific
evidence of impending doom—sufficient
scientific evidence of impending doom?
I submit that this Administration has
yvet to adequately answer that ques-
tion. The President of the United
States, over anyone else in our coun-
try, must answer that question.

Even if we were to ignore the sci-
entific evidence and assume that the
world is facing an imminent environ-
mental problem, this agreement does
nothing to avoid the threat. Bert
Bolin, a Swedish meteorologist and the
outgoing chairman of the U.N. Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate
Change, recently said that ‘‘[t]he
Kyoto conference did not achieve much
with regard to limiting the buildup of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.”—
The Washington Post, February 13, 1998

Therefore, I ask again: Why is the
President going to sign this agreement,
which, if ratified in its current form,
will raise the costs for nearly every-
thing in a typical American budget, in
both the short term and long term?

The Administration has attempted to
relieve our economic concerns with a
superficial analysis that presents a
simplistic view of how American indus-
try can adapt to new economic chal-
lenges and includes assumptions about
the success of emission trading pro-
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posals that are untested in the inter-
national arena. This so-called eco-
nomic analysis is contained in a 20-
page paper by Janet Yellen, the Chair-
man of the President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, submitted as testi-
mony to the House Commerce Com-
mittee and the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

However, in testimony recently given
before the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee examining the Kyoto Agree-
ment, Mary Novak, senior vice presi-
dent of a respected economic fore-
casting forum —you have heard of
them—called Wharton Econometrics
Forecasting Associates, well-known
worldwide for its expertise, stated that
the Administration’s economic anal-
ysis of the impact of the Kyoto Agree-
ment is terribly flawed—not possibly
flawed, not flawed in limited ways, but
terribly flawed. Ms. Novak predicted
that the total U.S. cost of meeting the
Kyoto Agreement would be $250 billion,
or a loss of 3.2 percent of gross domes-
tic product. In addition, Ms. Novak
stated that about 2.5 million jobs
would be lost, and the annual expense
per family would exceed $2,700 a year.

If the Senate of the United States
were, at this moment, contemplating
an income tax increase that would in-
crease the average family's taxes by
$2,700, and if we passed it, very few, if
any, of us would withstand the public
outery, let alone the voters at the bal-
lot box in November. Yet, this Presi-
dent, because he thinks he can hide it
through the processes of time and the
procedure of international agreement,
is proposing just that. That is what the
WEFA says—an annual expense per
family to exceed $2,700.

Mr. President, if this administration
were sincere about reducing green-
house gas emissions, we would have
seen in the President’s budget proposal
strong support for an array of reliable
electric energy that we all know has a
benign impact on the very environment
that we all cherish and want to pro-
tect. Conspicuously absent from the
President's Climate Change Tech-
nology Initiative was any support for
nuclear or hydroelectric power. In fact,
the President and the Vice President
are hostile to nuclear and hydro-
electric power. This very Administra-
tion has initiatives that will ulti-
mately grind nuclear energy genera-
tion to a halt and would restrict us
from any further development of
hydro, let alone maintaining the status
quo. Yet, both of these sources of
power, as we know, do not produce one
single molecule of greenhouse gas
emissions into our atmosphere. Indeed,
it is hard to imagine a cleaner source
of power than falling water, or nuclear
fission.

What about the sincerity of this Ad-
ministration’s commitment to our Na-
tion’s global competitiveness?

1 was watching television yesterday
catching the news shows and talk
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shows discussing the American econ-
omy. Many pundits were concerned
about the aggressiveness of the stock
market. Well, concerned, yet happy;
but will this happiness last? We are
surely concerned about the economics
of the Pacific rim at this moment; and,
nearly every economist on these shows
were talking about the power of the
current economy of the United States,
how it pulls other economies with us,
and that we continue to expect growth
in the coming year; growth of about 2.5
percent, growth very similar to the
kind we had last year. And, while we
are talking about that, while we recog-
nize that our competitiveness in the
global environment drives the global
market, we have an Administration
that is tinkering around with the idea
of restricting the ability of our country
to lead economically and to help out
all other nations of the world with
their own economic problems.

Mr. President, our Nation’s agricul-
tural industry is one of several indus-
tries that will be adversely affected by
the requirements of the Kyoto Agree-
ment. American agriculture has
evolved with the rapid adoption of new
technology; it is both highly capital
and energy intensive. Energy use in
both direct and indirect ways, includ-
ing the fuel and lubricants for machin-
ery and vehicles, the natural gas used
to dry crops and pump irrigation
water, and the electricity used in a
wide variety of ways, has caused the
American agricultural economy to be
the most competitive and the most
productive in the world. We use fer-
tilizer and pesticides, all containing
large energy components. For these
reasons, our agricultural system is
very sensitive to the kinds of changes
the Vice President and the President
are proposing. American farmers buy
$166 billion worth of inputs and serv-
ices, sell about $212 billion worth of
products and services, and receive just
about $54 billion in cash income to
cover costs and provide incentives for
future investment. Moreover, Amer-
ican agriculture is deeply integrated
into the world economy and depends on
more than $60 billion in export sales—
the fastest growing market for our food
and our fiber products.

That is just one example of an econ-
omy in this country that helps set the
pace for the world.

The Kyoto Agreement would cause
fertilizer prices to go up, and while the
President says carbon taxes are not a
part of his plan to meet the treaty’s re-
quirements, the administration intends
to pressure fossil fuel prices through
other ways that would have the impact
of burdensome tax increases. One of the
results of the Administration’s ap-
proach to compliance will be higher
costs for diesel fuel for trucks and trac-
tors.

It takes no genius to understand
what that means: Increased costs for
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farmers, which translates into in-
creased costs for food and finished
goods at the grocery store. In addition,
since most products are delivered by
diesel-powered trucks, nearly every
item in nearly every store in America
will cost more. And all of this will be
done by an Administration that pur-
sues a policy which it has no strong
scientific or economic basis or logical
reason to pursue.

One of the many potential tragedies
of this treaty would be the higher cost
of food, not just for those who can af-
ford it but for those who cannot. And
remember our Judeo-Christian ethic as
a country, the hundreds of millions of
dollars of food we send around the
world to poor nations, to starving peo-
ple. Could we afford to send more if it
cost more? I doubt it. And yet that is
exactly what the President proposes.

According to Data Resources, Inc.,
another respected economic fore-
casting firm, 87 percent of American
households have less than $20,000 after-
tax income and spend about 21.2 per-
cent to more than 100 percent of after-
tax income on food. For these families,
the impact of America’s compliance
with the Kyoto Agreement would be se-
vere and very negative.

Mr. President, 1 believe this will be
the first time in the history of our
country that a President has allowed
foreign interests to control and to
limit the growth of the American econ-
omy.

Let me repeat that for the record be-
cause I believe, after our research, that
is a pretty profound statement, not
just coming from me but coming from
the historic records of our country,
that this would be the first time in our
history that an American President
has allowed foreign interests to control
and limit the growth of the American
economy. Never before have we allowed
foreign interests to dictate the amount
of energy Americans can use.

The Kyoto Agreement requires Amer-
icans to cut energy use by the year 2010
to T percent below what it was using in
1990. That was just 8 years ago.

This weekend, I was at a special
school out in Idaho, a collection of
bright young kids. They are developing
an electric car. They are going to race
it next week in a race in north Idaho,
an electric car. But guess what. You
have to use nuclear hydrocarbons to
generate the electricity that goes in
the battery that powers the car that
creates no pollution.

Get the message. No matter where
you turn, whether it is fueling the cars
for the great urban areas of our coun-
try that might be powered by elec-
tricity in the future, that electricity
still has to be generated. And a lot of
bright people are trying to accomplish
that, so we can reduce that kind of im-
pact on our environment. And yet, Mr.
President, you are denying the ability
to generate the energy by suggesting
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that we progressively reduce our abil-
ity to consume.

Mr. President, to illustrate the emis-
sions requirement of the Agreement,
Jay Hakes, head of the Energy Infor-
mation Administration—a statistical
arm of the Department of Energy—said
in February testimony before the
House Science Committee: A T per-
cent reduction [below baseline levels
under the agreement] for energy-re-
lated carbon emissions alone would re-
quire a reduction of about 550 million
metric tons of carbon in 2010, or about
31 percent,” below current projections.
According to EIA data, the mark of 550
million metric tons is greater than the
total carbon emissions produced by
electricity generation in the United
States for 1990 or 1996 which were 477
million metric tons and 517 million
metric tons, respectively.

So let me say to all Senators and to
the American people, tonight, walk
around your house. Think about the
light fixture you have just turned on,
the appliance you have just turned off,
the telephone device you might make a
call on, or the computer you will sit
down to, to communicate anywhere in
the world. Many of these things you
have added to your home since 1990.
Look at the car you drove home from
work. And to the farmer who is out
there on the plains and the farmlands
of America this very hour, that mar-
velously efficient diesel tractor that is
pulling the plow and the drill to plant
the crop that creates the abundant har-
vest that feeds not just the people of
America but the people of the world.
All of those tools are a product of en-
ergy. In fact, Americans today are con-
suming more energy as the economy
continues to grow, and we will need to
consume more. We will need to turn on
our lights and our computers. We will
need our cars. In the future, they will
be better and they will be cleaner, but
they still must consume energy.

The Administration knows this pro-
tocol is seriously flawed. In a news con-
ference held in Kyoto, Japan, on De-
cember 8, 1997, Vice President AL GORE
acknowledged: ““We've said from the
beginning that, in order to send an
agreement to the Senate, we must have
meaningful participation by key devel-
oping countries.”” We now know that
developing countries did not sign the
agreement. Is it fair to let these coun-
tries off the hook while we Americans
are subject to such stringent require-
ments?

Here's what Stephen L. Miller, Presi-
dent of the Center for Energy and Eco-
nomic Development had to say about
the Kyoto Treaty: ‘*The proposed
Kyoto treaty is like a card game where
the deck is stacked. American workers
are being dealt a losing hand through
the negotiating process. In the end,
there will be no real environmental
benefit and America's working families
will be forced to pay higher energy and
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consumer costs while we export U.S.
jobs to countries that are exempted
from action under the Treaty."

So let us call once again upon our
President to incorporate in this agree-
ment developing nations, growth na-
tions like China, Mexico, and India,
that have simply walked away because
they cannot be a part of an agreement
that would cut back on the opportunity
they are trying to offer their citizens.

Mr. President, Mr. Vice President,
sign something that is a winning agree-
ment for America. Sign something that
promotes our economy, that promotes
the environment of the world. Sign
something that all countries of the
world can agree with. Please do not
turn us away from the kind of eco-
nomic growth and development that all
of our citizens expect and demand.
There is simply no compelling reason
for our government at this time to
force Americans to take preventive
measures of uncertain competence
against a problem that may or may not
lie in the Earth’s future.

The Administration carries a heavy
burden of persuasion that the CO: com-
pliance measures contained in the
Kyoto Agreement are worth the sac-
rifice it will require of the American
people. We here in the Senate must,
and will, ensure that our nation’s glob-
al economic competitiveness, our na-
tion’s military readiness, and our way
of life, are not compromised merely to
advance misguided political agendas.

It bears repeating—the Kyoto Agree-
ment is flawed. It is based on politic
science and not lab science. And it is
only through sound lab science that
we, working collectively together with
our colleagues around the world, will
produce a better world.

Once again, I thank my colleague
from Nebraska for recognizing the im-
portance of this special order this
morning as we talk about global cli-
mate change and its importance to our
country and to our friends and neigh-
bors around the world.

I note the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
HAGEL). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. 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. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senate is in morning business; is that
not correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. And the minority lead-
er has 1 hour under his control?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield myself 15 minutes of the
hour.

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

(Mr.
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MERGERS IN THE BANKING
INDUSTRY

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want-
ed to mention a couple of subjects on
the floor of the Senate today. The first
deals with the proposed marriages oc-
curring in the banking industry. In re-
cent weeks, we have seen proposals of
marriage by a number of our biggest
banks, totaling some $160 billion. Three
of the largest merger proposals include
Citicorp with Travelers—actually a
very large bank with an insurance
company, NationsBank and
BankAmerica, and Banc One with First
Chicago. I didn’t even know there was
any romancing going on, and then I
open the papers and see that all these
banks want to gather up and get mar-
ried and be one.

I think the fundamental question for
this country is whether these mega
mergers serve our economy and our
country’s best interests? Is this good
for our country? Will this better serve
customers, or will it result in bigger
profits, perhaps, for the banks that
merge and higher fees for their cus-
tomers?

It is clear to me that the kinds of
mergers we are once again seeing in
this country mean that when two large
corporations become one and an even
larger corporation, there is less com-
petition in our economy. When there is
less competition and, therefore, more
concentration, it seems to me it clear-
ly injures the market system which re-
lies on competition as a regulator and,
by definition, is therefore not good for
consumers. Without knowing the spe-
cific details, I admit, about the indi-
vidual proposals in these mergers, I
hope very much that the regulators,
the Federal Reserve Board and the
Comptroller of the Currency as well as
the Justice Department, will review all
of these mergers with a fine-tooth
comb and determine whether this will
result in less competition that is harm-
ful to consumers, whether it will result
in ever higher banking fees for their
customers, whether it will result in
something that takes us a step back-
ward rather than a step forward in im-
proving our market system in this
country.

As I indicated, I don’'t know much
about the specifics of any of the merger
proposals I have just described. It is
not my intent to come and describe the
deals or to pass judgment upon them.
But I will say this: The judgment I
have with respect to many of the larg-
est mergers in our country, especially
in this industry, is that we are left
with less competition if the merger is
approved.

With respect to this industry, there
is one peculiar and defining char-
acteristic. The Federal Reserve Board
determines by policy that there are
certain banks in this country that are
so-called “too big to fail."” That is,
they are so large in scope that their
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failure would cause such an economic
calamity for the country that the Fed
will not allow them to fail.

The Fed actually has a list of banks:
““These banks are too big to fail.” All
the other banks, the smaller banks,
can fail and lose all their money. The
deposits are insured so the depositors
won't lose money, but the bank owners,
the stockholders, can loose their
money. The ‘‘too big to fail” banks
cannot fail. They are on the list at the
Federal Reserve Board as ‘‘too big to
fail.”

1 asked the question, if you have a
list of ““too big to fail banks and the
big banks merge into even bigger
banks, does it not mean then the
American taxpayer will pay the cost of
bad merger judgments if the merger
goes sour?

My friend James Glassman, who
writes op-ed pieces for the Washington
Post, a rather interesting guy, I think,
and pretty good thinker—I disagree
with him on a fair number of issues
from time to time—but he wrote a
piece last week about this. He said that
most of this is pretty good news really.
Some call all these mergers the ‘“‘ele-
phant mating system’'—the best thing
to do is stand back at a safe distance
and watch.

But Glassman says, well, this is real-
ly fine. He says at the end of his long
piece, though, after talking about the
virtues of these mergers, ‘‘Yes, there
are some dangers. The mergers make
institutions too big to fail. Knowing
that regulators won't close them down
in a crisis, bank managers could get
reckless.”

That ought not be the last paragraph,
1 say to my friend Mr. Glassman; that
ought to be the first paragraph.

The question of public policy on this
issue of bank mergers, it seems to me,
ought to be posed now to the Federal
Reserve Board and Comptroller of the
Currency and to the Justice Depart-
ment. I asked them, do not any longer
just be spectators on the question of
mergers—suit up, be involved, get ac-
tive and make judgments with respect
to the question of what is best for the
market system of this country, what is
best for the American citizen, not what
is best for the newly married two cor-
porations that have become bigger and
perhaps whose misjudgments will now
be borne by the American taxpayer
under a doctrine of “*too big to fail.”

DRUNK DRIVING

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last
week, tragically an 11-year-old boy was
killed in an automobile accident in the
Washington, DC, area. This young boy
was killed by a man who was driving a
vehicle apparently very, very drunk
and hit four cars. In the last car was a
small van that was driving down the
road with this young 11-year-old boy
listening to his favorite basketball
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star. He was listening to a Chicago
Bulls' game, listening to Michael Jor-
dan play basketball while seated in
this family van driving down the road,
when he was hit by a drunk driver and
tragically killed.

I have mentioned before that my
family has been visited by this tragedy
on a couple of occasions, and I have a
special kind of anger in these cir-
cumstances when 1 understand that the
person who commits this kind of mur-
der is not just the man who got drunk
that day and killed an 11-year-old boy.
This happens every 30 minutes in
America—every half hour someone else
is killed by a drunk driver.

So often, you will discover, as is the
case in this particular instance, the
driver has been drunk before. The first
time he was drunk, about 6 or 8 months
ago, he was fined $50. On March 23,
which is just a few weeks ago when
that young ll-year-old boy was still
full of life, this driver was again picked
up drunk with twice the legal limit,
over .20. But then someone gave him a
special license. Oh, yes, he is picked up
drunk again but he got a special li-
cense to drive back and forth to work.
I ask the judges who preside over these
issues, where is the judgment? Where is
the judgment that allows a driver like
this to be on the road again with a
temporary license to kill an 11-year-old
boy?

I tried to get the judge’'s name so
that I could show my colleagues and all
those listening who has this kind of
judgment. I have done that before, and
I will again. But where is the judgment
to understand that when people com-
mit acts of drunk driving, they ought
to have their privileges of using Amer-
ica's roadways removed?

| ————e—

AMERICA’'S TRADE DEFICIT

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would
like to make a point that since the
Congress took a brief recess, once
again, America's trade deficit has in-
creased. It is now, as I predicted in pre-
vious discussions with the Senate,
headed towards another record high.

Everyone talks about the tremendous
progress in this Chamber and in this
Government at wrestling the budget
deficit to the ground, and we have
made great progress in doing that. But
the trade deficit is at a record high and
is continuing to set records, like a mer-
chandise trade deficit of $199 billion
last year. Now it is estimated to go to
$224 billion this year. It is estimated by
Standard & Poor’s and by many others,
incidentally, who gauge these things,
that we will continue to have record
trade deficits—record trade deficits.

President Clinton was in South
America recently, in Chile. The South
American countries were concerned be-
cause the Congress did not pass what is
called fast-track trade authority. It is
interesting, when you talk about this
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hemisphere's trading, this country is
not just the biggest kid on the block; it
is the better part of the block.

Eighty-two percent of this country’s
trading of $10 trillion is the United
States of America. And to have some
other country suggest to us that *‘Gee,
we've got a problem because you didn’t
pass fast track trade authority—what
on Earth are they thinking about? The
fact is, we have constant, abiding and
difficult trade problems. I would say to
President Clinton—who I think has
done a remarkable job with this coun-
try’s economy and has policies that I
support in many areas—we must begin
to deal with this trade deficit. We can-
not ignore it.

The Asian financial crisis will make
that deficit worse. We cannot continue
to ignore the deficit. Our trade deficit
is ratcheting up with China. It con-
tinues to increase with China and
Japan. We also have a significant trade
deficit with Mexico, and a significant
trade deficit with Canada. The issue is:
Why?

Let me show you a statement, just
last Thursday, talking about our trade
with China. We have a nearly $50 bil-
lion trade deficit with China. We are a
cash currency cow for China for their
hard currency needs. It makes no sense
for this country to say to China,
‘“Yeah, that’s all right; you can ratchet
up a $50 billion trade deficit with the
United States.” It hurts this country.

Here is what is happening in China.
According to a Washington Post arti-
cle, **Chinese sweatshops labor for U.S.
retailers. In fact, the National Labor
Committee, a private New York-based
whistle-blowing group, conducted an
investigation into 21 garment factories,
and found workers paid pennies an
hour, working excessive overtime, con-
fined to crowded dormitories, fed a thin
rice gruel and denied any benefits.

Let me just add a few details. In Chi-
na’s southern coastal provinces, wages
and benefits are being slashed to as low
as 13 cents an hour, which is added to
excessive overtime hours of up to 96
hours a week. Shifts of 14 hours, T days
a week, are being imposed. They live
crammed, 10 to a room, in guarded dor-
mitories on the factory's premises,
under constant surveillance.

Is this fair trade? Is this, when you
talk about trade competition, what we
ought to be competing with? Is this the
race to the bottom that we are talking
about: Produce the shoes and hand-
bags, and pay somebody 13 cents an
hour? Get a 15-year-old and put them
in a plant, and work them 90 hours a
week, and ship their handbag to a store
in Dayton, Los Angeles or Tulsa and
sell it to the consumer? Does that
mean lower prices for the consumer or
fatter profits for the corporation? And
is it fair trade? The answer is no. Abso-
lutely not.

This ought not to be what we com-
pete against. So we compete against 13
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cents an hour, and our trade deficit
goes up—way up. That is fair trade? I
do not think so. I would ask the Presi-
dent and others to understand that this
Congress is not going to provide fast
track trade authority for a President.

I know that the President went to
South America and said, “*Well, fast
track trade authority will happen.’” It
will not happen. Fast track trade au-
thority is dead, and will remain dead
until this country decides it is going to
begin to solve the nettlesome, vexing
trade problems we have, country by
country and free trade agreement by
free trade agreement.

We have had NAFTA, we have had
GATT, we have had a number of trade
agreements, all of which have turned
out to be sour. I can, but I will not, cite
chapter and verse this morning about
the avalanche of Canadian grain that is
leaking across that border down into
this country, undercutting our farm-
ers’ income right now, in violation, in
my judgment, of all fair trade stand-
ards. But nothing is done about it. I
talk about 13 cents-an-hour wages
which we are expected to compete
against, but nothing is done about it
either.

My point is, fast track is dead, and it
will remain dead until and unless the
U.S. Government decides these trade
problems demand a solution on behalf
of our country. It ought not be embar-
rassing for our country to say we do
have a national interest and we are
going to insist on that interest in our
trade relationships with other coun-
tries,

There are plenty of issues that will
consume our time in this Congress be-
tween now and the middle of October
when we likely will adjourn. I do hope
between now and then, at some point
someone will decide that this trade
issue is of consequence to this coun-
try’s long-term economic future.

We are blessed, truly blessed, as a
country to have a strong, growing
economy. I have talked before on the
floor of the Senate about the fact that
things are going well. There is no ques-
tion about that. Much of that relates
to decisions that this President has
made and this Congress has made—
some very tough decisions, some by a
one-vote margin. The result is we have
a growing economy while some other
countries are not so fortunate.

We have a Federal budget deficit that
has largely been wrestled to the
ground. The unemployment. numbers in
this country are down, way down. The
crime rate is down. The welfare rolls
are down. A lot of good things are hap-
pening in this country. But it is not an
excuse to ignore the other challenges
we have. One of those challenges rep-
resents this abiding trade deficit that
is getting worse, not better. We must,
it seems to me, find a way to respond
it to and deal with it.

I again say that we must take a look
at the Asian currency collapse, at the
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failure of the Japanese to deal with the
devaluation of its currency, with the
forced-labor problems in China, and the
intellectual piracy that goes on. One of
the reasons for what is happening with
respect to that piracy is, when we try
to send a video game or a compact disc
from this country into China, guess
what the tariff is: 50 percent.

Here is a country that has a $50 bil-
lion trade surplus with the U.S.—in
other words, they are selling us far
more than they are buying from us—
and when we want to ship some intel-
lectual property over there, they im-
pose a 50 percent tariff on us.

I was in China. I talked with the
President of China. I said, “You can’t
do this. You can’'t shut off China to the
U.S. pork market and stop pork ship-
ments. You can't shut off China to
wheat shipments from our country.
You can't continue to produce, on a pi-
rated basis, the kind of production that
we see coming from China in compact
discs and in other areas.” It is not
something that ever ought to be coun-
tenanced, and yet we have agreements
to try to shut it down, and it does not
get shut down.

My only point is this: This problem is
getting worse. This shows the hemor-
rhage of red ink on international trade
with this country. It is getting worse,
not better, and I ask not just this ad-
ministration but this Congress to de-
cide that this challenge is something
we have a responsibility to meet.

Mr. President, this afternoon we turn
to an education issue, and I intend to
come back and visit a bit this after-
noon on the Coverdell amendment and
a range of amendments that will be of-
fered to it dealing with the subject of
education. In the meantime, I yield the
floor and suggest the absence of a
gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

GLOBAL CLIMATE TREATY

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would like
to say a few words this afternoon about
the U.N. global climate treaty that the
Clinton administration agreed to in
Kyoto, Japan, this past December, and
which you, as the Presiding Officer,
have taken a real lead in helping your
colleagues here in the Senate to under-
stand. In fact, I know that you helped
to lead a delegation to those pro-
ceedings in Kyoto. This treaty will re-
quire the United States to drastically
reduce its greenhouse-gas emissions,
presumably by rationing our energy
consumption and assessing taxes on en-
ergy use and production.
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The reduction of pollutants, of
course, is a laudable goal. I whole-
heartedly support efforts that will
produce a cleaner environment. But
what the administration fails to ade-

quately appreciate is that protecting.

the environment is a global issue, one
all nations must actively take part in
if global environmental protection is
truly to be attained. The administra-
tion would like the American people to
believe that this debate is about who is
for or against the environment; but,
that is not the case. This debate is
about whether or not this particular
treaty is in the best interests of the
American people and the global envi-
ronment.

The underlying hypothesis used by
proponents of the treaty is that green-
house gases, which trap the sun's infra-
red rays and heat the earth’s atmos-
phere, have become so abundant in the
atmosphere that a ‘“global warming”
effect has commenced, and that the
cause of this phenomenon is manmade.
On the basis of this as-yet unproven
connection between human activity
and the climate, delegates at the cli-
mate change conference in Kyoto
reached an agreement to curb green-
house-gas emissions. The treaty, if
ratified, would legally bind the U.S. to
cut its overall emissions of six gases by
seven percent below 1990 levels by 2012.
However, 130 developing countries,
such as Mexico, China, Korea, and
India, would not be held liable to these
same standards.

The evidence of global warming is in-
conclusive, at best. For the past 20
years, precisely the same 20 years dur-
ing which carbon dioxide levels have
increased the most, the earth has actu-
ally cooled. This cooling flies in the
face of the theory that man-made emis-
sions are causing a global warming ef-
fect. Models cannot accurately predict
what the weather will be like next
week, let alone what temperatures will
prevail on Earth in the next century.
The only consensus that has been
reached within the scientific commu-
nity—that future effects of fossil-fuel
use are most likely to be gradual over
many decades to come—gives good rea-
son for the U.S. government not to
rush to judgment.

Committing the U.S. to these targets
will have severe economic effects on
American families and workers. Ac-
cording to the Heritage Foundation,
holding emissions to 1990 levels will
raise energy prices between 50 and 200
percent; average households would pay
$1,620 in additional taxes a year; and
the economy would contract by a total
of $3.3 trillion, all by the year 2020. I
note that these figures are based on re-
ducing greenhouse-gas emissions to
1990 levels only; going seven percent
below these levels, as agreed to by the
Clinton administration, will result in
more serious hardships for the Amer-
ican people. Furthermore, the AFL-
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CIO estimates that reducing emissions
to 1990 levels will result in the loss of
1.25 to 1.6 million American jobs. And
these jobs will not simply disappear;
rather, industry will move overseas
and reestablish itself in those countries
that are not legally bound to gas-emis-
sions targets. These combined effects
would place the U.S. at a competitive
disadvantage, while failing to address
the global problem of soaring amounts
of pollution produced by the developing
nations of the world.

Meanwhile, the developing countries
are projected to continue accelerating
their use of fossil fuels during the next
century. By 2015, China will surpass the
U.S. in total carbon emissions. Without
the full participation of the developing
countries in any treaty of this kind,
unilateral attempts by the developed
nations to reduce greenhouse-gas emis-
sions will not significantly slow the
steady increase of carbon dioxide con-
centrations in the atmosphere.

In sum, the United States should not
be party to a global climate treaty
that is not supported by a scientific
consensus, that puts an unfair burden
on American workers and consumers,
and that asks us to turn back the clock
on economic growth and our standard
of living. More importantly, this treaty
fails to effectively address the issue be-
cause it ignores the developing coun-
tries of the world. It simply does not
make sense, either environmentally or
economically, to focus on the nations
that are already spending billions on
pollution control and making substan-
tial progress, while ignoring developing
nations—countries where emissions
could be curbed by employing the same
basic technologies the United States
has used so successfully to reduce its
levels of pollution. U.S. companies,
using the best available technology,
are able to eliminate the bulk of pollu-
tion from their emissions. To achieve
an additional increment of pollution
reduction, developed nations like the
U.S. would be required to expend inor-
dinate sums of money in pursuit of
only marginal improvements. The
costs associated with attempting to
squeeze out the last increments of pol-
lution will heavily outweigh any bene-
fits in the developed nations. However,
in countries where pollution-control
technology is not as advanced or wide-
spread as it is here, a dollar spent on
equipment will provide far greater re-
ductions in overall pollution. Thus, the
cost/benefit ratio favors pressing devel-
oping nations to catch up with us. The
Global Climate Treaty does not do this.

Faced with certain defeat on this
issue, the administration has resorted
to a level of fear mongering which I
think has been unmatched since the
1970s, when some of the same scientists
who are promoting global warming
warned at that time that we were
about to enter upon the next ice age. I
find it hard to believe that in a mere 20
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years, our climate has moved from one
extreme to the other. In a December
Wall Street Journal article, Arthur
Robinson and Zachary Robinson of the
Oregon Institute of Science and Medi-
cine point out that ‘“‘there is not a
shred of persuasive evidence that hu-
mans are responsible for increasing
global temperatures.” But the adminis-
tration, in an effort to rally support,
issues apocalyptic warnings that, if
global warming is not headed off, we
will experience floods, droughts, rising
sea levels, and the spread of infectious
diseases. The global warming hypoth-
esis should not be taken as fact; Ameri-
cans should not be scared into accept-
ing unsubstantiated scenarios as the
truth.

The Senate fulfilled the first half of
its ‘*advise and consent'’ role this sum-
mer by passing the Byrd-Hagel resolu-
tion 95 to 0. That bipartisan advice in-
structed the administration not to sign
a treaty that did not include the devel-
oping countries of the world in the
same emission-control requirements,
or a treaty that would cause great eco-
nomic harm to America. The treaty to
which the administration has agreed
meets neither of these guidelines.
Therefore, because the administration
was unwilling to consider the Senate’s
advice, I do not believe the Senate will
give its consent—nor should it.

| —————

THE HONORABLE TERRY SANFORD

AUGUST 20, 1917-APRIL 18, 1998

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I was re-
grettably late in learning about the in-
evitable death of former U.S. Senator
Terry Sanford this past Saturday,
April 18. I say inevitable because it
was. All of us, especially Terry himself,
knew what was coming when last De-
cember the fatal inoperable cancer was
discovered.

Terry faced up to the reality of it all
with his typical courage. He told re-
porters at the time that he would con-
tinue to be active as long as he could,
and take every day as it came. Then he
plunged into a whirlwind fund-raising
schedule on behalf of a project near and
dear to his heart.

It was impossible not to like and ad-
mire Terry Sanford. He was never one
of my supporters, nor was I ever one of
his. But we were friends and there was
never a hint of discord during his six
yvears in the Senate—or before, for that
matter, or since.

As Senators who were here during
Senator Sanford's six years will tes-
tify, Terry was a respected colleague.
For my part, I always had the feeling
that he had been vastly more com-
fortable being Governor. He could push
a button then and things happened. Not
s0 with the Senate. We sort of canceled
each other’s vote in the Senate much
of the time he was here but there never
was an instance when we didn't work
together for the betterment of North
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Carolina. And there was never the
slightest hostility.

In short, Mr. President, I liked Terry
Sanford. He has undeniably left his
mark upon the destiny of the state he
loved—and certainly upon Duke Uni-
versity which was the multi-million
dollar beneficiary of his skillful fund-
raising ability.

He lived life to the fullest; he was a
man who loved his family and his coun-
try. If he ever wasted a moment, I am
not aware of it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that The Washington Post report
of Senator Sanford’s death, published
April 19, 1998, be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 19, 1998]
TERRY SANFORD, EX-U.S. SENATOR AND N.C.
GOVERNOR, DIES
(By Martin Weil)

Terry Sanford, 80, a former governor of
North Carolina and president of Duke Uni-
versity, whose career as a widely admired
and respected Democratic political leader
culminated with a term in the U.S. Senate,
died of cancer yesterday at his home in Dur-
ham, N.C.

An amiable man, loyal to his party but
known also for independent thinking, Gov.
Sanford became known early In his career
for an ability—based on both personality and
principle—to achieve substantial political
success in a political environment often
thought uncongenial to the moderate or pro-
gressive views he espoused.

This, and his high profile leadership at
Duke, attracted the interest and support of
many Democrats both inside and outside his
native North Carolina, who saw him as rep-
resenting their party's possibilities of sur-
vival in the South, at a time when a Repub-
lican tide was sweeping through what had
once been a solidly Democratic region.
Ranked in a Harvard University study as one
of the 20th-century's most creative gov-
ernors because of his achievements in the
statehouse from 1961 to 1965, Gov. Sanford
made forays onto the national stage in the
1970s; in 1972 and in 1976, he sought unsuc-
cessfully his party’s presidential nomina-
tion.

Gov. Sanford’s inoperable cancer was diag-
nosed in December. He underwent a second
round of chemotherapy last week before
being discharged on Wednesday from the
Duke University Medical Center.

Heart valve surgery during hils campaign
for reelection to the Senate made his health
a campaign issue at that time, and was be-
lieved to have contributed to his defeat. In-
deed, his election to the Senate in 1986 was
seen as a kind of last hurrah for a 69-year-old
whose electoral career had seemed to peak
vears before.

In the Senate, he had made a mark for the
forcefulness of his opposition to the Supreme
Court nomination of Robert H. Bork. He was
also remembered for taking a strong stand in
opposition to the nation's embarking on the
Persian Gulf War.

It was Gov. Sanford’'s reputation as a mod-
erate among his fellow Senate Democrats
that led them to choose him in 1988 to re-
spond to a speech by President Reagan at-
tacking the campaign against the Bork nom-
ination.

“We are tired of having our integrity im-
pugned,” Gov. Sanford said in what was
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viewed as an eloquent defense of the Senate’s
right to withhold its consent from presi-
dential nominations. "*We are tired of having
our sincerity questioned. We are tired of hav-
ing our intelligence insulted.”

The speech, coming from a man who could
not be readily characterized as an extremist,
was viewed as a landmark in the campaign
that led to the rejection of the nomination.

Even after his 1992 defeat at the hands of
Republican Lauch Faircloth, Gov, Sanford, a
paratrooper in World War II, had continued a
life of vigorous activity.

He had been president of Duke from 1969 to
1985, a tenure of unusual duration in one of
the most turbulent periods for American
higher education. After his defeat, he taught
classes there in government and public pol-
icy, wrote books, held the rank of senior
partner in a law firm, and served as a direc-
tor of charlitable, legal and educational orga-
nizations.

Gov. Sanford was born Aug. 20, 1917, in
Laurinburg, N.C. where his father was a mer-
c¢hant and his mother taught in the public
schools. Dishwashing helped him pay his way
through the University of North Carolina in
Chapel Hill, from which he graduated in 1939,
He served in 194142 as an FBI agent.

Shortly after the United States entered
World War 11, he went into the Army; he be-
came a paratrooper, and was involved in five
major campaigns in Europe, including the
Battle of the Bulge, rising from private to
first llentenant, He held the Combat Infan-
tryman’s Badge, the Bronze Star and the
Purple Heart. A back injury that plagued
him for the rest of his life stemmed from his
paratrooper service.

After the war, he graduated from law
school at Chapel Hill, served as assistant di-
rector of the university’'s Institute of Gov-
ernment and began the private practice of
law in Fayetteville. He served in the state
senate in 1953 to 1955.

During his years as governor, he focused on
improving public education. He advocated
legislation to raise teacher salaries and cre-
ate a community college system and was
known then as one of the nation’s ‘“‘edu-
cation governors."”

He financed many of his improvements
with a sales tax on food that he justified in
a speech as a “'small measure of sacrifice . . .
that would swing open the doors to our chil-
dren . . . and provide the opportunities that
will put this state in the front ranks of our
community of states.”

He was credited with starting an
antiproverty program, with helping to defuse
tensions over race by setting up Good Neigh-
bor Councils and with calling for employ-
ment without regard to race, creed of color.
It was Gov. Sanford who was credited with
launching North Carolina's State Board of
Science and Technology to help convert sci-
entific advances into new techniques for the
state’s industries.

North Carolina Gov. James B. Hunt Jr.
sald Gov. Sanford's optimism and commit-
ment to excellence in public education ‘*have
changed us forever.”

Hunt said that in 1960 he *‘plugged into the
campaign to elect him governor and to me he
was the best one ever."”

In his first month as Duke president, he
showed the flexibility that enabled him to
survive and harness the currents of protest
that unseated many of his colleagues.

Students blocked traffic in a protest of the
shootings of students at Kent State Univer-
sity in Ohio during a Vietnam War protest,
Gov. Sanford seized a bullhorn, endorsed the
students' anger, but advised: *‘Don’t fight us.
Let us all fight Washington together.”
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Later, the students threatened to take
over the school's main administration build-
ing. “‘Great,” he said. “‘Take me with you

. I've been trying to occupy it for a
month.”

After stepping down in 1985 from the presi-
dency at Duke, Gov. Sanford was elected to
the U.S. Senate.

Survivors include Sanford's wife of 52
years, Margaret; his son, Terry Sanford Jr.;
his daughter, Betsee; two grandchildren; and
two sisters.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2646, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex-
penditures from education individual retire-
ment accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware, Mr.
ROTH, is recognized.

Mr. ROTH. 1 thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I am pleased that we
have entered into a unanimous consent
agreement with respect to H.R. 2646,
the Parent and Student Savings Ac-
count Plus Act. It is good to see us
moving at last toward passage of this
significant bill. The importance of giv-
ing American families the resources
and means they need to educate their
children must be above politics.

As I have said before, this bill em-
powers families—not the federal bu-
reaucracy. It gives resources to the
children, not to a monolithic establish-
ment that has grown overbearing and
antignated on a diet of government
subsidies.

This bill is a much needed change in
the way Washington looks at the edu-
cation of children. It returns parental
involvement to where it should bhe—at
the very foundation of their children’s
education. It lets them use their
money to educate their children, allow-
ing them to put their own money into
their own Parent and Student Savings
Accounts.”

This bill acknowledges that the best
thing taxpayers can do with their hard-
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earned money is to earmark it for the
education of their children.

It allows them to increase their con-
tributions from $500 per year to $2,000
per year. It allows for withdrawals to
be used for elementary and secondary
education expenses. And it covers pub-
lic and private schools.

The bill also makes state-sponsored
prepaid tuition programs tax-free, not
tax-deferred, meaning that students
will be able to withdraw on a tax-free
basis the savings that accumulate in
their pre-paid tuition accounts. Par-
ents will have the incentive to put
money away today and their children
will have the full benefit of that money
tax free tomorrow.

Toward promoting these important
objectives, the federal government
must lead, follow, or get out of the
way. Our states and communities—our
families—are embracing innovative
educational programs. They realize the
old way isn't working. Already, forty-
four states have pre-paid tuition plans
in effect, and the other six have legisla-
tion to create a state plan, or they
have implemented a feasibility study.

Many cities and states are offering
families the power of choice when it
comes to selecting what school their
children will attend. Others are em-
bracing programs that make private
schools more accessible.

These measures are having a positive
impact, but there is much more to be
done, and the federal government must
demonstrate its leadership. Let's be
bold, Mr. President. The National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics states that
in our children's pre-school years, par-
ents are active in preparing them for
school. Almost three-quarters of all
parents read to their children regu-
larly. A full 60 percent are active in
teaching them to recognize letters and
numbers.

Interestingly enough, this active pa-
rental involvement begins to fall off
once the child has entered school. Per-
haps this is because government has
put itself in the position over the years
where it has come to assume parental
responsibility, and even irustrated pa-
rental participation. “Give us your
money,”’ government has said. “We’'ll
educate your children. We'll make de-
cisions concerning how your precious
resources are spent, concerning what
will be emphasized—how it will be
taught, and by whom."”

This has led to a condition where—
according to one of the most extensive
studies ever conducted on the forces
that affect youth and their perform-
ance in school—nearly one in three
parents in America is seriously dis-
engaged from his or her adolescent’s
education. How can it be that while
three-quarters of all parents are active
in preparing their pre-school children
for their educations, only one-third re-
main active when their child enters
adolescence?
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The answer is simple: parents have
become disenfranchised. They have
been robbed of the resources they need
to make the kinds of decisions that
will keep them active in the edu-
cational attainments of their children.

According to Lawrence Steinberg,
the educator who conducted the exten-
sive study of more than 20,000 teen-
agers and their families in nine very
different American communities, ““The
failure of our educational policies is
due to our obsession with reforming
schools and classrooms, and our gen-
eral disregard of the contributing
forces that, while outside the bound-
aries of the school, are probably more
influential."

These influential forces, Mr. Presi-
dent, include the family. They include
the educational resources families are
given to provide their children with an
environment for learning. They include
the flexibility parents have to decide
where their children will attend school
and how it will be paid for.

Our policies must offer Dad and Mom
the resources they need to actively re-
engage in Junior's education. The
Coverdell bill does this. It is a very im-
portant step in the right direction, and
I urge my colleagues to support it. It's
time for innovation. It's time to em-
power parents. It's time to prepare for
the future. This is what the Coverdell
bill is all about.

I will take a few minutes to walk
through the various provisions of the
bill. But before I get into the specifics,
let me remind my colleagues that with
the exception of several school con-
struction bond provisions—which were
newly added this year—all of the con-
cepts in this bill should be very famil-
iar.

Mr. President, these concepts should
be familiar because we have already
endorsed them. The base provisions in
the bill—which include the increase in
the maximum allowable contribution
to an education IRA, the use of the IRA
for elementary and secondary school
expenses for public and private schools,
the tax-free treatment of state spon-
sored prepaid tuition plans, and the ex-
tension of tax-free treatment for em-
ployer provided educational assist-
ance—all received overwhelming bipar-
tisan support in the Senate as part of
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997.

Despite this Senate support, these
provisions were dropped from the bill
during conference negotiations. Be-
cause of opposition from the Adminis-
tration, these particular elements
failed to be included in the final
version of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997.

We are here today to show our com-
mitment to these provisions—and to
enact what this body has already deter-
mined makes good sense for American
families.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that this tax bill is not designed to an-
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swer all of the education-related issues
that face this country. Those issues are
too varied and complicated to be ad-
dressed by the federal government.

They need to be solved at the state
and local level—by schools, teachers,
and parents working together.

Instead, this bill is designed to build
on the innovative concepts that have
been introduced in the last few years.
Our goal is to alter the tax code so that
it provides the necessary incentives to
help American families help their chil-
dren. These are much needed tools.

Over the past 15 years, tuition at a
four year college has increased by
234%. The average student loan has in-
creased by 367%. In contrast median
household income rose only 82% during
this period and the consumer price
index rose only 74%.

Our students—our families—need
these resources to help them meet the
costs and realize the opportunities of a
quality education. The Senate recog-
nized the importance of these provi-
sions less than one year ago, voting in
favor of them. I hope that my col-
leagues continue to recognize just how
important they remain. The American
people are counting on us.

Now let me take a few minutes to de-
scribe the various provisions of this
bill—to provide an overview and to
highlight some reasons why these
measures are so important.

As I have already mentioned, the bill
increases the maximum education IRA
contribution from $500 to $2,000. That
increase is important on two levels.
First, with the well-documented in-
crease in education costs, it is essen-
tial that we provide American families
with the resources needed to meet
those costs.

I have long argued that it is essential
to change the savings habits of the
American people, and there are few
things more important than the edu-
cation of our children. Not only will
saving in this way increase our invest-
ment capital, it will increase Ameri-
can's education capital as well. Any-
thing that thwarts either of these ob-
jectives is short-sighted.

By using the tax code to encourage
individual responsibility for paying for
educational expenses, we all benefit.
The expansion of the education IRA
will result in greater opportunities for
individuals to save for their children’s
education.

Besides being too low to give parents
the necessary resources to pay for the
costs of education, the current $500
limit fails from another practical per-
spective.

As we all know, any broker or bank
that provides an IRA account faces as-
sorted administrative costs for each ac-
count. To ensure that they can ade-
quately cover their administrative
costs, most brokers or banks impose a
minimum account balance. In many
cases, the minimum balance has been
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set well higher than $500. That reality
of the marketplace has the effect of
limiting the availability of the edu-
cation IRA to American families.

Another reality is that confronted by
a $500 limit, many mutual fund compa-
nies find that it is not worth their
while to spend money on marketing
the education IRA. It is a fact of life
that regardless of what we say and do
in Congress, many families will only
know about the benefits of an edu-
cation IRA through the marketing ef-
forts of their local mutual fund compa-
nies and banks. These businesses have
been very successful in marketing IRAs
with a higher contribution limit. If we
want to maximize the involvement of
American families in education IRAs,
Mr. President, we need to ensure that
the accounts make economic sense
from the perspective of the companies
offering them.

Mr. President, the next major change
that this bill makes to education IRAs
is that it allows withdrawals for edu-
cation expenses for elementary and
secondary schools and for both private
and public schools.

As we recognized last year, it is a
fundamental principle that a parent
should have the right and the ability to
make decisions about his or her child’s
education—to decide basic questions
such as how the child should be edu-
cated and where the child should at-
tend school.

Last year, for example, when Con-
gress passed a variety of provisions tar-
geted to higher education, we made no
distinction between private and public
schools.

We did not say, for instance, that an
education IRA or a Hope scholarship
would only be available if a student at-
tended public school. We did not say
that a student who attended the Uni-
versity of Maryland would receive a
tax benefit and a student who attended
George Washington University would
receive nothing.

This bill recognizes that just as with
secondary schools, we should not estab-
lish a priority system where some ele-
mentary and secondary schools are fa-
vored over others. We should not forget
that it is the taxpayer who funds the
education IRA—that it is the parent
who puts his or her hard-earned money
into the education IRA.

Mr. President, it seems a matter of
common sense, therefore, that the par-
ent should be able to choose how to
spend that money.

Moreover, parents with students in
elementary and secondary schools need
our help to cope with the costs. It is
simply not true that only rich kids at-
tend private elementary or secondary
schools. For instance, according to the
National Catholic Education Associa-
tion, almost 70% of the families with
children in Catholic schools have in-
comes below $35,000 and almost 90% of
those families have incomes below
$50,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Another provision in this bill makes
state-sponsored prepaid tuition plans
tax-free, not simply tax-deferred. This
is a significant distinction, because it
allows students to withdraw the sav-
ings that accumulate in their pre-paid
tuition accounts without paying any
tax at all. It means that parents have
the incentive to put money away today
and their children have the full benefit
of that money, without any tax, tomor-
row.

As 1 have already mentioned, forty-
four states have pre-paid tuition plans
in effect, and the other six are in the
process of implementing such plans.
This means that every member of the
Senate has parents and students back
home who either benefit from this plan
right now, or will benefit from this
plan soon.

Mr. President, the Coverdell bill also
extends tax-free treatment of employer
provided educational assistance for
graduates and undergraduates through
the year 2002.

This particular program is a time-
tested and widely used benefit for
working students. Over one million
workers across America receive tax-
free employer provided education. This
allows them to stay on the cutting
edge of their careers. It benefits not
only them, individually, but their em-
ployers and the economy as a whole.
With the constant innovations and ad-
vancing technology of our society, it is
vitally important that we continue
this program.

The various provisions that I have
just described have already been em-
braced by members of this body, and
they were approved last year. They
made sense then. They certainly con-
tinue to make sense today.

Mr. President, the Coverdell bill does
even more than address the costs of at-
tending school. In response to concerns
from Members on both sides of the
aisle, the Finance Committee agreed
on some measures to provide targeted
relief in the area of school construc-
tion.

The first provision is directed at high
growth school districts. It expands the
tax-exempt bond rules for public/pri-
vate partnerships set up for the con-
struction, renovation, or restoration of
public school facilities in these dis-
tricts.

In general, it allows states to issue
tax-exempt bonds equal to $10 per state
resident. Each state would be guaran-
teed a minimum allocation of at least
$5 million of these tax-exempt bonds.
In total, up to $600 million per year in
new tax exempt bonds would be issued
for these innovative school construc-
tion projects.

This provision is important because
it retains state and local flexibility. It
does not impose a new bureaucracy on
the states and it does not force the fed-
eral government to micro-manage
school construction.
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The provision also is important be-
cause it promotes the use of public/pri-
vate partnerships. Many high-growth
school districts may be too poor or too
overwhelmed to take on a school con-
struction project themselves. With
these bonds, those districts can partner
with a private entity—and still enjoy
the benefits of tax-exempt financing.

Mr. President, it is worth noting that
there already is a significant federal
subsidy for school construction. Under
current law, states and localities can
issue debt that is exempt from federal
taxation. This benefit allows them to
finance school construction by issuing
long term bonds at a lower cost than
they otherwise could.

Moreover, the evidence shows that
states and localities are taking advan-
tage of this benefit. In the first six
months of 1996, voters approved $13.3
billion in school bonds, an increase of
more than $4 billion over the first six
months of 1995. The bottom line is that
many states and localities are doing
their homework, passing bonds, build-
ing and renovating schools, and enjoy-
ing favorable treatment under the ex-
isting tax code. They are doing all this
without significant federal involve-
ment.

