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The House met at 10 a.m. and was this day of prayer be the beginning of [Roll No. 97]
called to order by the Speaker pro tem- that awakening with each of us here in YEAS—157
pore (Mr. LAHOOD). the Congress. We urgently ask that our ackerman Hall (OH) Nadler
— honesty about the needs of our Nation 2ll§n Hall (TX) gle)al
5 S ndrews Hastings (FL) erstar
DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER gnd our humble confession of our spir- o+ i Obey
PRO TEMPORE itual hunger may sweep across this Na- paipq Hilliard Olver
tion. Baldacci Hinchey Owens
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- Hear our prayers, the prayers of Your ga{dwin Hin(golsa Pallon(lel
fore the House the following commu- people, and continue to bless America. pomor Howite pasore
nication from the Speaker: In Your Holy Name, Amen. Bentsen Honda Payne
WASHINGTON, DC, Berkley Hooley Pelosi
May 3, 2001. —— Berry Hoyer Peterson (MN)
I hereby appoint the Honorable RAY EShOP n %DSIET IIZhelps
agojevic srae omeroy
%‘}ﬁgg‘(fy) to act as Speaker pro tempore on THE JOURNAL Blumenauer Jackson-Lee Reyes
J. DENNIS HASTERT, The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Egg;‘;ﬁl Je(frﬁ;on gg;ﬁoabmmd
Speaker of the House of Representatives. Chair has examined the Journal of the Boucher John Rush
— last day’s proceedings and announces Brady (PA) Johnson, E. B. Sabo
PRAYER to the House his approval thereof. Efg"w"ﬁ Egﬁ)) %‘;‘gzr(g? ggﬁgif
Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- capps Kaptur Sawyer
Dr. Ll Ogilvie, Chaplai S o . o
r. oyd J. Ogilvie, ‘haplain, U.S. npal stands approved. Cardin Kennedy (RI) Schakowsky
Senate, offered the following prayer: Carson (OK) Kucinich Scott
Almighty God, on this National Day e — Clayton LaFalce Serrano
of Prayer, we join with millions across glyb‘?m Lampson Sherman
. N . . ondit Langevin Shows
our land in intercession and suppli- MOTION TO ADJOURN Conyers Lantos Skelton
cation to You, the Sovereign Lord of Crowley Larsen (WA) Slaughter
the United States of America. As we Mri BOdNIOR' Mr. Speaker, I offer a cummings Larson (CT) Smith (WA)
; rivileged motion. Davis (CA) Lee Snyder
sound thab sacred word Soverelst, we rhe 'SPEAKER pro tempore. The Dot (L) Levin Solis
echo ashington, Jefferson, adison ) . : DeFazi Lewis (GA
and Lincoln gar,long with other leaders Clérk will report the motion. DeGotte Lg‘:flesy((} : 25:?1?
through the years, in declaring that The Clerk read as follows: DeLauro Lucas (KY) Stenholm
A Deutsch Luth Strickland
You are our ultimate ruler. We make a er' BONIOR moves that the House do now & % Malomey (CT)  Stapak
new commitment to be one Nation &@Journ. Dingell Maloney (NY) Tanner
under You, Dear God, and we place our =~ The SPEAKER pro tempore. This Doggett Markey Tauscher
. s s Doyle Matheson Taylor (MS)
trust in You. . . motion is no.t de.bata’ble' . Engel Matsui Thompson (CA)
You have promised that if Your peo- ) The question is on the motion to ad- fggheo McCarthy (MO)  Thompson (MS)
ple will humble themselves, seek Your journ offered by the gentleman from Etheridge McCollum Thurman
face and pray, You will answer and Michigan (Mr. BONIOR). g"afls ﬁcgmlwe %jemey
heal our land. Lord, as believers in  The question was taken; and the porr Ny Jdadl (C0)
You, we are Your people. You have Speaker pro tempore announced that Fimer Meeks (NY) Udall (NM)
called us to be salt in any bland ne- the noes appeared to have it. Ford Menendez Velazquez
A X . . ; Frank Millender- Wat
glect of our spiritual heritage and light ~ Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I object to Pron Meboo 4 Woinen
in the darkness of what contradicts the vote on the ground that a quorum gepharas Miller, George ~ Wexler
Your vision for our Nation. is not present and make the point of Gonzalez Mink Woolsey
Give us courage to be accountable to order that a quorum is not present. Gutierrez Moore Wynn
You and to Your Commandments. We The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi- NAYS—250
repent for the pride, selfishness, and dently a quorum is not present. ] Abercrombie Barr Bilirakis
prejudice that often contradict Your The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- Aderholt Bartlett Blunt
justice and righteousness in our soci- sent Members. g}:éﬁus g:g;on ggzﬁ;eef;
ety. o ] .The vote was taken by electronic de- 5\ Berouter Bonilla
Lord of new beginnings, our Nation vice, and there were—yeas 157, nays Ballenger Berman Bono
needs a great spiritual awakening. May 250, not voting 24, as follows: Barcia Biggert Borski
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Boyd Herger Pryce (OH)
Brady (TX) Hilleary Putnam
Brown (SC) Hobson Quinn
Bryant Hoekstra Radanovich
Burr Holden Rahall
Burton Horn Ramstad
Buyer Hostettler Rangel
Callahan Hunter Regula
Calvert Isakson Rehberg
Camp Issa Reynolds
Cannon Istook Riley
Cantor Jackson (IL) Rivers
Capito Jenkins Rodriguez
Capuano Johnson (CT) Roemer
Carson (IN) Johnson (IL) Rogers (KY)
Castle Johnson, Sam Rogers (MI)
Chabot Jones (NC) Rohrabacher
Chambliss Keller Ros-Lehtinen
Clement Kelly Rothman
Coble Kennedy (MN) Roukema
Collins Kerns Royce
Combest Kildee Ryan (WI)
Cooksey Kind (WI) Ryun (KS)
Costello King (NY) Sanchez
Cox Kingston Saxton
Cramer Kirk Scarborough
Crane Kleczka Schaffer
Crenshaw Knollenberg Schiff
Cubin Kolbe Schrock
Culberson LaHood Sensenbrenner
Cunningham Latham Shadegg
Davis, Jo Ann LaTourette Shaw
Deal Leach Shays
DeMint Lewis (CA) Sherwood
Diaz-Balart Lewis (KY) Shimkus
Dooley Linder Simmons
Doolittle Lipinski Simpson
Dreier LoBiondo Skeen
Duncan Lofgren Smith (MI)
Dunn Lucas (OK) Smith (NJ)
Edwards Manzullo Smith (TX)
Ehlers Mascara Souder
Ehrlich McCarthy (NY) Spence
English McCrery Stearns
Everett McDermott Stump
Ferguson McHugh Sununu
Flake McInnis Sweeney
Fletcher McKeon Tancredo
Foley McKinney Taylor (NC)
Fossella Meek (FL) Terry
Frelinghuysen Mica Thomas
Gallegly Miller (FL) Thornberry
Ganske Miller, Gary Thune
Gekas Mollohan Tiahrt
Gibbons Moran (KS) Tiberi
Gilchrest Moran (VA) Toomey
Gillmor Morella Traficant
Gilman Myrick Turner
Goode Napolitano Upton
Goodlatte Nethercutt Visclosky
Gordon Ney Vitter
Goss Northup Walden
Graham Norwood Walsh
Granger Osborne Wamp
Graves Ose Watkins
Green (TX) Otter Watt (NC)
Green (WI) Oxley Watts (OK)
Greenwood Paul Waxman
Grucci Pence Weldon (FL)
Gutknecht Peterson (PA) Weldon (PA)
Hansen Petri Weller
Harman Pickering Whitfield
Hart Pitts Wilson
Hastings (WA) Platts Wolf
Hayes Pombo Wu
Hayworth Portman
Hefley Price (NC)