I do not have to remind my col-
leagues that school construction has
always been the province of state and
local governments. President Clinton
himself stated in 1994 that ‘‘the con-
struction and renovation of school fa-
cilities has traditionally been the re-
sponsibility of state and local govern-
ments financed primarily by local tax-
payers.” In that respect, I agree with
the President.

Mr. President, there is a second bond
provision in this bill. That provision is
designed to simplify the issuance of
bonds for school construction. Under
current law, arbitrage profits earned
on investments unrelated to the pur-
pose of the borrowing must be rebated
to the Federal government. However,
there is an exception—generally re-
ferred to as the small issuer excep-
tion—which allows governments to
issue up to $5 million of bonds without
being subject to the arbitrage rebate
requirement. We recently increased
this limit to $10 million for govern-
ments that issue at least $56 million of
public school bonds during the year.

The provision in the Coverdell bill in-
creases the small issuer exception to
$15 million, provided that at least $10
million of the bonds are issued to fi-
nance public schools. This measure will
assist localities in meeting school con-
struction needs by simplifying their
use of tax-exempt financing. At the
same time, it will not create incentives
to issue such debt earlier or in larger
amounts than is necessary. It is a type
of targeted provision that makes sense.

It is clear, Mr. President, that the
Coverdell bill contains many impor-
tant provisions for the American fam-
ily. As I have said already, many of
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these measures have already been
passed by the Senate.

Anyone—students or parents—who is
on the front line dealing with the costs
of a quality education, must have been
disappointed last year when we failed
to give them all the tools that they
needed. American families understand
just how important these measures are,
They have now been waiting for a year.
Let’s not disappoint them any further.
Let’'s not keep them waiting any
longer. Let's move forward. Let's pass
the Coverdell bill now.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
congratulate Chairman RoTH for his
statement and for once again bringing
a Finance Committee bill to the floor
that includes ideas supported by mem-
bers on both sides. And I thank the
Chairman for insisting that the appro-
priate place for initial consideration of
the Coverdell education savings ac-
count legislation was in the Finance
Committee, not on the floor. This leg-
islation was reported by the Com-
mittee on February 10, 1998, by a vote
of 11-8.

This is one of those infrequent occa-
sions in which the Chairman and I dis-
agree on a policy matter. The good in-
tentions of the proponents of expand-
ing the availability of education indi-
vidual retirement accounts are clear.
However, in our view the proposed
changes to the education IRA provi-
sions, passed just last July and effec-
tive on January 1st of this year, are
fraught with serious policy and tech-
nical defects. Secretaries Rubin and
Riley have expressed strong opposition
to the education IRA provisions in this
bill, and have indicated that they will
recommend that the President veto a
bill that contains such provisions. In a
letter to Members of the Finance Com-
mittee dated February 9, 1998, the Sec-
retaries of the Treasury and Education
stated that the education IRA provi-
sions in this bill would disproportion-
ately benefit the most affluent families
and provide little or no benefit to lower
and middle-income families. In addi-
tion, they indicated that the provisions
“would create significant compliance
problems.”

Treasury Department analyses con-
clude that 70 percent of the tax bene-
fits from this provision would go to the
top twenty percent of all income earn-
ers. In a memorandum of March 2, 1998,
the staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation estimates that 52 percent of
the tax benefits of the enhanced edu-
cation IRA provision would go to seven
percent of taxpayers: those with de-
pendents already enrolled in private
primary or secondary schools. The
Joint Committee memorandum indi-
cates that the per tax return benefit
for taxpayers with children in private
schools will be five times greater than
the benefit to taxpayers with children
in public schools.
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This bill will not result in greater op-
portunity for middle and lower income
families to send children to private
schools, as supporters contend. Instead,
it will merely provide new tax breaks
to families already able to afford pri-
vate schools for their children. If the
proponents are truly concerned about
the middle class, the tax benefits
should be targeted there. In order to
accomplish this, the income limits
would have to be lowered, and the abil-
ity to circumvent those limits would
have to be prevented.

Nor will this legislation result in an
increase in national savings. The ex-
pansion of the education IRA will pro-
vide further incentives for taxpayers to
shift money to tax-favored accounts,
and to spend funds that would other-
wise be used for retirement.

Further, the additional complexity
these changes would add to the Inter-
nal Revenue Code is of real concern.
Taxpayers are just beginning to be-
come aware of the hundreds of changes
made in the 1997 tax bill. And now we
are considering additional changes to a
provision that became effective on Jan-
uary 1, 1998. More confusion for tax-
payers; a boon for H&R Block.

Even as we hear ever louder calls to
simplify and even terminate the Code,
we have before us a bill that would cre-
ate a maze of rules in attempting to de-
fine what constitutes a ‘“qualified ele-
mentary and secondary education ex-
pense.” For example, the bill defines
such expenses to include computers
and related software and services, but
how is the IRS to monitor whether a
computer, or the use of the Internet, is
used by a child for educational pur-
poses or for entertainment, or by the
child’s parents for unrelated purposes?

Under this bill, the ability to con-
tribute up to $2,000 per year in an ac-
count for elementary and secondary
education expenses would sunset after
2002. However, money contributed
through 2002 could still be used for
such expenses. There will be different
rules depending on whether contribu-
tions were made in 1998, 1999 to 2002, or
post-2002. It will be up to the taxpayer
to track—and the IRS to examine—
when funds were contributed, the earn-
ings on those funds, and whether they
can be used for only higher education,
or both elementary and secondary edu-
cation and higher education. Who will
understand these rules?

Mr. President, we are already spend-
ing enough on IRAs and other tax-ad-
vantaged savings vehicles. At a cost of
$40 billion over 10 years, the Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1997 created the Edu-
cation IRA and the Roth IRA, and sig-
nificantly expanded existing IRAs and
the tax benefits of State-sponsored pre-
paid college tuition plans.

Having said all of that, I must ex-
press thanks to the Chairman, who
gave priority in this package to the in-
come exclusion for employer-provided
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educational assistance, which is Sec-
tion 127 of the Internal Revenue Code.
It is one of the most successful Federal
education policies we have. A million
persons per year are provided tax-free
higher education by their employers;
about a quarter of those are students
enrolled in graduate-level education
courses.

In a world of continuing education,
Section 127 permits an employer to
send an employee to school to learn
something new, get a degree, and bring
the skills back into the workplace. The
employee gets more income, and the
Federal treasury gets more tax rev-
enue. This is a program that works,
and it administers itself.

Last year, the Senate version of the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 would have
made this absolutely easy; it made
Section 127 permanent for both under-
graduate and graduate study. For rea-
sons I will never understand, the Sen-
ate language was dropped in con-
ference. Members of the House have al-
ready indicated that in a conference on
this measure they will move to strip
the Section 127 provisions, particularly
the piece for graduate students.

Finally, I appreciate the Chairman’s
good faith efforts in working with
members on both sides to try and come
up with measures designed to address
the issue of school infrastructure. Last
year, Senators CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN
and BoB GRAHAM brought the issue of
crumbling schools to our attention,
and they continue to be the leaders in
the effort to address this serious prob-
lem. Most of us would prefer not to ad-
dress this issue via the Tax Code, but
previous attempts at more direct solu-
tions have been opposed. I am afraid
that such opposition has resulted in
the nominal tax provisions we find in
this bill to address a problem that is
estimated to cost at least $112 billion—
a figure that does not include the cost
of building new schools.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, 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. D’AMATO. 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. D’AMATO. Mr. President, in
about half an hour or 45 minutes I will
have the pleasure of being able to offer
an amendment to the pending bill,
along with my friend and colleague,
Senator MAcK of Florida, that will, I
believe, help reform education. I be-
lieve the most important battle that
America faces is to provide an oppor-
tunity for our youngsters to get a de-
cent education, to get the best edu-
cation possible.



6052

Reform of our education system is
one of America's priorities. Indeed, our
amendment will reform the evaluation
of public school teachers in America
and, most importantly, will reward the
best teachers with additional salary.

Reforming our education system is
the most important issue facing our
Nation. This is a fight for America’s
children. When we look at reforming
our public schools, one thing must al-
ways be kept foremost in our efforts:
We must put our children first—not
anyone’s interest, but the interest of
our children. Our children are the best
and the brightest. They are our most
precious resource. That is what our
legislative proposal will be about.

This amendment is about promoting
excellence in teaching, for the benefit
of our children. Before 1 get into the
details of the amendment, I want to
speak a little bit about excellent
teachers and how they help our chil-
dren learn.

When my dad entered elementary
school quite a few years ago, he didn't
speak a word of English. Indeed, very
few spoke English in the poor, immi-
grant community in which he grew up.
But he had teachers who were dedi-
cated to giving the best education to
those children who came from all kinds
of diverse backgrounds. After many
years of hard work, summer schools in-
cluded, my dad graduated. He went on
to a State teachers' college where he
majored, of all things, in English. My
dad was able to achieve this amazing
progress because he was inspired by his
public school teachers who created
magic in the classroom.

That same inspiration takes place
today in many classrooms throughout
America. Public school teachers still
make a difference for millions of our
children. Truly outstanding teachers
are the unsung heroes of our commu-
nities.

Unfortunately, however, this magic
does not take place for every child in
every classroom, and that is a tragedy.

Today, in most of our Nation's public
schools, there is no financial incentive
for those truly outstanding teachers.
We should change that. Outstanding
teachers who help our children achieve
educational success should be rewarded
with merit pay. That is just good com-
mon sense. It works in business. It
works in other areas. And it should be
part of our educational system.

Another commonsense measure is
teacher competence testing. Again,
most teachers are very dedicated, and
most teachers are up to the job. But
some are not. In some cases, you have
teachers who are competent in their
area of specialty who are teaching
other subjects in which they lack com-
petence. When that happens, our chil-
dren are the ones who suffer. We need
to know that those who teach our chil-
dren are competent in the subjects
they teach. We need competency test-
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ing for all teachers. Our children de-
serve nothing less than the best.

Our legislation will provide incen-
tives for States and localities to adopt
both of these vital measures: merit pay
and competency testing. The amend-
ment is called ‘*Measures to Encourage
Results in Teaching.” It is the MERIT
Act.

Incentives are provided through the
Eisenhower Professional Development
Program. The amendment sets aside 50
percent of the funds appropriated over
fiscal year 1999 levels and then distrib-
utes it to States that have established
teacher testing and merit pay plans.

Last year, fiscal year 1998, Congress
appropriated $335 million for this pro-
gram to subsidize training for teachers,
an increase of $25 million from the year
before. 1 support this effort to train
teachers. But I also believe that we
have to be able to ensure that teachers
are actually improving their teaching
skills and children are benefiting.
Teacher testing will accomplish this
goal. 1 also want to reward teachers
whose training creates magic in the
classroom. Merit pay will accomplish
this goal.

Under this amendment, as the Eisen-
hower Professional Development Pro-
gram funding increases, so will each
State and local Government's share.
However, 50 percent of the increase will
be reserved for those States that put in
place merit pay and teacher testing.

Mr. President, it is time to meet the
challenges of massive, fundamental re-
form in education. Congress has repeat-
edly tried to address the inadequacies
in our schools by providing funding. I
support more funding for education.
But we also have to recognize that
funding alone will not make American
schools competitive in the global econ-
omy. There needs to be significant re-
forms—and merit pay and teacher test-
ing should be part of those reforms.

The fight to reform our public edu-
cation system is a fight for America's
future. Our children are depending on
us.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure, to guarantee that all stu-
dents have the right to be taught by
educated, confidence and qualified
teachers—and to reward the truly out-
standing teachers with merit pay,
those teachers who do create magic in
the classroom.

Let's not let the status guo diminish
the dream of our parents and grand-
parents. The American people know
the importance of this fight. The fight
to reform our public schools is a fight
for America’s future. Our children are
depending on us. And I know that if we
once again give our children the best
teachers and the best schools, there is
no limit to what they can achieve.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GREGG). The clerk will call the roll.

(Mr.
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MACK. 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. KYL. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of the A+ accounts bill,
and I want to commend its chief Sen-
ate sponsor, Senator PAUL COVERDELL,
for his leadership in bringing this bill
to the floor.

Mr. President, this legislation does
several things. It would allow more
people to save for education in tax-pre-
ferred education savings accounts. The
savings could be used for higher edu-
cation, as well as education at the ele-
mentary and secondary levels. The bill
would extend the existing tax exclusion
for employer-provided educational as-
sistance through the year 2002, and it
would make savings in qualified state
tuition plans tax-free. It would also
create a new category of tax-exempt
facility bonds to assist with school
construction in high-growth areas.

Mr. President, perhaps the most im-
portant part of the bill is also the most
controversial: the provisions that ex-
pand the allowable uses of education
savings accounts to include elementary
and secondary education. These provi-
sions would put additional resources
under the control of the people who
know and understand the needs of chil-
dren best—their families.

Here is how it works. Families earn-
ing less than $95,000—8$150,000 on a joint
tax return—could put up to $2,000 in
after-tax dollars into special interest-
bearing accounts for each child. The
funds would accumulate tax free, and
could be withdrawn for any educational
expense—from books and transpor-
tation to special programs and private-
school tuition.

A family saving just $10 per week
could accumulate about $4,000 by the
time a newborn enters the first grade.
Over the course of the child's edu-
cation, the money could be spent on a
school uniform, special tutoring, a
home computer, tuition at a private or
parohial school, an SAT preparation
course, or any other educational ex-
pense. This is one of the rare occasions
in Washington when we are talking
about empowering parents—rather
than government bureaucrats—to de-
cide how best to satisfy their children’s
educational needs. An estimated 14
million families are expected to take
advantage of these new tax-preferred
savings accounts.

Defenders of the status quo will
throw up a series of arguments about
why parents should not be trusted with
more control over their children’s edu-
cation. Some will suggest that this will
divert resources from public schools
into private schools. Let me make two
points about that.

First, I think it is important to re-
call that we are not talking about a
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new subsidy for private or parochial
schools. To the contrary, we are talk-
ing about allowing families to keep
more of what they earn—after all, it is
their money—to send their children to
the elementary or secondary school of
their choice.

We already go far beyond what would
be allowed by this bill when we provide
federal financial assistance to students
at the college level, including students
who attend private or religious institu-
tions. No one argues that such choice
harms public colleges or universities.
In fact, it is choice and competition
that has made our Nation's colleges
and universities the best in the world.
So I am perplexed why anyone would
fear giving parents more choice and
control at the elementary and sec-
ondary levels, as well. That is where
the real crisis in education exists
today, and it is where choice and com-
petition will do the most good.

Second, providing families with tax
incentives for education savings will
not decrease federal or state funding
for public schools by a single dime. The
fact is, Congress is likely to approve
increases in funding for education in
addition to the incentives that would
come with the Coverdell bill. The budg-
et resolution that we approved two
weeks ago does exactly that, adhering
to the spending levels set out in the
budget agreement negotiated between
Congress and the President just last
year.

Here is what President Clinton said
about the education-spending levels in
that agreement last July. These are his
words:

* * * at the heart of this balanced budget
[agreement] is the historic Investment in
education—the most significant increase in
education funding in more than 30 years.

The most significant increase in edu-
cation spending in a generation—that
is the level of funding that is provided
under the budget we just passed, and it
is in addition to the assistance pro-
vided under the Coverdell bill.

Another point: The people who stand
to gain the most from this legislation
are those of more modest means who
might not have the same choice or op-
portunity without the help that the
Coverdell bill would provide. Of the
people currently opting for Catholic
schools, for example, 68 percent have
annual incomes of $35,000 or less.
Wealthier people obviously have the
means to send their children to the
school of their choice whether they re-
ceive a tax break or not. And in any
event, wealthier taxpayers will not
even qualify for the relief in this bill,
give the income thresholds that are set
out in it.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
all of the agruments against the bill
are based upon the flawed premise that
public schools cannot compete success-
fully with other institutions. They are
wrong. Many public schools have very
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well-regarded programs—programs
that meet or exceed what is offered to
students elsewhere—and it is likely
that these schools would not only re-
tain their current student body, but
add to it with barriers to choice re-
moved. And with additional enrollment
would come additional funds for their
budgets.

It is true that failing schools would
be forced to improve or face declining
enrollment. But is it really our goal to
force students with few financial re-
sources to remain in a failing environ-
ment? Should they not have the same
options that others have to find a
school that better meets their needs?

In Senate hearings earlier this year,
low-income parents questioned why the
schoolhouse door is often closed to
their children—why they are kept from
moving their children to schools that
can better meet their children’s needs.
Why, these parents wanted to know,
are their kids denied the chance to at-
tend safer schools? They are right to
ask questions. They deserve—their
children deserve—access to a quality
education.

In my opinion, the single best thing
we could do to improve the guality of
education in this country is give par-
ents more choice and control over
where they send their children. It is an
idea with broad support among the
American people. A 1997 poll conducted
by the Center for Education Reform
found support for school choice among
the general public at 82 percent. The
Joint Center for Political and Eco-
nomic Studies reported support among
African Americans at more than 70 per-
cent. It is an idea whose time has
come.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
support of the A+ bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 2288
(Purpose: To provide incentives for States to
establish and administer periodic teacher
testing and merit pay programs for ele-
mentary school and secondary school
teachers)

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I have an
amendment which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. MAck], for
himself and Mr. D'AMATO, proposes an
amendment numbered 2288,

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, 1 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:

At the end, add the following:

TITLE —MEASURES TO ENCOURAGE

RESULTS IN TEACHING

SEC. 01. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; AND PUR-
POSES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the ‘‘Measures to Encourage Results in
Teaching Act of 1998".

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:
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(1) All students deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent, and qualified
teachers.

(2) More than ever before, education has
and will continue to become the ticket not
only to economic success but to basic sur-
vival. Students will not succeed in meeting
the demands of a knowledge-based, 21st cen-
tury society and economy if the students do
not encounter more challenging work in
school. For future generations to have the
opportunities to achieve success the future
generations will need to have an education
and a teacher workforce second to none.

(3) No other intervention can make the dif-
ference that a knowledgeable, skillful teach-
er can make in the learning process. At the
same time, nothing can fully compensate for
weak teaching that, despite good intentions,
can result from a teacher’'s lack of oppor-
tunity to acquire the knowledge and skill
needed to help students master the cur-
riculum.

(4) The Federal Government established
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment Program in 1985 to ensure that
teachers and other educational staff have ac-
cess to sustained and high-quality profes-
sional development. This ongoing develop-
ment must include the ability to dem-
onstrate and judge the performance of teach-
ers and other instructional staff.

(56) States should evaluate their teachers
on the basis of demonstrated ability, Includ-
ing tests of subject matter knowledge, teach-
Ing knowledge, and teaching skill. States
should develop a test for their teachers and
other instructional staff with respect to the
subjects taught by the teachers and staff,
and should administer the test every 3 to 5
years.

(6) Evaluating and rewarding teachers with
a compensation system that supports teach-
ers who become increasingly expert in a sub-
ject area, are proficlent in meeting the needs
of students and schools, and demonstrate
high levels of performance measured against
professional teaching standards, will encour-
age teachers to continue to learn needed
skills and broaden teachers’ expertise, there-
by enhancing education for all students.

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this title
are as follows:

(1) To provide incentives for States to es-
tablish and administer periodic teacher test-
ing and merit pay programs for elementary
school and secondary school teachers.

(2) To encourage States to establish merit
pay programs that have a significant impact
on teacher salary scales.

(3) To encourage programs that recognize
and reward the best teachers, and encourage
those teachers that need to do better.

SEC. 02. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Title II of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 6601 et seq.) Is amended—

(1) by redesignating part D as part E;

(2) by redesignating sections 2401 and 2402
as sections 2501 and 2502, respectively; and

(3) by inserting after part C the following:

“PART D—STATE INCENTIVES FOR
TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY
“SEC. 2401. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

‘(a) STATE AWARDS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, from funds de-
scribed in subsection (b) that are made avail-
able for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an award to each State that—

*(1) administers a test to each elementary
school and secondary school teacher in the
State, with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher, every 3 to 5 years; and
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*(2) has an elementary school and sec-
ondary school teacher compensation system
that is based on merit.

“(b) AVAILABLE FUNDING.—The amount of
funds referred to in subsection (a) that are
available to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year is 50 percent of the amount of funds
appropriated to carry out this title that are
in excess of the amount so appropriated for
fiscal year 1999, except that no funds shall be
available to carry out this section for any
fiscal year for which—

*(1) the amount appropriated to carry out
this title exceeds $600,000,000; or

*(2) each of the several States is eligible to
receive an award under this section.

*(¢) AWARD AMOUNT.—A State shall receive
an award under this section in an amount
that bears the same relation to the total
amount available for awards under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year as the number of States
that are eligible to receive such an award for
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
all States so eligible for the fiscal year.

*(d) USE oF FunDS8.—Funds provided under
this section may be used by States to carry
out the activities described in section 2207.

**(e) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose
of this section, the term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 1999,

SEC.  03. TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a State may use Fed-
eral education funds—

(1) to carry out a test of each elementary
school or secondary school teacher in the
State with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher; or

(2) to establish a merit pay program for the
teachers.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
“elementary school” and *‘secondary school™
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are 15 minutes now on each
side for the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

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

Today, Senator D'AMATO and I are of-
fering an amendment that would pro-
vide incentives for States to establish
teacher testing and merit pay pro-
grams. I have said many times in the
discussion about education that our
children deserve an education that is
second to none. I have listened to edu-
cators from my home state of Florida
who have talked with educators in
other countries. The consensus is that
competition among nations in the 21st
century will not be based on natural
resources or military power, but on
knowledge.

I believe that they are correct, and if
our children and our grandchildren—
and I am proud to state that I have
three grandsons, 13, 11 and 4—if they
are going to have an opportunity to
compete in the 2l1st century, and if
they are going to have an opportunity
to experience the opportunities that we
have had, then they have to have an
education that is second to none.
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Good teachers are the backbone to a
good education. All students deserve to
be taught by well-educated, competent
and qualified teachers. Teachers make
all the difference in the learning proc-
ess. America's classrooms are staffed
with many dedicated, knowledgeable
and hard-working teachers. But we
need to reward teachers for their ef-
forts.

I have traveled all around my State
and, for that matter, around our Na-
tion trying to make myself more
knowledgeable about the issues related
to education. I have told the story
many times about an experience I had
out in Los Angeles where I went to
visit a school called the Marcus Garvey
School and met the Administrator/
Principal, Anyim Palmer. Mr. Palmer
assigned a teacher to take my wife and
I around the school.

I was excited, and in some ways al-
most overwhelmed with what I saw.
These youngsters, some of whom were 2
years old, could recite the alphabet in
three languages. I want to restate
that—2 years old, not second grade; 2
yvears old. There were 3-year-old chil-
dren who could do complicated addi-
tion problems and 4-year-old students
who could read at the second and third
grade level. A 5-year-old student stood
up in front of me and was asked by the
teacher to recite all the Presidents of
the United States in their proper
chronological order, and the little fel-
low did it. I must tell you, the only
reason I was sure he was correct was
because they gave me a piece of paper
that I could follow along with to make
sure that he was doing it correctly. But
he was 5 years old.

I would like to also point out that
Anyim Palmer challenged one of the
best private schools in the Los Angeles
area’s sixth grade students against his
third grade students in math and
English. And you know who won—
Anyim Palmer’s Marcus Garvey School
students.

Every single time I asked him how he
accomplished this and what makes this
possible, the answer was simple, “It's
the teacher.’’ *‘It’s the teacher.” *“It's
the teacher that makes the difference.”
That is why, in this education reform
proposal, we have placed so much em-
phasis on the abilities of teachers.

Let me give you a couple of statis-
tics: 20 percent of English classes were
taught by teachers who did not have at
least a minor in English, literature,
communications, speech, journalism,
English education or reading edu-
cation.

Another example: In our public
schools today, 256 percent of mathe-
matics classes were taught by teachers
without at least a minor in mathe-
matics or mathematics education; 39
percent of life science or biology class-
es were taught by teachers without at
least a minor in biology or life
sciences; 56 percent of physical science
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classes were taught by teachers with-
out at least a minor in physics, chem-
istry, geology or Earth sciences. I
could go on.

One additional point I want to make
is that students in schools with the
highest minority enrollments have less
than a 50-percent chance of getting a
science or mathematics teacher who
holds a license and a degree in the field
he or she teaches.

Our amendment, which is referred to
as the MERIT Act, rewards States that
test teachers on their subject matter
knowledge and pays teachers based on
merit. Here is how it works:

We will make half of any additional
funding over the fiscal year 1999 level
for the Eisenhower Program available
to States that periodically test ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers
and reward teachers based on merit
and proven performance.

There will be no reduction in current
funding to States under this program
based on this amendment. All current
money being spent on this program is
unaffected by this amendment. Only
additional money will be used as an in-
centive.

Finally, this amendment also enables
States to use Federal education money
to establish and administer teacher
testing and merit pay programs.

Mr. President, I now yield to Senator
D’AMATO.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I want
to commend my friend and colleague,
Senator MAck, for his work in this
area. Indeed, he just did not sit behind
a desk and dream up a theory: he went
out to see; he went out to see that
there are programs that do work. And
reforming our education system is the
most important issue facing this Na-
tion.

I think the parents and grandparents
know that the public education system
can do better. This is a fight for our
children, and I think what we should be
focusing on is putting the interests of
our children first. That is the question.
And we should not let the status quo
diminish the dream of our parents and
our grandparents. The American people
know the importance of this fight.

The fight to reform our public
schools is a fight for our future. And
why shouldn’t we say the best and the
brightest teachers—those who make
magic in the classroom; those who
make a difference—should be rewarded
with merit pay? There are some who
are opposed to this. Well, I have to tell
you, we cannot pay teachers enough,
those great and gifted teachers. This is
one way to realize and to give them
that kind of recognition that they are
entitled to.

Secondly, a provision of this amend-
ment that is most important says we
need teacher competency testing. In-
deed, we see all too often where teach-
ers are moved into areas that they do
not have the excellence and the com-
petence to teach. A great English
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teacher, for example, being moved into
an area of science or mathematics may
not be up to that particular job. That
is why we say—and, by the way, we do
not impose this; this is something that
States can opt into. We do not believe
in big brother Government coming in
and saying, *“This is the standard that
you have to use for determining a com-
petence.”” That is up to the State and
the local districts to develop the stand-
ards for competency testing.

But in all sectors of life there are lev-
els of competence that are expected.
Indeed, when it comes to the most im-
portant area, that of educating our
children, should we do any less? I do
not think so. In all areas of life, in
terms of competition, including the
business world, there is merit pay. We
hear about stock options for the suc-
cessful entrepreneur. In corporate
America, we hear of bonuses for achiev-
ing certain levels.

Why should we not do the same?
Bring those areas of the private sector
into public education that work for the
benefit of our children. And if we have
truly outstanding and dedicated teach-
ers, then why not reward them? Why
not merit pay? Indeed, the teachers
that make magic in our classrooms are
sorely needed. It is about time we
began to recognize their efforts. They
are truly extraordinary.

I believe that when we look at many
of the educational institutions today,
particularly in our inner cities, we see
distress, we see a system that needs
the kinds of reforms that this bill will
begin to bring into the system. And so
while it is not a cure-all, I believe it is
a powerful step forward to giving our
children the opportunity they deserve.

I am pleased to cosponsor this
amendment and urge my colleagues to
be open minded about it. Do not permit
the special interest groups to put the
kind of pressure that will have them
voting against the interests of our chil-
dren. It is about time we put the inter-
ests of our children first.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I did not
want to reply to the debate that is
going on here, the discussion going on.
I ask unanimous consent that the
Democratic time on the Mack-
D’Amato amendment be reserved and
that I be permitted to offer an amend-
ment of my own.

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

Mr. GLENN. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 2017

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer an amendment to the
Coverdell educational IRA bill. 1 ask
unanimous consent that Senator
LANDRIEU be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. GLENN. This amendment will
simply delete the K-12 expenses as an
authorized deduction for education
IRAs. The amendment will keep the in-
crease in the annual allowable con-
tribution from the current $500 to the
maximum $2,000 a year.

Deleting K-12 and increasing the al-
lowable contribution returns education
IRAs to their original purpose of pro-
viding incentive savings for higher edu-
cation expenses. I believe we should be
looking at this bill for what it is; it is
tax support for private school edu-
cation, pure and simple.

Also, I believe this is bad education
policy and it is bad tax policy. And let
me tell you why.

We go back to the days of our fore-
fathers: our own parents and grand-
parents and great, great grandparents
coming to this country from Europe,
where many were escaping persecution.
One of the big things that they wanted
for their children was an education.
That’s because education was, pure and
simple, not for everybody. Education
was only for the kids from the castle,
or education was for the rich, or edu-
cation was for the politically con-
nected. And there were two kinds of
people in those lands in Europe that
our forefathers came from: wealthy and
poor, educated and uneducated.

When they landed in this country of
ours and started expanding and started
setting up communities, and became a
United States of America, they knew
that if democracy was to succeed, if
they were not to return to serfdom, and
ruled by a few, that education was not
a choice; in a democracy it was a must
or the democracy was doomed.

The freedom to be educated spread to
States and communities where public
schools were established for all. That
idea expanded and caught fire and took
root. It was the beginning of our sys-
tem of public education in this coun-
try. The public, taxpayers, continue to
pay for this educational system. And,
out of that education of all has come
research, has come commitment, has
come economics, has come agriculture,
has come business, has come industry,
has come health, has come standards of
living that are the envy of the world;
we have had longer life expectancy, all
of those things, and more, because of
universal education, the best we can
have for our people.

At the same time, if people, for reli-
gious reasons or beliefs, want edu-
cation which reflects this or they want
a particular kind of education—it used
to be all-boys schools, all-girls schools,
whatever; we supported that as long as
those schools—were not supported with
public money. We supported the right
of people to have private schools, and
support private schools as long as they
paid for them. But the Government re-
sponse was and is to provide not just a
satisfactory educational system in this
country, not just an educational sys-
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tem that will get us by, not just one
that is OK, but what we should be
shooting for is the best educational
system in this world for all of our citi-
zens in this country, through a public
educational system.

Public school systems now are hav-
ing some problems, that is true. It is
not much wonder when we look how
they are set up. We don’'t have a na-
tional education as such. I am not pro-
posing here today we suddenly say all
States and local communities are
taken out of the picture here and we
are going to go to a national school
system as other nations have. As a
matter of fact, every major industri-
alized nation in the world has a na-
tional school system.

But our school system in this coun-
try has come under some stress. It is
no wonder, when we think back in the
early days of this country when we had
a tax for schools, it was paid for basi-
cally by the property owners. Back
then we didn’t have a NASDAQ, a New
York stock exchange, an American
stock exchange and mutual funds all
over the place for people to invest in.
Most of the people capable of sup-
porting schools had their money in
property, in real estate, real property.
So it was natural that a property tax
was put in place, and those people were
the ones who wound up supporting
most of our school systems.

As it developed, we had other prob-
lems because today no longer is a prop-
erty tax indicative of the wealth of this
country, because two-thirds of our
economy is now generated from the
service industries in our society. So it
is no wonder the property tax has be-
come unpopular with an awful lot of
people.

Plus, we have another problem, too,
in this country as far as making sure
we get a good education for everyone.
As Lester Thurow has been pointing
out in his last couple of books, our
basic K-through-12 education system in
this country is run by 15,000 inde-
pendent school boards all getting elect-
ed on the basis of ““We won't raise your
taxes.” That is some system. I think it
is amazing that it has worked as well
as it has up until now.

Our K-through-12 education gets a
little over 5 percent of their funding
from the Federal Government. It is not
something where the Federal Govern-
ment tries to run the whole school sys-
tem. But that is a little bit of back-
ground on what I think is very impor-
tant: that every single child in this
country should be able to get the fin-
est, the best education of any place in
this world. We should not be siphoning
money off of our public education sys-
tem to provide vouchers for private
schools.

This is my 24th year as a U.S. Sen-
ator representing the people of Ohio. In
that time, I have seen many attempts
to divert Federal funds from public to
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private schools. The approaches to ac-
complish this goal have been many—
tuition tax credits, vouchers, school
choice, and now educational IRAs for
elementary and secondary education.
These proposals all allow parents to se-
lect which school their children will at-
tend and thereby competition, sup-
posedly, with public schools. It is the
presumed goal they will improve stu-
dents’ performance as a result of com-
petition. There are problems coming up
because public and private schools
don’t compete on an even basis. Pri-
vate schools, unlike public schools, can
refuse to accept students with disabil-
ities or discipline problems and are not
subjected to the same requirements.

Each time these proposals come be-
fore the Senate, I am proud to say I
have cast my vote in opposition be-
cause I firmly believe we must have the
finest public school system in the
world. That is what the Government
should be supporting—not putting
money off into other experiments. I
want parents to exercise their right
and responsibility to decide the school
their children will attend—public, pri-
vate, parochial. Nothing wrong with
choice. However, it is not the responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to
pay them to do so.

As I see it, the Coverdell IRA is a
backdoor voucher that will do nothing
to improve public schools, which are
my main concern, for our public school
children. This new IRA tax subsidy
provides tax breaks for educational ex-
penses, including tuition and fees at
public, private, and religious schools.

Also, the bill does not target needy
families. In fact, here is one of the
facts I was very much interested in:
Families in the top 20 percent of in-
come in this country—the top 20 per-
cent of income in this country—would
receive 70 percent of the benefit. The
Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mates that more than half the savings
would go to families whose children
would attend private school anyway.
So the bill subsidizes the savings and
spending patterns that already exist.
Let me repeat that: 70 percent of the
benefit would go to families already in
the top 20 percent of income.

In other words, the analogy 1 made a
little while ago regarding the land of
our forefathers in Europe, where edu-
cation was for the wealthy, for the
privileged, for the kids from the castle,
we are now taking a step back in that
direction by helping mainly those who
are already well enough off to send
their children to private or parochial
schools.

As 1 stated, qualified educational ex-
pense is defined in the bill to include
tuition, fees, tutoring, special needs
services, books, supplies and equip-
ment, including computers. The ex-
penses must be incurred in connection
with the beneficiary's enrollment in a
public, private, or parochial elemen-
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tary or secondary school, and the funds
may be used to pay for expenses such
as room and board and uniforms and
transportation.

Let me give a little bit of personal
experience from Ohio. Cleveland, OH,
has one of only two voucher programs
in the country. The other one is in Mil-
waukee. In Ohio, this program permits
State funds to be used to send low-in-
come children to private schools. It is
the only program that allows the chil-
dren to attend religious schools with
taxpayer funds. It is funded at $12.5
million over 2 years. Right now, the le-
gality of the program is being chal-
lenged and it is before the Ohio State
Supreme Court now.

Let me say this, the program has
been in effect now for 2 years. In sur-
veys made recently of how the aca-
demics are going with the children in
these schools, it is not all that great.
So far, they have not been able to show
any real results where the kids that
are going to these private schools are
any hetter off academically than they
would have been in public school. Some
of the proponents of the voucher sys-
tem in Ohio and Cleveland say it hasn't
had long enough to take effect yet. We
are close to the end of the second year
of this program now and testing has
not shown much difference at all.

Another problem that was unfore-
seen—and this may seem like a minor
problem and maybe not one that will
be a problem nationally, but it shows
we have some unforeseen consequences
sometimes when we start something
like this. That is paying for taxicabs.
Paying for cabs to carry children to
private schools is one of the reasons
the school choice program is in jeop-
ardy in Cleveland. This is no small
item. Students’ taxi rides account for
more than half of the $4.8 million def-
icit in Cleveland's 2-year-old school
voucher program. More than half of the
deficit goes to providing kids taxicab
rides basically because the school offi-
cials had no yellow bus transportation
available for the voucher students.

So sometimes there are unintended
consequences. The voucher program
had to turn to taxi firms and provide
payments to parents in lieu of trans-
portation services. The image of chil-
dren riding taxicabs to private schools
because the Cleveland public schools
could not accommodate them on its
yellow schoolbuses is one example of
the structural deficiencies in the pro-
gram and one of the main reasons why
some Clevelanders are pretty much up
in arms over this. I have a couple of
newspaper articles that I will later
have included in the RECORD.

Now, as I mentioned, there is no
strong evidence so far that participa-
tion in a voucher program increases
student achievement. We need to have
a better understanding of what makes
a school successful because we insti-
tute a program that benefits compara-
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tively few. Instead of looking for incen-
tives for parents to send their children
to private schools, I believe it is far
more important we take steps toward
strengthening public education across
the board in this country and not try-
ing to find ways to take money off and
put it into the private school systems.

A strong educational system must be
a fundamental part of our effort to
keep our country strong and keep it
competitive. Only by making high-
quality education available to all
American children, not just a few, but
all American children, will we help de-
velop the skills they need to find mean-
ingful, high-wage jobs while developing
a capable and productive work force
that is essential to the economic future
of this country.

Education reform is one of the top
issues in this country. That is why I
continue to oppose attempts to encour-
age the use of Federal funds for non-
public education, whether in the form
of tuition tax credits, vouchers, or
school choice. I believe that including
K-12 in educational IRAs would be the
first step toward establishing a perma-
nent voucher system, one that bleeds
off dollars needed in our public schools.

We have a system of public education
in this country that is available to all
children. We need to make it the best
and the finest in the world, one that is
second to none in this world if our chil-
dren are going to be competitive in the
future. This education system is not
producing the high level of achieve-
ment this Nation now needs, and we
cannot abandon them and say we are
going to bring up a favorite few and
send them off to other schools. Rather,
we need to find ways to make improve-
ments.

That is why 1 support another
amendment that will be proposed, and
that is the school construction amend-
ment—an initiative that will help re-
duce classroom size. These will directly
benefit all of our Nation's public
schools by ensuring all children attend
safe, modern public schools.

I clearly believe that everybody
should be saving for their children’s
education—for their higher education.
The difference between elementary and
secondary education and higher edu-
cation is important. Every single child
in this country is entitled to a free, ap-
propriate, tuition-free education in
every State in this Nation. Higher edu-
cation, on the other hand—once you
get above the minimums of the high
school level—is optional and is tuition-
based. It is hard for parents to save for
college. 1 believe it is appropriate to
provide incentives for them to do so. I
have supported the prepaid tuition
plans in the State of Ohio as one of the
ways students can be assured a guality
education at one of Ohio’s universities
or colleges.

This amendment I am offering re-
turns the educational IRAs back to its
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original purpose—higher education ex-
penses only. The only change I make is
to keep the annual increase in the con-
tribution limit for education IRAs,
which goes from $500 to $2,000. This in-
crease in the contribution limit will
enable parents to save more per year
for higher education.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment. Again, I
ask my colleagues to look at this bill
for what it is—a tax break for private
school education. I believe it is bad
education policy and bad tax policy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two articles—one from the
Washington Times and one from the
Washington Post—be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Times, Jan. 19, 1998]
STUDENT TAXI RIDES IMPERIL SCHOOL CHOICE

IN CLEVELAND—HALF OF PROGRAMS DEFICIT

COoMES FROM LACK OF BUSES

(By Carol Innerst)

Paying for taxicabs to carry children to
private schools may jeopardize a landmark
school-choice policy in Cleveland.

Student taxi rides account for more than
half of the $4.8 million deficit in Cleveland’s
2-year-old school-voucher program. The def-
icit has sparked political criticism of Ohio
Gov. George V. Voinovich, one of the pro-
gram’s biggest supporters.

‘At a time when Ohio needs leadership to
solve our education crisis, Voinovich has
spent millions on a program that does noth-
ing to help our 1.8 million public school chil-
dren,” said David J. Leland, chairman of the
Ohio Democratic Party.

“The public is pretty upset,” said Ohio re-
searcher Sam Staley. ‘“The public is not very
happy with this. It is a problem that should
have been resolved before this.”

At least $2.7 million of the shortfall in the
controversial program—one of only two
voucher systems in the nation—in attributed
to voucher students who ride taxicabs to pri-
vate schools because the Cleveland Public
Schools cannot accommodate then on its
yellow school buses.

Although the governor's office projected
confidence over weathering the political
storm, the image of children riding taxis to
school is a hard one for the public to digest,
according to Mr. Staley, vice president for
research of the Buckeye Institute, a market-
based Ohio think tank.

“It will give people who opposed the schol-
arship program an opportunity to kill the
program,” he sald. "*They will use this as a
way to go after the program even though it
goes agalnst the views of their own constitu-
ency. The voucher program is most among
minority and poor people in Cleveland.”

The $4.8 million shortfall left the governor
scrambling to find money to preserve the
voucher program. The legislature, now in
session, signaled that it did not want to en-
cumber the next education budget with the
problem.

“We will identify a legislative or financial
vehicle to make up for the funding short-
fall,” said Tom Needles, executive assistant
to the governor.

“There are structural deficiencies in the
program that need to be fixed, but the gov-
ernor is confident this is a valuable program
ylelding positive results,” Mr. Needles said.
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“We've begun very intensive discussions
with wvarious transportation officials and
others to determine our options and what
are the best alternatives for remedying this
problem."”

The Ohio voucher program is one of only
two in the nation—the other is in Mil-
waukee—that permit state funds to be used
to send low-income children to private
schools. It is the only program that allows
them to attend religious schools. It was
funded at $12.5 million over two years.

Ohio affiliates of the 950,000-member Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers and the 2.3 mil-
lion-member National Education Association
have challenged the legality of the program,
and the case is now before the Ohio State Su-
preme Court, where arguments could be
scheduled this spring, according to the Insti-
tute for Justice, which is defending the pro-
gram. Last year the court allowed the pro-
gram to continue for another academic year
while its legal status is being decided.

Bert L. Holt, a former administrator for
Cleveland Public Schools who was hired by
the Ohio State Department of Education to
administer the Scholarship and Tutoring
Program, sald the idea from the inception of
the program ‘‘was to try to get as many chil-
dren on yellow buses as possible.”

But Cleveland public schools officials said
all they could do was provide payment to
parents in lieu of transportation service, she
said. When schools opened in 1996, no yellow
bus transportation was available for the
voucher students. After talking to two pri-
vate bus companies, the voucher program
had to turn to two taxi firms. One bus com-
pany was too costly and the other couldn’t
adjust routes to do the pickups.

“I think Cleveland schools at the time
didn't consider it a priority,” Mrs. Holt sald.
““The voucher program was controversial and
also maybe it wasn't being taken seriously.”’

In November, 1996, Cleveland public schools
began providing bus service to seven of the
private schools and in March 1997 they were
able to provide buses for an additional eight
schools, she said.

This school year, 38 yellow school buses
are taking 516 kindergarten through fourth-
graders to 18 private schools, she said. An-
other 1,077 voucher students are riding taxi-
cabs and 1,395 are within walking distance of
their schools.

There are 55 private schools participating
in the voucher program, and only five don’t
have taxis dropping off students, she said.

The program anticipates increasing the
number of participants to 4,000 students in
the 1998-99 school year, according to Mrs.
Holt. The maximum tuition the state will
pay is $2,500 a year, with parents paying $250
of that. The average tuition runs less than
that—$1,831 in the 1996-97 school year and
projected at $1,939 this school year.

The Ohio Democratic Party was helping to
trumpet the budget deficit in the wvoucher
program.

“George Volnovich is giving his seal of ap-
proval on his program that has wasted near-
ly 5 million taxpayer dollars,” a press re-
lease from party headquarters stated.

Voucher defenders say such criticism is un-
fair.

“The hue and cry is over transportation,
busing,” said Mrs. Holt. “It's never about
education and removing the caste system
that has been allowed to occur with our chil-
dren in urban settings who are
socioeconomically deprived. Now they have
access to private education and are doing
well, and people in various corners have an
agenda and don't want to see it happen.”™
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[From the Washington Post, Apr. 8, 1998]
IN CLEVELAND, VOUCHERS FAIL TO RAISE
TEST SCORES
(By Rene Sanchez)

A new evaluation of one of the nation’'s few
school voucher programs has found that stu-
dents using the tuition stipends to pay for
private education are not achieving better
test scores than similar students who are
still in public schools.

The two-year-old Cleveland program gives
3,000 needy students publicly funded scholar-
ships worth as much as $2,250 to attend pri-
vate schools. Advocates have touted the
idea, which is one of the most divisive edu-
cation issues in the country, as a way to give
better learning opportunities to children
trapped in failing public schools.

But in a new report commissioned by the
state of Ohio, researchers contend that the
promise of Cleveland’s voucher experiment
so far has not been fulfilled, They found *‘no
significant differences’ in achievement in ei-
ther reading, math or science between stu-
dents using vouchers and a comparable sam-
ple from Cleveland's public schools. Both
groups of students were assessed near the
end of the voucher program’s first year.

And in a separate measure of the pro-
gram’s performance, a new audit is raising
questions about how some of its funds are
being spent. Students with vouchers, for ex-
ample, have spent a total of about $1.4 mil-
lion in state money to take taxicabs to class,
rather than the school buses they would ride
if they were part of Cleveland's public school
system.

Opponents of vouchers sald that both find-
ings show how flawed the voucher idea is.
“It’s a significant early signal that this is
not a magic bullet by any means for edu-
cating poor children," sald Sandra Feldman,
president of the American Frederation of
Teachers.

Only one other city, Milwaukee, allows
students to use vouchers, but Republican
leaders in Congress have the idea atop their
education agenda. Arguing that public
schools would benefit from competition and
that poor parents deserve more educational
choices for their children, they are proposing
to use federal money to create similar
voucher programs for students in the Dis-
trict and several dozen other cities.

President Clinton adamantly opposes that
plan. He and other voucher opponents say
the idea would drain money and civic sup-
port from the public schools that need it
most. Critics also contend that letting stu-
dents use vouchers for religious schools, as
both Cleveland and Milwaukee want to do, is
unconstitutional.

The new report on Cleveland's program fo-
cuses only on the question of academic
achievement. Those who support vouchers
cautioned against drawing too much from its
conclusions. They said judging the academic
work of students will take more time.

“We're still very confident that over the
long term, these students will show more
gains in their academic scores,” said Tom
Needle, the education adviser to Ohio Gov.
George V. Voinovich (R), who pushed for the
voucher plan. “It's not surprising to see
these findings at the very beginning of a pro-
gram.”

Needle also sald that a privately funded
study of Cleveland's program conducted last
year by a Harvard Unilversity professor
showed that students using vouchers are
making more academic strides. It also re-
ported great enthusiasm for the program
among their parents.

In the latest evaluation, researchers at In-
diana University compared the achievement
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of 9 students using vouchers with 494 stu-
dents still enrolled in Cleveland public
schools. Both groups were tested before the
voucher program began and near the end of
its first year. Thelr scores in every subject
tested were roughly the same. Both groups
were third-graders with virtually the same
backgrounds: Nearly all of them were Afri-
can American or Hispanic children living in
poverty and with only one parent at home.

As has been the case in every attempt to
assess Milwaukee's voucher program, the
methodology that researchers have used in
Cleveland is provoking disputes.

But the audit, which suggested that over-
sight of some voucher funds has been lax, al-
ready is prompting changes. The number of
taxicabs that students are using, Needle
said, has been cut by more than two-thirds.
Also, the next group of students who receive
vouchers and lack private means of transpor-
tation will have to select private schools in
walking distance from their homes, or ones
that are near city bus routes.

“Their choice of schools will have to be
limited somewhat,” he said.

AMENDMENT NO. 2017
(Purpose: To delete education TRA expendi-
tures for elementary and secondary school
expenses)

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2017.

Mr. GLENN. 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:

Strike section 101 and insert the following:
SEC. 101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI-

VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)A)(iii)
(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by striking **$500" and in-
serting “‘the contribution limit for such tax-
able year'.

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re-
lating to definitions and special rules) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

*(4) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term ‘con-
tribution limit’ means $500 (32,000 in the case
of any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1,
2003)."

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS,—

(A) Section 530(d)4XC) is amended by
striking *'$500"" and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tion limit for such taxable year™.

(B) Section 4973(e)1XA) is amended by
striking “‘$500"" and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tlon limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for
such taxable year".

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL-
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1)
(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:

“The age limitations in the preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to any designated bene-
ficlary with special needs (as determined
under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary).”

(¢c) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON-
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)1) (re-
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lating to reduction in permitted contribu-
tions based on adjusted gross income) is
amended by striking ‘“The maximum amount
which a contributor” and inserting ‘“‘In the
case of a contributor who is an individual,
the maximum amount the contributor™.

(d) No DoUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2)
(relating to distributions for qualified edu-
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

“(D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under
any other section of this chapter for any
gqualified education expenses to the extent
taken into account in determining the
amount of the exclusion under this para-
graph.”

(&) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—

(I)A) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu-
cation Individual retirement account) is
amended to read as follows:

“(E) Any balance to the credit of the des-
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib-
uted within 30 days after such date to the
beneficiary or, If the beneficiary dies before
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within
30 days after the date of death to the estate
of such beneficiary.”

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat-
ment of distributions) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

*(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIs-
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis-
tribution is required under subsection
(b)(1}(E), any balance to the credit of a des-
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30-
day period referred to in such subsection for
making such distribution shall be deemed
distributed at the close of such period.”

(2} A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik-
ing *“section 72(b)" and inserting ‘‘section
2",

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not
received as annuities) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (8) the following new
paragraph:

*(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2(B) TO
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU-
CATIONAL  INDIVIDUAL  RETIREMENT  AC-
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall
apply to amounts received under a qualified
State tuition program (as defined in section
529(b)) or under an education individual re-
tirement account (as defined In section
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall
apply for purposes of this paragraph.”

(3) Section 530(d)4)(B) (relating to excep-
tions) is amended by striking ““or” at the end
of clause (il), by striking the period at the
end of clause (iii) and inserting **, or", and
by adding at the end the following new
clause:

*“(lv) an amount which is includible in
gross income solely because the taxpayer
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to walve the
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable
year."”

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES. —

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1998.

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend-
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef-
fect as if included in the amendments made
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997,

Mr.
Chair.

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

COVERDELL addressed the
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
parliamentary inquiry. As I understand
it, the Senator from Ohio has just of-
fered his amendment, so that triggers
15 minutes equally divided on both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty
minutes equally divided.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that our side
be accorded time similar to that which
was just utilized by the Senator from
Ohio so that both sides will have had
approximately the same amount of
time for the amendment.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I have no
objection.

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

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Delaware
is recognized.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this amendment. This
amendment would not permit edu-
cational IRAs to be used to pay the ex-
penses of kindergarten up through 12th
grade. This proposal to limit the use of
educational IRAs would dramatically—
I want to emphasize ‘‘dramatically”—
reduce the benefits of an educational
IRA for American families.

1 believe that it is a fundamental
principle that a parent should have the
right and the ability to make decisions
about his or her child's education —to
decide basic questions, such as how the
child should be educated and where the
child should attend school. The rich
should not be the only ones that too
often have this choice—although there
are many, many children from middle-
class families who attend private
schools at great personal sacrifice of
their families.

What we seek here is to give a choice
to all families as to where their child
will attend school. We should not try
to control that parental right by pro-
viding tax benefits only to those par-
ents who make what some Members of
this body consider to be the correct
choice. We should all remember that
last year, when the Senate passed a va-
riety of provisions targeted towards
helping American families cope with
the costs of a quality education, we
made no distinction between public and
private schools or between higher edu-
cation and secondary or elementary
schools.

For example, we did not say that an
educational IRA would only be avail-
able if a student attended public school
or college. We did not say that a stu-
dent who attended the University of
Maryland would receive a tax benefit,
but a student who attended George
Washington University would receive
nothing. We did not say that a student
who attended college would receive a
tax benefit, but a student who incurred
costs in connection with secondary or
elementary school would receive noth-
ing.
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The bottom line was that we treated
all schools the same. And the reason
for that treatment is that we did not
consider it our business to set up a sys-
tem where some schools were favored
over others.

Mr. President, we should also not for-
get that it is the taxpayer who funds
the education IRA. It is the parents—
the parent who put his or her hard-
earned money into the education IRA.
And it seems a matter of common
sense, therefore, that the parents
should be able to choose how to spend
that money.

To fully receive the b=2nefits of an
education IRA, parents siould try to
establish accounts for their school-
children as early as possible. If the par-
ent can afford to make contributions
early in a child’s life, the benefits of
the education IRA will increase dra-
matically through the magic of tax-
free compounding within the IRA. At
this early stage in a child's life, par-
ents may not know whether they will
send their children to a private or pub-
lic school. Parents also may not know
whether they will need the benefits of
an education IRA for ‘elementary and
secondary school or for higher edu-
cation.

There are many, many factors that
go into these important decisions. The
needs of the child may change. The
family may move into a different
school district. The quality of the
neighborhood schools may rise or fall.
It is simply unfair to make the parent
look into a crystal ball and predict
what type of school their child may at-
tend or how much that school may
cost. This places too great of an unnec-
essary burden on the parent.

The side effect of that burden of
making parents look into the future is
that parents may be reluctant to fully
utilize the education IRA. The parents
may not contribute the maximum
amount of money that they can to
these accounts. That, Mr. President,
would be most unfortunate because it
would defeat the whole purpose of the
education IRA concept.

Moreover, Mr. President, the existing
provisions of the bill do not favor the
wealthy, as some here have argued.

First of all, there is an adjusted gross
income phaseout. In other words, only
parents with incomes below a certain
threshold can take advantage of the
tax savings in the education IRA.

Second, it simply is not true that
only rich kids attend private schools.
As I said earlier, many, many children
from middle-class families attend pri-
vate schools at great personal sacrifice
on the part of their parents. For in-
stance, according to the National
Catholic Education Association, of the
families with children in Catholic
schools, almost 70 percent of those
families have incomes below $35,000; al-
most 90 percent of those families have
incomes below $50,000.
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If we adopt this amendment, all of
those families will be shut out from re-
ceiving the tax benefits in the edu-
cation IRA, as would all of the roughly
38 million families who have children
in either public or private elementary
and secondary schools.

Mr. President, limiting the education
IRA is not good policy, and it does not
make sense for American families. Ac-
cordingly, I oppose this amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
how much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s side has 26 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, will
the Chair notify this Senator when 15
minutes remain?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very
well.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the Senator from
Delaware, the chairman of the Finance
Committee, and his message with re-
gard to the amendment that has just
been offered by the Senator from Ohio.

I would like to just reiterate several
key points.

The Senator from Ohio infers that
the education savings account directs
public money to a private school. This
is not correct. All of the money in the
education savings accounts is after-tax
dollars saved by families, whether their
children are in public schools, or pri-
vate, or home schools. These are not
public dollars, they are private dollars,
No. 1.

No. 2, the suggestion, to me, is egre-
gious that if, for whatever reason, a
family had chosen that their child
would go to a private school, they
would be disallowed from creating a
savings account, as a family would
that has made the decision to send
their child to a public school. It is im-
portant to note that according to the
Joint Tax Committee, 70 percent of the
families who use these savings ac-
counts would have children in public
schools, 30 percent would have children
in private schools.

Mr. President, the education savings
account that we are debating here
today is identical to the education sav-
ings account that the President and
the Senate and House confirmed and
put into law last year. It is identical.
That savings account that was cele-
brated on the White House Lawn al-
lowed a family to save $500 a year, and
whatever interest was earned would be
tax free if it was used for higher edu-
cation—higher education at the Uni-
versity of Georgia, or higher education
at Georgetown just down the street, or
higher education at the University of
Texas, or higher education at Southern

the
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Methodist University. All we are pro-
posing is that the account be allowed
to be larger so it would be meaningful
to save up to $2,000 and have the same
criteria, which means that most of
these benefits and most of these sav-
ings will flow to people who make less
than $75,000 a year.

But, again, I want to reiterate, the
very criterion, the very instrument,
which the House and Senate passed,
the President signed, and we all cele-
brated, is identical to this savings ac-
count except that this savings account
could be larger, more meaningful, and
this savings account would apply to
kindergarten through high school, not
just college. 1t is the only difference.

So I find it interesting that the Sen-
ator from Ohio would want to deny a
family who has a child in kindergarten
through high school from going to a
private school but it is OK if they go to
a private college, or to be worried
about the income of the family that is
going to take advantage of it when he
wasn't worried about it when we were
talking about a family that might send
their children to college. Why are we
suddenly setting a different set of cri-
teria for families with children at kin-
dergarten through high school? It is
just perplexing.

I want to reiterate that this savings
account, on which the chairman is so
knowledgeable on the concept of IRAs,
is identical in who can use it, who
can't, how it can be used, and how it
can't be used as the House and Senate
passed last year, signed by the Presi-
dent, and celebrated by everybody. The
only thing we have done is to represent
that it allow people to save more and
allow them to use it not just for col-
lege but for kindergarten through high
school. They can use it for college, too,
if they want. They can use it, if they
have a disabled student, after college.
But it is the same as the one that was
adopted. So these arguments are sus-
picious. It sounds to me as if this
amendment is designed to defend the
status quo.

Now, the Senator from Ohio said, in
effect, that we have some problems in
kindergarten through high school, that
some of the data, a lot of the data, are
suggesting that we have people coming
out of these schools who have trouble
reading and writing and adding and
subtracting. And so giving families
tools that might help them deal with
that, whether the child is in a public or
private school, whether the child needs
a tutor or a home computer, there is no
American child whose family has made
a decision about where they can best
get that education, that we should
strap or put an anvil around their leg
over some philosophic exercise up here
in defense of the National Education
Association.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. 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. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio is pending. Am I
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. As I also understand,
having been recognized, 1 can also
speak on the bill itself. Am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take unanimous consent to speak on
the bill. We are now on the amend-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand, 1
can temporarily set aside the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to temporarily set it aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COVERDELL. I object.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
that the time be divided equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. 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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment that is pending be
temporarily set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2269
(Purpose: To provide an additional 100,000,
well-qualified elementary and secondary
school teachers annually to the national
pool of such teachers during the 10-year pe-
riod beginning with 1999 through a new stu-
dent loan forgiveness program)

Mr. KENNEDY. 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 Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered
2289

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that 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:

Strike section 101, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 101. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.

(a) FINDINGs.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Our Nation is witnessing a 10-year rise
in the elementary and secondary school age
population. Between the fall of 1996 and the
fall of 2006, total elementary and secondary
school enrollment will rise from a record
51,700,000 to 54,600,000, a rise of approxi-
mately 3,000,000 children, Elementary school
enrollment is projected to grow by 2 percent,
from 37,300,000 to 38,100,000, while secondary
school enrollment is expected to rise by 15
percent, from 14,400,000 to 16,500,000,

(2) In addition to the enrollment increases,
many of the Nation's elementary and sec-
ondary school teachers working in 1998 will
begin to reach retirement age. According to
the National Center for Education Statistics
data, between one-third and one-half of all
elementary and secondary school teachers
are 45 years old or older. Qualified, experi-
enced elementary and secondary school
teachers will be leaving the profession at a
time when the demand for the teachers is at
the highest level in our Nation's history.

(3) There is a lack of qualified elementary
and secondary school teachers in specific ge-
ographic and content areas. More than one-
half, 56 percent, of secondary school students
taking physical sclence courses are taught
by teachers who have no background in
physical science. Twenty-seven percent of
secondary school students taking any level
mathematics course are taught by teachers
with no mathematics background. Students
in inner-city schools have only a 50 percent
chance of being taught by a qualified mathe-
matics or science teacher. States that have
large percentages of classes taught by teach-
ers without a background in a particular
subject area, such as Tennessee (26.5 per-
cent), Florida (26.4 percent), Louisiana (26.2
percent), and Maryland (25.6 percent), dem-
onstrate the need for increased numbers of
elementary and secondary school teachers
with the necessary qualifications.

(4) Our Nation must address the need de-
scribed in paragraph (3) to ensure a qualified
elementary and secondary school teacher for
every child in every elementary and sec-
ondary school course.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to create a Federal student loan forgive-
ness program to attract individuals to ca-
reers as elementary and secondary school
teachers.

(¢c) LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.—
Part B of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 428J (20 U.S.C. 1078-
10) the following:

“SEC. 428K. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.

“(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
is authorized to carry out a program of as-
suming the obligation to repay a loan made,
insured, or guaranteed under this title (ex-
cluding loans made under section 428A for
any new borrower after July 1, 1998, who is
employed as a full-time elementary school or
secondary school teacher—

“(1) in a school served by a local edu-
cational agency that is eligible for assist-
ance under part A of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 6301 et seq.); or

*(2) who teaches mathematics, sclence,
foreign language, bilingual education, or any
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other area that the State educational agency
determines to be an area for which there is
a shortage of qualified elementary school or
secondary school teachers.

“(b) LOAN REPAYMENT.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as-
sume the obligation to repay—

“(A) 15 percent of the total amount of
loans incurred by the borrower under this
title, not to exceed $1,200 per year, for each
of the first two years the borrower meets the
employment requirement described in sub-
section (a);

*(B) 20 percent of such total amount, not
to exceed $1,600 per year, for each of the
third and fourth years the borrower meets
such requirement; and

*(C) 30 percent of such total amount, not
to exceed $2,400, for the fifth year the bor-
rower meets such requirement.

“(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to authorize the
refunding of any repayment of a loan under
this title.

*(3) INTEREST.—If a portion of a loan is re-
paid by the Secretary under this section for
any year, the proportionate amount of inter-
est on such loan which accrues for such year
shall be repaid by the Secretary.

“(¢) REPAYMENT T0 ELIGIBLE LENDERS.—
The Secretary shall pay to each eligible
lender or holder for each fiscal year an
amount equal to the aggregate amount of
loans which are subject to repayment pursu-
ant to this section for such year.

*(d) APPLICATION FOR REPAYMENT.—

*(1) INn GENERAL.—Each eligible individual
desiring loan repayment under this section
shall submit a complete and accurate appli-
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such
manner, and containing such Information as
the Secretary may reasonably require. Loan
repayment under this section shall be on a
first-come, first-served basis and subject to
the availability of appropriations.

*(2) CoNDITIONS.—An eligible individual
may apply for repayment after completing
each year of qualifying employment. The
borrower shall receive forbearance while en-
gaged in qualifying employment unless the
borrower is in deferment while so engaged.

“(e) DEFINITIONS.—For the purpose of this
section the term “‘eligible lender’” has the
meaning given the term in section 435(d).

“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $3,600,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1999 and 2000.".

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand it, now there is 15 minutes
for the proponents of the amendment;
is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 10 min-
utes. I ask unanimous consent Connie
Garner, a legislative fellow in my of-
fice, be granted floor privileges during
debate on the Coverdell tax bill.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
amendment, which hopefully we will
have more of an opportunity to debate
later this week, deals with meeting the
demand for qualified teachers in this
country. We are seeing an expansion of
the number of students in our elemen-
tary-secondary education. This amend-
ment would provide for an increase of
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100,000 schoolteachers a year for the
next 10 years. It would effectively meet
half of the Nation’s requirements to do
80.
There are very compelling reasons to
support this amendment if we are
going to be serious about ensuring the
adequacy of the academic achievement
and accomplishment for those students
who are attending our public schools.
We have devised a way of doing this
through a loan forgiveness program
that is taking the concept, for exam-
ple, of the National Health Service
Corps—which is a resounding success.
Doctors serve in underserved areas and
see a diminution of their debt with the
years of service in the Health Service
Corps. Given the need that we have for
teachers to serve in our schools, this
would provide an incentive for those
who have indebtedness and would like
to work as schoolteachers but are un-
able to do so because they are required
to go to other jobs that may have more
financial reward although they would
prefer to work in the schools. This pro-
vides the means for them to do so. I
plan to speak of that at greater length
tomorrow or the next day and will take
the opportunity to do so at that time,
when the leadership works out the
scheduling of the particular amend-
ments.

Mr. President, given the shortage of
time, I just want to come back to some
rather fundamental and basic issues
that are involved in this debate. When
all is said and done and when all the
explanations are made, I think it is ap-
propriate that we find out who are
going to be the winners and who are
going to be the losers. It is always in-
teresting to listen to our colleagues ex-
plain what they hope might be
achieved by the amendment, and then
also examine what, in fact, will be
achieved by this amendment and who
will benefit from this particular
amendment.

As we had seen during our earlier de-
bate and discussion on the Coverdell
amendment, there are some very im-
portant winners and important losers.
But the fact remains that, according to
the Joint Tax Committee—which is
neither a Republican committee nor a
Democratic committee, but serves to
provide technical information on the
impact of a tax proposal to the mem-
bership, that the bill gives the benefit
to those going to the private schools.
At the present time, nationwide, 93
percent of American families send
their children to the public schools, T
percent to the private schools. We cer-
tainly know the important role private
schools have in our society. But with
scarce resources we have to ask the
question whether we want to use scarce
resources to add to the private schools
or to the public schools. I do not be-
lieve we should abandon the public
school system in this country. I think
we have a responsibility to the public
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schools. If we have scarce resources, we
ought to find ways of targeting scarce
resources in ways that can be academi-
cally important and enhance the abil-
ity of our children to make progress in
the public schools.

So, with the analysis that was done
by the Joint Tax Committee, they indi-
cated where the money would go. Mr.
President, 48 percent of the tax benefit
would go to families that send their
children to the public schools and 52
percent would go to families that send
them to the private schools. Then, if
you see that only 7 percent of Ameri-
cans go to private schools, you see that
a majority of the benefit of this pro-
posal will go to a relatively small num-
ber of families who are sending their
children to the private schools.

That is not what the Senator from
Massachusetts is saying; that is what
the Joint Tax Committee tells us. We
have a certain amount of resources
that will be collected through the tax
system. When they are collected, they
will be disposed of—at least according
to the Joint Tax Committee estimate—
in this way. There are better ways to
spend public tax dollars. An after-
school program, could benefit the 5
million children who left school just
about a half-hour ago, and will go
home without any supervision. Maybe
we should have the kinds of programs
that we have seen that are effective,
which provide some opportunity for
those children to go to after-school
programs, where they are able to work
with their homework and get that
homework done so when they finally go
back home to their parents, one or two
of whom may be working, that they
can have quality time with their par-
ents rather than having the parents
telling them you better go upstairs and
get your homework done.

This is really a basic, fundamental
issue, whether we have sufficient funds
that are available to the Congress
where we want to try to provide this
kind of benefit to a relatively small
group of parents. I do not think that
we do.

I have heard a lot from our col-
leagues on the other side talking about
entitlements. There was a great debate
about entitlements here on the floor of
the U.S. Senate over the last 3 or 4
years. This basically is a new entitle-
ment. This is a new entitlement by our
Republican friends. We heard the criti-
cisms of so many entitlements over the
past. Now we have the creation of a
new entitlement. Once this is passed
and goes into the Internal Revenue
Code, it will be out there available to
anyone who would be able to develop
this kind of an IRA. That effectively is
an entitlement. But it is an entitle-
ment that is going to benefit a rel-
atively small group of families who are
going to be using those resources pri-
marily in the private schools.

There may be those who feel that is
the way we ought to go. But I think
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you will find here on our side, on the
Democratic side, a range of different
proposals that say we will not abandon
our public schools in this country. We
think they need modernization, they
need some help and assistance in the
construction program. We are very cre-
ative. An important, significant
amendment will be offered by the Sen-
ator from Illinois, CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN. There will be programs that
will say we ought to have smaller class
sizes. That has been demonstrated to
improve academics for children. That
amendment will be offered by Senator
MURRAY. We ought to support public
schools.

The benefit of those programs go to
all of those parents whose children are
going to the public schools. That is a
very important, basic difference. It is
targeted programs that can really
make a difference in enhancing aca-
demic achievement and accomplish-
ment.

We will have an opportunity, as well,
to debate concepts such as that pro-
posed by the Senator from the State of
Washington, Senator GORTON, that
block grants education programs, un-
dermining targeting of scarce re-
sources, and undermining account-
ability. We will have a chance to de-
bate those.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10
minutes have elapsed.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 1 more
minute. We will have a chance as well
to debate whether we will uphold the
civil right of children with disabilities.
That is going to be a very important
debate.

But I hope, as we are starting off on
this Monday, and as we are going
through this debate over the period of
the next 4 or 5 days, to understand
what is really the issue. With the
amount of funds that are going to be
made available under this program,
which is effectively a new entitlement
program, $1.6 billion, are we going to
say we should use that in such a way
that it is going to benefit a small num-
ber of families who are going to pri-
marily use these funds for private
schools? Or are we going to say, with
scarce resources, we ought to use that
money in order to benefit the large
number of children who are going to
the public school systems and we ought
to use that in an effective and creative
way, to make sure that children who
are going to our public school systems
are going to get a good education in
safe, modern schools?

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
how much time is remaining on the
other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 3 minutes
45 seconds.
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
again, I am puzzled by the vociferous
opposition of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts to an education savings ac-
count. I repeat what I said a moment
ago when I was responding to the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

The education savings account that
we are proposing and talking about
today is nothing more than an expan-
sion of the savings account that has al-
ready been adopted by the Senate and
House and signed by the President last
year. Last year, we created an edu-
cation savings account that allowed a
family to save $500 a year, and the in-
terest that was earned would not be
taxed if the account was used for the
cost of higher education.

We have taken the same account—it
applies to the same earning level, who
can use it and who can’t; it is directed
to the middle class—the same criteria.
There is no change whatsoever. Iden-
tical. That savings account can be used
by a family to go to Georgetown down
the street here or to the University of
Georgia.

We have said to those same families
in America that we all celebrated be-
cause they have this $500 savings ac-
count for higher education, we are
going to say instead of $500, let's allow
a family to save up to $2,000 so they
can really build up the kitty. We said,
why limit it to college when there is so
much trouble in kindergarten through
high school? Let's let the family use it
whenever they need it. They may need
it when the child is in sixth grade be-
cause of dyslexia or a learning dis-
ability. They may need it in freshman
high school because of a math defi-
ciency. They may need it because the
child cannot compete because of not
having a home computer.

We have taken the very instrument
that was so celebrated on the White
House lawn, a $500 savings account, and
said let's let it be up to $2,000, and in-
stead of just limiting it to college, al-
though it could be used for college,
let's let them use it whenever they
need it—kindergarten through high
school or college. No change. Same
group of families. Same criteria. Use it
in the same way. It is just bigger if
they want to make it bigger, and it
covers all the school years, not just
some of them.

Whatever all these concerns are that
the Senator just alluded to would have
applied to what we did last year. It
would have had the same discrimina-
tion; it would have favored the same
kind of families as his chart alludes to
in that account.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will
yvield on that point?

Mr. COVERDELL. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Doesn’t the Senator
draw a distinction between the manda-
tory requirements that we have for the
public school system for our 55 million

the Senator
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children and those who are going to
higher education, which is basically
not a mandated requirement? That is
an optional requirement and, therefore,
historically higher education has al-
ways been treated differently.

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me respond to
the Senator. I recognize there is a dis-
tinction with the public-private issue,
but the Senator spent a good bit of his
time trying to suggest that certain
kinds of families would benefit; that
the dollars are skewed, there was some
formula here that was working against
the public interest.

My point to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is, it is identical to the for-
mula that was used when we created
the higher education savings account.
Identical. It is just that folks can save
more now for kindergarten through
high school or they can save it for col-
lege. They have a chance to save more,
and they have a chance to use it more
frequently.

The Joint Tax Committee has said
that in this education savings account,
14 million families will probably use it;
20 million kids, that is half the school
population almost.

Here is the point that I would like to
make to the Senator: What is amazing
to me about this education savings ac-
count is that it takes such a little in-
centive to make Americans do huge
things. The tax relief to these 14 mil-
lion families over the next 5 years is
just a pittance over $500 million—over
5 years. What do the 14 million families
do because of that? They save over $5
billion—85 billion. That puts 5 billion
volunteer dollars—these are not tax
dollars; no school board has to levy a
new property tax; no State government
has to raise their income tax; the Fed-
eral Government doesn’t have to raise
taxes—the people on their own, because
of the nature of the savings account,
save 8$5 billion. Seventy percent of
those families will have children in
public schools, and 30 percent will have
children in private schools. About half
the money will end up helping children
in public schools, and about half the
money will help children in private
schools.

Everybody is a winner here. There
are no losers. A lot of times we do
things in Washington and somebody
gains and somebody loses. But in this
case, everybody wins. The public school
system wins; the private school system
wins. People with kids in public
schools can use the savings account;
people with kids in private schools can
use the savings account.

I see I have just been joined by the
distinguished Senator from Indiana, so
I am going to yield to him.

But everybody wins. These are not
public dollars. These are volunteer dol-
lars to help children wherever they are
going to school.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Indiana.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment that is
currently before us. Although Senator
KENNEDY may be using the opportunity
to talk about the broader bill, it is the
amendment that we will have to vote
on unless that amendment is with-
drawn. I want to briefly state reasons
why I think Members should vote
against that particular amendment.

A primary reason is that it is unnec-
essary. The Labor Committee on which
both the Senator from Massachusetts
and I serve has, as part of the Higher
Education Act, just unanimously voted
out of the committee a loan forgive-
ness program for teachers, which I be-
lieve is far more effective than what is
being offered by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

That teacher loan forgiveness pro-
gram provides loan forgiveness to
teachers who have loans that are eligi-
ble for the interest subsidy, ensuring
that those who qualify would be most
in need of help of repaying the loans.

The second condition is that the
teacher be employed for 3 years; third,
that they teach in a public or private
school whose school district has 30 per-
cent or more of its students eligible for
title I assistance; that they have an
academic major in the subject area in
which they teach if they are a high
school teacher, and have demonstrated
knowledge and teaching skills in read-
ing, writing, and mathematics if they
are elementary schoolteachers.

The reason these conditions were im-
posed and, by the way, again, unani-
mously accepted by the Labor Com-
mittee. is because we wanted to target
loan forgiveness to the most qualified
teachers. We did not want a broad, all-
encompassing loan forgiveness pro-
gram, which I believe the amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts cov-
ers about 90 percent of the teachers in
this country—all those employed with-
in the title I schools, which equals
about 90 percent. The issue is not just
more teachers; the issue is better
qualified teachers.

Statistics show, and studies show,
that the real shortage is not the num-
ber of teachers—I could go into some
detail on that, but I do not have time
to do it—but the issue and the need is
for qualified teachers. So we have
structured this loan forgiveness pro-
gram to support and emphasize teach-
ers who meet these particular quali-
fications.

The second reason I believe Members
should not support this particular
amendment is that the average debt for
teachers is considerably more than
what the Senator’'s amendment offers
in terms of forgiveness. Ours allows
provisions for up to $10,000 of loan for-
giveness, which more closely meets the
debt problems that teachers currently
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face, rather than the $8,000 which the
Senator's amendment provides.

Finally, the amendment is directed
toward schools in general, the loan for-
giveness program, whereas the Labor
Committee amendment is basically di-
rected toward the poorest schools,
teachers that meet the qualifications
as outlined in the Labor Committee’s
language, which is designed specifi-
cally for the purpose of trying to ad-
dress the most critical need in this
country, and that is getting qualified
teachers who have the credentials to
teach and are teaching in the Nation’s
poorest schools. I outlined those cri-
teria earlier.

But that was the basis for the Labor
Committee’s drafting of the language
to address the most critical need, and
that is where we ought to be putting
our resources. It is not the schools in
some of the more affluent suburbs that
are having problems attracting teach-
ers, particularly qualified teachers; it
is the schools in the poorest districts,
the schools in the low-income districts,
the schools in the minority districts,
that are having trouble attracting
qualified teachers to teach their stu-
dents. Those are the teachers that we
want to encourage through this loan
forgiveness program.

So for those reasons, I urge our col-
leagues to oppose the amendment being
offered by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, primarily because it is not need-
ed, it has been addressed, it has been
supported unanimously by the Labor
Committee. It is directed toward the
areas that need it the most; it is di-
rected towards supporting qualified
teachers. For those reasons, I urge a no
vote on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5
minutes have expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself a minute just in response to the
Senator from Indiana.

This is a basic substitute to the
Coverdell amendment. We have an op-
portunity to say it is more beneficial
to the children that are going to our
public schools to support our amend-
ment that is going to increase the
number of qualified teachers than to
support the Coverdell amendment
which is primarily going to benefit the
parents who are sending their children
to private schools, No. 1.

Secondly, 1 hope that my friend and
colleague would read my amendment
more carefully, because it does target
the teachers into the underserved
areas, and also it targets teachers into
the areas where the State finds that
there are critical shortages in terms of
the type of specialty needs—for exam-
ple, in subject matters, for example, in
math and science, and others, and does
it, I think, more creatively than we
have done in the higher ed bill.

I yield myself another minute.

It is clearly responding to what our
Human Resources Committee has had
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hours of hearings on, and that is the
importance of having high-quality
teachers for our expanded school-age
population. I am a strong supporter of
what we have done in the higher ed
bill, but it is not going to be enough to
be able to meet the needs of the Na-
tion. And every study we have done has
pointed this out. If you want to try and
benefit public schools and teachers, my
amendment is the way to do it. If you
want to abandon public schools and
move towards the support of families
that are sending their children to pri-
vate schools, then the Coverdell bill is
the way to do it.

I withhold the balance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the Labor
Committee, of which the Senator from
Massachusetts is the ranking mem-
ber—the Senator joined his colleagues
on the Democrat side and joined all Re-
publicans in passing out of the Labor
Committee language unanimously. He
did not offer his amendment there, so I
just wonder what has changed. Obvi-
ously, what has changed is that the
amendment is designed to gut the un-
derlying Coverdell bill.

Secondly, the language of the Sen-
ator’s amendment is not targeted. It
says title I eligibility. Title I covers 96
percent of all schools. That is not tar-
geted. Targeted is designed to address a
specific problem. A specific problem is
the minority students, poor students,
students in poor districts who are not
getting the qualified teachers and the
education they need.

This Labor Committee product tar-
gets it towards those teachers. The
Senator’'s language does not target; it
says, where there is a shortage of
qualified elementary and secondary
school teachers under the title I pro-
grams. That is 96 percent. I do not call
that being targeted.

So for those reasons, I believe we
should oppose the amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
move to table the pending amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts and
ask for the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to table is premature until the
time has expired for the proponents.
And they have 1 minute 43 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator to reread the amendment.
If he looks at the loan forgiveness for
the teachers, on line 8 it talks about
the title I programs which are targeted
to the poorest schools. At paragraph
(2), line 12, it makes reference to teach-
ers who teach math, science, foreign
languages, and that the State edu-
cational agency determines it.

So I do realize that we have sup-
ported a good program that is coming
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out of our Human Resources Com-
mittee. But the Budget Committee put
hands down, thumbs down, on a very
similar program that was advanced by
the President of the United States. We
have real money here on the floor of
the U.S. Senate. And this is an oppor-
tunity that if you want to do some-
thing about increasing the number of
qualified teachers, our amendment
does it. If you do not want to do that,
and you want to benefit the private
schools, you will vote against this.

I urge the Senate to oppose the anti-
education Republican tax bill. Improv-
ing education can and must be a top
priority for Congress and the nation.
But this Republican bill flunks the
test. They call it their ““A+" bill. But,
it’s anti-education, and it deserves an
“F." This Republican bill and its pro-
posed Republican amendments are bad
tax policy, bad education policy, and
bad disability policy, and it clearly de-
serves the veto that President Clinton
has pledged to give it.

It is the nation’s public schools that
need help. So what do our Republican
friends to? They proposed legislation
that aid private schools. That makes
no sense at all. Our goal is to strength-
en public schools, not abandon them.
Our goal is to help all children get a
good eduction—not just the ones with
wealthy parents.

It is clear that our Republican
friends are no friends of public schools.
They have an anti-education agenda.
They want tax breaks for the wealthy
who send their children to private
schools. They want to cut the budget
for public schools. They want to dis-
mantle the federal role in education.
They want to eliminate civil rights
protections for children with disabil-
ities. The Republicans have put the
cards on the table—and it’'s a losing
hand for education.

Over the course of the limited debate
on this bill, we will discuss good ideas
that will help improve public schools
such as rebuilding the nation’s schools,
reducing class size, forgiving student
loans for college graduates who teach
in high-need areas, and increasing
funding for children with disabilities. 1
urge my colleagues to support these
very important Democratic amend-
ments. I also urge my colleagues to op-
pose Republican amendments to that
undermine public education, and make
a bad bill worse.

I understand that we will be voting
on a new version of a block grant for
education, sponsored by Senator GOR-
TON. It is clear that this amendment
will undermine the federal commit-
ment to improve the nation’s schools.
There have been no hearings on this
proposal and no committee review of
the proposal. It would be irresponsible
for the Senate to support this proposal
to revamp the federal role in education
after a total of only 30 minutes of de-
bate.
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The proposed Gorton amendment
hurts students and goes against the na-
tion's commitment to helping poor and
educationally disadvantaged students
who need our strong support. It also
undermines the partnerships that have
been created by federal, state, and
local education agencies to improve all
schools for all children.

We all agree that education is a local
responsibility. But the states and the
federal government are important
partners in helping to improve edu-
cation for all children. We all need to
work together to improve the nation’s
public schools.

This amendment rejects that basic
principle. It destroys carefully crafted
and widely supported federal programs.
And it undermines accountability for
improving the achievement of all stu-
dents.

Currently, federal funds are offering
a helping hand to local school districts
in meeting high priority responsibil-
ities important to the nation as a
whole. The funds help schools and
school districts improve reading and
math skills of disadvantaged students,
help teachers get the extra skills they
need to teach all children to higher
standards, help communities create
safe and drug-free schools, and help
communities modernize their schools.

This amendment creates a ‘‘General
Education Block Grant’ by combining
funds from 20 targeted programs. Then
it limits the use of those funds to only
8 activities. It denies local commu-
nities the funds to make schools safe
and drug-free. It denies local commu-
nities the funds to improve skills of
math and science teachers. It denies
local communities the funds to con-
tinue their efforts to set high academic
standards for all children.

In addition. in response to growing
needs of schools in communities across
the country to address problems such
as low student performance, rising en-
rollments, and lack of adegquate mod-
ern technology, the amendment would
cap spending at 2.3 percent per year for
the next five years. These limits are far
below the necessary increases we made
over the last two years of 15 percent
and 12 percent. It would be irrespon-
sible for Congress to do so little to help
communities address their growing and
pressing educational needs.

Contrary to arguments made by pro-
ponents of the amendment, federal edu-
cation laws are more flexible and
school-friendly than ever before. States
and local education agencies are work-
ing in closer and more effective co-
operation. The result is that schools
are doing a better job of helping all
children meet higher standards of
achievement.

The federal-state-local partnership in
education 1isn't broken, and this
amendment can't fix it. Congress
should be doing all it can to strengthen
that partnership, not destroy it.
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As a nation, we have made a commit-
ment to help all students have the op-
portunity to get a good education. We
have a responsibility to make sure that
public tax dollars are well spent. This
amendment provides no accountability
for how these dollars are spent. Re-
forming the federal role in education
does not mean abdicating that role.

This amendment is the wrong direc-
tion for the nation’'s children and the
wrong direction for education. It is not
an attempt to offer a helping hand to
local schools. It is simply a thinly-
veiled attempt to dismantle the federal
role in education.

We should support efforts to improve
education for all students, not under-
mine them. I urge my colleagues to op-
pose the Gorton block grant amend-
ment.

Another problematic amendment
that I understand will be introduced
later in the debate is the Gregg amend-
ment to allow states and school dis-
tricts to strip civil rights protections
for students with disabilities.

The proposed Gregg amendment
would repeal the critical civil rights
protections included in the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act that
ensures that children with disabilities
are not denied educational services.
Prior to the enactment of IDEA, over
half the children with disabilities in
this country were receiving an inad-
equate education or no education at
all. Under the proposal, children with
disabilities could be unilaterally
thrown out of school, even if the child
was being ‘‘disciplined’’ for a behavior
caused by the child’s disability.

This proposal is not in the interest of
children with disabilities and it is not
in the interest of the nation. In fact, a
similar amendment was rejected on the
Senate floor last year during consider-
ation of the reauthorization of IDEA.
The Senate did not support the pro-
posed policy last year, and we should
not support it now.

Proponents of the bill claim that
under current law, schools cannot dis-
cipline children with disabilities when
they break the rules. That is simply
not true.

IDEA allows school officials to dis-
cipline a child with a disability when
discipline is warranted. IDEA already
allows immediate action against a
child with a disability who brings a
weapon to school, who knowingly pos-
sesses, uses, or sells illegal drugs or
controlled substances, or whose behav-
ior is substantially likely to result in
injury to the child or others. In addi-
tion, if the behavior resulting in the
disciplinary action is not the result of
a child’'s disability, IDEA allows the
school to apply any relevant discipli-
nary procedures that they would apply
to a child without a disability.

Police, prosecutors, and groups rep-
resenting school officials and children
with disabilities all support pursuing
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policies that ensure that our schools
are safe and conducive to learning, and
to help all children, including children
with disabilities, learn personal respon-
sibility. But, discipline should never be
used as an excuse to exclude, segregate,
or deny services to children with dis-
abilities.

The goal of public education is to
give all children the opportunity to
pursue their dreams. We must be com-
mitted to every child—even the ones
who aren't so easy to teach. This
amendment would undermine that goal
and put children with disabilities on
the street. It’s bad policy and we
should overwhelmingly reject it.

These amendments simply make the
bad underlying bill even worse. The un-
derlying bill uses tax breaks to sub-
sidize parents who send their children
to private schools, and it is a serious
mistake. It diverts scarce resources
away from public schools that have the
greatest need.

The regressive Republican tax bill
does nothing to improve public schools.

It does nothing to address the serious
need of public schools to build new fa-
cilities and repair their crumbling ex-
isting facilities.

It does nothing to reduce class sizes
in schools.

It does nothing to provide gualified
teachers in more classrooms across the
nation.

It does nothing to help children reach
high academic standards.

It does nothing to provide after-
school activities to keep kids off the
street, away from drugs, and out of
trouble.

It does nothing to improve the qual-
ity of education for children in public
schools. Tax breaks for private schools
are not the answer to the serious prob-
lems facing the nation’s public schools.

This bill would spend $1.5 billion of
public tax dollars over the next 10
years on subsidies to help wealthy peo-
ple pay private school tuition and
other private school expenses.

According to the Joint Tax Com-
mittee, the bill will cost $1.5 billion
over the next 10 years, and half the
benefits will go to the 7 percent of fam-
ilies that have children in private

schools. That's unacceptable, when
public schools are desperate for addi-
tional help.

The Joint Tax Committee also esti-
mates that while 83 percent of private
school families will use this tax break,
only 30 percent of public school fami-
lies will use it.

The bill disproportionately benefits
private school families, and it dis-
proportionately benefits the wealthy.
The majority of the tax benefits will go
to families in the highest income
brackets, who can already afford to
send their children to private school.

Working families do not have enough
assets and savings to participate in
this scheme. This regressive bill does
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not help families struggling to pay
day-to-day expenses during their chil-
dren’s school years.

This so-called education bill does
nothing for education. It simply pro-
vides a tax shelter for the rich.

Congress should be building new
schools—not building new tax shelters
for the wealthy.

Congress should be reducing class
size—not reducing aid to public
schools.

We know what it takes to achieve
genuine education reform. The place to
start is by resoundingly rejecting this
defective bill, and then amending it in
ways that will genuinely help the na-
tion’s schools.

The challenge is clear. We must do
all we can to improve teaching and
learning for all students across the na-
tion.

We must continue to support efforts
to raise academic standards.

We must test students early, so that
we know where they need help in time
to make that help effective.

We must provide better training for
current and new teachers, so that they
are well-prepared to teach to high
standards.

We must reduce class size, to help
students obtain the individual atten-
tion they need.

We must provide after-school pro-
grams to make constructive alter-
natives available to students.

We must provide greater resources to
modernize and expand the nation's
school buildings to meet the urgent
needs of schools for up-to-date facili-
ties.

We cannot stand by and let this re-
gressive tax policy pass to help private
schools at the expense of public
schools.

Parents across the country want real
solutions—not token gestures in the
name of education. We should not
waste $1.5 billion of public tax dollars
on a do-nothing tax break program.

I hope that my colleagues will join
me today in opposing this bill. We
should be doing all we can to help pub-
lic schools—not abandon them.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if 1
might ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts, it would be my intent to ask
unanimous consent that this vote
occur tomorrow at a time selected by
the majority and minority leaders and
2 minutes be afforded each side at the
time of the vote. If that is agreeable, I
am going to proceed with a motion to
table and ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. KENNEDY. As described by the
Senator?

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. .

Mr. KENNEDY. With that under-
standing, I yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The Senator
may proceed.

the
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Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the vote which
I will make in a moment on the motion
to table this amendment occur on
Tuesday at a time to be determined by
the majority leader and minority lead-
er, and that the time remaining on
both sides be reserved respectively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Hearing none, without objection, it is
s0 ordered.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
move to table the pending amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts and
ask for the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending amendments so I might speak
for 156 minutes on the legislation itself.

Mr. ROTH. I say to the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota, we would
have no objection to your taking 15
minutes. But we do hope it will be the
understanding tomorrow that we will
proceed from amendment to amend-
ment. But with that admonition, we
agree to your request.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I'm assuming the
Senator would not object if this side, in
keeping the balance, if we ask unani-
mous consent, even though we are on
pending amendments, for 15 minutes to
respond.

Mr. DORGAN. If I might respond to
the Senator from Georgia, I certainly
would have no objection to some parity
in time. My understanding is that more
time has been consumed on that side
during this day. I assume you would
also want parity. My expectation is we
have a unanimous consent request by
which we will dispose of this bill.

My intent and my hope was to be
able to speak for 15 minutes inasmuch
as this amendment was disposed of and
another amendment is not now offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from North Da-
kota asked for unanimous consent for
15 minutes on the bill.

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. I have listened with
interest not only to this debate but to
much debate prior to this on this legis-
lation.

Since the year 1647, when the colo-
nists in Massachusetts created tax-sup-
ported public education, we have had a
long and proud tradition in this coun-
try of public schools. By far, the major-
ity—in fact, well over 90 percent—of
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the students who attend elementary
and secondary schools in our country
will attend public schools as part of
our public education system.

We have substantial tax incentives
that already exist in this country in
our Tax Code to support education. I
am holding a list of 16 such tax incen-
tives. They provide over $78 billion in
tax reductions over a 5-year period for
various kinds of expenditures and ac-
tivities dealing with education. One of
them, $19.6 billion, is the deduction for
charitable contributions to educational
institutions. That is a method by
which some make contributions to pri-
vate schools and get tax deductions for
that.

All of these provisions dealing with
tax incentives are important. This Con-
gress has generally supported them and
increased them substantially last year
with HOPE and lifetime learning cred-
its, deductibility for interest on stu-
dent loans and various other devices.

The question now is on a proposal of-
fered by the Senator from Georgia. I
have indicated to him previously that I
am not attempting to trash the pro-
posal itself. I think this kind of discus-
sion begs the question, what is the pri-
ority of need? What are the rankings of
need that exist with respect to edu-
cation in our country?

The Senator from Georgia comes up
with a proposal that says the need is
that we should provide other tax incen-
tives that allow people to put away
savings to be used for public and pri-
vate elementary and secondary edu-
cation.

The Secretaries of Treasury and Edu-
cation, in a letter dated February 9,
says that this proposal, the way it is
constructed, ‘‘disproportionately bene-
fits the most affluent families.”” This is
the Secretary of the Treasury and the
Secretary of Education. This proposal
“*disproportionately benefits the most
affluent families.”” Further, they say,
this will not generate much additional
savings in any event.

If one were going to do this, it seems
to me one would want to do it the right
way. The question that I come to the
floor to ask is, what is the ranking of
need that exists in education? What are
the priorities? What represents the ap-
proach that is most in need of public
investment? I want to take this down
to the specifics. I know some will say
this is just anecdotal and doesn’'t mat-
ter.

Education is one child at a time in
this country. It is not some theory. It
is one child at a time. I want to tell
you about a young woman that I met
last Wednesday morning named Rosie
Two Bears. Rosie is a little second
grader, bright-eyed. She has a wonder-
ful little smile, and she goes to school
in Cannon Ball, ND, a school that I vis-
ited last Wednesday, among many
other schools. The Cannon Ball, ND,
school is on the Standing Rock Indian
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Reservation, but it is a public school in
a public school district with very little
tax base.

I want to tell you about the school,
because Rosie Two Bears, when I en-
tered her second grade class, asked me,
“Senator, will you buy us a new
school?” Well, I didn’'t have the answer
for Rosie last Wednesday, but I want to
tell you why Rosie Two Bears asks if
we can buy her a new school. And I tell
you this by virtue of saying this rep-
resents the need, the priority of need,
not just in Cannon Ball, ND, but all
across this country.

This school is, in its oldest part,
some 90 years old. It sits in a des-
perately poor school district. It has
been condemned with respect to the
older part of the school as a fire haz-
ard, among other things. It has 145 stu-
dents and 40 other staff and mainte-
nance workers. For the 145 students in
K through 6th grade there are two
bathrooms and one water fountain. Let
me say that again: 145 kids, two bath-
rooms and one water fountain.

Now, one of the classes is held in
what is called the choir room. It used
to be the janitor closet. But they can’t
always hold class there because sewer
gas comes backing up and you can’t
have a classroom when sewer gas cre-
ates such a stench that little kids will
be made sick if they sit in that room.
So what do they do when the sewer gas
backs up and fills that old janitor’'s
closet, which is now used as a room in
which they sing and practice choir?
They move those kids out of that room
to some other hallway in the school.

There is a little gymnasium, very
old, but there are no locker rooms, so
the fourth and fifth grade basketball
players must change in the bath-
rooms—two bathrooms in the entire
school. But there is not enough room
in the bathrooms, so little fourth grad-
ers are changing out in the hallway.
You wonder what is it like for a fourth
grade basketball player to change into
his basketball clothes in the hallway
because there are no locker rooms and
the toilets are full, with people trying
to change for the same basketball
game,

You might say, what does this mean?
It means, in our country, right in this
country, we have schools that are in
desperate condition, and we have
bright-eyed, wonderful little children
walking through the school door, going
into a classroom where the desks are
not a half inch apart—the desks are
touching in every circumstance be-
cause the classroom is 8 feet by 12 feet
and they have so many kids in there
there is no room for even an inch be-
tween the desks. Next year, twice as
many kids are supposed to be in that
classroom, but they can't do that so
they will break up the class. When they
break up the class, one teacher handles
two classes and spends 15 minutes talk-
ing to this group and then says, “All
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right, now I will be talking to this
class for 15 minutes,” in the same room
and will go back 15 minutes later, in a
crowded room with two classes because
that represents the overflow from
other classes.

1 ask the question, how many of us
would like our kids to walk through
that school door and would say to our
second grader, say to Rosie's class-
mate, ““Yes this is a good education.
Our country is proud of the education
it gives to you.” We cannot afford to
put another bathroom in that school,
we cannot afford to add classrooms
that are of adequate size. We cannot af-
ford to fix a school that has sewer gas
seeping up through the choir room. We
can't afford it. We don't have the
money.

That is why I ask this question today
about need. We see today a proposal
coming to the Senate that says let’s
spend $1.6 billion on education in a
manner that the Secretary of the
Treasury says will “‘disproportionately
benefit the most affluent families.” I
ask the question, is that expenditure
something that was determined to be
more important than the Cannon Ball
school? Because the Cannon Ball school
is not about theory. The Cannon Ball
school, on Wednesday when I visited,
was about real needs for real little kids
that are in the public school system
hoping to catch up and keep up with
every other kid that enters a classroom
door in this country.

What is the ranking of need? What do
we decide is important? It is unfair for
me to talk just about Cannon Ball.
Down the road 40 miles, I met with a
school board there on Wednesday, the
Standing Rock High School, run by the
BIA—in effect, this Congress. It is a
wonderful school. Those boys just won
the State class B basketball champion-
ship. That Indian school on the Stand-
ing Rock Indian Reservation is enor-
mously proud of those young boys.
Against all odds, no one expected them
to win the State high school baskethall
championship, but they did.

You know what is wrong with their
school? They have classrooms in the
gymnasium for 2 months. Their school
has lighting fixtures that are leaking
PCBs. It would be funny to see the na-
tional press go down and take a look at
PCBs leaking from lighting fixtures or
visit Rosie Two Bears in Cannon Ball.
But somehow that is not sexy. Those
kids aren't in classrooms, because the
lights are leaking a carcinogen, so we
have to clear the building out.

Is that a priority? It is our responsi-
bility. That school belongs to the BIA.
The funds for that come from this Con-
gress. Is that a priority? Is it less of a
priority than providing a tax break,
the bulk of which will disproportion-
ately benefit the most affluent fami-
lies. That is the question I ask.

I am not suggesting this is wholly
unworthy, or that it is an idea that has
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no merit. That is not what I come to
suggest. I say if the U.S. Senate is pre-
pared to say we have $1.6 billion with
which to invest in the education of
young Americans, then I say the Can-
non Ball school ought to have some
claim to that. Rosie Two Bears and her
second-grade class, sitting in a building
where sewer gas forces them out of
their choir room, ought to have some
claim to part of that at least. We at
least ought to have the opportunity to
have that debate here on the floor of
the Senate.

When you have unlimited wants, vir-
tually unlimited wants and limited re-
sources, then there is a responsibility,
I think, to prioritize them. What rep-
resents our most important invest-
ment? We have a range of amendments
that will be offered. There is an amend-
ment, for example, that talks about ex-
actly what I am discussing—school
construction, the need to respond to
crumbling schools, the need to be fair
to Rosie Two Bears and her classmates
in that second grade class. School con-
struction. Can we help repair crum-
bling schools? That amendment is
going to have 15 minutes of debate on
each side. What an awful, awful thing
for us to have done.

I hope that however we dispose of
these issues, that some day, some way,
on the floor of this Senate we will
truly have the capability of deciding
what represents our priorities in edu-
cation. This may represent the priority
of the Senator from Georgia; it is not
mine. My priority is to decide that we
have enormous challenges in public
education in this country.

I am proud of our public education
system. We have not come to this point
in our history by accident. I mentioned
when 1 started that, in 1647, the colo-
nists in this country decided to begin a
tax-supported system of public edu-
cation. What an enormously important
element in our country’s future and
our country’'s history, to have decided
that every young American can become
everything that his or her natural tal-
ents will allow, because we are going to
create a public education system that
allows every single one of them that
opportunity. That has been our tradi-
tion and must be our future.

When we talk about $1.6 billion, the
question is, if that $1.6 billion is avail-
able, what do we use it for? What do we
use it for? Do we use it to fix those
schools that are falling down on these
kids? Or do we add a teacher to a class
that is twice the size it ought to be? Or
do we provide another tax credit in
which over half of the benefit will go to
7 percent of the students in private
schools?

I say to the Senator from Georgia, I
have great respect for him as a legis-
lator; I just disagree with the priority.
Based on a ranking of needs, there is
no question as to what the answer is.
The answer is that we ought to, as a
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country, decide that our investment in
the public education of this country is
paramount. And when we have prob-
lems that local school districts can’t
correct, where they don’'t have the tax
base and the resources to make invest-
ments on behalf of those kids, then we
are going to try to help them some way
or another. If $1.6 billion is what we
have today, then I say that is the way
we ought to use that money. That is
the debate we must have.

We have a good number of amend-
ments pending or to be offered of legis-
lation. I know that the Senator from
Georgia has always maintained there
has been a filibuster on this legisla-
tion. In fact, I maintain that there has
been a lockout and has always been a
lockout. The reason people have had a
problem getting this to the floor is,
they wanted to bring it to the floor by
saying: This is our idea, and if you
have another one, we may allow you to
debate it, but only minimally. We are
not going to allow the Senate to do its
regular order, because we are not going
to allow an amendment and allow you
to debate the amendment for 3 or 4
hours.

We were involved in that for a long
while. Now we are back on the issue
and we are stuck in a situation where,
I guess, in order to have this bill con-
sidered and to have our amendments in
order, we had to agree to 15 minutes of
debate on each side on an amendment
that addresses the central issue I have
been talking about—investment in
school construction.

Mr. COVERDELL. If the Senator will
yield for 10 seconds. The amendment to
which the Senator spoke for most of
his remarks has an hour for debate.

Mr. DORGAN. Well, that makes my
point. That is 30 minutes on each side
to talk about the central issue in edu-
cation, about the need for investment
in infrastructure in education. You
just can’'t expect these little kids to
walk through a school door and say,
*By the way, we know this school is in
disrepair, falling down around you."”
The Cannon Ball school I mentioned,
they have a heater, but they don’t have
an automatic switch for it. And this
school can’t hook-up to the Internet
because the wiring is so old. But back
to the heater, they turn the heater on
by climbing up a scaffold to the ceiling
of the gymnasium and turning a man-
ual switch.

My point is that a half hour on each
side is not enough. That is twice as
much as I suggested, because that
amendment gets a little more than
others. But a half hour on each side is
not nearly enough to debate the cen-
tral problems of how much we should
invest and how we invest in the needs
of public education. That is my prob-
lem with the legislation the Senator
from Georgia has offered. There are
better amendments. I hope one will be
approved as we move along, and I hope
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we will have a longer period of debate
on education sometime later in this
Congress.

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

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2288

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I call
for the regular order regarding the
Mack amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Flor-
ida, Senator MACK, is now pending.

Who yields time?

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may use in oppo-
sition to the amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that, by unani-
mous consent, their side has 15 minutes
on this amendment. I assume that is
what the Senator is using.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for up to 15 minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the Coverdell bill. Let
me start by saying that I served on the
school board of Charleston, AR, popu-
lation 1,200, for 12 years before I ran for
Governor of my State. I have often
sald—not entirely facetiously—that I
ran for Governor to get off the school
board because that is the worst job I
ever had. It was a poor school district.
When we asked the people of that dis-
trict, though, for millage increases to
build new facilities, not one single
time, in my memory—not just the 12
years I served on the school board—did
the people ever defeat a millage in-
crease to improve the plight of our stu-
dents. That situation still exists. The
reason it was so difficult is because sal-
aries were pitifully low.

When 1 got out of law school, I didn't
know what I was going to do, but I
knew I wasn't going to make very
much money practicing law. Betty
went to work teaching third grade in
the Charleston Elementary School at
the princely sum of $125 a month. That
is what we lived on. Things were very
tough. In a relative sense, things are
not all that much better right now. In-
cidentally, Charleston was the first
school in the South to integrate
schools after the Brown decision in
1954. Yes, my little hometown was the
first school south of the Mason-Dixon
Line to integrate its schools following
the Brown decision. We are proud of
that.

I am a great champion, as a result of
my experience on that school board, of
public education. I have nothing
against private schools. When 1 was
elected Governor, because I was appre-
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hensive about the safety of a couple of
my children, 1 sent them to private
schools. I was concerned about their
safety not because of the schools, but
because their father was Governor. The
second reason I sent them, of course, is
that I had the money to do it.

Under the Coverdell bill, if we are
going to spend $1.6 billion over 10
years, that equates to the princely sum
of $160 million a year. Do you know
what that does for education in this
country? Nothing. That is not a drop in
the bucket compared to the edu-
cational needs of this Nation.

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN has an
amendment to rebuild the crumbling
infrastructure of the school buildings
in this country. I think it is $5 billion
over a 5-year period. That doesn’t even
begin to address the problem when you
consider the fact that 93 percent of the
money under this bill goes to the
wealthiest people in America, goes to
those people who go to private schools,
and 7 percent goes to the other 85 per-
cent of the people in America who go
to public schools. I repeat—this is a
Treasury Department figure—93 per-
cent of the dollars that would go for
education under this bill goes to the
families who send their children to pri-
vate schools. That is 12 percent. Seven
percent of the money goes to the other
85 percent. That tells you all you need
to know about what this bill is all
about. It doesn’t address the problems
of education in the country. It simply
extends those IRAs to the first 12
grades. That in itself is nonsense.

If all of this money is going for pri-
vate schools, then there is not very
much of it—$37 a year—for a family
who sends their children to a private
school. Who is going to send their kid
to a private school for $37 a year? But
more importantly, the people who send
their children to public schools get the
princely sum of $7 a year.

So you have to ask, what is going on
here? What do we think we are going to
do for somebody for $7 a year, or even
the wealthy people for $37 a year?

Mr. President, that tells you one
thing. The reason 1 am so stridently
opposed to this bill is that it is a nose
under the tent of crooks to aid private
schools, even though it be very small
and it is a diminution of public edu-
cation. I can tell you where you are
headed. You are headed toward the
abandonment of public education in
this country, and you are headed for
one of the biggest disasters of the Na-
tion when you go to vouchers. I am
adamantly, and always have been, op-
posed to vouchers. But I can tell you
that will ultimately be the end result
of this bill.

Our educational system is not per-
fect—never has been, never will be. But
the reason we had a tough time in
Charleston, the reason we have a tough
time in America in public education is
we are not committing the resources to
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it. We have a $50-billion surplus this
year. Think about it. Six years ago we
were looking at a $300-billion deficit.
Today, we are looking at a $50-billion
surplus.

I am not voting for tax cuts. I am not
going to vote to spend that $50 billion
for tax cuts when we have 40 million
people with no health insurance. We
have an educational system that is
13th among 17 developed nations of the
world. We have environmental prob-
lems that are going to cost billions and
billions to solve.

I will tell you what I would like to do
if I were king. I can tell you Bill Clin-
ton agrees with this. I would start a GI
bill to make sure that every child in
America got a college education. They
would get a Pell grant—not loans.
They would get grants. Every kid in
America—86 percent of the people in
this country—would go to college if
they had the money. If it had not been
for the GI bill waiting for me when I
got out of the Marine Corps in 1946, 1
wouldn’'t be standing here. There are
about seven other Members of the Sen-
ate who would not be here either if it
had not been for the GI bill. If you
want to spend that $50-billion surplus,
give the children of America a college
education and make sure they get it.

Mr. President, I will close by saying,
if I had my way, in addition to giving
every child a college education, I would
also reeducate the teachers of America.
I can remember when the Carnegie
Foundation started the program to
allow teachers of this country—a lim-
ited number of them—to improve their
skills by going to summer seminars
about 10 or 12 years ago. The first one
was at the University of Texas which
had a summer seminar dealing with
Virgil's Aeneas and Homer's Ulysses,
comparing them, and 4,400 school-
teachers applied for 250 spots. That
shows teachers want to improve their
education if they had the money.

Since that time we have done a little
bit in the National Endowment for the
Humanities. If I had my way about it,
every schoolteacher in this country
would be making a minimum of $50,000.
How do you expect teachers to spend
all of this time going to college and
then standing out there and getting
killed, as one in my State did 3 weeks
ago in Jonesboro, AR? And we pay
them $25,000 or $30,000 a year. They can
go to law school and start at $75,000 to
$100,000 a year. Why would anybody
want to teach school when it is a dan-
gerous profession among other things?
The pay is miserable. Those are the
reasons our educational system is lack-
ing.

Mr. President, I will not belabor it
any longer but to simply say this is
precisely the wrong thing to be doing if
you are trying to improve education in
this country. Improve the teacher qual-
ity, improve the buildings they go to
school in, improve the safety of the
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teachers, and improve the discipline in
the classroom. This is a nose-under-
the-tent approach.

I cannot state it strongly enough. I
thank God Bill Clinton is in the White
House. He will veto this thing the
minute it hits his desk. I will praise
him for it.

I yield such time as may be remain-
ing in opposition to the MACK amend-
ment.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 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. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
how much time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 10 seconds.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
there is no time remaining on the
other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, let
me just quickly say that the Senator
from Arkansas was speaking to the
Mack-D'Amato amendment, and he im-
plored the Senate to be conscious of
the fact that we should be very con-
cerned about the condition and quality
of teachers. The purpose of the amend-
ment to which he was speaking, and I
read, is ‘‘to provide incentives for
States to establish and administer
periodic teacher testing and merit pay
programs for elementary school and
secondary schoolteachers.”

When Senators MACK and D’AMATO
were here speaking for the amendment,
they characterized what is important
in a classroom in America is a teacher,
is a teacher, is a teacher, which is the
purpose of the amendment to which the
Senator from Arkansas rose in opposi-
tion.

1 yield back our remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

AMENDMENT KO. 2200 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2288
(Purpose: To provide incentives for States to

establish and administer periodic teacher

testing and merit pay programs for ele-
mentary school and secondary school
teachers)

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of Senator D'AMATO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL], for Mr. D'AMATO and Mr. MACK, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2290 to
amendment No. 2288.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that 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:
Strike all after the first word, and insert
the following:
. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER TESTING
AND MERIT PAY.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the “‘Measures to Encourage Results
in Teaching Act of 1998,

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) All students deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent, and qualified
teachers.

(2) More than ever before, education has
and will continue to become the ticket not
only to economic success but to basic sur-
vival. Students will not succeed In meeting
the demands of a knowledge-based, 21st cen-
tury society and economy if the students do
not encounter more challenging work in
school. For future generations to have the
opportunities to achieve success the future
generations will need to have an education
and a teacher workforce second to none.

(3) No other intervention can make the dif-
ference that a knowledgeable, skillful teach-
er can make in the learning process. At the
same time, nothing can fully compensate for
weak teaching that, despite good intentions,
can result from a teacher’s lack of oppor-
tunity to acquire the knowledge and skill
needed to help students master the cur-
riculum.

(4) The Federal Government established
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment Program in 1985 to ensure that
teachers and other educational staff have ac-
cess to sustained and high-quality profes-
sional development. This ongoing develop-
ment must include the ability to dem-
onstrate and judge the performance of teach-
ers and other instructional staff.

(5) States should evaluate their teachers
on the basis of demonstrated ability, includ-
ing tests of subject matter knowledge, teach-
ing knowledge, and teaching skill. States
should develop a test for their teachers and
other instructional staff with respect to the
subjects taught by the teachers and staff,
and should administer the test every 3 to 5
years.

(6) Evaluating and rewarding teachers with
a compensation system that supports teach-
ers who become Increasingly expert in a sub-
ject area, are proficient in meeting the needs
of students and schools, and demonstrate
high levels of performance measured against
professional teaching standards, will encour-
age teachers to continue to learn needed
skills and broaden teachers’ expertise, there-
by enhancing education for all students.

(¢) PUrRPOSES.—The purposes of this section
are as follows:

(1) To provide incentives for States to es-
tablish and administer periodic teacher test-
ing and merit pay programs for elementary
school and secondary school teachers.

(2) To encourage States to establish merit
pay programs that have a significant impact
on teacher salary scales.

(3) To encourage programs that recognize
and reward the best teachers, and encourage
those teachers that need to do better.

(d) STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER TESTING
AND MERIT PAY.—

(1) AMENDMENTS.—Title II of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended—

(A) by redesignating part D as part E;

(B) by redesignating sections 2401 and 2402
as sections 2501 and 2502, respectively; and

(C) by inserting after part C the following:
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“PART D—STATE INCENTIVES FOR
TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY
“SEC. 2401. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

“(a) STATE AWARDS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, from funds de-
scribed in sabsection (b) that are made avail-
able for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an award to each State that—

“(1) administers a test to each elementary
school and secondary school teacher in the
State, with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher, every 3 to 5 vears; and

*(2) has an elementary school and sec-
ondary school teacher compensation system
that is based on merit.

*(b) AVAILABLE FUNDING.—The amount of
funds referred to in subsection (a) that are
available to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year is 50 percent of the amount of funds
appropriated to carry out this title that are
in excess of the amount so appropriated for
fiscal year 1999, except that no funds shall be
available to carry out this section for any
fiscal year for which—

“(1) the amount appropriated to carry out
this title exceeds $600,000,000; or

“*(2) each of the several States is eligible to
receive an award under this section.

“(c) AWARD AMOUNT.—A State shall receive
an award under this section in an amount
that bears the same relation to the total
amount available for awards under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year as the number of States
that are eligible to receive such an award for
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
all States so eligible for the fiscal year.

*(d) UsE oF FuNDS.—Funds provided under
this section may be used by States to carry
out the activities described in section 2207.

“(e) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose
of this section, the term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia.™.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
October 2, 1999,

(e) TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a State may use Fed-
eral education funds—

(A) to carry out a test of each elementary
school or secondary school teacher in the
State with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher; or

(B) to establish a merit pay program for
the teachers.

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the
terms “‘elementary school” and ‘‘secondary
school” have the meanings given the terms
in section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent to lay aside all
pending amendments.

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

AMENDMENT NO, 2291
(Purpose: To amend section 6301(b) of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965 regarding same gender schools)

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senator KAY BAILEY
HuTcHISON, of Texas, I send an amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL], for Mrs. HUTCHISON, proposes an
amendment numbered 2291.
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Mr. COVERDELL. 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, add the following:

TITLE —EQUAL EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY
SEC.—01. EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY.

Subsection (b) of section 6301 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7351) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘and”
after the semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period
and Inserting *‘; and"’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

*(9) education reform projects that provide
same gender schools and classrooms, as long
as comparable educational opportunities are
offered for students of both sexes.".

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that all amend-
ments be laid aside and that I be given
up to 15 minutes, as we discussed ear-
lier, to respond to the remarks of the
Senator from North Dakota.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. First, I want to
come back, as I probably will have to
do all week long, to respond to the
characterization of the nature of the
education savings account that is a
title—one piece—of the bill that is be-
fore the Senate. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, the Senator from North Da-
kota, and the Senator from Arkansas
have characterized the distribution of
these moneys. I do not know where
they are getting their figures. I think
the Senator from Arkansas indicated
that some 90 percent of the proceeds of
the education savings account would
end up in support of students in private
schools. That is just absolutely and to-
tally incorrect.

Let me run it down one more time.

This education savings account is
identical, the same—I underline ‘‘the
same’'—as the education savings ac-
count embraced by the President, that
he was applauding, passed with a ma-
jority of their votes, Senate and House,
and signed on the White House lawn in
a huge celebration. We were cele-
brating the fact that we had created an
education savings account that would
help middle-income people pay for the
cost of higher education. That savings
account that we celebrated, that the
President signed and took pride in au-
thorship, although there were a lot of
authors, allowed a family, a middle-
class family, to save $500 a year and
the interest buildup would not be taxed
if they used it for the cost of higher
education.

That is what we passed, that is what
he signed, and that is what we cele-
brated.

This education savings account is
identical and for the same people who
are middle class just like the others.
The only differences are these. We have
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said you should be able to save more
than $500. Let’s let people save up to
$2,000. If we are going to help people
pay college bills, we better make it
substantive enough that they will real-
ly do it. The second change is that we
said, if you need it before then, you can
use it. If you need it for kindergarten
or first grade or third or fourth or fifth
or sixth or middle school or junior high
or high school, if the problem occurs
there, you can use it, or you can keep
it for college, or, if the student is dis-
abled, even up to age 30. So we just
took the idea for middle-income tax-
payers and said we are going to make
it bigger so it can be used in different
ways,

That is the only difference. And yet
we have a parade of people down here
saying this account is for rich people.
It is the same people, identical, that
they designated. It is for college. It is
for 1st grade through 12th. Then they
say, well, this is all going to go to a
family that is sending their child to a
private school.

The first thing to remember is that it
is the family's money. This is not tax
money or public money. This is money
that they reached in their pocket to
put in the savings account. So it sort
of stands to reason they maybe ought
to have some say about where it goes
gince it is theirs. But if we are con-
cerned about the distribution of public
and private, it is important to note
that 70 percent of the families who use
the savings accounts will have children
in public schools and 30 percent will
have children in private schools—70 in
public schools, 30 in private. The
amount of money is equally divided,
not 90 percent to private schools but
equally divided. It is about 50-50.

You could ask yourself, well, if 70
percent of the families have children in
public schools, why doesn’t 70 percent
of the money go there? It is because
the families with children in private
schools know they have a higher hurdle
to get over and they are going to tend
to save more. They are going to spend
more. But it is still about 50-50.

They talk about the expenditure.
This one is a little unique. But they
seem to feel that if you leave a person’s
money they earned in their checking
account and do not tax it, you have
done them a favor. That argues that
the Government owns all the money
and decides what little pieces to give
back to you. This is the people's
money. The tax that will be saved by 14
million American families is $520-some-
odd million for 5 years in a $1.6 trillion
operation. We would leave $500 million
over 5 years in their savings accounts.

What is stunning to me is what it
makes those American families do.
They go out and save $5 billion. This is
$5 billion that no school, no student
will be able to take advantage of if we
do not do this. It will never appear. So,
by using this modest tax incentive,
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Americans do huge things. They save
big dollars and every school system in
America will benefit. Run down the lit-
any—I14 million families, over 20 mil-
lion children, over $5 billion being vol-
unteered to come in to back up edu-
cation needs, without any local school
district having to raise a dime of taxes;
volunteer dollars, families stepping
forward trying to help their children.

You heard this is not a priority, just
forget the 14 million families. They try
to make the juxtaposition that this is
either/or, it is a savings account or
school construction. The other side
needs to review and be mindful of sev-
eral things. First of all, this is a bipar-
tisan effort. The principal cosponsor of
this bill sits right over there. His name
is Senator TORRICELLI, from New Jer-
sey. Another key one is right up here,
and that is Senator LIEBERMAN, from
Connecticut. And right over there is
Senator BREAUX from Louisiana. Mid-
way over there is Senator GRAHAM of
Florida. These are authors of this pro-
posal too.

It is not just an Education Savings
Account we are debating. We have
heard a lot about school construction
here. They need to review the proposal
as offered by their side, Senator
GRAHAM of Florida, which expands the
ability of local school districts to fi-
nance school construction. That is
right here. If school construction is im-
portant, it is part of the proposal. We
have education savings accounts. We
encourage States for early prepaid tui-
tion. This encourages employers to pay
for continuing education costs for their
employees. One million employees will
be positively affected by this.

As I said, school construction will be
a part of the proposal, and helping the
National Health Corps scholarships. All
of these are what the hill is. Education
savings accounts, I think, are a very
important piece, but they are just a
piece. And, I might add, in terms of
the—they call it costs—in terms of
leaving the amount of money in the in-
dividual checking accounts, it is a
minor cost as compared to the total. It
is about 15 percent of this total pro-
posal that is involved in the education
savings account. So, once again, it
helps families create savings accounts
to help kids, a lot of them—20 million.
It helps States create prepaid tuition.
We heard a lot here about, ‘“‘Let’s get
people into college,” from the Senator
from Arkansas. That is exactly what
this bill does. It also helps employers
continue to educate people. It helps
build schools. All of this is in this pro-
posal.

Having said that, since we have heard
the Senator from North Dakota talk
about the guality of a school—we want
quality buildings. That is principally a
State responsibility. We want to be
careful we do not reward people who
have not been getting the job done.
There have been a lot of States build-
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ing a lot of schools. If some haven't
seen to that, it is not our job. You
want to make sure everybody is being
treated fairly here.

The last thing I say on that is, my
dad was educated in a one-room school-
house. They had all the grades in one
room. He learned how to read; he
learned how to write: he learned how to
add and subtract. In that one room,
they gave him the tools he needed to be
a full-fledged American citizen. And
that is the problem here. We have hun-
dreds of thousands of children coming
out of grades K-12 who cannot read
right, and they can't add, and they
can't write. And the numbers are as-
tounding. In city schools, only 4 in 10
can pass a basic exam; put all the
schools together, only 6. An
uneducated mind is denied full citizen-
ship and the privileges and opportuni-
ties of that citizenship in the United
States, and we have too many kids
coming out where we are stunting their
citizenship, their participation. We
have to stop it.

There needs to be change. These are
not all the ideas; they are some of
them. Just to sit and defend the status
quo is unconscionable.

Mr. President, I yield whatever of the
15 minutes was left, and I suggest the
absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the guorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to discuss briefly a
Senate resolution relating to the Pul-
itzer Prize just won by a major news-
paper in my State.

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

| ——————

RECOGNIZING THE GRAND FORKS
HERALD

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator
DorGAN and I have prepared a resolu-
tion recognizing the remarkable work
of the Grand Forks Herald in covering
the disasters that beset that city last
year,

The Chair will recall that we faced a
circumstance of the worst winter in
our history, followed by the most pow-
erful winter storm in 50 years, followed
by the worst flooding in 500 years, then
followed by fires that destroyed much
of downtown Grand Forks. The Grand
Forks Herald, through it all, kept put-
ting out the daily newspaper. It didn't
matter that their own building was
flooded or burned out. They kept pro-
ducing that newspaper day after day
after day.

More than producing a newspaper,
they produced a remarkable document
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that told the story. They have been
recognized broadly for their remark-
able performance. I can tell you, Mr.
President, in the community that
newspaper is revered, because they
were there at a time of maximum dan-
ger and threat to the community and
they helped hold that community to-
gether.

Today I will be offering a resolution
on behalf of myself and Senator DOR-
GAN in recognition of the Pulitzer Prize
that has now been extended to that
newspaper for their remarkable public
service. We are incredibly proud that
the Grand Forks Herald has been so
recognized. They are richly deserving. I
hope my colleagues today on both sides
will clear this resolution so that we
can have the respect extended to that
newspaper that they so richly deserve.

1 thank the Chair. I especially thank
my colleague, the leader, from South
Dakota for his indulgence in permit-
ting me to discuss this resolution. We,
again, are seeking support on both
sides so that this resolution can be
adopted today and entered into the
REcORD. I also thank my colleague
from Georgia, Senator COVERDELL, for
permitting me to talk about this reso-
lution, albeit briefly.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, 1 rise to
speak today about the honor bestowed
upon the Grand Forks Herald last
week. That newspaper received the
Pulitzer Prize for Public Service news
coverage, for its heroic efforts through-
out the flood and fire that ravaged
Grand Forks, North Dakota in April
1997.

The actions of the Grand Forks Her-
ald during the flood set a new standard
for performance under pressure. Let me
make clear that while the award they
have deservedly won is a journalism
award, their service to the community
goes far beyond the borders of jour-
nalism. The fact of the matter is that
while this community was being inun-
dated by water and fire, the Grand
Forks Herald helped to hold it together
by providing information that reas-
sured and reunited families. The Herald
gave people the information they need-
ed to assess the situation and make de-
cisions based on facts and not rumors.
I can’t tell you how important it is to
have facts at a time like this, when
yvour world is being turned wupside
down, and anything, regardless of how
outrageous it may sound, could be
true.

When the history books are written
about the Grand Forks fire and flood of
1997, there will be many heroes. This
was, in fact, a season of heroes in
North Dakota; from the individuals
who acted heroically to save lives and
property, to all the men and women of
the media who faced and passed similar
tests.

Of all the heroes, however, none will
shine brighter than the Grand Forks
Herald, which never missed an edition
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during the disaster. From the parent
company right on through to the local
management, administrative staff,
news, production and delivery staff; all
played a key role in holding the com-
munity together. All worked, despite
enormous odds and tremendous obsta-
cles, to be sure that as their world
turned on its head, one thing would not
change: North Dakotans could still
pick up the Grand Forks Herald every
morning and read the facts.

The Grand Forks Herald has been
honored with the most prestigious
award in journalism and it is a well-de-
served honor. I am immensely proud of
what they did and as a North Dakotan,
I am also grateful for the service they
provided to Grand Forks and our state
at their most trying hour.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota will yield for just a moment, I
would like to be added as a cosponsor.
I commend both Senators from North
Dakota for the resolution and will cer-
tainly want to work with them to see
that it will be adopted unanimously.

As he has noted, the Grand Forks
journalistic community stood proud.
Grand Forks, I think, perhaps more
than anybody else, felt the full force of
the natural disasters last year. For
this paper to be so recognized, for it to
have the opportunity to receive inter-
national recognition as a result of
their effort is certainly appropriate
and ought to be applauded. While many
other newspapers did not win the Pul-
itzer Prize, I think it goes without say-
ing that there are other newspaper ef-
forts that were made last year that
also deserve recognition for the tre-
mendous work they did under very,
very difficult circumstances.

Again, I commend the Senator from
North Dakota for his effort. I hope we
adopt the resolution. I certainly con-
gratulate the newspaper.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask the Senator from North Dakota if
he will add my name as a cosponsor. 1
am a journalism graduate. I was fas-
cinated with this Pulitzer award. I am
pleased he is recognizing them in this
manner.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank my colleagues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to add Senator DASCHLE and Sen-
ator COVERDELL as original cosponsors
of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFVICER. The
Chair also requests that the junior
Senator from Nebraska be added to
that august list.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent to add the junior Senator from Ne-
braska as well, Senator HAGEL, as an
original cosponsor.

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

the
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Mr. CONRAD. We will leave it open
for other Senators that might also
wish to cosponsor it.

Let me just say that the publisher,
Mike Maidenberg, and the editor, Mike
Jacobs, did truly a remarkable job in
having this newspaper produced every
single day even though their building
was destroyed by flood and fire, and to
produce a remarkable product that has
won this prestigious Pulitzer Prize. We
are very, very proud of what they have
done, of what they have done to help
hold that community together, and we
are especially proud that it bring home
this remarkable honor that I think all
of us would say is absolutely justified.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate minority leader.

—————

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendments be
set aside and I be permitted to speak
on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HuTcHisoN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
look forward to the opportunity that
we now have today and tomorrow to
debate one of the most important
issues facing our country. I applaud all
of those involved, Senator COVERDELL,
and others on our side, who have dedi-
cated themselves to finding solutions.

I must say that while we offer solu-
tions and while we mutually recognize
the importance of the issue, I do not
really know of an issue that probably
divides us more philosophically at this
point than does education.

Our Republican colleagues, in large
measure, believe there is not a role at
the Federal level for educational prior-
ities, that it really is an issue that
ought to be left to the local level, to
public school districts, and to others.

Democrats, on the other hand, be-
lieve that there ought to be a role for
every level of government, that the
people of the United States have an in-
terest and a need to ensure that our
educational priorities and our edu-
cational challenges are met with every
tool available to us in order to be able
to compete effectively in the informa-
tion age.

So that difference in philosophical
approach brings us to the point where
we are today, with two very different
proposals on how we might best ad-
dress education. One provides what I
would describe as a minimal tax reduc-
tion—$7 per tax return if your children
are in public school and about $37 if
your children are in private school—to
the parents of children attending
school today, a $1.6 billion plan that
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does not go very far when you simply
spread it out over the many, many
families in America who have children
in public and private elementary and
secondary school today. The other is
our approach which allows a more tar-
geted investment in some of the very
specific needs that we have in edu-
cation today.

I do not think there is much dif-
ference of opinion with regard to the
recognition that a strong public edu-
cation system is key to America's fu-
ture. I would even argue that most of
our Republican colleagues would share
that view even though they are more
likely to be more supportive, it ap-
pears, of private educational ap-
proaches than public.

Economic prosperity, our position as
a world leader, our very democracy all
depend on providing educational oppor-
tunity to children. We know that. We
also know that in a new global infor-
mation economy, knowledge and work
force skills have become an extremely
important factor in economic growth.

So at the dawn of the global informa-
tion economy, it is appropriate to give
opportunities to communities facing
conflicting pressures from rising en-
rollments and aging infrastructure and
demands by taxpayers for State and
local relief. It is appropriate to find
ways in which to provide communities
with new tools to manage these con-
flicting pressures. We recognize that
managing these pressures better would
be good for society, good for the econ-
omy, and good for national security.

We have heard a lot about what is
wrong with public education. For ex-
ample, our 12th graders are behind the
rest of the world in math and science.
We all agree that is unacceptable. But
there are some signs of progress. Our
fourth graders are well above the aver-
age in mathematics and near the top in
science.

Innovative programs are being imple-
mented around the country today. Chi-
cago has implemented a broad, dis-
trictwide reform program that ends so-
cial promotions, that raises standards,
and that provides extra help through
weekend and summer school programs.
Parents and other individuals and com-
munities all over the country are more
involved in many aspects of schools
than they have ever been before. So
there are some good signs. Schools in
low-income neighborhoods in New York
and other places are implementing pro-
grams like Success for All and are get-
ting some dramatic results.

The bottom line is that, with all of
the effort underway at the local level,
do we abandon our public schools? Do
we abandon the partnership that the
people of the United States have had in
ensuring, from a national perspective,
that our public schools have the oppor-
tunities to meet the challenges of the
information age? Do we all agree that
it should be a fundamental right that
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all children have the opportunity to de-
velop their God-given talents, that our
country’'s future depends on it? I hope
we can.

We all know the reality. The reality
is that student enrollment is at a
record level and expected to grow dra-
matically over the next decade. The
second reality is that the teacher core
is aging; we may not be able to keep up
in recruiting what needs there will be
in every classroom in the country—a
gualified teacher—to keep student-
teacher ratios somewhere close to
where they are today. The reality is
that schools will need to hire more
than 2 million new teachers over the
next decade.

The reality is that school buildings
are aging. The reality is that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office has now re-
ported to the U.S. Senate and to the
American people that there is a $112
billion backlog in construction funding
needed to address deteriorating build-
ings—$112 billion. And this does not in-
clude funds to provide additional class-
rooms for enrollment growth, reduce
class sizes, or put more technology in
classrooms. This just says, given where
we are right now, given the current en-
rollment—let us not talk about in-
creases in enrollment, let us not talk
about what it is going to take to put
technology in classes—given current
enrollment, we have a $112 billion
backlog in construction.

We talk about infrastructure back-
logs. We talk about the deficits we
have—our trade deficit, our infrastruc-
ture deficit in highways and bridges
and roads, the deficit that we have had
for so long with regard to our budget—
now fortunately resolved, at least for
now—but could there be a more impor-
tant deficit for which this country
needs to be concerned than the deficit
we have in our schools and in the edu-
cational system that directly affects
the quality of education our students
get?

Addressing these problems demands a
cooperative and concerted effort at
every level of government. I have too
many communities in rural South Da-
kota that recognize everything I have
said. But they say to me directly, “We
simply can’t acquire the resources nec-
essary to meet the challenges that we
know are out there. And, frankly, we
don’t know what we're going to do.”
They tell us that this is a national con-
cern and ought to be addressed as a na-
tional issue. If it is addressed as a na-
tional issue, the people of the United
States have to be concerted in their ef-
fort to find ways to deal with these
problems more effectively.

The American people want action.
You name the poll, conservative or lib-
eral—the polls will tell us that edu-
cation is one of the highest priorities
in our country today. Only 1 percent of
the Federal budget is spent on primary
and secondary education, and that in-
cludes special education—1 percent.
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So0, Madam President, it isn’t that we
are breaking the budget with what we
spend. It isn't that we simply have
taken money away from other things
to put in education. When you have a
$112 billion deficit on just infrastruc-
ture for education, and are only spend-
ing 1 percent of the budget, the gues-
tion is, what should we do? What op-
portunities can be afforded to address
this in a more balanced and more pru-
dent way?

As we contended with that guestion
over some period of time and with vir-
tual unanimity, Democratic Senators
have introduced S. 1708, the bill we call
the RESULTS Act, to show what we
think should be done to improve public
education. Our bill does a number of
things, and I want to outline them very
briefly.

First, it reduces the class size in the
early grades and helps communities
hire 100,000 gualified teachers. We have
already seen what hiring more cops
does in neighborhoods. I was just in
South Dakota for virtually 2 weeks,
and 1 was amazed at the reports that I
am getting, at the tremendous effect
community police have had. We have
added new community police to the
work force in so many communities in
my State. If it is so good for preventing
crime and dealing with crime in neigh-
borhoods, what could be better than to
say we have also got to do it in edu-
cation? We have to find a way to en-
sure that this dramatic shortage we
are going to have with teachers all
over the country can be addressed in an
effective way.

Let’s hire 100,000 gualified teachers
over the next couple of years. Once we
have hired those teachers, the second
thing we do is to say let's build and
modernize 5,000 public schools. We have
a series of charts, that I will get to in
a minute, that help us address these

things. But let’s modernize some
schools, 5,000 of them; set that as our
goal.

Let's provide after-school care for
half a million children. Let’s provide
more computers for classrooms across
the country and training for teachers
who were just hired. Let’'s establish an
educational opportunity grant program
for high poverty urban and rural areas
that are serious about bringing about
real reform.

1 was never so pleased as when I saw
this morning in the Washington Post
where a school in Fairfax County has
decided to use the multimillion-dollar
investment they have, 12 months a
year, to improve education in ways
they are not doing today. The article
went on to say that there are about
2,700 schools around the country that
are doing the same thing. 1 say it is
about time.

Unfortunately, our Republican col-
leagues have chosen not to address
those issues. They don't deal with
these problems. The Republican budget
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resolution states explicitly that no
funding for any of the President’s edu-
cation initiatives shall be authorized—
that's explicitly in the budget. It pro-
vides $2 billion less than what the
President has proposed for education
and training in next year’s budget. It
actually denies help to reduce class
sizes and hire the 100,000 teachers I
mentioned a moment ago. It actually
denies help to communities to build or
modernize public schools. It denies ad-
ditional after-school care to help chil-
dren learn more and reduce juvenile
crime. It denies the incentive to help
high poverty communities adopt seri-
ous comprehensive reform.

Instead, unfortunately, my col-
leagues continue to insist that vouch-
ers to private schools and block grant
proposals that absolutely remove any
opportunity for the entire country to
be engaged in a national investment in
education be provided. In short, they
do virtually nothing, to improve public
education today.

I reiterate, you can make the case
that all this ought to be done at the
local level. You can make the case that
somehow Rochford and Ipswich and
Rosholt and Warner and Buffalo and
Faith and Wall, SD, don't need any
help from the people of the United
States as they try to figure out ways in
which to address the incredible array
of problems that they have. But we are
not willing to admit that. We believe
strongly that we have to have a com-
prehensive agenda in education. We
have to address this terrible problem
we have in infrastructure. We have to
recognize that this teacher shortage is
real. We have to find ways with which
to acknowledge the information age
and access better technical innovation.
We can do that. We can pass the RE-
SULTS Act. I hope we will do that.

Of all the things I hope we can talk
about in some detail, I want to focus
on one of those today, with the hope
that maybe we can come back and ad-
dress some of the others at another
time. I want to talk briefly about this
matter of infrastructure, because 1 do
believe that when it comes to the array
of priorities we have, perhaps the big-
gest concern I have right now, as we
look at the challenges we face, is infra-
structure.

We are proposing in our legislation—
and we will offer an amendment tomor-
row—to provide interest-free school
modernization bonds to improve public
education across the country. It is a
new, cost-effective financing option for
communities. And 1 emphasize “‘op-
tion.” There are no mandates. Schools
don't have to use this. But as they con-
template whether or not they can af-
ford a new school, a new facility, mod-
ernization, they will now have the
knowledge, if this legislation passes,
that we will assist them, we will reduce
their tax load, we will reduce the
amount of exposure they have as they
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make their commitments. We will do
that with them. So this is really a tax
reduction effort of a different kind.

The way we do it is pretty simple. We
simply say, if you make a commitment
to new infrastructure, we are going to
help you make it more cost effective.
We will make it more cost efficient,
more palatable from a cost point of
view, by paying the interest. You pay
the principal; we will pay the interest.
The interest is sometimes up to half of
the overall cost.

The overall bonding authority is
about $22 billion. To take a typical sce-
nario where you have conventional
bond financing, a $15 million project
would require an additional $7.5 million
of interest. In this typical project, we
would be paying $7.5 million, or about
one-third, as a national commitment
and the local communities would pay
$15 million. So the interest-free school
modernization effort would have a pro-
found effect on a local decision.

Now, as most people know, local deci-
sions involving bond issues sometimes
require a 60 percent vote, and in many
cases even a 67 percent vote, or two-
thirds, is required. I can't tell you how
many times bond issues in South Da-
kota have failed on the basis of 1 per-
cent or 2 percent. An overwhelming
majority have passed them, but they
have fallen short of the 60 or 67 percent
required in order to meet the local
legal requirements. I am convinced
this would put us over the top in many
of those cases.

Why do we even worry about it? Why
should we be concerned about whether
the bond issues go over the top? This
chart lays it out fairly well: 74 percent
of the Nation’s public schools today are
more than 25 years old; nearly a third
are more than 50 years old.

We have modern businesses, modern
Senate office buildings, and we have
schools in which our children are ex-
pected to learn that are today more
than 50 years old. Now, they don't have
the resources we have in the U.S. Cap-
itol, a building that is 200 years old. If
they did, I would not be concerned. It
isn't the age of the buildings, if they
are well built, but what kind of build-
ings are they? Well, this second line
answers that question:

Fourteen million kids today are in
schools needing major renovation or
replacement—14 million; 12 million
children are in schools with leaking
roofs and/or ineffective or defective
plumbing; 10 million kids are in
schools with inadequate lighting; 7 mil-
lion kids are in schools with safety
code violations, such as the presence of
asbestos, lead paint, and an array of
other environmental problems.

We want our kids to learn and we say
that education is a priority. We say we
are willing to make the investment. We
say that there can’'t be anything more
important than our children. But then
we tell our children that we want you
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to learn in a building that is out of
date, that needs renovation, that may
have toxic chemicals in the classroom,
that has poor lighting and, God forbid,
poor plumbing. But we want you to
learn because you are important to us.

The real problem is that, in the fu-
ture, this is going to be exacerbated
dramatically. Public school enrollment
will increase by 13 percent in the next
10 years. And 6,000 new schools are
going to need to be built at an esti-
mated cost of $73 billion just to main-
tain current class size, just to say that
if we are going to keep the 25-to-1 stu-
dent-teacher ratio, we have to build
6,000 new schools. The question comes,
if we need a 60 or 67 percent vote at a
local level and we say it is all your re-
sponsibility, we don't care whether you
have the resources or not, this just
isn't going to happen, Madam Presi-
dent. Forty-five percent of the school
districts are already using 3,621 trailers
and makeshift classrooms. If you have
not been in one of those classrooms
when it is 85 degrees outside, I invite
you to participate. It is as dramatic a
lesson in the extraordinary problems
our teachers and students are facing as
they try to learn as anything I have
seen.

The enrollment here is pretty clear.
All of the blue we see on this map
shows where we see dramatic increases
in enrollment. It doesn’t take a rocket
scientist to figure out that in every
one of those States we have some very
serious educational infrastructure
problems that we have to address.

Madam President, it really comes
down to this. State and local taxes as a
share of income have already risen 10
percent in the past two decades. The
estimated $112 billion backlog and the
$73 billion cost of new schools will
place an increasing burden on State
and local taxpayers, even though these
taxes have gone up. By dramatically
cutting the cost of school repairs and
construction to communities, interest-
free bonds will provide badly needed
property and sales tax relief to work-
ing families.

This isn’t just an education proposal,
this is a tax relief proposal. If you
think property taxes are too high, if
you think local taxes are too high,
then you are going to want to support
this amendment because this is a way
to reduce local property taxes, local
taxes to fund the educational demands
that we are going to have in virtually
every State in the country.

The State courts are already man-
dating new infrastructure. They are re-
quiring that we remedy the financing
inequities. Courts in 11 States have
ruled that the school financing systems
are unconstitutional. In nearly every
case, States have complied by raising
property or sales taxes to finance
school improvements.

What does that tell you if the courts
are already mandating what we are
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trying to do voluntarily? They are say-
ing that you have to find a better way
to finance schools because what you
have is not working. Litigation is
pending in 16 other States already.

Madam President, it is pretty simple.
Americans have looked at this pro-
posal. Three-fourths of the voters in
this country—75 percent—favor Federal
aid to communities for school repair
and modernization. Fifty percent of the
voters consider overcrowded schools a
major problem. Almost 80 percent be-
lieve public school renovation and
modernization is a higher Federal pri-
ority than highway construction. I sup-
ported the highway bill, and I continue
to do so. I think it was a good piece of
legislation. But if we are going to
make a commitment to highway infra-
structure and transportation infra-
structure in this country, where is the
same enthusiasm for ensuring that we
have the educational infrastructure?

Madam President, 73 percent of Re-
publicans and 65 percent of independ-
ents strongly support a Federal com-
mitment, a commitment by the people
of the United States, to education and
infrastructure modernization. We will
have an opportunity to have more de-
bate and further discussion and consid-
eration of these Democratic proposals.
I do hope that, as these votes are pre-
sented to our body tomorrow, we will
see the wisdom of making these invest-
ments, and that we will put our money
where our mouth is when we make the
commitment and tell our children that
we are going to help you be educated,
that you are our highest priority, that
you truly deserve to have the kind of
opportunities to learn in an environ-
ment that is conducive to learning.
That is what this is about. I just hope
our colleagues will weigh it carefully
and support these Democratic amend-
ments as they are offered during this
debate.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
it is my understanding that there are
no more amendments that are ready
for offering this evening. So, very
shortly, we will move to closure.

I did want to take a minute or two to
reiterate that the proposal currently
before the body that is authored by
myself on this side of the aisle, and
Senator TORRICELLI on their side of the
aisle, is a bipartisan effort to bring
about substantial change in education.

The minority leader and I have a dif-
ferent view on the data coming out of
our elementary schools. He suggested
that we are doing pretty well in math
among fourth graders, &nd near the top
in science. I just haven’'t seen any data
that suggests that. The data I am see-
ing suggests that only 4 out of 10 stu-
dents in our big city schools are able to

the
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pass a basic exam. If you lump them all
together, it only gets up to 6 out of 10,
which is hardly something that Amer-
ica can count on to get ready for the
new century.

The Senator from South Dakota
spent considerable time talking about
the school construction proposal. I
want to point out that there is a school
construction proposal offered by Sen-
ator GRAHAM of Florida that is in the
proposal that is on the floor. It loosens,
or makes more easy, the opportunity
to finance school construction. It is
not nearly as expensive as the proposal
being talked about here.

Just to take a moment or two, the
proposal that was just outlined by the
minority leader does raise some gues-
tions. I know in my State—I don’t
know about the State of the chair—bil-
lions of dollars are already being spent
to build schools, to modernize schools,
and that is because it is a State respon-
sibility.

As I was listening to the presen-
tation, it was sort of running through
my mind, well, are we headed toward a
situation where those States that ac-
cepted their responsibility and built
their schools and kept them modern
are now going to have to subsidize
States that have not? It is a curious
question. As we have time to debate
their proposal, I am sure it will clarify
itself somewhat. But it certainly raises
a question in my mind. I would not
want a situation to occur where Geor-
gia had fulfilled its responsibilities and
some other State didn't, so now we are
going to step in with a new proposal to
make right something that perhaps is
not.

I think you have to remember that
construction has traditionally been a
State responsibility. However, Senator
GRAHAM's proposal does broaden the
ability and make it more accessible for
States to construct in this case imme-
diately some 500 schools across the Na-
tion.

Madam President, 1 want to clarify
one statement just before we yield for
the unanimous consent requests.

The minority leader said that our
side of the aisle did nothing for public
education. That is a pretty far-reach-
ing statement considering that the pro-
posal in front of us would help 14 mil-
lion families finance education, 10 mil-
lion of which are in public education,
that would accumulate in the first 5
years $5 billion of new resources, $2.5
billion of which would go to support
public schools. It would help 21 States
plus 17 additional States that are con-
sidering prepaid tuition. It would help
employers in the continuing education
of 1 million employees. It would help
250,000 graduate students and would
provide up to $3 billion in school con-
struction over the next 5 years—public
school construction.

I not only consider that something; I
consider that a lot, an enormous begin-
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ning in making the Federal Govern-
ment a good partner in terms of im-
proving education in our country—pub-
lic, private, home, wherever it is occur-
ring.

Tomorrow we will have an oppor-
tunity to debate an amendment offered
by the Senator from Washington that
removes the Federal constriction, or
constraints, or oversight on about $§15
billion, that would allow local school
districts to hire teachers, build
schools, provide buses, or whatever the
Governors of those States and local
communities thought necessary. It
wouldn’t have the Federal mantra over
it that says you only get these benefits
if you do these things the way we say.
That will be an interesting debate that
we will get into tomorrow.

AMENDMENT NO, 2290

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the sec-
ond-degree amendment No. 2290 be
agreed to and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table.

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

The Amendment (No.
agreed to.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
1 ask unanimous consent that imme-
diately following the 10 a.m. vote on
Tuesday relating to the international
shipping bill, there be 4 minutes equal-
ly divided in the usual form prior to a
vote on the motion to table the Ken-
nedy amendment No. 2289 to House
Resolution 2646, the Coverdell A+ edu-
cation bill.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I further ask unanimous consent that
at 2:15 p.m. on Tuesday the Senate pro-
ceed to a vote on or in relation to the
Glenn amendment No. 2017, to be fol-
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the
Mack-D’Amato amendment No. 2288, as
amended.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. I further ask
unanimous consent that no amend-
ments be in order to the above amend-
ments; and, finally, that prior to each
of those scheduled at 2:15 there be 2
minutes of debate equally divided in
the usual form.

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

2200) was

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that there
now be a period of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 5 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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PROTECTING PUBLIC SAFETY BY
PREVENTING EXCAVATION DAM-
AGE

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, re-
cently, the National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB) held a public
meeting in Washington, D.C. to discuss
the findings of a comprehensive study
it conducted to assess the safety initia-
tives undertaken by industry and gov-
ernment and private organizations to
prevent excavation damage to under-
ground pipelines. As a result of the
study, the NTSB adopted twenty-seven
safety recommendations to reduce the
risks posed by excavation damage. I
want, to take this opportunity to com-
mend the NTSB for its proactive stance
on this important safety issue.

Excavation damage poses serious
safety risks to our Nation's critical in-
frastructure. This infrastructure,
among other things, transports natural
gas, petroleum, and other chemical
products through pipelines and enables
telephone and Internet access through
a vast network of fiber optic cables and
communication lines. Damage to this
infrastructure not only exposes people
and the environment to safety risks,
but impedes economic development.

The NTSB agrees. In a press release
issued on the study, the NTSB states
‘*a single pipeline accident has the po-
tential to cause a catastrophic disaster
that can injure hundreds of persons, af-
fect thousands more, and cost millions
of dollars in terms of property damage,
loss of work opportunity, community
disruption, ecological damage, and in-
surance liability. Excavation and con-
struction activities are the largest sin-
gle cause of accidents to pipelines.”
The Safety Board goes on to say that
in “addition to being expensive and in-
convenient, disruption of the tele-
communications network can have sig-
nificant safety implication, such as im-
pact on traffic control systems, health
services, and emergency response ac-
tivities.”

The NTSB further found that ‘‘dam-
age from outside force is the leading
cause of leaks and ruptures to pipeline
systems, accounting for more than 40
percent of the reported failures.”” Exca-
vation damage, the NTSB determined,
**is also the single largest cause of
interruptions to fiber cable service.”’

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I would like to stand with the
Majority Leader not only in affirming
the importance of pipelines to our na-
tional transportation infrastructure,
but also as a personal witness to the
damage that a pipeline accident can
have on victims of pipeline eruptions,
and particularly to the community.

Four years ago, around midnight, on
March 24, 1994, a major natural gas
pipeline ruptured in Edison, New Jer-
sey, a densely populated, urban envi-
ronment. This rupture caused a deaf-
ening boom, awakening residents of the
Durham Woods apartment complex.
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Seconds later, a plume o’ fire and gas
shot hundreds of feet above the ground.
Thankfully, the more than one thou-
sand residents fled their homes, all
leaving before the explosion leveled the
Durham Woods apartment complex. 1
visited the site after the blast. I saw
how the explosion incinerated cars,
playground equipment and trees. Over
one hundred people suffered injuries
from the fire. One woman died from a
heart attack. It was a miracle that no-
body else died from that disaster. Four
vears later, the victims still suffer
emotionally and physically. Some are
still awaiting settlements. They es-
caped with their lives but their lives
are not the same. A state grand jury
determined that the disaster probably
was tied to damage caused earlier by
unauthorized excavation which weak-
ened the pipe, causing it to explode.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I re-
member that disaster to which the
Senator from New Jersey refers. That,
along with other devastating exca-
vation damage acts, such as those in
Puerto Rico and Minnesota, led to the
NTSB's decision to issue new strong
safety recommendations to the Re-
search and Special Programs Adminis-
tration (RSPA), the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), states, and
other industry groups including trade
associations.

But today, I want to focus on two
recommendations in particular. As a
result of the study I mentioned above,
the Safety Board issued a recommenda-
tion strongly urging states to adopt
comprehensive one-call statewide exca-
vation programs. They believe that
one-call programs are proven to pre-
vent damage due to excavation, there-
by reducing the likelihood of pipeline
disasters.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, the Safety Board is right. Fol-
lowing the disaster, the State of New
Jersey adopted a comprehensive one-
call program that mandates participa-
tion throughout the state. It has been
a resounding success. Every year since
its adoption, accidental hits have de-
creased. In 1995 —the first year of the
program, there were 4,624 hits of under-
ground lines in 1.7 million excavations.
In 1996, there were 3,974 hits in 2.1 mil-
lion excavations. And last year, there
were 3,796 hits in 2.5 million exca-
vations—a success rate of 98.8 percent.

One call programs work. We in New
Jersey have seen the devastation
caused by pipeline eruptions. We in
New Jersey have seen what a one-call
program can do.

Mr. LOTT. The Safety Board issued
another recommendation. It also deter-
mined, as a result of the study, that
our nation's railroads should involve
themselves in statewide excavation
damage prevention programs. The rec-
ommendations state that the associa-
tions should urge their members ‘‘to
fully participate in statewide exca-
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vation damage prevention programs,
including one-call notification cen-
ters.”” The recommendations were
issued to the Association of American
Railroads (AAR) and the American
Short Line Railroad Association.

Why has the Safety Board taken such
a position? Perhaps it is because some
railroads apparently oppose partici-
pating in excavation damage preven-
tion programs, including one-call noti-
fication centers. Some one-call notifi-
cation center participants indicate
that the railroads are often no-shows
when it comes to underground damage
prevention.

Currently, railroads are required to
participate in state one-call notifica-
tion systems in ten states. I want to re-
peat that again, only ten states. Yet
AAR opposed the Lott-Daschle one-call
notification bill which passed by the
Senate by unanimous consent last year
because we would not include provi-
sions preempting state laws and ex-
empting railroads from participation
in state one-call notification systems
in the remaining forty states.

I understand the railroad industry is
taking the same position in the House.
I am told AAR is vigorously opposing
the Lott-Daschle one-call notification
legislation unless the House mandates
that railroads are exempt from state’s
one-call notification systems. So much
for industry opposition to Federal
mandates.

Instead of advancing the cause of
safety and underground damage pre-
vention, AAR is trying to use my bill
to reduce safety through a federal ex-
emption in the states where one-call
participation is required. This stance is
exactly opposite from the position
being urged by the Safety Board.

Do the railroads pose a safety risk to
underground facilities? Yes, they do.
Ameritech recently released a survey
of major telecommunication facility
outages which found that 17 percent of
the major outages in the United States
were caused by railroads. This survey,
as well as the NTSB study, dem-
onstrates that there is a clear benefit
to the public if railroads participate in
one-call notification systems.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I cannot agree more. States need
the full participation of every stake-
holder in order for a one-call program
to be successful. A comprehensive na-
tional one-call initiative is far from
comprehensive, far from national, if a
major industry that has a significant
role in the location of pipelines along
their rights of way chooses to take a
walk on an initiative that is important
in protecting our communities and the
environment against the damage in-
curred by pipeline accidents.

As the Majority Leader noted, the
Senate adopted the Lott-Daschle one-
call bill as part of ISTEA reauthoriza-
tion. This is not without precedent.
The Administration included a one-call
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provision in its NEXTEA bill. A one-
call bill, sponsored by my colleague
from New Jersey, Congressman FRANK
PALLONE, and Congressman RICHARD
BAKER of Louisiana, is moving through
the House of Representatives. The sup-
port lies in the Senate, in the Adminis-
tration, and in key areas in the House.
All we need is to break that logjam and
sign a comprehensive one-call bill into
law. All that is standing in its way is
that the railroads’ adamant opposition
to the bill—opposition that is pre-
venting the bill from moving ahead. It
would be a shame if we missed out on
this opportunity to pass this safety ini-
tiative only because of the railroad in-
dustry.

Mr. LOTT. The Safety Board has long
been our Nation's premier safety agen-
cy and the Congress has turned to it on
many occasions for its advice on ways
to improve transportation safety.
Moreover, Safety Board recommenda-
tions have served as the foundation for
many transportation safety bills and
laws.

Rather than launch a campaign for
exemptions, the railroad industry
might better serve transportation safe-
ty if it works with Congress to imple-
ment the reasonable recommendations
of the National Transportation Safety
Board.

Let me stress to my fellow Senators
that I remain a big supporter of the na-
tion's railroads. Railroads are, as they
like to say, ‘‘the engine that drives
America.’ 1 agree railroads are a huge
engine, an important engine in Amer-
ica’s economy.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I too support our
nation’s railroads. Railroads play a
critical role in my state in particular.
Ships arrive in the intermodal hub that
is the Port of New York and New Jer-
sey, unload containers directly onto
railroad cars, and send them into the
heartland of the United States. Rail-
road lines exist throughout the state.
That is exactly why I care about this
issue and urge the railroads to join us
in this effort to enact a comprensive
bill into law.

Madam President, I want to com-
mend the Majority Leader for his in-
volvement and diligence on this issue.
Safety must be paramount. And that is
what this issue is all about.

Mr. LOTT. 1 hope the railroad indus-
try rethinks its position on one-call
notification legislation. I urge them to
join us on the side of safety.

TRIBUTE TO BOB CRANDALL

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
last week an American giant an-
nounced his plans to retire. Obviously,
that description has more than one
connotation. Bob Crandall is a giant in
his industry and a remarkable pioneer.
Few, if any, leaders in aviation can
match his impressive record of achieve-
ment.
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The American airlines he joined is
vastly different than the one he will
soon leave. In a time of great economic
turbulence in aviation industry, Mr.
Crandall navigated his company and
the industry itself to new heights and
vastly new horizons. As a result, we are
all beneficiaries.

We know this man as an innovator. A
person who understood that competi-
tion was not only good, it was essen-
tial. As a frequent flyer, I and millions
of other Americans have benefited
from the program he conceived to bring
down costs and encourage loyal cus-
tomers.

We know him, too, as a financial
manager of incomparable depth. Amer-
ican has been a consistent leader in
profits and fiscal management. His
stockholders have benefited from an
array of innovations including code-
sharing and the hub and spoke system
in routing that has now been adopted
by virtually every airline in the busi-
ness.

My wife, Linda, and I have known
Bob for some time now. We have no
doubt that this man of many interests
and so much energy is far from retir-
ing. There will be new challenges and
most likely, more pioneering.

Whatever future he may now be plan-
ning, we wish him well. We congratu-
late and thank him for what he has
been and how much he has done.

Bob Crandall is an American origi-
nal.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from the New York Times of
April 16th regarding Mr. Crandall's re-
tirement be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Apr. 16, 1998)

AN AVIATION INNOVATOR DEPARTS

Robert Crandall of American Airlines, who
is expected to retire next month, always be-
lieved he knew exactly what was right for
the airline industry and never hesitated to
challenge anyone who disagreed. But he also
recognized, to the great benefit of his share-
holders, when to junk nostrums that cir-
cumstances proved false.

Mr. Crandall knew that deregulation would
be disastrous for his industry. But after the
Carter Administration withdrew the regu-
latory safety blanket, he brilliantly con-
structed a complex hub-and-spoke system
that brought passengers the steeply lower
fares and vastly better flight schedules
economists had predicted. Mr. Crandall also
knew that sophisticated mathematics could
maximize profit by tailoring different prices
to different types of passengers. But when
that approach grew too complicated, he
adopted a simplified system and challenged
his competitors to go along with his good
fdea. When they refused, setting off a de-
structive price war, he quickly let it drop
and returned to a complex fare schedule.

Mr. Crandall demonstrated that competi-
tion was good for consumers. But when up-
start airlines grabbed his customers, he de-
vised frequent-flier miles, an ingenious
strategy that tied travelers to large airlines
like American even when rivals were offering
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lower fares. Mr. Crandall knew that code
sharing—the practice by which two airlines
would sell tickets on each other's connecting
flights under the name of a single carrier—
was misleading because it fooled customers
into believing they had booked a seamless
flight. Yet when Mr. Crandall looked around
and saw his competitors pairing up, he
pounced, proposing a vast code-sharing ar-
rangement with British Airways. If ap-
proved, it will lock in American's dominant
position at London's coveted Heathrow Air-
port.

With his background in finance, Mr.
Crandall taught his colleagues about the vul-
nerability of an industry saddled with mam-
moth fixed costs—an unoccupied seat rep-
resents unrecoverable revenue but no reduc-
tion in costs—to pilot strikes and other busi-
ness holdups. When he announced his retire-
ment yesterday, his airline also boasted of
record high profits and a management team
ready to take over that would be the envy of
other airlines. It was a precisely timed de-
parture from a smart, combative leader and
a nimble learner who left his mark on a tur-
bulent sector of the American economy.

HONORING LOUISVILLE PIONEER
JAMES GUTHRIE

Mr. FORD. Madam President, on
April 22nd, Louisville will honor one of
its foremost, but often forgotten lead-
ers, James Guthrie. Guthrie, was one of
Louisville's most prominent citizens in
the 19th Century, described as the
city’s ‘‘first and foremost mover and
shaker.”

During his distinguished business and
political career, he served as President
of the Louisville and Nashville Rail-
road and the University of Louisville.
As a member of the Kentucky House of
Representatives, he successfully ush-
ered through Kentucky's first city
charter elevating Louisville from a
town to a city. He was instrumental in
the founding of Cave Hill Cemetery,
lighting the streets with gas lights,
building the first bridge across the
Ohio River, and founding what would
become the University of Louisville's
medical college.

Mr. Guthrie left his mark on the na-
tional level as well. Under President
Franklin Pierce he served as Secretary
to the U.S. Treasury and in 1865 he was
elected to the U.S. Senate.

A 19th Century railroad tycoon,
Guthrie was a product of the frontier.
Born in Bardstown, Kentucky, he rose
from modest means to a position of
great prominence, including building a
reputation as an outstanding lawyer.
And while he may have failed in his ef-
forts to see Louisville named the state
capital, there is little else at which he
didn’t succeed once setting his mind to
it.

One of his most noted accomplish-
ments was improving transportation,
including development of railroad
transportation from Louisville to
Frankfort, Nashville, Indianapolis, and
Cincinnati, even when it meant playing
hardball to reach his goal.

Despite his long list of contributions
to Louisville, the Commonwealth of
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Kentucky and the nation as a whole,
there is relatively little in the way of
historical markers to remind people of
his tremendous influence. To remedy
that situation, an historic marker will
be dedicated at the intersection of
Fourth and Guthrie Streets.

Madam President, it certainly seems
fitting that we take time to assure
someone who contributed so much is
remembered by future generations.
And I know I join all Kentuckians in
lending my support to the City of Lou-
isville's efforts at memorializing a man
so committed to Kentucky and the na-
tion.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, last
week we passed Tax Day 1998. All
across the nation, the IRS reported
millions of taxpayers suffered confu-
sion and animosity over filing their
1997 taxes. While no confusion exists—
in fact, the financial amount is too
clear—every man, woman and child
should feel animosity at the more than
$20,000 bill issued them to pay off the
federal debt.

In the same vein, Mr. President, May
10th will be Tax Freedom Day 1998.
While the name speaks for itself, Tax
Freedom Day was not always such a
landmark day because the federal debt
was neither so monstrous nor so cum-
bersome. Tax Freedom Day comes one
day later than last year.

It is fortunate that so many remind-
ers that the federal debt will continue
to escalate unless and until Congress
restrains its desire to spend, spend,
spend. Hopefully one day Congress will
wake up.

Madam President, with this in mind,
let’s begin where we left off:

At the close of business Friday, April
17, 1998, the federal debt stood at
$5,512,826,076,386.32 (Five trillion, five
hundred twelve billion, eight hundred
twenty-six million, seventy-six thou-
sand, three hundred eighty-six dollars
and thirty-two cents).

One year ago, April 17, 1997, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,350,647,000,000
(Five trillion, three hundred fifty bil-
lion, six hundred forty-seven million).

Twenty-five years ago, April 17, 1973,
the federal debt stood at $455,209,000,000
(Four hundred fifty-five billion, two
hundred nine million) which reflects a
debt increase of more than $5 trillion—
$5,057,617,076,386.32 (Five trillion, fifty-
seven billion, six hundred seventeen
million, seventy-six thousand, three
hundred eighty-six dollars and thirty-
two cents) during the past 25 years.

14th ANNUAL TUFTONIA'S WEEK
CELEBRATION AT TUFTS UNI-
VERSITY

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
this week marks the fourteenth annual
observance of “‘Tuftonia’s Week’ in
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Massachusetts. During this remarkable
week, Tufts University alumni from
around the world return to Medford to
honor their alma mater and call atten-
tion to the leadership of so many Tufts
graduates in contributing to public
service in their own communities.

In fact, the theme of Tuftonia’'s Week
is community service. The university
will honor the large number of Tufts
graduates across the country who are
volunteering in their communities and
helping to improve the lives of others
in their neighborhoods through the
TuftServe program. Since 1995, Tufts
alumni have contributed over 300,000
volunteer hours to make their commu-
nities better places.

78,000 students have graduated from
Tufts since the college was founded in
1852. Today, the university enrolls 8,500
students from all 50 states and 90 for-
eign countries.

Tufts deserves great credit for its
leadership among the nation’s univer-
sities in emphasizing service-learning
and in providing opportunities for stu-
dents to combine community service
with their academic curriculum. Every
American should have the opportunity
to participate in projects that help oth-
ers and improve their community, and
I congratulate Tufts for giving its stu-
dents such an opportunity. I commend
Tufts’ President, John DiBiaggio, and
the rest of the Tufts community for
their impressive leadership in both
education and community service.

| ————

HONORING THE GILLMINGS ON
THEIR 50TH WEDDING ANNIVER-
SARY

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President,
families are the cornerstone of Amer-
ica. The data are undeniable: Individ-
uals from strong families contribute to
the society. In an era when nearly half
of all couples married today will see
their union dissolve into divorce, I be-
lieve it is both instructive and impor-
tant to honor those who have taken the
commitment of “*till death us do part"
seriously, demonstrating successfully
the timeless principles of love, honor,
and fidelity. These characteristics
make our country strong.

Pastor and Mrs. Gillming’s dedica-
tion to one another has spilled over
into the lives of many. For forty years,
they have served together at the Cher-
ry Street Baptist Church in Spring-
field, Missouri. Norma and Ken have
led their congregation by example
through their commitment to one an-
other, as well as their commitment to
the community.

For these important reasons, I rise
today to honor Norma and Ken
Gillming of Springfield, Missouri, who
on May 21, 1998, will celebrate their
50th wedding anniversary. My wife,
Janet, and I look forward to the day we
can celebrate a similar milestone. The
Gillming’'s commitment to the prin-

ciples and values of their marriage de-
serves to be saluted and recognized.

CONGRESSIONAL  BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002, AND 2003

The text of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 86, the Congressional Budget for
the United States Government for Fis-
cal Years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003,
as agreed to by the Senate on April 2,
1998, reads as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring)

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999,

(a) DECLARATION.—Congress determines
and declares that this resolution is the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 1999 including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002,
and 2003 as required by section 301 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revis-
ing the budgetary levels for fiscal year 1998
set forth in the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1998 as authorized by
section 304 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1999,
TITLE I-LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
Sec, 101, Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec, 102, Soclal Security.
Sec, 103. Major functional categories.
TITLE II-BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND
RULEMAKING

Sec. 201. Tax cut reserve fund.

Sec. 202, Tobacco reserve fund.

Sec. 203. Separate environmental allocation.

Sec. 204. Dedication of offsets to transpor-
tation.

Sec. 2056. Adjustments for line item veto liti-
gation.

Sec. 206. Extension of Violent Crime Reduc-
tion Trust Fund.

Sec. 207. Exercise of rulemaking powers.

TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS AND
THE SENATE

Sec. 301. Sense of the Senate regarding pas-
sage of the Senate Finance
Committee’s TRS restructuring
bill.

. Sense of Congress regarding the
sunset of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

. Sense of Congress on the tax treat-
ment. of home mortgage inter-
est and charitable giving.

. Sense of the Senate on preservation
of Social Security for the fu-
ture.

. Sense of the Senate on annual
statement of accrued liability
of Social Security and Medi-
care.

. Sense of the Senate on full funding
for IDEA.

. Sense of the Senate on Soclal Secu-
rity.

. Sense of the Senate on School-to-
Work programs.

. Sense of the Senate regarding tax-
payer rights.

. Sense of the Senate on National
Guard funding.

. Sense of the Senate on Medlcare
payment.
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Sense of the Senate on long-term
care.

Sense of the Senate on climate
change research and other fund-

ing.

Sense of the Senate on increased
funding for the Child Care and
Development Block Grant.

Sense of the Senate on the formula
change for Federal Family Edu-
cation Loan.

Sense of the Senate regarding the
deductibility of health {insur-
ance premiums of the self-em-
ployed.

Sense of the Senate on objection to
Kyoto Protocol implementation
prior to Senate ratification.

. Sense of the Senate on price in-

crease on tobacco products of
$1.50 per pack.

. Findings; sense of Congress.
. Sense of the Senate concerning im-

munity.

. Sense of Senate regarding agricul-

tural trade programs.

. Sense of the Senate supporting

long-term entitlement reforms.

. Sense of Congress regarding free-

dom of health care choice for
Medicare seniors.

. Sense of the Senate regarding re-

pair and construction needs of
Indian schools.

. Sense of the Senate on Social Secu-

rity personal retirement ac-
counts and the budget surplus.

. Sense of the Senate regarding the

ellmination of the marriage
penalty.

. Findings and sense of Ccongress re-

garding affordable, high-quality
health care for seniors,

. Sense of Congress regarding perma-

nent extension of income aver-
aging for farmers.

. Bense of the Senate to maintain

full funding for the Section 202
Elderly Housing program.

. Sense of the Senate regarding out-

lay estimates of the Depart-
ment of Defense budget.

. Sense of the Senate regarding out-

lay estimates for the budgets of
Federal agencies other than the
Department of Defense.

Sense of the Senate regarding an
evaluation of the outcome of
welfare reform.

. Sense of the Senate regarding the

establishment of a national
background check system for
long-term care workers.

Sense of the Senate on expanding
Medicare benefits.

Sense of the Senate on battlefield
preservation.

. A resolution regarding the Senate's

support for Federal, State and
local law enforcement.

Sense of the Senate on analysis of
civilian science and technology
programs in the Federal budg-
et.

. Sense of the Senate on civilian

science and technology pro-
grams in the Federal budget.

. Sense of the Senate on long-term

budgeting and repayment of the
public debt.

Sense of the Senate regarding
President’s budget.

Sense of the Senate regarding the
value of the Soclal Security
system for future retirees.
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Sec. 342, Sense of the Senate on the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.

Sense of the Senate on education
goals.

Findings and sense of the Senate.

Sense of the Senate on INS circuit
riders in the former Soviet
Union.

Sense of the Senate regarding fund-
ing for the airport improve-
ment program.

Sense of the Senate that the One
Hundred Fifth Congress, Second
Session  should reauthorize
funds for the farmland protec-
tion program.

Sense of the Senate on health care
quality.

Sense of the Senate regarding
wasteful spending in Defense
Department acquisition prac-
tices.

. Sense of the Senate regarding the
United States response to the
changing nature of terrorism.

Sense of the Senate on economic
growth, Social Security, and
Government efficiency.

Sense of the Senate regarding a
supermajority requirement for
raising taxes.

. Sense of the Senate on health care

quality.

. Sense of the Senate on the use of
budget surplus for tax relief or
debt reduction.

. Use of budget surplus to reform So-
clal Security.

. Sense of the Senate on Colombian

drug war hellicopters.

Sense of the Senate on funding for
medical care for veterans.

Sense of the Senate on objection to
the use of the sale of public
lands to fund certain programs.

Sense of the Senate regarding a
multinational alllance against
drug trafficking.

. Sense of the Senate regarding leg-
islation that increases com-
plexity of tax returns.

. General prohibition on the use of
marijuana for medicinal pur-
poses.

Sense of the Senate regarding Am-
trak funding.

. Sense of the Senate regarding mar-
ket access program.

Sense of the Senate regarding the
National Institutes of Health.

. Sense of the Senate regarding dis-

play of Ten Commandments.

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND

AMOUNTS,

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, 2002 and 2003.

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $1,262,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,300,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,325,800,000,000.

Sec. 343.

344,
345.

Sec.
Sec.

s 346,

Sec. 347.

Sec. 348.

. 349,

. 351,

Sec. 352.

Sec.

Sec.

. 357.

3. 358,

Sec. 359.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 362.

Sec. 363
Sec. 364,
Sec. 365

SEC.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,369,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,431,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $1,486,900,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $0.

Fiscal year 1999: $0.

Fiscal year 2000: $0.
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Fiscal year 2001: $0.

Fiscal year 2002: $0.

Fiscal year 2003: $0.

(C) The amounts for Federal Insurance
Contributions Act revenues for hospital in-
surance within the recommended levels of
Federal revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $117,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $123,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $129,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $135,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $141,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $148,100,000,000.

(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes
of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $1,374,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,425,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,471,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,513,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,547,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $1,615,800,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OuTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $1,358,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $1,408,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $1,450,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $1,490,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,507,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $1,579,200,000,000.

(4) DerFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-
ment, of this resolution, the amounts of the
deficits are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: — $95,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: —$108,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: —$124,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: - $120,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: - $75,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: —$92,300,000,000.

(5) PuBLICc DEBT.—The appropriate levels of
the public debt are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: §5,482,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $5,668,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $5,868,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $6,064,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $6,220,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $6,392,700,000,000.

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $417,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $438,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $457,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $477,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $497,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $520,700,000,000.

(b) SociAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under sections
302, 602, and 311 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insuarance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 1998: $313,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999: $212,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000: $331,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001: $344,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $355,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $369,400,000,000.

SEC. 103. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.

Congress determines and declares that the
appropriate levels of new budget authority,
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations,
and new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal years 1998 through 2003 for
each major functional category are:
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(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 1998:

{A) New budget authority, $267,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $268,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $270,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $265,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $274,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $268,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget anthority, $280,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $269,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $288,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $272,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $296,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $279,800,000,000.

(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $14,600,000,000.

{B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002

(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $14,400,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000.

({B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $17,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget anthority, $17,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002

(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

{A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 1998:

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

(B) Outlays, $1,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $0.

Fiscal year 2001:

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

(B) Outlays, — $200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $400,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $24,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $23,400,000,000.
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{B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $23,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $23,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $22,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $22,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,900,000,000.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $11,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $10,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $10,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $10,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $8,800,000,000.

(T) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 1998;

(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget anthority, $15,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $14,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,700,000,000.
(8) Transportation (400):
Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $46,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $42,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $51,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $42,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $51,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $44,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $52,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $51,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $45,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $52,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $46,900,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development

(450):
Fiscal year 1998:
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:
(A) New budget authority, $8,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $7,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $7,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $7,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $61,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $56,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $63,050,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,006,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget anthority, $63,350,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,740,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $64,550,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $63,849,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $64,950,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $63,750,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $68,450,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $67,150,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $136,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $132,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $145,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $143,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $152,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $151,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $161,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $160,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $170,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $169,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $181,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $181,100,000,000.
(12) Medicare (570):
Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $199,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $199,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $210,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $210,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $221,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $221,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $239,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $242,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $251,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $248,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $273,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $273,600,000,000.
(13) Income Securlty (600):
Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $229,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $234,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $243,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $248,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $257,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $259,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $268,500,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $266,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $279,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $274,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $289,800,000,000,

(B) Outlays, $282,400,000,000.
(14) Social Security (650):
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Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $15,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 1998:

{A) New budget authority, $42,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $42,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $43,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $44,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $44,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $46,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $48,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $48,600,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $25,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,500,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $25,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $24,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $24,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $24,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $25,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,200,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $14,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, $291,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $291,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, $300,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $300,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, $301,700,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $301,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $302,100,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $302,100,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

{A) New budget authority, $302,600,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $302,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $304,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $304,900,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, —30.

(B) Outlays, —$0.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, —$300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $1,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget anthority, —$1,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $4,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, — $2,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $3,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, — $3,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$7,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, — $5,400,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $5,000,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 1998:

(A) New budget authority, —$36,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, — $36,700,000,000.

Fiscal year 1999:

(A) New budget authority, —$36,300,000,000.

(B) Outlays, - $36,300,000,000.

Fiscal year 2000:

(A) New budget authority, — $36,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, - $36,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, — $37,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$37,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, —$45,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$45,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

{A) New budget authority, — $35,700,000,000.

(B) Outlays, - $35,700,000,000.

TITLE II—-BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND
RULEMAKING
SEC. 201. TAX CUT RESERVE FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue
and spending aggregates may only be re-
duced and allocations may be reduced only
for legislation that reduces revenues by pro-
viding family tax relief (including relief
from the “marriage penalty' and support for
child care expenses incurred by all parents),
and incentives to stimulate savings, invest-
ment, job creation, and economic growth (in-
cluding community renewal initiatives) if
such legislation will not increase the deficit
or reduce the surplus for—

(1) fiscal year 1999;

(2) the period of fiscal years 1999-2003; or

(3) the period of fiscal years 2004-2008.

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—Upon the con-
sideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate may file with
the Senate appropriately revised allocations
under section 302(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and revised aggregates to
carry out this section., These revised alloca-
tions and aggregates shall be considered for
the purposes of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 as allocations and aggregates
contained in this resolution.

SEC. 202. TOBACCO RESERVE FUND.

{a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue
aggregates may be increased for legislation
which reserves the Federal share of receipts
from tobacco legislation only for the Medi-
care Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.
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(b) REVISED ACGGREGATES.—Upon the con-
sideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget of the Senate may file in-
creased aggregates to carry out this section.
These aggregates shall be considered for the
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 as the aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

(¢) APPLICATION OF SECTION 202 oF H. CON.
RES. 67.—For the purposes of enforcement of
section 202 of H. Con. Res, 67 (104th Congress)
with respect to this resolution, the increase
in receipts resulting from tobacco legislation
shall not be taken into account.

SEC. 203. SEPARATE ENVIRONMENTAL ALLOCA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue
and spending aggregates may be increased
and allocations may be increased only for
legislation that reauthorizes and reforms the
Superfund program to facilitate the cleanup
of hazardous waste sites if such legislation
will not increase the deficit or reduce the
surplus for—

(1) fiscal year 1999;

(2) the period of fiscal years 1999-2003; or

(3) the period of fiscal years 2004-2008.

(b) REVISED AGGREGATES.—In the Senate,
after the Committee on Environment and
Public Works reports a bill (or after the sub-
mission of a conference report thereon) to re-
form the Superfund program to facilitate the
cleanup of hazardous waste sites that does
not exceed—

(1) $200,000,000 in budget authority and out-
lays for fiscal year 1999; and

{2) $1,000,000,000 in budget anthority and
outlays for the period of fiscal years 1999
through 2003;

the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate may increase the appro-
priate aggregates and the appropriate alloca-
tions of budget authority in this resolution
by the amounts provided in that bill for that
purpose and the outlays flowing in all years
from such budget authority. These revised
allocations and aggregates shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as the allocations and ag-
gregates contained in this resolution.

SEC. 204. DEDICATION OF OFFSETS TO TRANS-

PORTATION.

(a) SPENDING RESERVE.—In accordance
with section 312(a) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 and for the purposes of
title III of that Act, the Chalrman of the
Committee on the Budget may reserve the
estimated reductions in new budget author-
ity and outlays resulting from changes in
legislation affecting the programs specified
in subsection (b), if contained in the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Related Agen-
cles Appropriations Act, for the purpose of
offsetting—

(1) additional outlays not to exceed
$1,300,000,000 iIn fiscal year 1999 and
$18,500,000,000 for fiscal years 1999 through
2003 for discretionary highway programs as
called for in the Intermodal Surface Trans-
portation Efficiency Act of 1998, and

(2) additional budget authority not to ex-
ceed $1,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1999 and
$5,000,000,000 for fiscal years 1999 through 2003
for discretionary transit programs as called
for in the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1998.

(b) OFrFsETS.—The following reductions in
mandatory spending are reserved in function
920, Allowances, for purposes of subsection
(a):

(1) For reductions in programs in function
350, Agriculture: For fiscal year 1999,
$107,000,000 in budget authority and
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$107,000,000 in outlays; For fiscal years 1999
2003, $603,000,000 in budget authority and
$598,000,000 in outlays.

(2) For reductions in programs in function
370, Commerce and Housing Credit: For fiscal
vear 1999, $242,000,000 in budget authority and
$242,000,000 in outlays; For fiscal years 1999-
2003, §$1,195,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,195,000,000 in outlays.

(3) For reductions in programs in function
500, Education, Training, Employment, and
Soclal Services: For fiscal year 1999,
$471,000,000 in Dbudget authority and
$424,000,000 in outlays; For fiscal years 1999-
2003, $3,182,000,000 in budget authority and
$3,079,000,000 in outlays.

(4) For reductions in programs in function
550, Health: For fiscal year 1999, $250,000,000
in budget authority and $250,000,000 in out-
lays; For fiscal years 1999-2003, $1,900,000,000
in budget authority and $1,900,000,000 in out-
lays.

(5) For reductions in programs in function
600, Income Security: For fiscal year 1999,
$260,000,000 in budget authority and
$260,000,000 in outlays; For fiscal years 1999-
2003, $1,700,000,000 in budget authority and
$1,700,000,000 in outlays.

(6) For reductions in programs in function
T00, Veterans Benefits and Services: For fis-
cal year 1999, $500,000,000 in budget authority
and $500,000,000 in outlays; For fiscal years
1999-2003, $10,500,000,000 in budget authority
and $10,500,000,000 in outlays.

(¢) SENSE OF THE SENATE ON VA COMPENSA-
TION AND POST-SERVICE SMOKING-RELATED
ILLNESSES.—

(1) FINDINGS,—The Senate finds that—

(A) the President has twice included in his
budgets a prohibition on the entitlement ex-
pansion that the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs (referred to as the “'VA') is proposing
to allow post-service smoking-related illness
to be eligible for VA compensation;

(B) Congress has never acted on this enti-
tlement expansion;

(C) the Congressional Budget Office and
the Office of Management and Budget have
concluded that this change in VA policy
would result in at least $10,000,000,000 over 5
years and $45,000,000,000 over 10 years in addi-
tional mandatory costs to the VA;

(D) these increased number of claims and
the resulting costs may present undue delay
and hardship on veterans seeking claim re-
view;

(E) the entitlement expansion apparently
runs counter to all existing VA policy, in-
cluding a statement by former Secretary
Brown that "It is inappropriate to com-
pensate for death or disability resulting from
veterans' personal choice to engage in con-
duct damaging to their health.”; and

(F) Secretary Brown's comment was re-
cently reaffirmend by Acting Secretary of
Veterans Affairs Togo West, who stated "It
has been the position of the Department and
of my predecessor that the decision to use
tobacco by service members is a personal de-
cision and is not a requirement for military
service. And that therefore to compensate
veterans for diseases whose sole connection
to service Is a veteran's own tobacco use
should not rest with the Government.”.

(2) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the function totals and as-
sumptions underlying this resolution assume
the following:

(A) The support of the President’s proposal
to not allow post-service smoking related 111-
nesses to be eligible for VA,

(B) The study and report required by sub-
paragraph (C) will be completed.

(C) The Secretary of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, the Office of Management
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and Budget, and the General Accounting Of-
fice are jointly required to—

(1) jointly study (referred to in this section
as the “'study’) the VA General Counsel’s de-
termination and the resulting actions to
change the compensation rules to include
disability and death benefits for conditions
related to the use of tobacco products during
service; and

(1) deliver an opinion as to whether ill-
nesses resulting from post-service smoking
should be considered as a compensable dis-
ability.

(D) The study should include—

(1) the estimated numbers of those filing
such claims, the cost resulting from such
benefits, the time necessary to review such
claims, and how such a number of claims will
affect the VA’'s ability to review its current
claim load;

(i) an examination of how the proposed
change corresponds to prior VA policy relat-
ing to post-service actions taken by an indi-
vidual; and

(iii) what Federal benefits, both VA and
non-VA, former service members having
smoking-related illnesses are eligible to re-
celve.

(E) The study shall be comjleted no later
than July 1, 1999.

(F) The Department of Veterans Affairs
and the Office of Management and Budget
shall report their finding to the Majority and
Minority Leaders of the Senate and the
chairmen and ranking minority members of
the Senate Budget and Veterans’ Affairs
Committees.

SEC. 205. ADJUSTMENTS FOR LINE ITEM VETO
LITIGATION.

If the Supreme Court rules that the Line
Itern Veto Act 1s unconstitutional, the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget
may make appropriate adjustments to the
allocations and aggregates in this resolution
to reflect the effects of the President’s can-
cellations becoming null and void.

SEC. 206. EXTENSION OF VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION TRUST FUND.

(a) DISCRETIONARY LIMITS.—In the Senate,
in this section and for the purposes of alloca-
tions made for the discretionary category
pursuant to section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, the term ‘“‘discre-
tionary spending limit'’ means—

(1) with respect to fiscal year 1999—

(A) for the defense category: $271,570,000,000
in new budget authority and $266,635,000,000
in outlays;

(B) for the nondefense category:
$265,450,000,000 in new budget authority and
$289,547,000,000 in outlays; and

(C) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $5,800,000,000 in new budget authority
and $4,953,000,000 in outlays;

(2) with respect to fiscal year 2000—

(A) for the discretionary category:
$532,693,000,000 in new budget authority and
$5658,711,000,000 in outlays; and

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $4,500,000,000 in new budget authority
and $5,5654,000,000 in outlays;

(3) with respect to fiscal year 2001—

(A) for the discretionary category:
$637,632,000,000 in new budget authority and
$558,415,000,000 in outlays; and

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $4,400,000,000 in new budget authority
and $5,981,000,000 in outlays; and

(4) with respect to fiscal year 2002—

(A) for the discretionary category:
$546,574,000,000 in new budget authority and
$656,269,000,000 in outlays; and

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $4,500,000,000 in new budget authority
and $4,530,000,000 in outlays;
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as adjusted in strict conformance with sub-
section (b) of section 251 of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 and section 314 of the Congressional
Budget Act.

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE. SENATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the
Senate to consider—

(A) a revision of this resolution or any con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, or 2002 (or amendment,
motion, or conference report on such a reso-
lution) that provides discretionary spending
in excess of the discretionary spending limit
or limits for such fiscal year; or

(B) any bill or resolution (or amendment,
motion, or conference report on such bill or
resolution) for fiscal year 1999, 2000, 2001, or
2002 that would cause any of the limits in
this section (or suballocations of the discre-
tionary limits made pursuant to section
302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974) to be exceeded.

(2) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply if a declaration of war by the Congress
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has
been enacted.

(¢) WAIVER.—This section may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this section shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
Iution, as the case may be. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, revenues, and deficits for a
fiscal year shall be determined on the basis
of estimates made by the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate.

SEC. 207. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.

Congress adopts the provisions of this
title—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be
considered as part of the rules of each House,
or of that House to which they specifically
apply, and such rules shall supersede other
rules only to the extent that they are incon-
sistent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change those
rules (so far as they relate to that House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the
same extent as in the case of any other rule
of that House.

TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS AND THE
SENATE
SEC. 301. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
PASSAGE OF THE SENATE FINANCE
COMMITTEE'S IRS RESTRUCTURING
BILL.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the House of Representatives passed
H.R. 2676 on November 5, 1997;

(2) the Finance Committee of the Senate
has held several days of hearings this year
on Internal Revenue Service restructuring
proposals;
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(3) the hearings demonstrated many areas
in which the House-passed bill could be im-
proved;

(4) on March 31, 1998, the Senate Finance
Committee voted 20-0 to report an Internal
Revenue Service restructuring package that
contains more oversight over the Internal
Revenue Service, more accountability for
employees, and a new arsenal of taxpayer
protections; and

(5) the Senate Finance package includes
the following items which were not included
in the House bill—

(A) removal of the statutory impediments
to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue's
efforts to reorganize the agency to create a
more streamlined, taxpayer-friendly organi-
zation,

(B) the providing of real oversight author-
ity for the Internal Revenue Service Over-
sight Board to help prevent taxpayer abuse,

(C) the creation of a new Treasury Inspec-
tor General for Tax Administration to en-
sure independence and accountability,

(D) real, meaningful relief for innocent
spouses,

(E) provisions which abate penalties and
interest after 1 year so that the Internal
Revenue Service does not profit from its own
delay,

(F) provisions which ensure due process of
law to taxpayers by granting them a right to
a hearing before the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice can pursue a lien, levy, or seizure,

(G) provisions which forbid the Internal
Revenue Service from coercing taxpayers to
extend the 10-year statute of limitations for
collection,

(H) provisions which require the Internal
Revenue Service to terminate employees
who abuse taxpayers or other Internal Rev-
enue Service employees,

(I) provisions which make the Taxpayer
Advocate more independent, and

(J) provisions enabling the Commissioner
of Internal Revenue to manage employees
more effectively.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this budget
resolution assume that the Senate shall, as
expeditiously as possible, consider and pass
an Internal Revenue Service restructuring
bill which provides the most taxpayer pro-
tections, the greatest degree of Internal Rev-
enue Service employee accountability, and
enhanced oversight.

SEC. 302. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE
SUNSET OF THE INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE OF 1986.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that a simple
and fair Federal tax system is one that—

(1) applies a low tax rate, through easily
understood laws, to all Americans;

(2) provides tax relief for working Ameri-
cans;

(3) protects the rights of taxpayers and re-
duces tax collection abuses;

(4) eliminates the bias against savings and
investment;

(6) promotes economic growth and job cre-
ation;

(6) does not penalize marriage or families;
and

(7) provides for a taxpayer-friendly collec-
tions process to replace the Internal Revenue
Service.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.,—It is the sense of
Congress that the provisions of this resolu-
tion assume that all taxes imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall sunset
for any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2001 (or in the case of any tax not im-
posed on the basis of a taxable year, on any



6082

taxable event or for any period after Decem-
ber 31, 2001) and that a new Federal tax sys-
tem will be enacted that is both simple and
fair as described in subsection (a) and that
provides only those resources for the Federal
Government that are needed to meet its re-
sponsibilities to the American people.
SEC. 303. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE TAX
TREATMENT OF HOME MORTGAGE
INTEREST AND CHARITABLE GIVING.

(a) FINDINGS,—Congress finds that—

(1) current Federal income tax laws em-
brace a number of fundamental tax policies
including longstanding encouragement for
home ownership and charitable giving, ex-
panded health and retirement benefits;

(2) the mortgage interest deduction is
among the most important incentives in the
income tax code and promotes the American
Dream of home ownership—the single largest
investment for most families, and preserving
it is critical for the more than 20,000,000 fam-
ilies claiming it now and for millions more
in the future;

(3) favorable tax treatment to encourage
gifts to charities is a longstanding principle
that helps charities raise funds needed to
provide services to poor families and others
when government is simply unable or unwill-
ing to do so, and maintaining this tax incen-
tive will help charities raise money to meet
the challenges of their charitable missions in
the decades ahead;

(4) legislation has been proposed to repeal
the entire income tax code at the end of the
year 2001 without providing a specific re-
placement; and

(5) sunsetting the entire income tax code
without describing a replacement threatens
our Nation's future economic growth and un-
wisely eliminates existing tax incentives
that are crucial for taxpayers who are often
making the most important financial deci-
sions of their lives.

(b) SENSE OF CoNGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the levels In this resolution
assume that Congress supports the continued
tax deductibility of home mortgage interest
and charitable contributions and that a sun-
set of the tax code that does not provide a
replacement tax system that preserves this
deductibility could damage the American
dream of home ownership and could threaten
the viability of nonprofit institutions.

SEC. 304. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PRESERVA-
TION OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR THE
FUTURE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Social Security is one of the Nation's
most important income security programs;

(2) the preservation of Social Security both
for those now retired and for future genera-
tions of working Americans is a vital na-
tional priority;

(3) the Trustees of the Federal Old Age and
Survivors Insurance and Disability Insur-
ance Trust Funds have reported to Congress
that—

(A) the retirement of the baby boom gen-
eration will cause Social Security expendi-
tures to accelerate rapldly beginning around
2010;

(B) Social Security expenditures will ex-
ceed Social Security revenues after 2012 and
the trust funds will be depleted of reserves in
2029; and

(C) after 2029, tax revenues will be suffi-
cient to cover only three-fourths of the bene-
fits promised under current law, and, by the
end of the 76 year projection period, the an-
nual deficit in the trust funds will reach 2.1
percent of the GDP;

(4) Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, has testified before Con-
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gress that Social Security's unfunded liabil-
ity stands at around $3,000,000,000,000 and ad-
vised Congress to move expeditiously to re-
form the program so that current workers
will have sufficlent time to adjust to any
changes in the program;

{5) the $124,000,000,000 in new domestic
spending programs in the President’s budget
undermines Social Security by diverting re-
sources from budget surpluses to a bigger
government and more spending; and

(6) the Medicare Hospital Insurance pro-
gram is projected to become insolvent in 2010
and a study by the National Center on Addic-
tion and Substance Abuse at Columbia Uni-
versity estimated that 14 percent of Medi-
care spending in 1995 was for tobacco-related
illnesses.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that—

(1) Congress should use unified budget sur-
pluses to reform Social Security for future
generations: and

(2) Congress should reserve the Federal
proceeds from any tobacco settlement for
saving Medicare until legislation is enacted
to make Medicare actuarially sound.

SEC. 305. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ANNUAL
STATEMENT OF ACCRUED LIABILITY
OF SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-
CARE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that—

(1) the concurrent resolution on the budget
should include a statement of the current ac-
crued liability of the Federal Government
for future payments under the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare programs; and

(2) the President’s budget should include
for fiscal years beginning with 1999 a state-
ment of the current accrued liability of the
Federal Government for future payments
under the Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams.

SEC, 306. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FULL FUND-
ING FOR IDEA.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
etary levels in this resolution assume that
part B of the Individuals with Disabilities
Act (20 U.8.C. 1411 et seq.) should be fully
funded at the originally promised level be-
fore any funds are appropriated for new edu-
cation programs.

SEC. 307. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Social Security program, created in
1935 to provide old-age survivors, and dis-
ability insurance benefits, has been one of
the most successful government programs
ever;

(2) in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990, Congress created section 13301 of
the Congressional Budget Act, which re-
moved Social Security spending and reve-
nues from all Federal budget calculations;

(3) under current budget law, the Federal
budget is still in deficit; and

(4) in his State of the Union message on
January 27, 1998, President Clinton called on
Congress to “save Social Security first’’ and
to “reserve one hundred percent of the sur-
plus, that is any penny of the surplus, until
we have taken all the necessary measures to
strengthen the Social Security system for
the twenty-first century™.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functlonal totals included in this
resolution assume—

(1) Congress and the President should con-
tinue to rid our country of debt and work to
balance the budget without counting Social
Security trust fund surpluses; and
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(2) Congress and the President should work
in a bipartisan way on specific legislation to
reform the Social Security system, to ensure
that it is financially sound over the long
term and will be available for all future gen-
erations.

SEC. 308. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SCHOOL-TO-
WORK PROGRAMS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
et totals and levels in this resolution assume
the President's policy with respect to the
School-to-Work program under the Edu-
cation Reform Account and any such savings
as a result should be applied to local initia-
tives focusing on early childhood develop-
ment.

SEC. 309. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
TAXPAYER RIGHTS.

It is the sense of the Senate that of reve-
nues designated under section 201 for tax re-
lief, a portion be set aside for—

(1) improvement of taxpayer rights, includ-
ing protections for taxpayers in cases involv-
ing seizure of property by the Internal Rev-
enue Service; and

(2) reform of the penalty rules under the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

SEC. 310. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON NATIONAL
GUARD FUNDING.

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

(1) The Army National Guard represents 34
percent of total Army forces, including 55
percent of combat divisions and brigades, 46
percent of combat support, and 25 percent of
combat service support.

(2) The Army National Guard receives just
9.5 percent of Army fands.

(3) A recent military study estimates the
average cost to train and equip an active
duty soldier is $73,000 per year, while the av-
erage cost to train and equip a National
Guard soldier is just $17,000 per year.

(4) The Constitution of the United States
provides for a specific role for the National
Guard in our national defense.

(6) The National Guard will play an in-
creasing role in a variety of ongoing world-
wide operations by relieving active units and
reducing the operational and personnel bur-
dens of the Army’s frequent and lengthy de-
ployments.

(6) The home land defense is a mission of
growing importance for our military forces
and the National Guard forces will play an
increasingly key role in that mission.

(7) Congress created the National Defense
Panel to recommend ways in which to trans-
form United States defense and national se-
curity policy for the 21st century and it
reached the following recommendations:

(A) Some portion of the Army National
Guard’s divisional combat units (lncluding
combat support) should become part of ac-
tive divisions and brigades.

(B) The National Guard's enhanced bri-
gades should report to an active Army com-
mand.

(C) The Guard should develop selected
early-deploying units that would join the ac-
tive component.

(D) Some additional reserve or Guard units
may be needed to reduce pressure on the ac-
tive Army.

(E) The Guard should assume the entire
U.S. Army South (USARSO) mission, the
Army component of the United States
Southern Command (Southcom) based in
Panama.

(F) The National Guard should continue to
provide general purpose forces to give
prompt military sapport to civil authorities.

(G) The National Guard should provide
forces organized and equipped for training of
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civil agencies and the immediate reinforce-
ment of first-response efforts in domestic
emergencies,

(H) New homeland defense missions de-
velop (e.g., National Missile Defense and in-
formation warfare), the Guard should be used
in lieu of active forces wherever possible.

(8) The National Guard estimates it was
underfunded by $743,000,000 in fiscal year 1998
and by $634,000,000 in fiscal year 1999.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
the budget resolution assume that the De-
partment of Defense will give the highest
priority to moving toward fully funding the
National Guard.

SEC. 311. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MEDICARE
PAYMENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) one of the goals of the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997 was to expand options for Medi-
care beneficiaries under the new
Medicare+Choice program; and

(2) the new Medicare payment formula in
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 was in-
tended to make these choices available to all
Americans, but because of the low update
and specific budget neutrality provisions of
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, the blend-
ing of rates to create greater equity for rural
and other lower payment areas was not im-
plemented in 1998 or 1999.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It i3 the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this concurrent resolution on the
budget assume that funding the blending of
local and national payment rates pursuant
to the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 should be
a priority for the Senate Finance Committee
this year within the budget as established by
this Committee.

SEC. 312. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LONG-TERM
CARE

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) our Nation is not financially prepared
to meet the long-term care needs of its rap-
idly aging population and that long-term
care needs threaten the financial security of
American families, and

(2) many people are unaware that most
long-term care costs are not covered by
Medicare and that Medicaild covers long-
term care only after the person's assets have
been exhausted.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et assumes that the National Bipartisan
Commission on the Future of Medicare
should, as part of its deliberations, describe
long-term care needs and make all appro-
priate recommendations including private
sector options that reflect the need for a
continuum of care that spans from acute to
long-term care. This is not a specific rec-
ommendation that any new program be
added to Medicare;

(2) the Federal Government should take all
appropriate steps to inform the public about
the financial risks posed by long-term care
costs and about the need for families to plan
for their long-term care needs;

(3) the Federal Government should take all
appropriate steps to inform the public that
Medicare does not cover most long-term care
costs and that Medicaid covers long-term
care costs only when the beneficiary has ex-
hausted his or her assets;

(4) the appropriate committees of the Sen-
ate, together with the Department of Health
and Human Services and other appropriate
Executive Branch agencies, should develop
specific ideas for encouraging Americans to
plan for their own long-term care needs; and
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(5) the upcoming National Summit on Re-
tirement Income Savings should ensure that
planning for long-term care is an integral
part of any discussion of retirement secu-
rity.

SEC. 313. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CLIMATE
CHANGE RESEARCH AND OTHER
FUNDING.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume the following:

(1) To the extent that funding is made
available through grants or other Federal ex-
penditures to reduce emissions of carbon di-
oxide or other greenhouse gases or to in-
crease sequestration of carbon to offset such
emissions, such funding shall be made avail-
able through competitive, merit-based
awards designed to select cost-effective
methods for reducing, sequestering, or miti-
gating such emissions. Such awards shall
consider all technologies, methods, and re-
search for reducing, sequestering, or miti-
gating emissions, including sustainable agri-
cultural practices and forest management
and conservation strategies. Funding eri-
teria shall be comprehensive in scope, not
limited to specific technologies or indus-
tries, awarded on a nondiscriminatory basis,
and target cost-effectiveness in reducing, se-
guestering, or mitigating carbon dioxlde and
other greenhouse gases through natural re-
source management programs or products. In
considering the cost-effectiveness of various
reduction, sequestration, or mitigation tech-
nologies, other environmental benefits
should be considered.

(2) To the extent any tax credits or other
tax incentives are created to stimulate the
adoption of technologies or practices that re-
duce, sequester, or mitigate emissions of car-
bon dioxide and other greenhouse gases
(“*emissions tax incentives'), such emission
tax incentives shall also be available to any
person that employs an alternative tech-
nology or practice that reduces, sequesters,
or mitigates emissions of carbon dioxide or
other greenhouse gases as effectively as
those technologies or practices for which a
tax credit or other incentive 1s provided.
Only payments for technologies or in support
of practices not legally required when pay-
ment is made shall qualify for tax incen-
tives.

SEC. 314. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON INCREASED
FUNDING FOR THE CHILD CARE AND
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) 54 percent of women in the labor force
have children under 13 and are either single
parents or have husbands who earn less than
$30,000 per year;

(2) in 1995, 62 percent of women with chil-
dren younger than age 6, and 77 percent of
women with children ages 6-17 were in the
labor force, and 59 percent of women with
children younger than 3 were in the labor
force;

(3) a 1997 General Accounting Office study
found that the increased work participation
requirements of the welfare reform law will
cause the need for child care to exceed the
known supply;

(4) a 1995 study by the Urban Institute of
child care prices in 6 cities found that the
average cost of care for a 2-year-old in a
child care center ranged from $3,100 to $8,100;

(5) for an entry-level worker, the family's
child care costs at the average price of care
for an infant in a child care center would be
at least 50 percent of family income in 5 of
the 6 cities examined;

(6) 40 percent of children under the age of
5 are taken care of at home by 1 parent;
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(7) a large number of low- and middle-in-
come families sacrifice a second full-time in-
come so that a parent may be at home with
the child;

(8) the average income of 2-parent families
with a single income is $20,000 less than the
average income of 2-parent families with 2
incomes;

(9) the recent National Institute for Child
Health and Development study found that
the greatest factor in the development of a
young child is “‘what is happening at home
and in families"; and

(10) increased tax relief directed at making
child care more affordable, and increased
funding for the Child Care and Development
Block Grant, would take significant steps to-
ward bringing quality child care within the
reach of many parents, and would increase
the options available to parents in deciding
how best to care for their children.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It Is the sense of the
Senate that the levels In this resolution and
legislation enacted pursuant to this resolu-
tion assume—

(1) that tax relief should be directed at par-
ents who are struggling to afford quality
child care, including those who wish to stay
at home to care for a child, and should be in-
cluded In any tax cut package; and

(2) doubling funding for the Child Care and
Development Block Grant will significantly
increase the States’ ability to deliver qual-
ity child care to low-income working fami-
lies.

SEC. 315. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE FOR-
MULA CHANGE FOR FEDERAL FAM-
ILY EDUCATION LOAN.

(a) FmNpINegS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Postsecondary students receive critical
access to a higher education through student
loans made available by lenders in the Fed-
eral Family Education Loan (FFEL) pro-
gram.

(2) Guaranteed student loan borrowers cur-
rently pay an interest rate on their FFEL
loans equal to the 91-day Treasury bill rate
plus 2.6 percent while the borrower attends
school, and the 91-day Treasury bill rate plus
3.1 percent during repayment. In addition,
the maximum FFEL student loan rate is
capped at 8.25 percent.

(3) As a result of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993, the new formula for
FFEL student loans, effective July 1, 1998,
will be equal to the 10-year Treasury bond
rate plus 1 percent. In addition, the same 8.25
percent rate cap would apply to these new
loans. :

(4) Lenders in the FFEL program have
alerted Congress that the scheduled formula
change will make these loans unprofitable.
As a result, lenders may withdraw from the
FFEL program or significantly reduce their
participation in the program after July 1,
1998.

(6) A July 25, 1997 report by the Congres-
sional Research Service stated that the
scheduled formula change ‘“‘can result in a
greater likelihood that the program will be-
come unprofitable at certain points in the
business cycle,” and ‘‘the result could be a
shutdown of the guaranteed delivery sys-
tem.".

(6) In a report by the Treasury Department
on February 26, 1998, the Clinton Administra-
tion concluded that the new formula will
provide a rate of return on student loans
that is below the target rate of return of for-
profit bank lenders in the guaranteed stu-
dent loan program. Furthermore, the Admin-
istration concluded that there are inefficien-
cles associated with the proposed formula,
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and joint benefits could be realized to stu-
dents and lenders from moving back to a
short-term index.

(T) At the time that the proposed formula
change was adopted in 1993, the rate of re-
turn to lenders would have been higher under
the proposed formula than under the existing
formula.

(8) The withdrawal of lenders from the
FFEL program, who now account for ap-
proximately 70 percent of all student loans,
would be devastating to students because, as
the Administration has acknowledged, the
Federal direct loan program would be unable
to absorb the demand for student loans that
would arise from the absence of guaranteed
lenders.

(9) A variety of proposals have been put
forward to resolve this pending crisis in the
FFEL program by modifying the scheduled
formula change.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that the levels in this resolution and
legislation enacted pursuant to this resolu-
tion assume that the documented problems
that will rise from the scheduled formula
change for the Federal Family Education
Loan program should be resolved in a man-
ner that ensures that students are not
harmed by the withdrawal of lenders from
this program.

SEC. 316. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE DEDUCTIBILITY OF HEALTH IN-
SURANCE PREMIUMS OF THE SELF-
EMPLOYED.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) under current law, the self-employed do
not enjoy parity with their corporate com-
petitors with respect to the deductibility of
their health insurance premiums;

(2) at present, the self-employed can de-
duct only 45 percent of their health insur-
ance premiums;

{3) scheduled changes in the deductible
amount of health insurance premiums will
rise slowly, to only 60 percent by 2002;

(4) only by 2007 will the self-employed
enjoy equitable treatment with their cor-
porate competitors with respect to the de-
ductibility of their health insurance pre-
miums;

(5) the limited deductibility available to
the self-employed greatly reduces the afford-
ability of their health insurance;

(6) these disadvantages faced by the self-
employed are exacerbated by the fact that
the self-employed generally pay higher pre-
mium rates because they do not have access
to group insurance plans;

(T) these disadvantages are reflected in the
higher rate of lack of insurance among self-
employed individuals that stands at 23.6 per-
cent compared with 17.4 percent for all other
wage and salaried workers, for self-employed
living at or below the poverty level the rate
of uninsured is over 57 percent, for self-em-
ployed living at 100-150 percent poverty the
rate of uninsured is 47 percent, and for self-
employed living at 150-199 percent the rate of
uninsured is 40 percent;

(8) for some self-employed, such as farmers
who face significant occupational safety haz-
ards, this lack of health insurance afford-
ability has even greater ramifications; and

(9) this lack of full deductibility is ad-
versely affecting the growing number of
women who own small businesses.

(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 legislation implementing this
concurrent, resolution on the budget should
include accelerated movement toward parity
between the self-employed and corporations
with respect to the tax treatment of health
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insurance premiums, while maintaining def-

icit neutrality.

SEC. 317. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON OBJECTION
TO KYOTO PROTOCOL IMPLEMENTA-
TION PRIOR TO SENATE RATIFICA-
TION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) The agreement reached by the Adminis-
tration in Kyoto, Japan, regarding legally
binding commitments on greenhouse gas re-
ductions is inconsistent with the provisions
of S. Res. 98, The Byrd-Hagel Resolution,
that passed the United States Senate unani-
mously.

(2) The Administration has pledged to Con-
gress that it would not implement any por-
tion of the Kyoto Protocol prior to its ratifi-
cation in the Senate.

{b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that funds should not be provided
to put in effect the Kyoto Protocol prior to
the Senate ratification in compliance with
the requirements of the Byrd-Hagel Resolu-
tion and consistent with Administration as-
surances to Congress.

SEC. 318. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PRICE IN-
CREASE ON TOBACCO PRODUCTS OF
$1.50 PER PACK.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) smoking rates among children and teen-
agers have reached epidemic proportions;

(2) of the 3,000 children and teenagers who
begin smoking every day, 1,000 will eventu-
ally die of smoking-related disease; and

(3) public health experts and economists
agree that the most effective and efficient
way to achieve major reduction in youth
smoking rates is to raise the price of tobacco
products by at least $1.560 per pack.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that comprehensive tobacco
legislation should increase the price of each
pack of cigarettes sold by at least $1.50
through a per-pack fee or other mechanism
that will guarantee a price increase of $1.50
per pack within 3 years, not including exist-
ing scheduled Federal, State, and local tax
increases, with equivalent price increases on
other tobacco products, and should index
these price increases by an appropriate
measure of inflation.

SEC. 319. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS.

(a) Congress finds that—

(1) studies have found that quality child
care, particularly for infants and young chil-
dren, requires a sensitive, interactive, lov-
ing, and consistent caregiver;

(2) as most parents meet and exceed the
criteria described in paragraph (1), cir-
cumstances allowing, parental care Is the
best form of child care:;

(3) a recent National Institute for Child
Health and Development study found that
the greatest factor in the development of a
young child is ‘*what is happening at home
and in families';

(4) as a child’s interaction with his or her
parents has the most significant impact on
the development of the child, any Federal
child care policy should enable and encour-
age parents to spend more time with their
children;

(5) nearly %2 of preschool children have at-
home mothers and only % of preschool chil-
dren have mothers who are employed full
time;

(6) a large number of low- and middle-in-
come families sacrifice a second full-time in-
come so that a mother may be at home with
her child;

(7) the average income of 2-parent families
with a single income is $20,000 less than the
average income of 2-parent families with 2
incomes;

the fol-
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(8) only 30 percent of preschool children are
in families with paid child care and the re-
maining 70 percent of preschool children are
in families that do not pay for child care,
many of which are low- to middle-income
families struggling to provide child care at
home;

(9) child care proposals should not provide
financial assistance solely to the 30 percent
of families that pay for child care and should
not discriminate against families in which
children are cared for by an at-home parent;
and

(10) any congressional proposal that in-
creases child care funding should provide fi-
nancial relief to families that sacrifice an
entire income in order that a mother or fa-
ther may be at home for a young child.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the functional totals in this
concurrent resolution on the budget assume
that—

(1) many families in the United States
make enormous sacrifices to forego a second
income in order to have a parent care for a
child at home;

(2) there should be no bias against at-home
parents;

(3) parents choose many different forms of
child care to meet the needs of their fami-
lies, such as child care provided by an at-
home parent, grandparent, aunt, uncle,
neighbor, nanny, preschool, or child care
center;

(4) any quality child care proposal should
include, as a key component, financial rellef
for those families where there is an at-home
parent; and

(5) mothers and fathers who have chosen
and continue to choose to be at home should
be applauded for their efforts.

SEC. 320. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
IMMUNITY.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this resolution assume that no immunity
will be provided to any tobacco product man-
ufacturer with respect to any health-related
civil action commenced by a State or local
governmental entity or an individual or
class of individuals prior to or after the date
of the adoption of this resolution.

SEC. 321. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING AGRI-
CULTURAL TRADE PROGRAMS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals in this concurrent resolution
assume the Secretary of Agriculture will use
agricultural trade programs established by
law to promote, to the maximum extent
practicable, the export of United States agri-
cultural commodities and products.

SEC. 322. SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING
LONG-TERM ENTITLEMENT RE-
FORMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the
resolution assumes the following—

(1) entitlement spending has risen dramati-
cally over the last thirty-five years;

(2) in 1963, mandatory spending (i.e. enti-
tlement spending and interest on the debt)
made up 30 percent of the budget, this figure
rose to 456 percent by 1973, to 56 percent by
1983 and to 61 percent by 1993;

(3) mandatory spending is expected to
make up 68 percent of the Federal budget in
1998;

(4) absent changes, that spending is ex-
pected to take up over 70 percent of the Fed-
eral budget shortly after the yvear 2000 and 74
percent of the budget by the year 2008;

(5) if no actlion is taken, mandatory spend-
ing will consume 100 percent of the budget by
the year 2030;

(6) this mandatory spending will continue
to crowd out spending for the traditional
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“discretionary' functions of Government
like clean air and water, a strong National
defense, parks and recreation, education, our
transportation system, law enforcement, re-
search and development and other infra-
structure spending;

(7) taking significant steps sooner rather
than later to reform entitlement spending
will not only boost economic growth in this
country, it will also prevent the need for
drastic tax and spending decisions in the
next century.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this budget
resolution assume that Congress and the
President should work to enact structural
reforms in entitlement spending in 1998 and
beyond which sufficiently restrain the
growth of mandatory spending in order to
keep the budget in balance over the long
term, extend the solvency of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare Trust Funds, avoid
crowding out funding for basic Government
functions and that every effort should be
made to hold mandatory spending to no
more than seventy percent of the budget.
SEC. 323. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING

FREEDOM OF HEALTH CARE CHOICE
FOR MEDICARE SENIORS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the
lowing:

(1) Medicare beneficiaries should have the
same right to obtain health care from the
physician or provider of their choice as do
Members of Congress and virtually all other
Americans.

(2) Most seniors are denied this right by
current restrictions on their health care
choices.

(3) Affording senlors this option would cre-
ate greater health-care choices and result in
fewer claims being paid out of the near-
bankrupt Medicare trust funds.

(4) Legislation to uphold this right of
health care choice for seniors must protect
beneficiaries and Medicare from fraud and
abuse. Such legislation must include provi-
sions that—

(A) require that such contracts providing
this right be In writing, be signed by the
Medicare beneficiary, and provide that no
clalm be submitted to the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration;

(B) preclude such contracts when the bene-
ficiary is experiencing a medical emergency;

(C) allow for the Medicare beneficiary to
modify or terminate the contract prospec-
tively at any time and to return to Medicare;
and

(D) are subject to stringent fraud and
abuse law, including the Medicare anti-fraud
provisions in the Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act of 1996.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that seniors have the right to see
the physician or health care provider of their
choice, and not be limited in such right by
the imposition of unreasonable conditions on
providers who are willing to treat seniors on
a private basis, and that the assumptions un-
derlying the functional totals in this resolu-
tion assume that legislation will be enacted
to ensure this right.

SEC. 324. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-
PAIR AND CONSTRUCTION NEEDS
OF INDIAN SCHOOLS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) many of our Nation’s tribal schools are
in a state of serious disrepair. The Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) operates 187 school fa-
cilities nationwide. Enrollment in these
schools, which presently numbers 47,214 stu-
dents, has been growing rapidly. A recent
General Accounting Office report indicates

fol-
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that the repair backlog in these schools to-
tals $754,000,000, and that the BIA schools are
in generally worse condition than all schools
nationally;

(2) approximately 60 of these schools are in
need of complete replacement or serious ren-
ovation. Many of the renovations include
basic structural repair for the safety of chil-
dren, new heating components to keep stu-
dents warm, and roofing replacement to keep
the snow and rain out of the classroom. In
addition to failing to provide adequate learn-
ing environments for Indian children, these
repair and replacement needs pose a serious
liability issue for the Federal Government,

(3) sixty-three percent of the BIA schools
are over 30 years old, and 26 percent are over
50 years old. Approximately 40 percent of all
students in BIA schools are in portable class-
rooms. Originally intended as temporary fa-
cilities while tribes awaited new construc-
tion funds, these ‘‘portables’ have a max-
imum 10 year life-span. Because of the con-
struction backlog, children have been shuf-
fling between classrooms in the harsh cli-
mates of the Northern plains and Western
States for 10 to 15 years;

(4) annual appropriations for BIA edu-
cation facilities replacement and repair com-
bined have averaged $20,000,000 to $30,000,000
annually, meeting only 4 percent of total
need. At the present rate, one deteriorating
BIA school can be replaced each year, with
estimates of completion of nine schools in
the next seven years. Since the new con-
struction and repair backlog is so great and
growing, the current focus at BIA construc-
tion must remain on emergency and safety
needs only, without prioritizing program
needs such as increasing enrollment or tech-
nology in the classroom; and

(6) unlike most schools, the BIA schools
are a responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment. Unfortunately, the failure of the Fed-
eral Government to live up to this responsi-
bility has come at the expense of quality
education for some of this Nation's poorest
children with the fewest existing opportuni-
ties to better themselves.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this budget
resolution assume that the repair and con-
struction backlog affecting Bureau of Indian
Affairs school facilities should be eliminated
over a period of no more than 5 years begin-
ning with fiscal year 1999, and that the Presi-
dent should submit to Congress a plan for
the orderly elimination of this backlog.

SEC. 325. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY PERSONAL RETIREMENT AC-
COUNTS AND THE BUDGET SUR-
PLUS.

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

(1) The Social Security program is the
foundation of retirement income for most
Americans, and solving the financial prob-
lems of the Social Security program is a
vital national priority and essential for the
retirement security of today's working
Americans and their families.

(2) There is a growing bipartisan consensus
that personal retirement accounts should be
an important feature of Social Security re-
form.

(3) Personal retirement accounts can pro-
vide a substantial retirement nest egg and
real personal wealth. For an individual 28
years old on the date of the adoption of this
resolution, earning an average wage, and re-
tiring at age 65 in 2035, just 1 percent of that
individual’s wages deposited each year In a
personal retirement account and invested in
securities consisting of the Standard & Poors
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500 would grow to $132,000, and be worth ap-
proximately 20 percent of the benefits that
would be provided to the individual under
the current provisions of the Social Security
program.

(4) Personal retirement accounts would
give the majority of Americans who do not
own any investment assets a new stake in
the economic growth of America.

(5) Personal retirement accounts would
demonstrate the value of savings and the
magic of compound interest to all Ameri-
cans. Today, Americans save less than people
in almost every other country.

(6) Personal retirement accounts would
help Americans to better prepare for retire-
ment generally. According to the Congres-
sional Research Service, 60 percent of Ameri-
cans are not actively participating in a re-
tirement plan other than Social Security, al-
though Social Security was never intended
to be the sole source of retirement income.

(7T) Personal retirement accounts would
allow partial prefunding of retirement bene-
fits, thereby providing for Social Security’s
future financial stability.

(8) The Federal budget will register a sur-
plus of $671,000,000,000 over the next 10 years,
offering a unique opportunity to begin a per-
manent solution to Social Security’s financ-
ing.

(9) Using the Federal budget surplus to
fund personal retirement accounts would be
an important first step in comprehensive So-
cial Security reform and ensuring the deliv-
ery of promised retirement benefits.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that this resolution assumes
that the Committee on Finance shall con-
sider and report a legislative proposal this
vear that would dedicate the Federal budget
surplus to the establishment of a program of
personal retirement accounts for working
Americans and reduce the unfunded liabil-
ities of the Social Security program.

SEC. 326. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE ELIMINATION OF THE MAR-
RIAGE PENALTY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:

(1) Marriage is the foundation of the Amer-
ican society and the key institution pre-
serving our values.

(2) The tax code should not penalize those
who choose to marry.

(3) However, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice found that 42 percent of married couples
face a marriage penalty under the current
tax system.

(4) The Congressional Budget Office found
that the average penalty amounts to $1,380 a
year.

(5) This penalty is one of the factors behind
the decline of marriage.

(6) In 1970, just 0.5 percent of the couples in
the United States were unmarried. By 1996,
this percentage had risen to 7.2 percent.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions in this
budget resolution assume that the Congress
shall begin to phase out the marriage pen-
alty this year,

SEC. 827. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF CONGRESS
REGARDING AFFORDABLE, HIGH-
QUALITY HEALTH CARE FOR SEN-
IORS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Seniors deserve affordable, high quality
health care.

(2) The Medicare program under title XVIII
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et
seq.) has made health care affordable for mil-
lions of seniors.

(3) Beneficiaries under the Medicare pro-
gram deserve to know that such program
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will cover the benefits that they are cur-

rently entitled to.

(4) Beneficiaries under the Medicare pro-
gram can pay out-of-pocket for health care
services whenever they—

(A) do not want a claim for reimbursement
for such services submitted to such program;
or

(B) want or need to obtain health care
services that such program does not cover.

(5) Beneficiaries under the Medicare pro-
gram can use doctors who do not receive any
reimbursement under such program.

(6) Close to 76 percent of seniors have an-
nual incomes below $25,000, including 4 per-
cent who have annual incomes below $5,000,
making any additional out-of-pocket costs
for health care services extremely burden-
some.

(T) Very few beneficiaries under the Medi-
care program report having difficulty ob-
taining access to a physician who accepts re-
imbursement under such program.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It Is the sense of
Congress that the assumptions underlying
the functional totals in this resoclution as-
sume that seniors have the right to afford-
able, high-quality health care, that they
have the right to choose their physicians,
and that no change should be made to the
Medicare program that could—

(1) impose unreasonable and unpredictable
out-of-pocket costs for seniors or erode the
benefits that the 38,000,000 beneficiaries
under the Medicare program are entitled to;

(2) compromise the efforts of the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to screen in-
appropriate or fraudulent claims for reim-
bursement under such program; and

(3) allow unscrupulous providers under
such program to bill twice for the same serv-
ices.

SEC. 328. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PER-
MANENT EXTENSION OF INCOME
AVERAGING FOR FARMERS.

It is the sense of Congress that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that if the
revenue levels are reduced pursuant to sec-
tion 201 of this resolution for tax legislation,
such amount as is necessary shall be used to
permanently extend income averaging for
farmers for purposes of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

SEC. 329. SENSE OF THE SENATE TO MAINTAIN
FULL FUNDING FOR THE SECTION
202 ELDERLY HOUSING PROGRAM.

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

(1) The Section 202 Elderly Housing pro-
gram is the most important housing program
for elderly, low-income Americans, providing
both affordable low-income housing and sup-
portive services designed to meet the special
needs of the elderly.

(2) Since 1959, the Section 202 Elderly
Housing program has funded some 5400 el-
derly housing projects with over 330,000 hous-
ing units, with the current average tenant in
Section 202 housing being a frail, older
woman in her seventies, living alone with an
income of less than $10,000 per year.

(3) The combination of affordable housing
and sapportive services under the Section 202
Elderly Housing program is critical to pro-
moting independent living, self-sufficiency,
and dignity for the elderly while delaying
more costly institutional care.

(4) There are over 1.4 million elderly Amer-
icans currently identified as having “‘worst
case housing needs” and in need of affordable
housing.

(5) There are 33 million Americans aged 65
and over, some 13 percent of all Americans,
The number of elderly Americans is antici-
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pated to grow to over 69 million by the year

2030, which would be some 20 percent of all

Americans, and continue to increase to al-

most 80 million by 2050,

(6) The President’s Budget Request for fis-
cal year 1999 proposes reducing funding for
the Section 202 Elderly Housing program
from the fiscal year 1998 level of $645,000,000
to $109,000,000 in fiscal year 1999. This rep-
resents a reduction of over 83 percent in
funding, which will result in reducing the
construction of Section 202 housing units
from some 6,000 units in fiscal year 1998 to
only 1,500 units in fiscal year 1999,

(T) The full funding of the Section 202 El-
derly Housing program as an independent
Federal housing program is an investment in
our elderly citizens as well as our Nation.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It Is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the Section 202 Elderly
Housing program, as provided under section
202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended,
shall be funded in fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002, and 2003 at not less than the fiscal year
1998 funding level of $645,000,000.

SEC. 330. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
OUTLAY ESTIMATES OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE BUDGET.

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

(1) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 created
a new era for Federal spending and forced
the Department of Defense to plan on lim-
ited spending over the five-year period from
fiscal year 1998 through 2002.

(2) The agreements forged under the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 specifically defined
the available amounts of budget authority
and outlays, requiring the Department of De-
fense to properly plan its future activities in
the new, constrained budget environment.

(3) The Department of Defense worked with
the Office of Management and Budget to de-
velop a fiscal year 1999 budget which com-
plies with the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

(4) Based on Department of Defense pro-
gram plans and policy changes, the Office of
Management and Budget and the Depart-
ment of Defense made detailed estimates of
fiscal year 1999 Department of Defense out-
lay rates to ensure that the budget sub-
mitted would comply with the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997.

(5) The Congressional Budget Office outlay
estimate of the fiscal year 1999 Department
of Defense budget request exceeds both the
outlay limit imposed by the Balanced Budg-
et Act of 1997 and the Office of Management
and Budget's outlay estimate, a disagree-
ment which would force a total restructuring
of the Department of Defense's fiscal year
1999 budget.

(6) The restructuring imposed on the De-
partment of Defense would have a dev-
astating impact on readiness, troop morale,
military quality of life, and ongoing procure-
ment and development programs.

(T) The restructuring of the budget would
be driven solely by differing statistical esti-
mates made by capable parties.

(8) In a letter currently under review, the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget will identify multiple differences be-
tween the Office of Management and Budg-
et's estimated outlay rates and the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s estimated outlay
rates.

(9) New Information on Department of De-
fense policy changes and program execution
plans now permit the Office of Management
and Budget and the Congressional Budget Of-
fice to reevaluate their initial projections of
fiscal year 1999 outlay rates.
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(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the totals underlying this
concurrent resolution on the budget assume
that not later than April 22, 1998, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office shall com-
plete discussions and develop a common esti-
mate of the projected fiscal year 1999 outlay
rates for Department of Defense accounts.
SEC. 331. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

OUTLAY ESTIMATES FOR THE BUDG-
ETS OF FEDERAL AGENCIES OTHER
THAN THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE.

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

(1) The Federal civilian workforce in non-
Defense Department agencies shrank by
125,000 employees, or 10 percent, between 1992
and 1997,

(2) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 as-
sumed over $60,000,000,000 in reductions in
nondefense discretionary spending over the
period 1998-2002.

(3) These reductions were agreed to not-
withstanding ever-increasing responsibilities
in agencies engaged in fighting crime, com-
bating the drug war, countering terrorist
threats, cleaning the environment, enforcing
the law, improving education, conducting
health research, conducting energy research
and development, enhancing the Nation's
physical infrastructure, and providing vet-
erans programs.

(4) All Federal agencies have worked close-
ly with the Office of Management and Budg-
et to balance much-needed programmatic
needs with fiscal prudence and to submit
budget requests for fiscal year 1999 that com-
ply with the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

(6) Reductions in the President's requests,
as estimated by the Office of Management
and Budget, to comply with the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s estimates could seri-
ously jeopardize priority domestic discre-
tionary programs.

(6) There is no mechanism through which
the Congressional Budget Office and the Of-
fice of Management and Budget identify
their differences in outlay rates for non-
defense agencies.

(7T) Such consultation would lead to greater
understanding between the two agencies and
potentially fewer and/or smaller differences
in the future.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the totals underlying this
concurrent resolution on the budget assume
that not later than April 22, 1998, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget
and the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, in consultation with the Secretaries
of the affected nondefense agencies, shall
complete discussions and develop a common
estimate of the projected fiscal year 1999 out-
lay rates for accounts in nondefense agen-
cies.

SEC. 332. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AN
EVALUATION OF THE OUTCOME OF
WELFARE REFORM.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
etary levels in this resolution assume that—

(1) the Secretary of Health and Human
Services will, as part of the annual report to
Congress under section 411 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.8.C. 611), include data re-
garding the rate of employment, job reten-
tion, and earnings characteristics of former
recipients of assistance under the State pro-
grams funded under part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) for
each such State program; and

(2) for purposes of the annual report for fis-
cal year 1997, the information described in
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paragraph (1) will be transmitted to Congress

not later than September 1, 1998.

SEC. 333. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NA-
TIONAL BACKGROUND CHECK SYS-
TEM FOR LONG-TERM CARE WORK-
ERS.

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

(1) The impending retirement of the baby
boom generation will greatly increase the
demand and need for quality long-term care
and it is incumbent on Congress and the
President to ensure that Medicare and Med-
icald patients are protected from abuse, ne-
glect, and mistreatment.

(2) Although the majority of long-term
care facilities do an excellent job in caring
for elderly and disabled patients, incidents of
abuse and neglect and mistreatment do
occur at an unacceptable rate and are not
limited to nursing homes alone.

(3) Current Federal and State safeguards
are inadequate because there is little or no
information sharing between States about
known abusers and no common State proce-
dures for tracking abusers from State to
State and facility to facility.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this concurrent
resolution on the budget assume that a na-
tional registry of abusive long-term care
workers should be established by bullding
upon existing infrastructures at the Federal
and State levels that would enable long-term
care providers who participate in the Medi-
care and Medicald programs (42 U.S.C. 1395 et
seq.; 1396 et seq.) to conduct background
checks on prospective employees.

SEC. 334. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON EXPANDING
MEDICARE BENEFITS.

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

(1) In the 1997 Balanced Budget Agreement,
changes were made to Medicare that ex-
tended the solvency of the Trust Fund for 10
years.

(2) The Medicare Commission, also estab-
lished in the Balanced Budget Agreement,
has just started the task of examining the
Medicare program in an effort to make sound
policy recommendations to Congress and the
Administration about what needs to be done
to ensure that Medicare is financially pre-
pared to handle the added barden when the
baby boomers begin retiring.

(3) The problems facing Medicare are not
about more revenues. The program needs to
do more to improve the health care status of
retirees and give them more choices and bet-
ter information to make wise consumer deci-
slons when purchasing health care services.

(4) Improving the health care status of sen-
for citizens would ensure additional savings
for Medicare. Helping seniors stay healthier
should be a priority of any legislation aimed
at protecting Medicare.

(5) In order to keep seniors healthier, Medi-
care has to become more prevention based.
Currently, Medicare offers prevention bene-
fits, and the Balanced Budget Act of 1997
made a substantial investment in prevention
benefits, providing $8,500,000,000 over 10
years.

(6) Preventing illnesses or long hospital
stays or repeated hospital stays will save
Medicare dollars.

(T) Medicare cannot be saved without
structural changes and reforms.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this resolution assume that the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 directed the Na-
tional Bipartisan Commission on the future
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of Medicare to examine Medicare’'s benefit
structure, including prevention benefits, and
make recommendations to the Congress on
such benefits in the context of an overall
plan to extend the solvency of the program.

SEC. 335. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON BATTLE-
FIELD PRESERVATION.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
et levels in this resolution assume that—

(1) preserving Revolutionary War, War of
1812, and Civil War battlefields is an integral
part of preserving our Nation’s history;

(2) the Secretary of the Interior should
give special priority to the preservation of
Revolutionary War and War of 1812 battle-
fields, by making funds available for the con-
duct of the Revolutionary War and War of
1812 Historic Preservation Study as author-
ized by section 603 of Public Law 104-333 (16
U.8.C. 1a-5 note); and

(3) the Secretary of the Interior should
give special priority to the preservation of
Revolutionary War, War of 1812, and Civil
War battlefields by allocating funds in the
Land and Water Conservation Fund for the
purchase of battlefield sites the integrity of
which is threatened by urban or suburban de-
velopment. -

SEC. 336. A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE SEN-
ATE'S SUPPORT FOR FEDERAL,
STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCE-
MENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) our Federal, State and local law en-
forcement officers provide essential services
that preserve and protect our freedom and
safety, and with the support of Federal as-
sistance, State and local law enforcement of-
ficers have succeeded in reducing the na-
tional scourge of violent crime, illustrated
by a murder rate in 1996 which is projected
to be the lowest since 1971 and a violent
crime total in 1996 which 1s the lowest since
1990,

(2) through a comprehensive effort to at-
tack violence against women mounted by
State and local law enforcement, and dedi-
cated volunteers and professionals who pro-
vide victim services, shelter, counseling and
advocacy to battered women and their chil-
dren, important strides have been made
against the national scourge of violence
against women, illustrated by the decline in
the murder rate for wives, ex-wives and
girlfriends at the hands of their “intimates”
fell to a 19-year low in 1995;

(3) recent gains by Federal, State and local
law enforcement in the fight against violent
crime and violence against women are frag-
ile, and continued financial commitment
from the Federal Government for funding
and financial assistance is required to sus-
tain and build upon these gains; and

(4) the Violent Crime Reduction Trust
Fund as adopted by the Violent Crime Con-
trol and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 funds
the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994, the Viclence Agalnst
Women Act of 1994, and the Antiterrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996
without adding to the Federal budget deficit.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It Is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions and the
functional totals underlying this resolution
assume the Federal Government's commit-
ment to fund Federal law enforcement pro-
grams and programs to assist State and local
efforts to combat violent crime, including vi-
olence against women, shall be maintained
and funding for the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund shall continue to at least fiscal
year 2003.
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SEC. 337. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ANALYSIS OF
CIVILIAN SCIENCE AND TECH-
NOLOGY PROGRAMS IN THE FED-
ERAL BUDGET.

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

(1) The National Academy of Sclences, Na-
tional Academy of Engineering, and Insti-
tute of Medicine have recommended, in their
1995 report, entitled ‘‘Allocating Federal
Funds for Science and Technology™, that the
Federal sclence and technology budget ‘‘be
presented as a comprehensive whole in the
President’s budget and similarly considered
as a whole at the beginning of the congres-
sional budget process before the total Fed-
eral budget is disaggregated and sent to the
appropriations committees and subcommit-
tees'.

(2) Civililan Federal agencies are sup-
porting more than $35,000,000,000 of research
and development in fiscal year 1998, but it is
difficult for the Congress and the public to
track or understand this support because it
is dispersed among 12 different budget func-
tions.

(3) A meaningful examination of the over-
all Federal budget for science and tech-
nology, consistent with the recommendation
of the National Academies, as well as an ex-
amination of science and technology budgets
in individual civilian agencies, would be fa-
cilitated if the President’'s budget request
clearly displayed the amounts requested for
science and technology programs across all
civilian agencies and classified these
amounts in Budget Function 250.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the congressional budget
for the United States for fiscal years 2000,
2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 should consolidate
the spending for all Federal civilian sclence
and technology programs in Budget Func-
tion 250, and that the President should ac-
cordingly transmit to the Congress a budget
request for fiscal year 2000 that classifies
these programs, across all Federal civilian
departments and agencies, in Budget Func-
tion 250.

SEC. 338. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CIVILIAN
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PRO-
GRAMS IN THE FEDERAL BUDGET.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the function totals in
this budget resolution assume that expendi-
tures for civilian science and technology pro-
grams in the Federal budget will double over
the period from fiscal year 1998 to fiscal year
2008

SEC. 339. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LONG-TERM
BUDGETING AND REPAYMENT OF
THE PUBLIC DEBT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) today, there are 34,000,000 Americans
over the age of 65, and by the year 2030, that
number will grow to nearly 70,000,000;

(2) in 1963, mandatory spending represented
30 percent of the Federal budget, while dis-
cretionary spending made up 70 percent, and
by 1998, those proportions have almost com-
pletely reversed, in that mandatory spending
now accounts for 68 percent of the Federal
budget, while discretionary spending rep-
resents 32 percent;

(3) according to the 1997 Annual Report of
the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance and Disability In-
surance (OASDI) Trust Fund—

(A) the difference between the income and
benefits for the OASDI program is a deficit
of 2.23 percent of taxable payroll;

(B) the assets in the Trust Fund are ex-
pected to be depleted under present law in
the year 2029;

(C) by the time the assets in the Trust
Fund are depleted, annual tax revenues will
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be sufficient to cover only three-fourths of
the annual expenditures;

(D) intermediate estimates are that OASDI
will absorb nearly 17.5 percent of national
payroll by the year 2030; and

(E) the cost of the OASDI program is esti-
mated to rise from its current level of 4.7
percent. of Gross Domestic Product to 6.7 per-
cent by the end of the T5-year projection pe-
riod;

(4) according to reports by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the Economic and
Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 1999-2008 (Jan-
uary 1998) and Reducing the Deficit: Spend-
ing and Revenue Options (March 1997)—

(A) the Medicare Part A Trust Fund will be
exhausted early in fiscal year 2010;

(B) enrollment in Medicare will increase
dramatically as the baby boomers reach age

(C) between the years 2010 and 2030, enroll-
ment in Medicare is projected to grow by 2.4
percent per year, up from the 1.4 percent av-
erage annual growth projected through 2007;

(D) by the year 2030, Medicare enrollment
will have doubled, to 75,000,000 people; and

(E) the increase in Medicare enrollment
caused by the aging of the population will be
accompanied by a tapering of the growth
rate of the working age population, and the
number of workers will drop from 3.8 for
every Medicare beneficiary in 1997 to 2.02 per
beneficiary by 2030;

(5) the demographic shift that is currently
taking place, and will continue for the next
30 years, will put a tremendous burden on
workers as the cost of programs such as So-
cial Security and Medicare are borne by pro-
portionately fewer workers;

(6) the current Budget Resolution, which
projects revenues and spending only for the
next 10 years, does not give Congress a clear
picture of the budget problems that confront
the United States shortly after the turn of
the century;

(7) currently, 14 percent of the Federal
budget is spent on interest payments on the
national debt; and

(8) if projected surpluses are used entirely
for debt reduction and current tax and
spending policies remain unchanged, the
share of Federal Income needed to pay inter-
est would drop below 5 percent within 12
years, and in 1997, that 10 percentage-point
reduction would have amounted to
$158,000,000,000 available for other priorities.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
this concurrent resolution assume that fu-
ture budget resolutions and future budgets
submitted by the President should include—

(1) an analysis for the period of 30 fiscal
years beginning with such fiscal year, of the
estimated levels of total budget outlays and
total new budget anthority, the estimated
revenues to be received, the estimated sur-
plus or deficit, if any, for each major Federal
entitlement program for each fiscal year in
such period; and

(2) a specific accounting of payments, if
any, made to reduce the publlc debt, or un-
funded liabilities associated with each major
Federal entitlement program.

SEC. 340. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
PRESIDENT'S BUDGET.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
etary levels in this resolution assume that
the President should submit, as part of the
budget request of the President that is sub-
mitted to Congress, a study of the impact of
the provisions of the budget on each genera-
tion of Americans and its long-term effects
on each generation.
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SEC. 341. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE VALUE OF THE SOCIAL SECU-
sns.m SYSTEM FOR FUTURE RETIR-

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

(1) The Social Security system has allowed
a generation of Americans to retire with dig-
nity. Today, 13 percent of the population is
65 or older and by 2030, 20 percent of the pop-
ulation will be 65 or older. More than ‘% of
the elderly do not recelve private pensions
and more than ' have no income from as-
sets.

(2) For 60 percent of all senior citizens, So-
cial Security benefits provide almost 80 per-
cent of their retirement income. For 80 per-
cent of all senlor citizens, Soclal Security
benefits provide over 50 percent of their re-
tirement income.

(3) Poverty rates among the elderly are at
the lowest level since the United States
began to keep poverty statistics, due in large
part to the Social Security system.

(4) 78 percent of Americans pay more in
payroll taxes than they do in income taxes.

(5) According to the 1997 report of the Man-
aging Trustee for the Social Security trust
funds, the accumulated balance.in the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund is estimated to fall to zero by 2029, and
the estimated payroll tax at that time will
be sufficient to cover only 75 percent of the
benefits owed to retirees at that time.

(6) The average American retiring in the
year 2015 will pay $250,000 in payroll taxes
over the course of a working career.

(7T) Future generations of Americans must
be guaranteed the same value from the So-
cial Security system as past covered recipi-
ents.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It Is the sense
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in
this resolution assume that no change in the
Social SBecurity system should be made that
would reduce the value of the Social Secu-
rity system for future generations of retir-
ees.

SEC. 342. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE LAND
AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND.

It is the sense of the Senate that the budg-
et levels in this resolution assume that pro-
grams funded from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund should be funded in the full
amount authorized by law.

SEC. 343. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON EDUCATION
GOALS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals underlying this resolution as-
sume that the Federal Government should
work hand-in-hand with States, school dis-
tricts, and local leaders—

(1) to accomplish the following goals by
the year 2005:

(A) establish achievement levels and as-
sessments in every grade for the core aca-
demic curriculum; measure each regular stu-
dent's performance; and prohibit the practice
of social promotion of students (promoting
students routinely from one grade to the
next without regard to their academic
achievement);

(B) provide remedial programs for students
whose achievement levels indicate they
should not be promoted to the next grade;

(C) create smaller schools to enable stu-
dents to have closer Interaction with teach-
ers;

(D) require at least 180 days per year of in-
struction in core curriculum subjects;

(E) recruit new teachers who are ade-
gquately trained and credentialed in the sub-
ject or subjects they teach and encourage ex-
cellent, experienced teachers to remain in
the classroom by providing adequate sala-

April 20, 1998

ries; require all teachers to be credentialed
and limit emergency or temporary teaching
credentials to a limited period of time; hold
teachers and principals accountable to high
educational standards; and

(F) require all regular students to pass an
examination in basic core curriculum sub-
jects in order to receive a high school di-
ploma; and

(2) to reaffirm the importance of public
schooling and commit to guaranteeing excel-
lence and accountability in the public
schools of this Nation.

SEC. 344. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF THE SENATE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) while it is lmportant to study the ef-
fects of class size on learning and study the
need to hire more teachers, each type of
study must be carried out in conjunction
with an effort to ensure that there will be
quality teachers in every classroom;

(2) all children deserve well-educated
teachers;

(3) there Is a teacher quality crisis In the
United States;

(4) individuals entering a classroom as
teachers should have a sound grasp on the
subject the Individuals Intend to teach, and
the individuals should know how to teach;

(5) less than 40 percent of the individuals
teaching core subjects (consisting of English,
mathematics, sclence, social studlies, and
foreign languages) majored or minored in the
core subjects;

(6) the quality of teachers impacts student
achievement;

(7) the measure of a good teacher is how
much and how well the teacher’s students
learn;

(8) teachers should have the opportunity to
learn new technology and teaching methods
through the establishment of teacher train-
ing facilities so that teachers can share their
new knowledge and experiences with chil-
dren in the classroom,

(9) school officials should have the flexi-
bility the officials need to have teachers in
their schools adequately trained to meet
strenuous teacher standards;

(10) knowledgeable and eager individuals of
sound character and various professional
backgrounds should be encouraged to enter
kindergarten through grade 12 classrooms as
teachers; and

(11) States should have maximum flexi-
bility and incentives to create alternative
teacher certification and licensure programs
in order to recruit well-educated people into
the teaching profession.

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

(1) the enactment of legislation to provide
assistance for programs that—

(A) focus on teacher training delivered
through local partnerships, with private and
public partners, to ensure that current and
future teachers possess necessary teaching
skills and knowledge of subject areas; and

(B) focus on alternative certification to re-
crult knowledgeable and eager individuals of
sound character to enter kindergarten
through grade 12 classrooms as teachers;

(2) that the quality of teachers can be
strengthened by improving the academic
knowledge of teachers in the subject areas in
which the teachers teach;

(3) that institutions of higher education
should be held accountable to prepare teach-
ers who are highly competent in the subject
areas in which the teachers teach, including
preparing teachers by providing training in
the effective uses of technologies in class-
rooms; and
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(4) that there should be recruitment into
teaching of high quality individuals, includ-
ing individuals from other occupations.

SEC. 345. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON INS CIRCUIT
RIDERS IN THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION.

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that included
in the funding for the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service (INS) is $2,000,000 for the
establishment of INS circuit riders in the
former Soviet Union for the purpose of proc-
essing refugees and conducting medical ex-
aminations of refugees who will enter the
United States under the Refugee Act of 1980.
SEC. 346. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

FUNDING FOR THE AIRPORT IM-
PROVEMENT PROGRAM.

It is the sense of the Senate that the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment as provided for in this resolution
should assure that—

(1) the contract authority level for the Air-
port Improvement Program (provided for in
part B of subtitle VII of title 49, United
States Code) not be reduced below the cur-
rent level of $2,347,000,000; and

(2) the critical infrastructure development,
maintenance, and repair of airports not be
jeopardized.

SEC. 347. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE ONE
HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS, SEC-
OND SESSION SHOULD REAUTHOR-
FUNDS FOR THE FARMLAND
PROTECTION PROGRAM.

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

(1) eighteen States and dozens of localities
have spent nearly $1,000,000,000 to protect
over 600,000 acres of important farmland;

(2) the Farmland Protection Program has
provided cost-sharing for 18 States and doz-
ens of localities to protect over 82,000 acres
on 230 farms since 1996;

(3) the Farmland Protection Program has
generated new interest in saving farmland in
communities around the country;

(4) the Farmland Protection Program rep-
resents an innovative and voluntary partner-
ship, rewards local ingenuity, and supports
local priorities;

(5) current funds authorized for the Farm-
land Protection Program will be exhausted
in the next six months;

(6) the United States is losing two acres of
our best farmland to development every
minute of every day;

(T) these lands produce three quarters of
the fruits and vegetables and over one half of
the dairy in the United States.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals con-
tained in this resolution assume that the
One Hundred Fifth Congress, Second Session
will reauthorize funds for the Farmland Pro-
tection Program.

SEC. 348, SENSE OF THE SENATE ON HEALTH
CARE QUALITY,

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

(1) out of a total 549 plans under the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program,
which includes fee-for-service, point of serv-
ice, and Health Maintenance Organizations,
only 186 were fully accredited;

(2) out of a total 549 plans under the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefits Program,
which Includes fee-for-service, point of serv-
ice, and Health Maintenance Organizations, 7
were denied accreditation.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying this resolution provide for the enact-
ment of legislation requiring all health plans
participating in the Federal Employees
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Health Benefits Program to be accredited by

a nationally recognized accreditation organi-

zation representative of a spectrum of health

care interests including purchasers, con-
sumers, providers and health plans.

SEC. 349. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
WASTEFUL SPENDING IN DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT ACQUISITION PRAC-
TICES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) according to the Defense Department's
Inspector General, despite efforts to stream-
line Government purchases, the military, in
some cases, pald more than ‘‘fair value' for
many items;

(2) efficient purchasing policies, in the con-
text of decreasing defense budgets, are more
important than ever to ensure Defense De-
partment spending contributes to military
readiness.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that the Defense Department
should continue efforts to eliminate wasteful
spending such that defense spending allo-
cated in the fiscal year 1999 budget, and all
subsequent budgets, is spent in the manner
most efficient to maintain and promote mili-
tary readiness for United States Armed
Forces around the globe.

SEC. 350. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO
THE CHANGING NATURE OF TER-
RORISM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the threat of terrorism to American
citizens and interests remains high, with
Americans suffering one-third of the total
terrorist attacks in the world in 1997;

(2) the terrorist threat is changing—while
past acts were generally limited to the use of
conventional explosives and weapons, terror-
ists today are exploiting technological ad-
vances and increasingly lethal tools and
strategies to pursue their agenda;

(3) on a worldwide basis, terrorists are fo-
cusing on afflicting mass casualties on civil-
ian targets through the acquisition of chem-
ical, biological and nuclear weapons of mass
destruction;

(4) chemical and biological weapons in the
hands of terrorists or rogue nations con-
stitute a threat to the United States;

(6) the multifaceted nature of the terrorist
threat encompasses not only foreign terror-
ists targeting American citizens and inter-
ests abroad, but foreign terrorists operating
within the United States itself, as well as do-
mestic terrorists;

(6) terrorists groups are becoming increas-
ingly multinational, more associated with
criminal activity, and less responsive to ex-
ternal influences;

(T) terrorists exploit America’s free and
open society to illegally enter the country,
raise funds, recruit new members, spread
propaganda, and plan future activities;

(8) terrorists are also making use of com-
puter technology to communicate, solicit
money and support, and store information
essential to their operations;

(9) State sponsors of terrorism and other
foreign countries are known to be developing
computer intrusion and manipulation capa-
bilities which could pose a threat to essen-
tial public and private information systems
in the United States;

(10) the infrastructures deemed critical to
the United States are the telecommuni-
cations networks, the electric power grid, oil
and gas distribution, water distribution fa-
cilities, transportation systems, financial
networks, emergency services, and the con-
tinuity of Government services, the disrup-
tion of which could result in significant
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losses to the United States economic well-
being, public welfare, or national security;

(11) a national strategy of infrastructure
protection, as required by the Defense Ap-
propriations Act of 1996, and subsequent
amendments, has yet to be issued; and

(12) we as a Nation remain fundamentally
unprepared to respond in a coordinated and
effective manner to these growing terrorist
threats.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It Is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that—

(1) the Federal Government must take the
lead in establishing effective coordination
between intelligence-gathering and law en-
forcement agencies, among Federal, State,
and local levels of Government, and with the
private sector, for the purpose of assessing,
warning, and protecting against terrorist at-
tacks,

(2) technical preparedness for the detection
and analysis of chemical and biological
weapons, and for swift and adequate emer-
gency response to their use by terrorists,
must be a near-term continuing priority;

(3) the United States must seek full inter-
national cooperation in securing the capture
and conviction of terrorists who attack or
pose a threat to American citizens and inter-
ests;

(4) the United States should fully enforce
its laws intended to deny foreign terrorist
organizations the ability to raise money in
the United States, prevent the evasion of our
immigration laws and furthering of eriminal
activities, and curtail the use of our country
as a base of operations; and

(6) a national strategy, adequate to ad-
dressing the complexity of protecting our
critical infrastructures, and as required by
the Defense Appropriations Act of 1996 and
subsequent amendments, must be completed
and implemented immediately.

SEC. 351. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ECONOMIC
GROWTH, SOCIAL SECURITY, AND
GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY.

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals underlying this resolution as-
sume that—

(1) the elimination of a discretionary
spending program may be used for either tax
cuts or to reform the Social Security sys-
tem;

(2) the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, and other appropriate
budget rules and laws should be amended to
implement the policy stated in paragraph
(1).

SEC. 352. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING A
SUPERMAJORITY REQUIREMENT
FOR RAISING TAXES.

(a) FINDING8.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Nation's current tax system is inde-
fensible, being overly complex, burdensome,
and severely limiting to economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans;

(2) fundamental tax reform should be un-
dertaken as soon as practicable to produce a
tax system that—

(A) applles a low tax rate, through easily
understood laws, to all Americans;

(B) provides tax relief for working Ameri-
cans;

(C) protects the rights of taxpayers and re-
duces tax collection abuses;

(D) eliminates the bias against savings and
investment;

(E) promotes economic growth and job cre-
ation;

(F) does not penalize marriage or families;
and
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(G) provides for a taxpayer-friendly collec-
tions process to replace the Internal Revenue
Service; and

{3) the stability and longevity of any new
tax system designed to achieve these goals
should be guaranteed with a supermajority
vote requirement so that Congress cannot
easily raise tax rates, impose new taxes, or
otherwise increase the amount of a tax-
payer's income that is subject to tax.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of
Senate that the assumptions underlying the
functional totals of this resolution assume
fundamental tax reform that is accompanied
by a proposal to amend the Constitution of
the United States to require a supermajority
vote in each House of Congress to approve
tax increases.

SEC. 353. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON HEALTH
CARE QUALITY.

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

(1) Rapid changes in the health care mar-
ketplace have compromised confidence in
the our Nation’'s health system.

(2) American consumers want more con-
venience, fewer hassles, more choices, and
better service from their health insurance
plans.

(3) All Americans deserve quality-driven
health care supported by sound science and
evidence-based medicine.

(4) The Federal Government, through the
National Institutes of Health, supports re-
search that improves the guality of medical
care that Americans receive.

(6) This resolution assumes increased fund-
ing for the National Institutes of Health for
1999 of $15,100,000,000, an 11-percent increase
over current funding levels, which are 7 per-
cent higher than in 1997.

(6) As the largest purchaser of health care
services, the Federal Government has a re-
sponsibility to utilize its purchasing power
to demand high quality health plans and pro-
viders for its health programs and to protect
its beneficiaries from inferior medical care.

(7) The Federal Government must adopt
the posture of private sector purchasers and
insist on high quality care for the 67,000,000
Medicare and Medicaid beneficiaries and the
9,000,000 Federal employees, retirees, and
their dependents.

(8) The private sector has proven to be
more capable of keeping pace with the rapid
changes in health care delivery and medical
practice that affect quality of care consider-
ations than the Federal Government.

(9) As Congress considers health care legis-
lation, it must first commit to “do no harm"
to health care quality, consumers, and the
evolving market place. Rushing to legislate
or regulate based on anecdotal information
and micro-managing health plans on politi-
cally popular issues will not solve the prob-
lems of consumer confidence and the quality
of our health care system.

(10) When health insurance premiums rise,
Americans lose health coverage. Studies in-
dicate that a 1 percent increase in private
health insurance premiums will be associ-
ated with an increase In the number of per-
sons without insurance of about 400,000 per-
sons.

(11) Health care costs have begun to rise
significantly in the past year. The Congres-
sional Budget Office (referred to as *‘CBO™)
projects that the growth in health premiums
will be 5.5 percent in 1998 up from 3.8 percent
in 1997. CBO continues to project that pre-
miums will grow about 1 percentage point
faster than the Gross Domestic Product in
the longer run. CBO also warns that new
Federal mandates on health insurance could
exacerbate this increase in premiums.
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(12) The President's Advisory Commission
on Consumer Protection and Quality in the
Health Care Industry developed the Con-
sumer Bill of Rights and Responsibilities.
This includes information disclosure, con-
fidentiality of health information, and
choice of providers.

(13) The President's Commission further
determined that private sector organizations
have the capaclity to act in a timely manner
needed to keep pace with the swiftly evolv-
ing health system.

(b) SBENSE OF THE SENATE.—It iIs the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying this resolution assume that the Senate
will not pass any health care legislation that
will—

(1) make health insurance unaffordable for
working famililes and increase the number of
uninsured Americans;

(2) divert limited health care resources
away from serving patients to paying law-
yers and hiring new bureaucrats; or

(3) impose political considerations on clin-
ical decisions, instead of allowing such deci-
sions to be made on the basis of sound
science and the best interests of patients.
SEC. 354. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE USE OF

BUDGET SURPLUS FOR TAX RELIEF
OR DEBT REDUCTION.

It is the sense of the Senate that this reso-
lution assumes that any budget surplus
should be dedicated to debt reduction or di-
rect tax relief for hard-working American
families.

SEC. 355. USE OF BUDGET SURPLUS TO REFORM
SOCIAL SECURITY.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
included in the resolution assume:

(1) The Congress and the President should
use any budget surplus to reduce the Soclal
Security payroll tax and to establish per-
sonal retirement accounts with the tax re-
duction for hard-working Americans,

(2) The Congress and the President should
not use the Social Security surplus to fi-
nance general Government programs and
other spending, should begin to build real as-
sets for the trust funds, and work to reform
the Social Security system.

SEC. 356. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON COLOMBIAN
DRUG WAR HELICO!

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Colombia is the leading illi¢it drug pro-
ducing country in the Western Hemisphere;

(2) 80 percent of the world's cocalne origi-
nates in Colombia;

(3) based on the most recent data of the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA),
more than 60 percent of the heroin seized in
the United States originates in Colombia;

(4) in the last 10 years more than 4,000 offi-
cers of the Colombian National Police have
died fighting the scourge of drugs;

(5) in one recent year alone, according to
data of the United States Government, the
United States had 141,000 new heroin users
and the United States faces historic levels of
heroin use among teenagers between the
ages of 12 and 17;

(6) once Colombian heroin is in the stream
of commerce it is nearly impossible to inter-
dict because it is concealed and trafficked in
very small quantities;

(7) the best and most cost efficient method
of preventing Colombian heroin from enter-
ing the United States is to destroy the
opium poppies in the high Andes mountains
where Colombian heroin is produced,

(8) the elite anti-narcotics unit of the Co-
lombian National Police has the responsi-
bility to eradicate both coca and opium in
Colombia, including the reduction and elimi-
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nation of cocaine and heroin production, and
they have done a remarkably effective job
with the limited and outdated equipment at
their disposal;

(9) more than 40 percent of the anti-nar-
cotics operations of the Colombian National
Police Involve hostile ground fire from
narco-terrorists and 90 percent of such oper-
ations involve the use of helicopters;

(10) the need for better high performance
helicopters by the Colombian National Po-
lice, especially for use in the high Andes
mountains, is essential for more effective
eradication of opium in Colombia;

(11) on December 23, 1997, one of the anti-
quated Vietnam-era UH-1H Huey helicopters
used by the Colombian National Police in an
oplum eradication mission crashed in the’
high Andes mountains due to high winds and
because it was flying above the safety level
recommended by the original manufacturer;

(12) In the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1998 (Public Law 1056-118), amounts
were appropriated for the procurement by
the United States for the Colombian Na-
tional Police of three UH-60L Blackhawk
utility helicopters that can operate safely
and more effectively at the high altitudes of
the Andes mountains where Colombian
oplum grows at altitudes as high as 12,000
feet;

(13) the Blackhawk helicopter is a high
performance utility helicopter, with greater
lift capacity, that can perform at the high
altitudes of the Andes mountains, as well as
survive crashes and sustain ground fire,
much better than any other utility heli-
copter now available to the Colombian Na-
tional Police in the war on drugs;

(14) because the Vietnam-era Huey heli-
copters that the United States has provided
the Colomblan National Police are outdated
and have been developing numerous stress
cracks, a sufficient number should be up-
graded to Huey II's and the remainder should
be phased-out as soon as possible;

(15) these Huey helicopters are much older
than most of the pilots who fly them, do not
have the range due to limited fuel capacity
to reach many of the expanding locations of
the coca fields or cocaine labs in southern
Colombia, nor do they have the lift capacity
to carry enough armed officers to reach and
secure the opium fields in the high Andes
mountains prior to eradication;

(16) the elite anti-narcotics unit of the Co-
lombian National Police has a stellar record
in respecting for human rights and has re-
celved the commendation of a leading inter-
national human rights group in their oper-
ations to reduce and eradicate illicit drugs in
Colombia;

(17T) the narco-terrorists of Colombia have
announced that they will now target United
States citizens, particularly those United
States citizens working with their Colom-
bian counterparts in the fight against illicit
drugs in Colombia;

(18) a leading commander of the Revolu-
tionary Armed Forces of Colombia (““FARC")
announced recently that the objective of
these narco-terrorists, in light of recent suc-
cesses, will be “‘to defeat the Americans’;

(19) United States Government personnel
in Colombia who fly in these helicopters ac-
companying the Colombian National Police
on misslons are now at even greater risk
from these narco-terrorists and their drug
trafficking allies;

(20) in the last six months four anti-nar-
cotics helicopters of the Colombian National
Police have been downed in operations;
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(21) Congress intends to provide the nec-
essary support and assistance to wage an ef-
fective war on illicit drugs in Colombia and
provide the equipment and assistance needed
to protect all of the men and women of the
Colombian National Police as well as those
Americans who work side by side with the
Colombian National Police in this common
struggle against illicit drugs;

(22) the new Government of Bolivia has
made a commitment to eradicate coca and
cocaine production in that country within 5
years;

(23) the United States should support any
country that is interested in removing the
scourge of drugs from its citizens; and

(24) Bolivia has succeeded, in large meas-
ure due to United States assistance, in re-
ducing acreage used to produce coca, which
is the basis for cocaine production.

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

(1) the President should, with funds made
available under Public Law 105-118, expedi-
tiously procure and provide to the Colom-
bian National Police three UH-60L
Blackhawk utility helicopters solely for the
purpose of assisting the Colombian National
Police to perform their responsibilities to re-
duce and eliminate the production of illicit
drugs in Colombia and the trafficking of
such illicit drugs, including the trafficking
of drugs such as heroin and cocaine to the
United States;

(2) if the President determines that the
procurement and transfer to the Colombian
National Police of three UH-60L Blackhawk
utility helicopters is not an adequate num-
ber of such helicopters to maintain oper-
ational feasibility and effectiveness of the
Colombian National Police, then the Presi-
dent should promptly inform Congress as to
the appropriate number of additional UH-60L
Blackhawk utility helicopters for the Colom-
bian National Police so that amounts can be
authorized for the procurement and transfer
of such additional helicopters; and

(3) assistance for Bolivia should be main-
tained at least at the level assumed in the
fiscal year 1998 budget submission of the
President and the Administration should act
accordingly.

SEC. 357. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING
FOR MEDICAL CARE FOR VETERANS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals underlying this resolution as-
sume that $40,274,000 in additional amounts
above the President's budget levels will be
made available for veterans health care for
fiscal year 1999.

SEC. 358. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON OBJECTION
TO THE USE OF THE SALE OF PUB-
LIC LANDS TO FUND CERTAIN PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the
Budget Committee Report accompanying
this resolution assumes that the landowner
incentive program of the Endangered Species
Recovery Act would be funded “‘from the
gross receipts realized in the sales of excess
BLM land: Provided, That BLM has sufficient
administrative funds to conduct such sales".

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

(1) the landowner incentive program in-
cluded in the Endangered Species Recovery
Act should be financed from a dedicated
source of funding; and

(2) public lands should not be sold to fund
the landowner incentive program of the En-
dangered Specles Recovery Act through their
proceeds alone, if subsequent legislation pro-
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vides an alternative or mixed, dedicated

source of mandatory funding.

SEC. 359. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING A
MULTINATIONAL ALLIANCE
AGAINST DRUG TRAFFICKING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the traffic In illegal drugs greatly
threatens democracy, security and stability
in the Western Hemisphere due to the vio-
lence and corruption associated with drug
trafficking organizations;

(2) drug trafficking organizations operate
without respect for borders or national sov-
ereignty;

(3) the production, transport, sale, and use
of illicit drugs endangers the people and le-
gitimate institutions of all countries in the
hemisphere;

(4) no single country can successfully con-
front and defeat this common enemy;

(5) full bilateral cooperation with the
United States to reduce the flow of drugs is
in the national interests of our neighbors in
the hemisphere;

(6) in addition, victory in the hemispheric
battle against drug traffickers requires ex-
panded multilateral cooperation among the
nations of the region.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that in addition to existing
bilateral cooperative efforts, the Adminis-
tration should promote at the Summit of the
Americas and in other fora the concept of a
multinational hemispheric “‘war alliance"
bringing together the United States and key
illicit drug producing and transiting coun-
tries in the Western Hemisphere for the pur-
pose of implementing a coordinated plan of
action against illegal drug trafficking and
promoting full cooperation against this com-
mon menace.

SEC. 360. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
LEGISLATION THAT INCREASES
COMPLEXITY OF TAX RETURNS.

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

(1) As part of the consideration by the Sen-
ate of tax cuts for the families of America,
the Senate should also examine the condi-
tion of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(2) According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, the Revenue Reconciliation
Act of 1997 added 1,000,000 words and 315
pages to the Internal Revenue Code.

(3) The Internal Revenue Code continues to
grow more complex and difficult for the av-
erage taxpayer to understand, and the aver-
age tax return has become more time-con-
suming to prepare.

(4) The average taxpayer will spend 9 hours
and 54 minutes preparing Form 1040 for the
1997 tax year.

(6) The average taxpayer spends between 21
and 28 hours each year on tax matters.

(6) In 1995, 58,965,000 of the 118,218,327 tax
returns that were filed, almost 50 percent,
were filed by taxpayers who utilized the help
of a paid tax preparer.

(7) The average taxpayer spends $72 each
year for tax preparation.

(8) The total burden on all taxpayers of
maintaining records, and preparing and fil-
ing tax returns is estimated to be in excess
of 1,600,000 hours per year.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in
this resolution assume that the Senate
should give priority to tax proposals that
simplify the tax code and reject proposals
that add greater complexity in the tax code
and increased compliance costs for the tax-
payer.
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SEC. 361. GENERAL PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF
MARIJUANA FOR MEDICINAL PUR-

POSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that no funds
appropriated by Congress should be used to
provide, procure, furnish, fund or support, or
to compel any individual, institution or gov-
ernment entity to provide, procure, furnish,
fund or support, any item, good, benefit, pro-
gram or service, for the purpose of the use of
marijuana for medicinal purposes.

SEC. 362. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AM-
TRAK FUNDING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) on November 13, 1997 the Senate unani-
mously passed the Amtrak Reform and Ac-
countability Act of 1997, Public Law 105-134,
authorizing appropriations of $1,058,000,000
for fiscal year 1999; $1,023,000,000 for fiscal
year 2000; $989,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and
$955,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, totaling
$4,025,000,000 for fiscal years 1999-2002;

(2) in Public Law 105-134 the Congress de-
clared that ‘“‘intercity rail passenger service
is an essential component of a national
intermodal passenger transportation sys-
tem'’;

(3) section 201 of the Amtrak Reform and
Accountability Act of 1997 has now statu-
torily formalized prior Congressional direc-
tives to Amtrak to reach operating self-suffi-
ciency by fiscal year 2002;

(4) the Congress and the President, through
enactment of this legislation, have effec-
tively agreed that Congress will provide ade-
quate funding to permit Amtrak to achieve
the goal of operating self-sufficiency;

(5) capital investment is critical to reduc-
ing operating costs and increasing the qual-
ity of Amtrak service;

(6) capital investment is essential to im-
proving Amtrak’s long-term financial
health;

(T) the $2,200,000,000 provided to Amtrak
through the Taxpayer Relief Act is for the
sole purpose of capital expenditures and
other qualified expenses and is intended to
supplement, not supplant, annual appropria-
tions.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this budget
resolution assume that Congress and the Ad-
ministration will fulfill the intent of the
Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act of
1997 and appropriate sufficient funds in each
of the next 5 fiscal years for Amtrak to im-
plement its fiscal years 1998-2003 Strategic
Business Plan, while preserving the integrity
of the $2,200,000,000 provided under the Tax-
payer Relief Act for the statutory purpose of
capital investment.

SEC. 363. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
MARKET

ACCESS PROGRAM.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Market Access Program (MAP) con-
tinues to be a vital and important part of
United States trade policy aimed at main-
taining and expanding United States agricul-
tural exports, countering subsidized foreign
competition, strengthening farm Income and
protecting American jobs. Further, the Sen-
ate finds that:

(A) The Market Access Program is specifi-
cally targeted towards small business, farm-
er cooperatives and trade associations.

(B) The Market Access Program is admin-
istered on a cost-share basis. Participants,
including farmers and ranchers, are required
to contribute up to 50 percent or more to-
ward the cost of the program.

(2) The Market Access Program has been a
tremendous success by any measure. Since
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the program was established, United States
agricultural exports have doubled. In fiscal
year 1997, United States agricultural exports
amounted to $57,300,000,000, resulting in a
positive agricultural trade surplus of ap-
proximately $22,000,000,000, and contributing
billions of dollars more in increased eco-
nomic activity and additional tax revenues.

(3) The Market Access Program has also
helped maintain and create needed jobs
throughout the Nation’s economy. More
than one milllon Americans now have jobs
that depend on United States agricultural
exports. Further, every billion dollars in ad-
ditional United States agricultural exports
helps create as many as 17,000 or more new
jobs.

(4) United States agriculture, including
farm income and related jobs, is more de-
pendent than ever on maintaining and ex-
panding United States agricultural exports
as Federal farm programs are gradually re-
duced under the FAIR Act of 1996.

(5) In addition to the Asian economic situ-
ation and exchange rate fluctuations, United
States agricultural exports continue to be
adversely impacted by continued subsidized
forelgn competition, artificial trade barriers
and other unfair foreign trade practices.

(6) The European Union (EU) and other for-
elgn competitors continue to heavily out-
spend the United States by more than 10 to
1 with regard to export subsidies.

(A) In 1997, the EU budgeted $7,200,000,000
for export subsidies aimed at capturing a
larger share of the world market at the ex-
pense of United States agriculture.

(B) EU and other foreign competitors also
spend nearly $500,000,000 on market pro-
motion activities. The EU spends more on
wine promotion than the United States cur-
rently spends on all commodities and related
agricultural products.

(C) The EU has announced a major new ini-
tiative aimed at increasing their exports to
Japan—historically, the largest single mar-
ket for United States agriculture exports.

(7T) United States agriculture is the most
competitive industry in the world, but it
cannot and should not be expected to com-
pete alone against the treasuries of foreign
governments,

(8) Reducing or eliminating funding for the
Market Access Program would adversely af-
fect United States agriculture’s ability to re-
main competitive in today’s global market-
place. A reduction in United States agricul-
tural exports would translate into lower
farm income, a worsening trade deficit, slow-
er economic growth, fewer export-related
jobs, and a declining tax base.

(9) United States success in upcoming
trade negotiations on agriculture scheduled
to begin in 1999 depends on maintaining an
aggressive trade strategy and related poli-
cies and programs. Reducing or eliminating
the Market Access Program would represent
a form of unilateral disarmament and weak-
en the United States negotiating position.

(10) The Market Access Program is one of
the few programs specifically allowed under
the current Uruguay Round Agreement.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that funding for the Market
Access Program (MAP) should be fully main-
tained as authorized and aggressively uti-
lized by the United States Department of Ag-
riculture to encourage United States agricul-
tural exports, strengthen farm income,
counter subsidized foreign competition, and
protect American jobs.

SEC. 364. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
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(1) heart disease was the leading cause of
death for both men and women in every year
from 1970 to 1993;

(2) mortality rates for individuals suffering
from prostate cancer, skin cancer, and kid-
ney cancer continue to rise;

(3) the mortality rate for African American
women suffering from diabetes is 134 percent
higher than the mortality rate of Caucasian
women suffering from diabetes;

(4) asthma rates for children increased 58
percent from 1982 to 1992;

(5) nearly half of all American women be-
tween the ages of 65 and 75 reported having
arthritis;

(6) AIDS is the leading cause of death for
Americans between the ages of 24 and 44;

(7) the Institute of Medicine has described
United States clinical research to be “in a
state of crisis” and the National Academy of
Sciences concluded in 1994 that ‘‘the present
cohort of clinical investigators is not ade-
quate’’;

(8) biomedical research has been shown to
be effective in saving lives and reducing
health care expenditures;

(9) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has contributed signifi-
cantly to the first overall reduction in can-
cer death rates since recordkeeping was in-
stituted;

(10) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of health has resulted in the identi-
fication of genetic mutations for
osteoporosis; Lou Gehrig’'s Disease, cystic fi-
brosis, and Huntington's Disease; breast,
skin and prostate cancer; and a variety of
other illnesses;

(11) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has been key to the devel-
opment of Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI) and Positron Emission Tomography
(PET) scanning technologies;

(12) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has developed effective
treatments for Acute Lymphoblastic Leu-
kemia (ALL). Today, 80 percent of children
diagnosed with Acute Lymphoblastic Leu-
kemia are alive and free of the disease after
5 years; and

(13) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health contributed to the devel-
opment of a new, cost-saving cure for peptic
ulcers.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the function totals in this
budget resolution assume that—

(1) appropriations for the National Insti-
tutes of Health should be increased by 100
percent over the next 5 fiscal years;

(2) appropriations for the National Insti-
tutes of Health should be increased by
$2,000,000,000 in year 1999 over the amount ap-
propriated in fiscal year 1998;

(3) the budget resolution takes a major
step toward meeting this goal; and

(4) at a minimum, appropriations for the
National Institutes of Health should match
the recommendations provided in the budget
resolution.

SEC. 365. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
DISPLAY OF TEN COMMANDMENTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the Ten Commandments have had a sig-
nificant impact on the development of the
fundamental legal principles of Western Civ-
ilization; and

(2) the Ten Commandments set forth a
code of moral conduct, observance of which
is acknowledged to promote respect for our
system of laws and the good of society.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It Is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
this concurrent resolution on the budget as-
sume that—
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(1) the Ten Commandments are a declara-
tion of fundamental principles that are the
cornerstones of a fair and just society; and

(2) the public display, including display in
the Supreme Court, the Capitol building, the
White House, and other government offices
and courthouses across the nation, of the
Ten Commandments should be permitted, as
long as it is consistent with the establish-
ment clause of the first amendment of the
United States Constitution.

R —

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting a treaty and sundry
nominations which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

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

——————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the Sec-
retary of the Senate, on April 15, 1998,
during the adjournment of the Senate,
received a message from the House of
Representatives announcing that
Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. MORELLA)
signed the following enrolled bills:

S. 419. An act to provide surveillance, re-
search, and services aimed at prevention of
birth defects, and for other purposes.

S. 493. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to scanning receiv-
ers and similar devices.

S. 1178. An act to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to modify and extend
the visa waiver pllot program, and to provide
for the collection of data with respect to the
number of nonimmigrants who remain in the
United States after the expiration of the pe-
riod of stay authorized by the Attorney Gen-
eral,

H.R. 1116. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of the reversionary interest of the
United States in certain lands to the Clint
Independent School District and the Fabens
Independent School District.

H.R. 2843. A act to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to reevaluate the equipment in medical
kits carried on, and to make a decision re-
garding requiring automatic external
defibrillators to be carried on, aircraft by alr
carriers, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3226, An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to convey certain lands
and improvements in the State of Virginia,
and for other purposes.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 7, 1997, the en-
rolled bills were signed on April 16,
1998, during the adjournment of the
Senate, by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).
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MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill, previously re-
ceived from the House of Representa-
tives for the concurrence of the Senate,
was read the first and second times by
unanimous consent and referred as in-
dicated:

H.R. 1151. An act to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act to clarify existing law with
regard to the field of membership of Federal
credit unions, to preserve the integrity and
purpose of Federal credit unions, to enhance
supervisory oversight of insured credit
unions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that he had presented to the President
of the United States, the following en-
rolled bills:

On April 17, 1998:

S. 419, An act to provide surveillance, re-
search, and services almed at prevention of
birth defects, and for other purposes.

S. 493. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to scanning recelv-
ers and similar devices.

On April 20, 1998:

8. 1178. An act to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to modify and extend
the visa waiver pilot program, and to provide
for the collection of date with respect to the
number of nonimmigrants who remain in the
United States after the expiration of the pe-
riod of stay authorized by the Attorney Gen-
eral.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

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

EC-4502. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a notice of
the proposed issuance of an export license; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-4503. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule enti-
tled ‘““Amendments to the International Traf-
fic in Arms Regulations™ received on March
31, 1998; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-4504. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
counternarcotics rewards; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

EC-4505. A communication from the Acting
Secretary of Veterans' Affairs and the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting jointly, pur-
suant to law, a report on the implementation
of the health resources sharing portion of
the “‘Department of Veterans Affairs and De-
partment of Defense Health Resources Shar-
ing and Emergency Operations’ for fiscal
year 1997; to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
fairs.

EC-4506. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulations Management,
Department of Veterans Affairs, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the rep>°t of a rule en-
titled *“VA Acquisition Regulations: Com-
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mercial Items” (RIN2900-AI05) recelved on
April 8, 1998; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs,

EC-4507. A communication from the Acting
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting,
a draft of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The
Veterans Tobacco Amendments of 1998"; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

EC-4508. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the U.S. Small Business Ad-
ministration, transmitting, a draft of pro-
posed legislation to implement the Presi-
dent's fiscal year 1999 budget with respect to
the programs of the U.S. Small Business Ad-
ministration; to the Committee on Small
Business.

EC4509. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the International Atomic Energy
Agency; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-4510. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting the report of the
texts of International agreements, other
than treaties, and background statements;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-4511. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the Cooperative
Threat Reduction notification; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-4512. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech-
nology), transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Selected Acquisition Reports for the period
October 1 through December 31, 1997, to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4513. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Director for Compliance, Roy-
alty Management Program, Minerals Man-
agement Service, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of
the intention to make refunds of offshore
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4514. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Interior (Land and Min-
erals Management), transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled “Wild
Horse and Burro Adoptions' (RIN1004-AD28)
received on April 13, 1998; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-4515. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Surface Mining, Reclama-
tion and Enforcement, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled *“‘Illinois Regulatory
Program (Revegetation success)" received on
April 6, 1998; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4516. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Rulemaking Coordina-
tion, Department of Energy, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule received
on April 9, 1998; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-4517. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report of the Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment for calendar year 1997, to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC-4518. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of the Executive
Order of the walver under the Trade Act of
1974 with respect to Vietnam; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-4519. A communication from the Regu-
lations Officer, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
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law, the report of two rules received on April
8, 1998; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4520. A communication from the Senior
Attorney, Federal Register Certifying Offi-
cer, Financial Management Service, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Transfer of Debts to Treasury for Collec-
tion" received on March 30, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-4521. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director of the Health Care Financing
Administration, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the reports of four rules received on
April 8, 1998; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4522. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled *‘The Medicaid Provider Tax and Dona-
tion Amendments of 1998""; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC-4523. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
received on April 9, 1998; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC-4524. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of Notice 98:16 re-
ceived on April 9, 1998; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC-4525. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of Revenue Rul-
ing 98:21; to the Committee on Finance.

BEC-4526. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a Treasury
Regulation received on April 6, 1998; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-4527. A communication from the Chief,
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service,
Department of the Treasury, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the reports of Revenue Pro-
cedures 98:29-30, to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-4528. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Branch, U.8. Customs
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the reports of two
rules; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4529. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
four rules received on March 31, 1998; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-4530. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft
of proposed leglslation entitled “The Agri-
culture Reform and Improvement Act of
1998""; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-4531. A communication from the Acting
Administrator, Agricultural  Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
received on April 8, 1998; to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4532. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Business—Coopera-
tive Service, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the reports of
two rules received on April 9, 1998, to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-4533. A communication from the Man-
ager of the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-
tion, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the reports of three
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rules; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-4534. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the reports of five
rules; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

EC-4535. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the reports of eight rules; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-4536. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the U.S, Securities and Exchange
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule received on April 7, 1998;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-4537. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation entitled ““The Com-
munity Development Financial Institutions
Fund Amendments Act of 1998""; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-4538. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
relative to the Portfolio Reengineering Dem-
onstration Program for fiscal years 1996 and
1997; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-4539. A communication from the Legis-
lative and Regulatory Activities Division,
Administrator of National Banks, Comp-
troller of the Currency, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule received on
March 31, 1998; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4540. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Chairman of the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission, and the
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, transmitting joint-
ly, pursuant to law, the report of the Joint
Study of the Regulatory System For Govern-
ment Securities; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4541. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a Presidential Determination relative to
Vietnam; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4542. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Trade Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to debt collection practices; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-4543. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled **The Empowerment Zone Enhancement
Act of 1998"; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4544. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report on the national
emergency caused by the lapse of the Export
Administration Act of 1979; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-4545. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Financial Institutions
Examination Council, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report for calendar
year 1997, to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4546. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board of the National Credit
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Union Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to compensa-
tion; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-4547. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Board of the National Credit
Union Administration, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report for calendar
year 1997; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4548. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the reports of three rules: to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-4549. A communication from the Assist-
ant to the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the reports of two rules received on
March 31, 1998; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4550. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the reports of three rules; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-4551. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of
D.C. Act 12-312 adopted by the Council on
March 3, 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-4552. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of
D.C. Act 12-313 adopted by the Council on
March 3, 1998; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC-45563. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the manage-
ment report for fiscal year 1997; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4554. A communication from the Chair-
man of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the ac-
countability report for fiscal year 1997 to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4565. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director of the Office of Government
Ethics, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule received on March 31, 1998, to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4556. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator for Acquisition
Policy, Office of Governmentwide Policy,
U.S. General Services Administration, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the reports of two
rules received on April 14, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4557. A communication from the In-
terim District of Columbia Auditor, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“District’s Department of Public Works Im-
properly Collected and Retained Millions In
Parking Ticket Overpayments', to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4558. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the District of
Columbia Public Schools; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4559. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the management
report for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee
on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4560. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Committee for Purchase
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from People Who are Blind or Severely Dis-
abled, transmitting, pursuant to law, two re-
ports relative to the procurement list: to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4561. A communication from the Acting
Comptroller General of the United States,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
the list of General Accounting Office reports
for February 1998; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. :

EC-4562. A communication from the Acting
Comptroller General of the United States,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
the consolidated financial statement of the.
U.8. Government for fiscal year 1997; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-4563. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the reports of
four rules; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs,

EC-4564. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs),
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
under the Freedom of Information Act for
calendar year 1997; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

EC-4565. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
under the Freedom of Information Act for
calendar yvear 1997; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. "l

EC-4566. A communication from the Chair-
man of the National Transportation Safety:
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port under the Freedom of Information Act
for calendar year 1997; to the Committee on-
the Judiciary.

C—4567. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to,
law, the report under the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act for calendar year 1997, to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-4568. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary For Management, De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report under the Free-
dom of Information Act for calendar year
1997; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

EC-4569. A communication from the Post-
master General and Chief Executive Officer,
U.8. Postal Service, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report under the Freedom of In-
formation Act for calendar year 1997; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-4570. A communication from the Senior
Deputy Chairman of the National Endow-
ment For the Arts, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report under the Freedom of In-
formation Act for calendar year 1997; to the
Committee on the Judiciary. H

EC-4571. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Government Relations of the Girl
Scouts, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
annual report for fiscal year 1997, to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-4572. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Com-
merce, transmitting, a draft of proposed leg-
islation to implement the Administration’s
fiscal year 1999 budget proposal regarding
fees collected by the U.S. Patent and Trade-
mark Office; to the Committee on the Judi-
cliary. .

EC-4573. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General for Administration,
Department of Justice, transmitting, pursua-
ant to law, the report of a rule received on
March 31, 1998; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

EC-4574. A communication from the Attor-
ney General, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the annual report for fiscal year 1997; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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EC-4575. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the Foundation of the Federal Bar
Association, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the aundit report for fiscal year 1997; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-4576. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Attorney General, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘“‘Model
Juvenile Handgun Code for the States’’; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-4577. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port on the GSA Capital Investment Pro-
gram for fiscal year 1998, to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

EC-4578. A communication from the In-
terim Senior Vice President of the Tennessee
Valley Authority, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of the statistical summary
for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

EC-4579. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule received on March
31, 1998; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-4580. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of five rules received on
March 31, 1998; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4581. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of three rules received on
April 6, 1998; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4582. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of three rules received on
April 7, 1998; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4583. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of two rules received on April
7, 1998; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-4584. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule received on April 9,
1998; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-4585. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of two rules received on April
9, 1998; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-4586. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management
and Information, U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of four rules received on
April 13, 1998; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

EC-4587. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to base closures and re-
alignments; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-4588. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, two reports
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relative to retirements; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4589. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to civilian shock trau-
ma units; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

EC-4590. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to the Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-4591, A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursauant to
law, a report on actions to accelerate the
movement to the New Workforce Vision; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4592, A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to premium collection
procedures; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-4593. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report of the Reserve Forces
Policy Board for fiscal year 1997, to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services,

EC45%4. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to defense reform; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4595. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement, Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule received
on March 31, 1998; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

EC-4596. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tech-
nology), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the Improved Cargo Heli-
copter alrcraft program; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EC-4597. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Strategy and
Threat Reduction), transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the Cooperative
Threat Reduction Program; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

EC-4598. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Af-
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to contingency or combat oper-
ations; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4599. A communication from the Acting
Secretary of the Army, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the Chem
Demil Non-Stockpile Chemical Material Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4600. A communication from the Dep-
uty Chief, Programs and Legislation Divi-
sion, Office of Legislative Liaison, Depart-
ment of the Air Force, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to a cost com-
parison; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

EC-4601. A communication from the Acting
General Counsel of the Department of De-
fense, transmitting, a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize a beach replenishment in
San Diego, California; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Energy for Defense Pro-
grams, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to a Stockpile Stewardship
Plan; to the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4603. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget,
Executive Office of the President, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report on govern-
ment-wide spending to combat terrorism; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

EC-4604. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Federal Labor Relations
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Authority, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule received on March 16,
1998; to the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources.

EC-4605. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, a draft of
proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The Education
Opportunity Zones Act of 1998""; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-4606. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Employ-
ment and Training, transmitting, pursnant
to law, the report of a rule received on April
9, 1998; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Director and Chief Operating
Officer of the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule received on April 9, 1998; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC4608. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule received on April
8, 1998, to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled ‘‘Evaluation of Short-
Time Compensation Programs"; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-4610. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Implementation of
the 1992 Job Training Partnership Act
Amendments”; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

EC4611. A communication from the Chief
Executive Officer of the Corporation For Na-
tional Service, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the annual report for calendar year 1996,
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-4612. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the U.S. Institute of Peace, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of finanical
statements for fiscal years 1996 and 1997; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-4613. A communication from the Acting
Administrator of the Public Health Service,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule received on April 8, 1998, to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC4614. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director, Regulations Policy and Man-
agement Staff, Office of Policy, Food and
Drug Administration, Public Health Service,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule received on March 31, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

EC-4615. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Public Health Service, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the reports of four
rules; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

EC-4616. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of twelve rules received on March 31,
1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4617. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of twenty-two rules received on April 2,
1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.
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EC-4618. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of fifteen rules received on April 6, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC4619. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule received on April 13, 1998; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4620. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel of the Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursnant to law, the re-
port of twenty-seven rules received on April
13, 1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC4621. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to export ves-
sels; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

BEC-4622. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the annual report of the Mari-
time Administration for fiscal year 1997; to
the Committee on Commerce, Sclence, and
Transportation.

EC-4623. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a
draft of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The
Federal Railroad Safety Authorization Act
of 1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC4624. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report relative to pipeline
safety user fee assessment methodology; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4625. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the U.8. Consumer Product Safety
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule received on April 13, 1998;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-4626. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Maritime Commission,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re-
port for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4627. A communication from the Chief
Counsel of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of FAA
fiscal year 1999 budget requests; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-4628. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
fstration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
the pilot minimum flight time requirements
study; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4629. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Eco-
nomics and Statistics Administration, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule received on
April 9, 1998; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4630. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and At-
mosphere, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report on the Coastal Zone Management
Fund for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4631. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce for Import Ad-
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the reports of two rules; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-4632. A communication from the Dep-
uty Associate Administrator for Procure-
ment, National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the reports of two rules; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4633. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule received on April 2,
1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC4634. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator for Procurement, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule received on March 31, 1998; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4635. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of interpretations; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4636. A communication from the
AMD—Performance Evaluation and Records
Management of the Federal Communications
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the reports of seven rules; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4637. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule received on April
2, 1998; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-4638. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Department of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rale received on April 10, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-4639. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the reports of five rules; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. SANTORUM:

S, 1958. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on ferroniobium; to the Committee on
Finance.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI):

S. Res. 210. A resolution designating the
week of June 22, 1998 through June 28, 1998 as
“National Mosquito Control Awareness
Week''; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

| e

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
8. 61
At the request of Mr. LoTT, the name
of the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
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ASHCROFT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 61, a bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to extend eligibility . for
veterans’ burial benefits, funeral bene-
fits, and related benefits for veterans of
certain service in the United States
merchant marine during World War II.
S. 89 t
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) was added as'a'co-
sponsor of S. 89, a bill to prohibit dis-
crimination against individuals and
their family members on the basis of
genetic information, or a request for
genetic services. AT
S. 356
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS) was withdrawn as a cosponsor
of S. 356, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, the Public
Health Service Act, the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
the title XVIII and XIX of the Sdcial
Security Act to assure access to emer-
gency medical services under group
health plans, health insurance cov-
erage, and the medicare and medicaid
programs.
S, 428
At the request of Mr. KoHL, the name
of the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S.
428, a bill to amend chapter 44 of title
18, United States Code, to improve the
safety of handguns.
8. 497
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
K¥yL) was added as a cosponsor of S. 497,

.a bill to amend the National Labor Re-

lations Act and the Railway Labor Act
to repeal the provisions of the Acts
that require employees to pay union
dues or fees as a condition of employ-
ment.
5. 981
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 981, a bill to provide for analysis
of major rules.
8. 1351
At the request of Mr. D'’AMATO, the
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. GRAMS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1251, a bill to amend the,
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to .in-
crease the amount of private activity
bonds which may be issued in each
State, and to index such amount for in-
flation.
8. 1252 Skt
At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the
name of the Senator from Oregon .(Mr.
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1252, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the
amount of low-income housing credits
which may be allocated in each State,
and to index such amount for inflation.
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S. 1334
At the request of Mr. BOND, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DopD), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. GRAMS), the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), and the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1334, a bill to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
establish a demonstratio1 project to
evaluate the feasibility of using the
Federal Employees Health Benefits
program to ensure the availability of
adequate health care for Medicare-eli-
gible beneficiaries under the military
health care system.
; S. 1360
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. Baucus) and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. WELLSTONE) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1360, a bill to amend
the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996
to clarify and improve the require-
ments for the development of an auto-
mated entry-exit control system, to en-
hance land border control and enforce-
ment, and for other purposes.
8. 1389
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. FAIRCLOTH) and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) were
added as cosponsors of 8. 1389, a bill to
amend title 39, United States Code, to
allow postal patrons to contribute to
funding for prostate cancer research
through the voluntary purchase of cer-
tain specially issued United States
postage stamps.
8. 1428
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. ROBERTS) and the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1429, a bill to enhance
rail competition and to ensure reason-
able rail rates in any case in which
there is an absence of effective com-
petition.
8. 1525
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DopD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1525, a bill to provide financial as-
sistance for higher education to the de-
pendents of Federal, State, and local
public safety officers who are killed or
permanently and totally disabled as
the result of a traumatic injury sus-
tained in the line of duty.
8. 1529
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the
Senator from Washington (Mrs. MUR-
RAY), and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. RoBB) were added as cosponsors of
S. 1529, a bill to enhance Federal en-
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forcement of hate crimes, and for other
purposes.
8. 1580
At the reguest of Mr. SHELBY, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1580, a bill to amend the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 to place an 18-month
moratorium on the prohibition of pay-
ment under the medicare program for
home health services consisting of
venipuncture solely for the purpose of
obtaining a blood sample, and to re-
quire the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to study potential
fraud and abuse under such program
with respect to such services.
8. 1604
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1604, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to repeal the
restriction on payment for certain hos-
pital discharges to post-acute care im-
posed by section 4407 of the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997.
5. 1647
At the request of Mr. Baucus, the
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED), the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. RoBB), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. DORGAN), and the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
WELLSTONE) were added as cosponsors
of S. 1647, a bill to reauthorize and
make reforms to programs authorized
by the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965.
8. 1677
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1677, a bill to reauthorize the
North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act and the Partnerships for Wild-
life Act.
8. 1692
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1692, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide software trade secrets protection.
8. 173
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1723, a bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to assist the
United States to remain competitive
by increasing the access of the United
States firms and institutions of higher
education to skilled personnel and by
expanding educational and training op-
portunities for American students and
workers.
8. 1724
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of 8. 1724, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the
information reporting requirement re-
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lating to the Hope Scholarship and
Lifetime Learning Credits imposed on
educational institutions and certain
other trades and businesses.
8. 1137
At the request of Mr. MACK, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of 8. 1737, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide a uniform application of the con-
fidentiality privilege to taxpayer com-
munications with federally authorized
practitioners.
5.1T4
At the request of Mr. LOoTT, the name
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
MoOYNIHAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1774, a bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development
Act to authorize the Secretary of Agri-
culture to make guaranteed farm own-
ership loans and guaranteed farm oper-
ating loans of up to $600,000, and to in-
crease the maximum loan amounts
with inflation.
8. 1862
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1862, a bill to provide
assistance for poison prevention and to
stabilize the funding of regional poison
control centers.
S. 1878
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) and the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1873, a bill to state the
policy of the United States regarding
the deployment of a missile defense
system capable of defending the terri-
tory of the United States against lim-
ited ballistic missile attack.
5. 1900
At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KoHL), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. COVERDELL), the Senator from Ha-
waii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM), the Senator
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SANTORUM), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. BonND), the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN)
were added as cosponsors of S. 1900, a
bill to establish a commission to exam-
ine issues pertaining to the disposition
of Holocaust-era assets in the United
States before, during, and after World
War II, and to make recommendations
to the President on further action, and
for other purposes.
5. 1801
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1901, a bill to amend the
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Freedom of Information Act to provide
electronic access to certain Internal
Revenue Service information on the
Internet, and for other purposes.

5. 1924

At the request of Mr, MACK, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. ToRRICELLI) and the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. FRIST) were added as
cosponsors of 8. 1924, a bill to restore
the standards used for determining
whether technical workers are not em-
ployees as in effect before the Tax Re-
form Act of 1986.

SENATE RESOLUTION 188

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs.
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 188, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding Israeli membership in a United
Nations regional group.

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 188,
supra.

SENATE RESOLUTION 201

At the request of Mr. KEMPTHORNE,
the name of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CLELAND) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Resolution 201, a resolu-
tion to commemorate and acknowledge
the dedication and sacrifice made by
the men and women who have lost
their lives while serving as law en-
forcement officers.

AMENDMENT NO. 2017

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 2017 proposed to
H.R. 2646, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free
expenditures from education individual
retirement accounts for elementary
and secondary school expenses, to in-
crease the maximum annual amount of
contributions to such accounts, and for
other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 210—DESIG-
NATING “NATIONAL MOSQUITO
CONTROL AWARENESS WEEK”

Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr.
TORRICELLI) submitted the following
resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

S. REs. 210

Whereas mosquito-borne diseases (includ-
ing malaria, yellow fever, encephalitis, den-
gue fever, and dog heartworm) have histori-
cally been a source of human and animal suf-
fering, illness, and death in the United
States and worldwide;

Whereas excess numbers of mosquitoes also
diminish enjoyment of the outdoors, public
parks and playgrounds, hinder outdoor work,
decrease livestock productivity, and reduce
property values;

Whereas mosquitoes can disperse or be
transported long distances from their
sources (locally and internationally) and are,
therefore, a public nuisance and health risk
throughout the United States and the world,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Whereas since 1900, mosquito control pro-
fessionals in the United States have recog-
nized the need to develop and encourage ef-
fective and environmentally safe mosquito
control activities in order to protect the
health and welfare of the public, the environ-
ment, and wildlife;

Whereas the American Mosquito Control
Association (referred to in this resolution as
AMCA) was established on June 26, 1935, to
provide a nationally organized network to
help mosquito control professionals pursue
these goals;

Whereas professional mosquito control
based on sclentific research has made great
advances in reducing mosquito populations
and the diseases that they transmit;

Whereas the AMCA is an active partner in
the Pesticide Environmental Stewardship
Program, working closely with the United
States Environmental Protection Agency
and the United States Department of Health
and Human Services to reduce pesticide risk
to humans, animals, and the environment
while protecting human health from mos-
quito-borne diseases and nuisance attacks;

Whereas public awareness of the health
benefits associated with safe, professionally
applied mosquito control methods will sup-
port the efforts to reduce pesticide risk and
protect human health as well as motivate
the public to eliminate mosquito breeding
sites on their own property;

Whereas educational programs are being
developed to include school and civic pro-
grams In order to meet the need of the public
for information about mosquito biology and
control;

Whereas students are encouraged to pursue
an interest in biological and health sciences,
to participate in science fairs, and to learn
about mosquito biclogy and contribute to
the reduction of mosquito populations; and

Whereas ‘‘National Mosquito Control
Awareness Week' would increase public
awareness of the activities of the wvarlous
mosquito research and control agencies
within the United States and around the
world and highlight the educational pro-
grams currently available;: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates the week of June 22, 1998
through June 28, 1998 as ‘‘National Mosquito
Control Awareness Week'; and

(2) requests that the President issue a
proclamation calling on the people of the
United States to observe this week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

——

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS

MACK (AND D'AMATO)
AMENDMENT NO. 2288

Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr.
D’AmaTO) to the bill (H.R. 2646) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to allow tax-free expenditures
from education individual retirement
accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the max-
imum annual amount of contributions
to such accounts, and for other pur-
poses; as follows:

At the end, add the following:
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—MEASURES TO ENCOURAGE
RESULTS IN TEACHING .

01. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; AND PUR-
POSES.

TITLE

SEC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited
as the “Measures to Encourage Results m
Teaching Act of 1998".

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) All students deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent, and qualified
teachers. dip

(2) More than ever before, education’ has
and will continue to become the ticket not
only to economic success but to basic sur-
vival. Students will not succeed in meeting
the demands of a knowledge-based, 21st cen-
tury society and economy if the students do
not encounter more challenging work in
school. For future generations to have ‘the
opportunities to achieve success, the future
generations will need to have an education
and a teacher workforce second to none. ' 2

(3) No other intervention can make the dif-
ference that a knowledgeable, skillful ‘teach-
er can make in the learning process. At thé'
same time, nothing can fully compensate for
weak teaching that, despite good lnt.ent.lous'
can result from a teacher’'s lack of oppor-
tunity to acquire the knowledge and skill
needed to help students master t.he cur-
riculum.

(4) The Federal Government estabrisﬁed
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Pml'essional Dé\-
velopment Program in 1985 to ensure that_
teachers and other educational staff have ac”
cess to sustained and high-quality profes-
sional development. This ongoing develop-
ment must include the ability to dem-
onstrate and judge the performance of te,a.ch-
ers and other instructional staff.

(5) States should evaluate their teachers
on the basis of demonstrated ability, includ-
ing tests of subject matter knowledge, teach-
ing knowledge, and teaching skill. States
should develop a test for their teachers and
other instructional staff with respect to 'l_:,he
subjects taught by the teachers and staff,
and should administer the test every 3 to 5
years.

(6) Evaluating and rewarding teachers with
a compensation system that supports teach-
ers who become increasingly expert in a sub-
ject area, are proficient in meeting the needs
of students and schools, and demonstrate
high levels of performance measured against
professional teaching standards, will encour-
age teachers to continue to learn nee_ctec}
skills and broaden teachers' expertise, there-
by enhancing education for all students.

(¢) PurrosEs.—The purposes of this title
are as follows:

(1) To provide incentives for States to es-
tablish and administer periodic teacher test-
ing and merit pay programs for elementaly
school and secondary school teachers. ‘

(2) To encourage States to establish merit
pay programs that have a significant mect.
on teacher salary scales.

(3) To encourage programs that recognlze
and reward the best teachers, and encourage
those teachers that need to do better.

SEC. 02. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY. 2

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Title II of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended— e

(1) by redesignating part D as part B; |

(2) by redesignating sections 2401 and 2402
as sections 2501 and 2502, respectively; and

(3) by inserting after part C the following:
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“PART D—STATE INCENTIVES FOR
TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY
“SEC. 2401. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

“(a) STATE AWARDS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, from funds de-
scribed in subsection (b) that are made avail-
able for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an award to each State that—

“(1) administers a test to each elementary
school and secondary school teacher in the
State, with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher, every 3 to b years; and

‘“(2) has an elementary school and sec-
ondary school teacher compensation system
that is based on merit.

“(b) AVAILABLE FUNDING.—The amount of
funds referred to in subsection (a) that are
available to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year is 50 percent of the amount of funds
appropriated to carry out this title that are
in excess of the amount so appropriated for
fiscal year 1999, except that no funds shall be
available to carry out this section for any
fiscal year for which—

‘(1) the amount appropriated to carry out
this title exceeds $600,000,000; or

“‘(2) each of the several States is eligible to
receive an award under this section.

“(c) AWARD AMOUNT.—A State shall receive
an award under this section in an amount
that bears the same relation to the total
amount avallable for awards under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year as the number of States
that are eligible to receive such an award for
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
all States so eligible for the fiscal year.

“(d) Use oF FunNDS.—Funds provided under
this section may be used by States to carry
out the activities described in section 2207.

‘“‘(e) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose
of this section, the term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia.”.

(b) ' EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 1999,

SEC.  03. TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a State may use Fed-
eral education funds—

(1) to carry out a test of each elementary
school or secondary school teacher in the
State with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher; or

(2) to establish a merit pay program for the
teachers.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
‘‘elementary school’ and ‘‘secondary school”
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 2289

Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as
follows:

Strike section 101,
lowing:

SEC. 101. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.

(a) FimnpINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Our Nation is witnessing a 10-year rise
in the elementary and secondary school age
population. Between the fall of 1996 and the
fall of 2006, total elementary and secondary
school enrollment will rise from a record
51,700,000 to 54,600,000, a rise of approxi-
mately 3,000,000 children. Elementary school
enrollment is projected to grow by 2 percent,
from 37,300,000 to 38,100,000, while secondary
school enrollment is expected to rise by 15
percent, from 14,400,000 to 16,500,000.

and insert the fol-
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(2) In addition to the enrollment increases,
many of the Nation’s elementary and sec-
ondary school teachers working in 1998 will
begin to reach retirement age. According to
the National Center for Education Statistics
data, between one-third and one-half of all
elementary and secondary school teachers
are 45 years old or older. Qualified, experi-
enced elementary and secondary school
teachers will be leaving the profession at a
time when the demand for the teachers is at
the highest level in our Nation's history.

(3) There is a lack of qualified elementary
and secondary school teachers in specific ge-
ographic and content areas. More than one-
half, 56 percent, of secondary school students
taking physical science courses are taught
by teachers who have no background in
physical science. Twenty-seven percent of
secondary school students taking any level
mathematics course are taught by teachers
with no mathematics background. Students
in inner-city schools have only a 50 percent
chance of being taught by a qualified mathe-
matics or science teacher. States that have
large percentages of classes taught by teach-
ers without a background in a particular
subject area, such as Tennessee (26.5 per-
cent), Florida (26.4 percent), Loulsiana (26.2
percent), and Maryland (25.6 percent), dem-
onstrate the need for increased numbers of
elementary and secondary school teachers
with the necessary qualifications.

(4) Our Nation must address the need de-
scribed in paragraph (3) to ensure a qualified
elementary and secondary school teacher for
every child in every elementary and sec-
ondary school course,

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to create a Federal student loan forgive-
ness program to attract individuals to ca-
reers as elementary and secondary school
teachers.

(¢) LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.—
Part B of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 428J (20 U.S.C. 1078-
10) the following:

“SEC. 428K. LOAN FORGIVENESS FOR TEACHERS.

“(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
is authorized to carry out a program of as-
suming the obligation to repay a loan made,
insured, or guaranteed under this title (ex-
cluding loans made under section 428A for
any new borrower after July 1, 1998, who is
employed as a full-time elementary school or
secondary school teacher—

“(1) in a school served by a local edu-
cational agency that is eligible for assist-
ance under part A of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 6301 et seq.); or

“(2) who teaches mathematics, science,
foreign language, bilingual education, or any
other area that the State educational agency
determines to be an area for which there is
a shortage of qualified elementary school or
secondary school teachers.

“(b) LOAN REPAYMENT,—

*(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as-
sume the obligation to repay—

“(A) 156 percent of the total amount of
loans incurred by the borrower under this
title, not to exceed 31,200 per year, for each
of the first two years the borrower meets the
employment requirement described in sub-
section (a);

*(B) 20 percent of such total amount, not
to exceed $1,600 per year, for each of the
third and fourth years the borrower meets
such requirement,; and

“(C) 30 percent of such total amount, not
to exceed $2,400, for the fifth year the bor-
rower meets such requirement.
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*(2) CoONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to authorize the
refunding of any repayment of a loan under
this title.

“(3) INTEREST.—If a portion of a loan is re-
pald by the Secretary under this section for
any year, the proportionate amount of inter-
est on such loan which accrues for such year
shall be repald by the Secretary.

“(¢) REPAYMENT TO ELIGIBLE LENDERS.—
The Secretary shall pay to each eligible
lender or holder for each fiscal year an
amount equal to the aggregate amount of
loans which are subject to repayment pursu-
ant to this section for such year.

“(d) APPLICATION FOR REPAYMENT.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible individual
desiring loan repayment under this section
shall submit a complete and accurate appli-
cation to the Secretary at such time, in such
manner, and containing such information as
the Secretary may reasonably require. Loan
repayment under this section shall be on a
first-come, first-served basls and subject to
the availability of appropriations.

“(2) CoNnDITIONS.—An eligible individual
may apply for repayment after completing
each year of qualifying employment. The
borrower shall receive forbearance while en-
gaged in qualifying employment unless the
borrower is in deferment while so engaged.

**(e) DEFINITIONS,—For the purpose of this
section the term ‘‘eligible lender’ has the
meaning given the term in section 435(d).

“(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $3,600,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1999 and 2000.".

D'AMATO (AND MACK)
AMENDMENT NO. 2290

Mr. COVERDELL (for Mr. D'AMATO,
for himself and Mr. MACK) proposed an
amendment to amendment No. 2288
proposed by Mr. MACK to the bill, H.R.
2646, supra; as follows:

Strike all after the first word, and insert
the following:

. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER TESTING
AND MERIT PAY.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the “‘Measures to Encourage Results
in Teaching Act of 1998".

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) All students deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent, and qualified
teachers.

(2) More than ever before, education has
and will continue to become the ticket not
only to economic success but to basic sur-
vival. Students will not succeed in meeting
the demands of a knowledge-based, 21st cen-
tury society and economy if the students do
not encounter more challenging work in
school. For future generations to have the
opportunities to achieve success the future
generations will need to have an education
and a teacher workforce second to none.

(3) No other intervention can make the dif-
ference that a knowledgeable, skillful teach-
er can make in the learning process. At the
same time, nothing can fully compensate for
weak teaching that, despite good intentions,
can result from a teacher’s lack of oppor-
tunity to acquire the knowledge and skill
needed to help students master the cur-
riculum.

(4) The Federal Government established
the Dwight D, Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment Program in 1985 to ensure that
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teachers and other educational staff have ac-
cess to sustained and high-quality profes-
sional development. This ongoing develop-
ment must inclnde the ability to dem-
onstrate and judge the performance of teach-
ers and other instructional staff.

(5) States should evaluate their teachers
on the basis of demonstrated ability, includ-
ing tests of subject matter knowledge, teach-
ing knowledge, and teaching skill. States
should develop a test for their teachers and
other instructional staff with respect to the
subjects taught by the teachers and staff,
and should administer the test every 3 to 6
years.

(6) Evaluating and rewarding teachers with
a compensation system that supports teach-
ers who become increasingly expert in a sub-
ject area, are proficient in meeting the needs
of students and schools, and demonstrate
high levels of performance measured against
professional teaching standards, will encour-
age teachers to continue to learn needed
skills and broaden teachers’ expertise, there-
by enhancing education for all students.

(¢) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section
are as follows:

(1) To provide incentives for States to es-
tablish and administer periodic teacher test-
ing and merit pay programs for elementary
school and secondary school teachers.

(2) To encourage States to establish merit
pay programs that have a significant impact
on teacher salary scales.

(3) To encourage programs that recognize
and reward the best teachers, and encourage
those teachers that need to do better,

(d) STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER TESTING
AND MERIT PAY.—

(1) AMENDMENTS.—Title IT of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.8.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended—

(A) by redesignating part D as part E;

(B) by redesignating sections 2401 and 2402
as sections 2501 and 2502, respectively; and

(C) by inserting after part C the following:

“PART D—STATE INCENTIVES FOR
TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY

“SEC. 2401. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

‘(&) STATE AWARDS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, from funds de-
scribed in subsection (b) that are made avall-
able for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an award to each State that—

(1) administers a test to each elementary
school and secondary school teacher in the
State, with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher, every 3 to b years; and

“(2) has an elementary school and sec-
ondary school teacher compensation system
that is based on merit.

“(b) AvAILABLE FUNDING,—The amount of
funds referred to in subsection (a) that are
avallable to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year is 50 percent of the amount of funds
appropriated to carry out this title that are
in excess of the amount so appropriated for
fiscal year 1999, except that no funds shall be
available to carry out this section for any
fiscal year for which—

(1) the amount appropriated to carry out
this title exceeds $600,000,000; or

*(2) each of the several States is eligible to
receive an award under this section.

*(c) AWARD AMOUNT.—A State shall receive
an award under this section In an amount
that bears the 'same relation to the total
amount available for awards under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year as the number of States
that are eligible to receive such an award for
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
all States so eligible for the fiscal year,
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“(d) Use oF Funps.—Funds provided under
this section may be used by States to carry
out the activities described in section 2207.

“(e) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose
of this section, the term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia.”.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
October 2, 1999

(e) TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a State may use Fed-
eral education funds—

(A) to carry out a test of each elementary
school or secondary school teacher in the
State with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher; or

(B) to establish a merit pay program for
the teachers.

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the
terms ‘‘elementary school’ and “‘secondary
school’ have the meanings given the terms
in section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 2291

Mr. COVERDELL (for Mrs.
HUTCHISON) proposed an amendment to
the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows:

At the end, add the following:

TITLE —EQUAL EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY

SEC. 01. EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY,

Subsection (b) of section 6301 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7351) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking *and”
after the semicolon;

(2) in para,graph (8), by striking the period
and inserting “; and”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

*(9) education reform projects that provide
same gender schools and classrooms, as long
as comparable educational opportunities are
offered for students of both sexes.”.

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON LAROR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 1
would like to announce for information
of the Senate and the public that a
joint hearing of the Senate Committee
on Labor and Human Resources and the
House Committee on Education and
the Workforce will be held on Wednes-
day, April 22, 1998, 10:30 a.m., in SD-106
of the Senate Dirksen Building. The
subject of the hearing is “‘Proposed In-
dividuals With Disabilities Education
Act Regulations.” For further informa-
tion, please call the committee, (202)
224-53175.
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 1
would like to announce for information
of the Senate and the public that a
joint hearing of the Subcommittee on
Public Health and Safety, Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources
and Subcommittee on Health and Envi-
ronment, House Committee on Com-
merce will be held on Thursday, April
23, 1998, 2:30 p.m., in SH-216 of the Sen-
ate Hart Building. The subject of the
hearing is The Gift of Life: Increasing
Bone Marrow Donation and Transplan-
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tation. For further information, please
call the committee, (202) 224-5375.

———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO
MEET

SUBCOMMITTEE ON YOUTH VIOLENCE =
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. Presideng, I
ask unanimous consent that the ,Sub-
committee on Youth Violence, of. the
Senate Judiciary Committee, be au-
thorized to meet during the session.of
the Senate on Monday, April 20, 1998, at
10:30 a.m. to hold a field hearing at the
Court of Common Pleas, Juvenile
Court, 16th floor, 800 Broadway. Cin-
cinnati, OH 45020 on: “*Juvenile Courts
of the 2l1st Century: Violent & Repeat,
Offenders.”
The Presiding Officer. Without objBQ-
tion, it is so ordered.
| e ——

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS ' *

priviyal

FROSTBURG STATE UNIVERSITY'S
CENTENNIAL ANNIVERSARY '

e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today to commemorate one of Ma.ry-
land’s finest state lnstitutioma
Frostburg State University, on the' oc-
casion of its Centennial Anniversary. '
Since its founding in 1898, Frost.burk
State University has been a prlma.ry
component of the greater Frost.burg
community. Although small towna are
often identified merely as extens_ions of
the school in their midst, it is more the
case that Frostburg State is a true ex-
tension of the town of Frostburg. In’
fact, the people of Frostburg them-
selves raised the funds that were used
to buy the land on which the institu-
tion is located. This symbiotic rela-
tionship is one in which the Frostburg
community provides the support sys-
tem for the school and in turn, is én-
riched by the school and its students. ~
This unique relationship dates back
to when the University was a small
local teacher training institution
named the State Normal School aft.
Frostburg. Upon completing thqlr
training, students often stayed in phe
area and taught at regional elementary
schools. This tradition of community
participation continued as the school
evolved into a State Teachers College
in 1935 and finally, a multipurpose in-
stitution, Frostburg State University,
in July of 1987, becoming a member, of
the University of Maryland System the
following year.
While the commitment to teacher
training remains at the core of
Frostburg State’s mission, the Univer-
sity has expanded its curriculum,sig-
nificantly to include the arts and
sciences, professional and pre- pmfes-
sional programs, and graduate. pro-
grams including business, psychology
and biology training. Enrollment has
grown from an initial class of 57 to
over 5,200, and the University's degree
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program now requires four years of
study.

It is important to note, however, that
Frostburg State University occupies a
unique educational niche as the only
four-year institution west of the Balti-
more-Washington metropolitan area.
Therefore, it serves as the intellectual
and cultural center for this western-
most region of my State, and for near-
by communities in Pennsylvania and
West Virginia. Although the student
body includes students from various
states and foreign countries, it con-
tinues to draw primarily from the im-
mediate area, and provides important
employment opportunities for the resi-
dents of the region. Furthermore,
Frostburg State enjoys a partnership
with the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission (ARC) from whom they receive
federal funds for various projects that
enrich the school’s resources and pro-
vide further economic development to
the area.

It has always been my firm belief
that a democracy cannot prosper and
grow without an educated populace. As
the world becomes increasingly com-
plex and technically challenging, the
quality education of the individual is
one of the most important tasks in our
society. From its inception, Frostburg
State University has prioritized edu-
cation; maintaining a commitment to
providing community and educational
services to the entire region while, at
the same time, succeeding in providing
a nationally acclaimed education to its
own university community.

As we celebrate this important mile-
stone, I would like to commend the
greater Frostburg State University
family for upholding the traditions of
community cooperation and commit-
ment to excellence that serve to exem-
plify the very best that Maryland has
to offer.e

SCHOOR DEPALMA

e Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise today to salute Schoor DePalma
Engineers and Design Professional
Firm as it completes its thirtieth year
in business, and to recognize its con-
tributions to the State of New Jersey.
This engineer and design professional
firm has contributed to some of the
state’'s largest engineering and design
projects.

Schoor DePalma is one of the most
widely recognized civil engineering
firms in the State of New Jersey. The
company’s ingenuity brings forth a su-
perior level of accountability, concern,
and quality of work.

Schoor DePalma's commitment is
easily also recognized through its self-
less involvement with the community
through entities, such as the Board of
Professional Planners and the Board of
Professional Engineers of the State of
New Jersey and its participation in
highly regarded academic programs
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such as the Board of Overseers for the
New Jersey Institute of Technology, a
variety of college foundations through-
out New Jersey, and the awarding of
scholarships to students in the engi-
neering field.

One of Schoor DePalma’s most recent
and profitable contributions to the
State of New Jersey was to enhance
the economically distressed commu-
nity of East Orange. Schoor DePalma
was hired to conduct a comprehensive
business analysis of the six main busi-
ness districts of East Orange by look-
ing at crime statistics, the labor force,
the mix of businesses, infrastructure,
and streetscaping needs. Schoor
DePalma’s innovative blue print for
economic growth proved to be success-
ful when some local establishments
saw a remarkable 50 percent increase
in business.

I am proud to recognize Schoor
DePalma as a model corporate neigh-
bor and I look forward to another 30
vears of excellence from them.e

TRIBUTE TO FLORENCE KIRKNER

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay homage to Ms. Florence
Kirkner. Today, we focus on Ms.
Kirkner's 50 years of volunteering with
the National Ski Patrol. The National
Ski Patrol was formed 60 years ago as
a volunteer organization that has been
granted a Congressional Charter as a
charity similar to the Boys and Girls
Scouts. This organization formed an
army division that could fight in win-
ter weather conditions during World
War II. Additionally, Senator Bob Dole
was affiliated with this division which
is known as the Tenth Mountain Divi-
sion. This division was the only civil-
ian run division in the Army’s history.
Today, the Tenth Mountain division is
stationed at Fort Drum, New York.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to commend Ms. Kirkner’s par-
ticipation in many other community
activities such as the American Red
Cross, the Girl Scouts and the YMCA.

After reviewing Ms. Kirkner's out-
standing achievements, 1 decided an
acknowledgment of her awards should
be presented. Ms. Kirkner received a
Citizen of the Week Award in 1996 and
in 1997 she received the Citizen of the
Year Award. Previously, because of Ms.
Kirkner's excellent community service,
she received the Merit Award in 1985
and the Volunteer of the year award in
1986. Ms. Kirkner was twice nominated
for the Clara Barton Award in 1988 and
again in 1990. Additionally in 1988, the
Volunteer of the Year Award was ac-
claimed to Ms. Kirkner. Furthermore,
after serving over 15,000 hours of com-
munity service, Ms. Kirkner was pre-
sented with the Service Award in addi-
tion to the 50 Year Service Award.

Ms. Kirkner has also received awards
for the National Appointment #84, the
Outstanding Service Award for the
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North Bay Region, the Patroller of the
Year Award for the Western New York
Region, 2 Yellow Merit Stars, the Pur-
ple Merit Star, the Avalanche Patch
#82, the Eastern Division Certificate of
Appreciation, the Red Cross Certificate
of Merit, the Certificate of Apprecia-
tion for the Western New York Region,
the Ambassador of the Slopes Award
for the Western New York Region, the
Mike Reid Outstanding Instructor
Award for the Western New York Re-
gion, the Canadian Ski Patrol Special
Award and the Green Angel Award
from the Girl Scouts.

I would also like to acknowledge Ms.
Kirkner for holding numerous offices in
her lifetime. She has held offices such
as Co-Patrol Leader for Donner Ski
Ranch; Regional Training Officer for
Western New York; Regional First Aid
Chairman in North Bay, California; Av-
alanche Instructor for National #224;
ARC First Aid Instructor and Trainer;
ARC CPR Instructor and Trainer; ARC
Water Safety Instructor and Trainer;
ARC Small Craft Safety Instructor and
Shift Leader at Kissing Bridge Ski Pa-
trol.

In addition Ms. Kirkner has managed
to conduct training courses and work-
shops such as the Avalanche Patch
Course in Slide Mt., Nevada; Sled Han-
dling Seminars in Squaw Valley, Cali-
fornia; the Mountain Rescue Course at
the Sugar Bowl; Mountaineering at
Circle M; Divisional Jr. Training Semi-
nars for 11 years and National Jr.
Training Seminars for 4 years. More-
over, Ms. Kirkner led Fall Forums
workshops too numerous to count from
New York City to Sacramento, from
Portland, to Maine and has been an in-
structor every year of Patrol CPR
since the beginning of Ski Patrol, CPR.

Ms. Kirkner is truly one of those
unique individuals who has given a life-
time of community service. Her con-
tributions to society will always be
recognized as encouragement and hope
to American citizens everywhere, and
reminds us that the phrase ‘it is better
to give than to receive' still rings to
be true.e

VIETNAM VETERANS IN HYANNIS,
MASSACHUSETTS

e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I want to
commend the extraordinary achieve-
ments of a group of Vietnam Veterans
in Hyannis, Massachusetts. Five Viet-
nam Veterans from Cape Cod, Michael
Trainor, Ray Pacheco, Woody Hoffman,
Craig Morrison and Michael Williams,
created the Nam Vets Association in
1983. Their mission, to provide human
services to and improve the public
image of Vietnam Veterans, has been
courageously carried on, to this day,
by John Eastman, Charlie Brown, John
Ahern, Hank Tucker, Bill SilverRyder,
and Randy Ritter. On Vietnam Vet-
erans’ Day, March 29, 1998, this group
of dedicated men celebrated fifteen
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years of work on behalf of their fellow
veterans. No organization provides
more services to the veterans of Cape
Cod and the Islands than the Nam Vets
Association. It provides counseling
services, housing assistance, a food
pantry, employment programs, VA
benefit information and, perhaps most
important of all, a place where vet-
erans and their families feel welcome. 1
know I did. ;

Mr. President, at the recent Vietnam
Veterans of America Convention in
Kansas City, Missouri, the Nam Vets
Association was selected from 700 chap-
ters nationwide to be honored as the
1997 Community Service Chapter of the
Year. This group has made a tremen-
dous impact on the lives of many peo-
ple in its community. The scholarships,
youth activities, volunteer service to
community events, and housing pro-
grams it provides, and the 55,000 meals
it serves annually from its food pantry,
give this organization great reason to
be wvery, very proud. On its Fifteenth
Anniversary, 1 am proud to offer my
brother Vietnam Veterans in Hyannis
my sincere congratulations, my heart-
felt gratitude, my best wishes for fur-
ther triumphs, and my promise of con-
tinuing support for their tremendous
work.e

TRIBUTE TO HURVIE E. DAVIS

e Mr. McCCAIN. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity to recognize the ac-
complishments of Hurvie E. Davis. It is
an honor and a privilege for me to rec-
ognize his many outstanding achieve-
ments and to commend him for the su-
perb service he has provided our nation
and the state of Arizona.

Upon his retirement on May 29, 1998,
he will have served 42 years in both fed-
eral and municipal government.
Hurvie's expertise lies primarily in the
transportation field, having served the
federal Department of Transportation
in Washington, D.C., and regionally in
San Diego, Portland, Oregon, and most
recently in Tucson. Hurvie was the Di-
rector of Transportation for the City of
Tucson for 15 years before going into
the private sector as a transportation
consultant.

In 1992, Hurvie became the Town
Manager for the Town of Marana. As
Manager, Hurvie has accomplished
many difficult tasks, and in doing so,
has brought Marana positive recogni-
tion throughout the Southern Arizona
region of municipal governments. His
leadership and commitment to excel-
lence has put Marana in a strong finan-
cial position to encourage residential
and business development.

Mr. President, Hurvie Davis has
made many sacrifices during his 42
years of public service, and has con-
tributed significantly to the many peo-
ple he has worked with. I commend
him on behalf of the United States Sen-
ate and wish him the very best as he
begins another journey in retirement.e

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

TRIBUTE TO LEO LAKIN, GREEN
THUMB CENTENARIAN FROM
GARDNER, MASSACHUSETTS

e Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, at
more than two centuries and counting,
America is a nation ever maturing
with greater wisdom, experience, mo-
rality and humanity. For this we can
thank many of our most senior citizens
who continue to set proud examples of
daily life, and who remind us of our
rich and proud heritage as a nation of
caring individuals. Leo Lakin of Gard-
ner, Massachusetts—who will turn 100
years old on May 26th—is one such
American.

Millions of our friends and neighbors
distinguish themselves every day as
parents, small business owners, edu-
cators, and in every other personal di-
mension and chosen profession of
American life. There are those, how-
ever, who stand out as role models for
their families and their communities.
Leo wears these titles effortlessly and
modestly, which is one reason why our
Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman, our
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices Donna Shalala, and Green Thumb,
Inc. honored Leo as ‘‘an outstanding
older worker’ at the first Prime Time
Awards Dinner on March 12, 1998 in
Washington, DC.
 Praise of Leo has been both modest
and inspirational. In her nominating
letter to Green Thumb, Inec., Marcia
Hopper of Gardner’s downtown associa-
tion wrote that ‘“Mr. Lakin's work
ethic of kindness, compassion, gen-
erosity, and thoughtfulness to cus-
tomers has brought him a loyal fol-
lowing based on both business and
friendship. Many of his current cus-
tomers are fourth generation.”' Pete
Trudel, another long-time business
owner in Gardner, said of Leo, **He’s in-
telligent and knowledgeable. He has al-
ways kept up with the latest business
trends. He's personable and loves peo-
ple. He always remains calm. He's just
a lovely, lovely man.”

Leo Lakin was born in Boston on
May 26, 1898. The Lakin family moved
to Southbridge, Massachusetts when
Leo was a small child. Leo became bi-
lingual as he grew up, as the French
American community in Southbridge
was large, and speaking French served
Leo and his family well. His father,
Phillip, was able to develop deep roots
into the community. Philip Lakin be-
came known for more than owning a
dry goods store. He was always helping
some less fortunate person with food,
clothing or a place to stay. That strong
sense of community became part of
Leo's life, just as a strong sense of fam-
ily had heen instilled in Leo from a
very early ag

Leo and h[s 4 brothers—Celec, Louis,
Eddy and Bobh—were extremely close to
each other. Phillip had been a widower
with 5 children when he married a
young widow, Annie, who had a daugh-
ter, Sarah. Leo idolized his parents.
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When he was about 11 years of age; he
overheard his parents speaking in ;Yid-.
dish, expressing the hope that  some
day after their passing one of . thein
sons would be sufficiently well versed
in Jewish tradition to be able to say
the Mourner's Kaddish to honor and re-
spect their memories. Overhearing this,
conversation had an enormous impact
on Leo’s life. He promised himself that
he would honor his parents in this wayl
and the study of Hebrew and Jewish
tradition was a vital aspect of Leo's
youth. He has spent many, many years
helping to conduct synagogue services
and enjoying the richness of Jewmh.
studies.

Leo left high school a.fbar hls fresh-»
man year and went to work, for the:
American Optical Company, one of the,
largest lens manufacturers in the world
at that time. His career there began-as
s0 many do in America, with a summenr
job. Leo stayed for several years,but,
eventually he longed for the freedom
he could experience as an entrepreneur.
In 1922 he and his brother Eddy opened
Lakin’s Brothers, a men’s store located:
in Gardner's Webster Square. In 1933,
relatives in Fall River introduced him
to Ida Gollis, a personal shopper at,the,
Outlet Company in Providence; Rhode
Island. They married on June 2, 1935.
To this day, Leo says, ““She’s the.hest.
thing that has ever happened to me.’

In 1935, children’s specialty stores
were en vogue. Gardner was a 'virtual
boom town known as ‘‘The Chair City
of the World.” Heywood Wakefield,
Gem Crib and Cradle, Nichols: and
Stone, Florence Stove, and Simplex.
Time Recorder called Gardner ‘home.
Two weeks after their marriage, ‘Leo
and Ida opened Lakin’'s Children’s
Shop. And just like Leo’s dad had done,
they observed an important ethic. of
treating their customers with the re-
spect and kindness, never pressured a
purchase, and made everyone feel wel-
come. L&

For the next 51 years, Leo and Ida
survived every challenge from the
Great Depression to the rise of shop-
ping malls and the demise of many
small downtowns. Only Ida's deathi in
June of 1986 ended that partnership.on
this earth. Leo continued to run the
store, and his customers remained
loyal and supportive. The store has re=
mained the cornerstone of Leo’s vital-
ity, and a force that will not be beaten.
In March of 1993, Leo broke his arm at:
work and recovered. In February -of
1994, he contracted pneumonia and re-
covered. That July, he broke his hip at
work, had a replacement at the age of
96, made a complete recovery, and. re-
turned to work 6 days a week. ol e )

During the 6 months of Leo’s: reﬁu-
peration from hip surgery, his daughter
Phyllis ran the store for him knowing:
that Leo needed the promise of return-
ing to work in order to recover. She
worked full time at Harvard Medical
School, but with the help of close
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friends Jean Johnson, Beverly Black,
and Claudette Jackowski, Phyllis kept
the spirit of Lakin's alive in mind,
body and soul as Leo had always done:
with their customers in mind. Phyllis
has since decided that the family leg-
acy of her father and grandfather will
go on, and that eventually she will
carry on the tradition her parents
began in 1935. ““As long as I'm alive,
Lakin’s is alive!” she says.

Leo broke his leg on Nov 3, 1997,
which was why he could not attend the
Prime Time awards in the Capital this
March. Leo has been a tireless and cou-
rageous patient, continually amazes
old and new friends alike, touches all
with his faith, optimism, and kindness,
and plans to return to the work and
people he loves so much.

Mr. President, we often wonder what
America and the world we live in will
be like in the 21st Century. We wonder
about our children and the values they
are learning today in school, at home,
on television, and from each other. We
can only hope that as they navigate so
many diverse and dynamic forces in
their lives that there will also be a Leo
Lakin or two to give them a sense of
history, community, family, and hope
for the future as he has most certainly
given to all who know and love him in
Gardner, Massachusetts.e

———

POLITICAL SCIENCE DEPARTMENT
AT KEAN UNIVERSITY

e Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise today to recognize the Political
Science Department at Kean Univer-
sity. ‘Over the past twenty years,
Kean’s Political Science Department
has produced an outstanding record of
accomplishment and I am pleased to
recognize this model program.

The faculty and administration of
Kean’s Political Science Department
have consistently demonstrated their
selfless commitment to furthering the
intellectual growth of the University's
students. Kean's balanced educational
program presents students with a
unigque blend of experiential learning
and classroom teaching. It is a model
of excellence for all American univer-
sities.

Kean’s Political Science Department
has earned just recognition by offering
challenging participatory programs
like the American Israel Public Affairs
Conference, the Center for the Study of
the Presidency's Student Symposium,
the Harvard Model United Nations Pro-
gram, the Howard University Simula-
tion of the Organization of African
Unity, the Schering-Plough/Kean Col-
lege Political Science Education Part-
nership, the Washington Program, and
the annual Department Washington DC
Student Workshop.

In an era of decreasing funding, pro-
gram costs are met through contribu-
tions from outside sources, student
groups and alumni. The University
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itself provides enormous scholarship
support. As a result of the Political
Science Department’s dedicated ef-
forts, little cost need be borne by its
student participants.

I am pleased to join the New Jersey
State Legislature in honoring the Kean
University Political Science Depart-
ment as a model of educational virtu-
osity. It is my sincere hope that the
Department continues its tradition of
excellence with the vigor and success
that has characterized it for the past
twenty years.e

ILLINOIS STUDENT TECHNOLOGY
DAY

¢ Mr. DURGIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize April 29, 1998, as “‘Il-
linois Student Technology Day’. On
that day, some 140 Illinois schools will
hold school technology demonstrations
at the seventh annual TECH 2000/AT&T
Students for the Information Age pro-
gram at the Illinois State Capitol
Building in Springfield.

During this all-day event in the mid-
dle of National Science & Technology
Week, over 300 Illinois students will
demonstrate the important impact
technology, and access to it, has had in
their classrooms. The demonstration is
sponsored by AT&T, state and local of-
ficials, and TECH 2000, a group of edu-
cators working to increase support for
classroom technology and the role it
plays in a student’s educational experi-
ence.

The advancements that have been
made in technology, and the role it has
played in the gathering of critical in-
formation for students, has improved
the learning experience for thousands
of our nation’s students. Increased ef-
forts need to made to ensure that more
students, especially those in rural and
impoverished communities, have ac-
cess to these technological advance-
ments. I hope that we can look at what
will take place in Springfield, Illinois
on April 29, 1998, as the beginning of a
national commitment towards giving
our students the best possible oppor-
tunity to learn and succeed both in the
classroom and in their careers that fol-
low.e

S ——————

THE 83D ANNIVERSARY OF THE
ARMENIAN GENOCIDE

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to commemorate the 83rd Anni-
versary of the Armenian Genocide.
Each year we remember and honor the
victims, and pay respect to the sur-
vivors we are blessed to have with us
today.

April 24, 1915 serves as a marking
point for the government-orchestrated
carnage that took place under the
Turkish Ottoman Empire. On this date,
over 5,000 Armenians were systemati-
cally hunted down and killed in Con-
stantinople. This number includes
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some 600 Armenian political and intel-
lectual leaders who were taken to the
interior of Turkey and systematically
murdered. During the eight year period
from 1915 to 1923, approximately 1.5
million Armenians were killed and
hundreds of thousands were driven
from their homes. Many of these
deaths were among the elderly and
very young as they were forced on
death marches with little food and no
medical treatment.

History records that the world stood
by as the Armenians suffered, although
there was ample evidence of what was
taking place. Our Ambassador to the
Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau,
stated that, “When the Turkish au-
thorities gave the orders for these de-
portations, they were merely giving
the death warrant to a whole race; they
understood this well, and, in their con-
versations with me, they made no par-
ticular attempt to conceal the
fact * * * I am confident that the
whole history of the human race con-
tains no such horrible episode as this.”

Not only did the world stand by while
atrocities took place, but unfortu-
nately it refused to learn the awful les-
sons that were taught during this pe-
riod. When Adolf Hitler was planning
the Jewish Holocaust he said, ‘“Who
today remembers the extermination of
the Armenians?" However, most of the
world has come to acknowledge the Ar-
menian Genocide. In 1929, Winston
Churchill wrote the following: ‘‘In 1915,
the Turkish Government began and
carried out the infamous general mas-
sacre and deportation of Armenians in
Asia Minor * * * the clearance of the
race from Asia Minor was about as
complete as such an act, on a scale so
great, could be. There is no reasonable
doubt that this crime was planned and
executed for political reasons.”

Each year we vow that the incalcu-
lable horrors suffered by the Armenian
people will not be in vain. That is sure-
ly the highest tribute we can pay to
the Armenian victims and a way in
which the horror and brutality of their
deaths can be given redeeming mean-
ing. I ask my colleagues to join me in
remembering the Armenian Genocide.®

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NO.
105-41

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
as in executive session, I ask unani-
mous consent that the injunction of se-
crecy be removed from the following
treaty transmitted to the Senate on
April 20, 1998, by the President of the
United States:

Treaty with Lithuania on Mutual
Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters,
Treaty Document No. 105-41.

I further ask that the treaty be con-
sidered as having been read the first
time; that it be referred, with accom-
panying papers, to the Committee on
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Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed; and that the President’'s mes-
sage be printed in the RECORD.

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

The message of the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Treaty
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of the Republic of Lithuania on Mutual
Legal Assistance in Criminal Matters,
signed at Washington on January 16,
1998. 1 transmit also, for the informa-
tion of the Senate, the report of the
Department of State with respect to
the Treaty.

The Treaty is one of a series of mod-
ern mutual legal assistance treaties
being negotiated by the United States
in order to counter criminal activity
more effectively. The Treaty should be
an effective tool to assist in the pros-
ecution of a wide variety of crimes, in-
cluding “*white-collar’ crime and drug-
trafficking offenses. The Treaty is self-
executing.

The Treaty provides for a broad
range of cooperation in criminal mat-
ters. Mutual assistance available under
the Treaty includes: taking the testi-
mony or statements of persons; pro-
viding documents, records, and articles
of evidence; locating or identifying per-
sons or items; serving documents;
transferring persons in custody for tes-
timony or other purposes: executing re-
quests for searches and seizures; assist-
ing in proceedings related to immo-
bilization and forfeiture of assets, res-
titution, and collection of fines; and
rendering any other form of assistance
not prohibited by the laws of the Re-
quested State.

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to
the Treaty and give its advice and con-
sent to ratification.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, April 20, 1998.

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, APRIL 21,
1998

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
1 ask unanimous consent that when the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, April 21, and immediately fol-
lowing the prayer the routine requests
through the morning hour be granted.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I further ask unanimous consent that
the Senate recess from 12:30 until 2:15
on Tuesday for the weekly policy con-
ferences to meet.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
for the information of all Senators, at
9:40 a.m. on Tuesday, the Senate will
resume consideration of S. 414, the
ocean shipping reform bill. At the hour
of 10 a.m. the Senate will proceed to
two consecutive rollcall votes. The
first vote will be on or in relation to
the Gorton amendment No. 2287 pend-
ing to the shipping bill. The second
vote will be on or in relation to the
Kennedy amendment No. 2289 offered to
the Coverdell education bill.

Also, under a previous consent agree-
ment, following the policy luncheons,
at 2:15 the Senate will proceed to two
stacked rollcall votes. The first vote
will be on or in relation to the Glenn
amendment No. 2017, followed by a vote
on or in relation to the Mack-D'Amato
amendment No. 2288. Following the
stacked rollcall votes, it is hoped that
Senators will come to the floor to offer
their amendments to the Coverdell
education bhill. Therefore, additional
rollcall votes will occur throughout
Tuesday's session of the Senate in the
hope of making progress on the bill.

—————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
if there is no further business to come
before the Senate, I now ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in
adjournment under the previous order.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 5:36 p.m.,
adjourned until Tuesday, April 21, 1998,
at 9:30 a.m.

April 20, 1998
NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate April 20, 1998: AT

IN THE AIR FORCE o

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR: APPOTNTMF)PP
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.8.C. SEGTION
601: =

ek . 4 aaititonin
Ta be lieutenant general . -, 1 1
MAJ. GEN. ROBERT F. RAGGIO, Al Rt

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFF[( ER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE G EiND
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPO/ NCE
AND RESPONSIBILITY .UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., ﬂmoﬁ
for: ‘ ' Y {310

To be I:eutenant gfmeml m 1w
MAJ. GEN. DONALD L. PETERSON W/ | /') 1¢ ]
INTHE ARMY 7

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NJ\T'I{H\AL BUJ\.RD OF Tﬁ
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT TN THE'R
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED HND!B
TITLE 10, U.8.C., SECTION 1203: 2

-To be major general .
BRIG. GEN. ROGER C. SCHULTZ,

IN THE NAVY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE WDICATsD
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.8.C., Sm{?ﬁﬁ.{’ N

To be admiral i
VICE ADM. CHARLES 8. ABBOT,

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.8.C., SECTION 60 *

Ve i

To be vice admiral . | .
REAR ADM. JOHN R. RYAN. il Vot

IN THE MARINE CORPS

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO . GRADE
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION ‘OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE'10, U.8.C.
SECTION 801: '

e
(1 &) |

To be lieutenant general
MAJ, GEN. FREDERICK MCCORKLE,

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPQINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE=1(;¥DE
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF OR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C.
SECTION 601:

To be lieutenant general

MAJ. GEN. JACK W. KLIMP, Flll

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
AS ASSISTANT COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS
AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE 1quA11:D
UNDER TITLE 10, U.8.C., SECTION 50H;

To be general
LT. GEN. TERRENCE R. DAKE,
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday,
April 21, 1998, may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

i APRIL 22
9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Communications Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine section 706
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
relating to band-width issues.
SR-253
Labor and Human Resources
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Education and the
Workforce to examine proposed Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act
regulations.
SD-106
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on the
Ballistic Missile Defense program.
SD-192
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
To hold hearings on the nomination of
Donna Tanoue, of Hawalii, to be a Mem-
ber and Chalirperson of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation.

SD-538
Finance
Social Security and Family Policy Sub-
committee

To hold hearings to examine child care
access, affordability, and supply in the
United States and the impact of wel-
fare reform on State and Federal child
care programs, focusing on 8. 1577, to
provide additional tax relief to families
to increase the affordability of child
care.

SD-215

Governmental Affairs
To hold hearings on the nominations of
G. Edward DeSeve, of Pennsylvania, to
be Deputy Director for Management,
and Deidre A. Lee, of Oklahoma, to be
Administrator for Federal Procure-
ment Policy, both of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.
SD-342
11:00 a.m.
Judiciary
To hold hearings on the nomination of
James K. Robinson, of Michigan, to be
Assistant Attorney General for the
Criminal Division, Department of Jus-
tice.
SD-226
1:00 p.m.
Special on Aging
To hold hearings to examine the role of
the stock market in Social Security re-
form, focusing on a General Account-
ing Office report, “Implications of Gov-
ernment Stock Investing for the Trust
Fund, the Federal Budget, and the
Economy".
SD-628
2:30 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Manufacturing and Competitiveness Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine issues relat-
ing to virtual manufacturing.
SR-253
Judiciary
Technology, Terrorism, and Government
Information Subcommittee
To hold joint hearings with the Select
Committee on Intelligence to examine
chemical and biological weapons
threats to America.
SD-226
Select on Intelligence
To hold joint hearings with the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary’'s Sub-
committee on Technology, Terrorism,
and Government Information to exam-
ine chemical and biclogical weapons
threats to America.
SD-226

APRIL 23

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine fraud and
abuse in the Federal food stamp pro-
gram.
SR-332
Environment and Public Works
Clean Alr, Wetlands, Private Property, and
Nuclear Safety Subcommittee
To hold hearings to review the proposed
Clean Air Act reglonal haze regula-

tions.
SD-406
9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee

To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration.

SD-138

Appropriations
Interior Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the For-
est Service, Department of Agri-
culture,
SD-124
Governmental Affairs
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions
To hold hearings to examine the practice
of “slamming"’, which is the unauthor-
ized switching of long-distance tele-
phone companies.
SD-342
10:00 a.m,
Finance
To hear and consider the nominations of
Thelma J. Askey, of Tennessee, Jen-
nifer Anne Hillman, of Indiana, and
Stephen Koplan, of Virginia, each to be
a Member of the United States Inter-
national Trade Commission, and Pat-
rick A. Mulloy, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
SD-215
Judiciary
Business meeting, to consider pending
calendar business.
SD-226
10:30 a.m.
Appropriations
Foreign Operations Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
assistance programs, focusing on infec-
tious diseases.
SD-192
2:00 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Aviation Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s guidelines for
aviation competition.
SR-253
2:30 p.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on 8. 1253, to provide to
the Federal land management agencies
the authority and capability to manage
effectively the federal lands in accord-
ance with the principles of multiple use
and sustained yield.
SD-366
Labor and Human Resources
Public Health and Safety Subcommittee
To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Commerce’'s Sub-
committee on Health and Environment
to examine proposals to increase bone
marrow donation and transplantation.
SH-216

APRIL 27
2:00 p.m.
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine Department
of Justice prosecution trends.
SD-226

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Marter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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APRIL 28

9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings to examine possible
problems relating to the Year 2000 com-
puter conversion.
- SR-253
10:00 a.m. -
Judiciary
To hold hearings on proposed legislation
to reform bankruptcy law provisions.
SD-226
Labor and Human Resources
To hold hearings to examine reading and
literacy initiatives.
SD-430
Small Business
To hold hearings to examine environ-

mental compliance tools for small
business. :
SR~428A
10:30 a.m.
Appropriations

Foreign Operations Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for foreign assistance pro-
grams, focusing on Bosnia.
Room to be announced
2:30 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine the Depart-
ment of Commerce’'s Federal research
and development needs.
SR-253
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on S. 326, to provide for
the reclamation of abandoned hardrock
mines, 8. 327, to ensure that Federal
taxpayers receive a fair return for the
extraction of locatable minerals on
public domain lands, and S. 1102, to
provide a reasonable royalty from min-
eral activities on Federal lands, to
specify reclamation requirements for
mineral activities on Federal lands,
and to create a State program for the
reclamation of abandoned hard rock
mining sites on Federal lands.
SD-366

APRIL 29

9:30 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Communications Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine satellite re-
form, focusing on regulation policy and
deregulation.
SR~253
Labor and Human Resources
To hold hearings to examine proposed
legislation relating to assistive tech-
nology.
SD-430
Indian Affairs
To resume hearings to examine Indian
gaming issues.
Room to be announced
10:00 a.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense, focusing on Bos-
nian assistance.

SD-192
2:00 p.m.
Judiciary
To hold hearings on pending nomina-
tions.
SD-226

EXTENSIONS. OF REMARKS

TS} APRIL 30
9:00 a.m. -
Agriculture, Nutrit.ion a.nd Forestry
To hold hearings to examine agricultural
transportation issues. -

i SR-332
9:30 a.m.
Appropriations Tl
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee .

To, hold hearings on p1 oposed budget es-
- timates for fiscal year 1999 for the
,Envrionmental Protection Agency, and

i the Council on Environmental Quality.

SD-138

Commerce Science, and 'I‘ransporbatlon

To, hold hearings on the nominations of
Ja.mes M. Loy, ,USC, to be Com-
, mandant, and Jamas G Card, Use, to
be Vice Commandant, -both of the
United States Coast Guard.

il | ! . SR-253
Energy and Natural Resources .
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

‘committee
To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide
to the Federal land management agen-
cies the authority and capability to
manage effectively the federal lands in
accordance with the principles of mul-
tiple use and sustained yield.
S5D-366

10:00 a.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Business meeting, to consider pending

calendar business.
SR-253

Judiciary
Business meeting, to consider pending

calendar business.
SD-226

Labor and Human Resources

Public Health and Safety Subcommittee
To resum hearings to examine the role of

the Agency for Health Care Policy Re-
search in health care quality.
SD-430

2:00 p.m.

Commerce, Science, and Transportation

Aviation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed legislation

authorizing funds for the Airport Im-
provement Program.
SR-253

Energy and Natural Resources

National Parks, Historic Preservation, and

Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on title IV of 8. 1693, to
renew, reform, reinvigorate, and pro-
tect the National Park System, and S.
624, to establish a competitive process
for the awarding of concession con-
tracts in units of the National Park
System.
SD-366

Judiciary
To hold hearings on S. 1645, to prohibit

taking minors across State lines to
avoid laws requiring the involvement
of parents in abortion decisions.

SD-226

MAY 5

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-
committee
To resume hearings on S. 1253, to provide
to the Federal land management agen-
cies the authority and capability to
manage effectively the federal lands in
accordance with the principles of mul-
tiple nuse and sustained yield.
SD-366

April 20,1998

Labor and Human Resqurces
Children and Families Subcommittee,,

To resume hearings on proppsed | hﬂa-
tion authorizing funds t-l;u;ough\ is¢al
year 20@2 for the Head Start program.

5101 BD-430

s B

10: 30 a m S O 1
Appropriations
Forelgn Operations Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for foreign
a,sstst.ance prOgTam'? PR 1Y) jIIJ (PSS
i Roorn. to.-be,a.nnqmced

FLTE F U O Rt 1 S AR SRR L i ¥

A, MAY 6

10:00 a.m. ! e1..d ey
Appropriations: . 7 Leuind i i 7auenid
Defense Subcomhmittee | sl innulic ¥

To hold hea.ﬂngs-on-’proposed'-'bwdg'et es-
* timates for fiscal year 1999 for!'the De-
partment ‘of Defense, foct‘lsing‘ bn the
u. S Pat.lﬂc Oommand FPN
‘1 SoaT ’!313-192
2:30 p.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on 8. M4and H.R. 449,
bills to provide for the orderly disposal
of Federal lands in Nevada, and for the
acquisition of certain environmentally
sensitive lands in Nevada.

SD-366

MAY 7

9:00 a.m.
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings to examine agricultural
trade policies.
SR-332
9:30 a.m.
Appropriations
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-
committee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal yvear 1999 for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and the Of-
fice of Science and Technology.
SD-138
Appropriations
Treasury, Postal Service, and General Gov-
ernment Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President.
SD-192
2:00 p.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and
Recreation Subcommittee
To hold hearings on titles VI, VII, VIII,
and XI of S. 1693, to renew, reform, re-
invigorate, and protect the National
Park System, :

SD-366

MAY 11
2:00 p.m.
Appropriations
Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense.
SD-192
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MAY 13
10:00 a.m.’
“Appropriations
'Defense Subcommittee
To hold hearings on proposed budget es-
[timates for fiscal year 1999 for the De-
partment of Defense.

SD-192

4 MAY 14
9:00 a.m. |
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
To hold hearings on the Department of
Agriculture’s Year 2000 compliance.
SR-332
2:00 p.m.
Energy and Natural Resources v
National Parks, Historic Preservation, and
Recreation Subcommittee 1
| To hold hearings on titles IX and X of 8.
1693, to renew, reform, reinvigorate,
and protect the National Park System,
and 8. 1614, to require a permit for the

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

making of motion picture, television
program, or other forms of commercial
visual depiction in a unit of the Na-
tional Park System or National Wild-
life Refuge System.

SD-366

MAY 21
2:00 p.m.

Energy and Natural Resources

Energy Research and Development, Pro-
duction and Regulation Subcommittee

To hold hearings on 8. 1141, to amend the

Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take into
account newly developed renewable
energy- based fuels and to equalize al-
ternative fuel wvehicle acquisition in-
centives to increase the flexibility of
controlled fleet owners and operators,
and S. 1418, to promote the research,
identification, assessment, exploration,
and development of methane hydrate
resources.

SD-366

6107

OCTOBER 6
9:30 a.m.
Veterans' Affairs

To hold joint hearings with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs on the
legislative recommendations of the

American Legion.
3456 Cannon Building

POSTPONEMENTS

APRIL 22

9:30 a.m.
Indian Affairs
To hold oversight hearings on Title V
amendments to the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance
Act of 1975.
SR~-485






		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-08-05T12:09:04-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