NOT VOTING—24
Armey Houghton Murtha
Clay Hulshof Nussle
Coyne Hutchinson Ortiz
Davis (FL) Hyde Sessions
Davis, Tom Kilpatrick Tauzin
Delahunt Largent Wicker
DeLay McGovern Young (AK)
Emerson Moakley Young (FL)
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Messrs. MCKEON, KENNEDY of Min-
nesota, THUNE, and CANTOR changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Messrs. SANDERS, HILLIARD,
REYES, and LEWIS of Georgia
changed their vote from ‘‘nay” to

113

yea.”
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So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, this morning | was
testifying before the Senate Government Af-
fairs Committee and missed rollicall 97. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair has examined the
Journal of the last day’s proceedings
and announces to the House his ap-
proval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a
vote on agreeing to the Chair’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). Will the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. SCHIFF led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

——
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 30
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 11 o’clock and
33 minutes p.m.

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 83,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2002

Mr. NUSSLE submitted the following
conference report and statement on the

May 3, 2001

concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83)
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2002, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2001, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2011:
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 107-55)

The committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 83),
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2002, revising the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2001, and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2003
through 2011, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the
Senate and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment, in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.

(a) DECLARATION.—Congress determines
and declares that the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2001 is revised
and replaced and that this resolution is the
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 2002 including the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2003 through 2011
as authorized by section 301 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 632).

(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 2002.
TITLE I—-RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND
AMOUNTS
Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec. 102. Major functional categories.
Sec. 103. Reconciliation in the Senate.

Sec. 104. Reconciliation in the House.
TITLE II—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT AND
RULEMAKING
Subtitle A—Budget Enforcement

Sec. 201. Restrictions on advance appropria-
tions in the House.

Sec. 202. Restrictions on advance appropria-
tions in the Senate.

Sec. 203. Mechanism for implementing in-
crease of fiscal year 2002 discre-
tionary spending limits.

Sec. 204. Compliance with section 13301 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of
1990.

Subtitle B—Reserve Funds

Sec. 211. Reserve fund for Medicare.

Sec. 212. Reserve fund for Family Oppor-
tunity Act.

Sec. 213. Reserve fund for agriculture.

Sec. 214. Reserve fund for additional tax
cuts and debt reduction.

Sec. 215. Technical reserve fund for student
loans.

Sec. 216. Reserve fund for health insurance
for the uninsured.

Sec. 217. Reserve fund for defense in the Sen-
ate.

Sec. 218. Strategic reserve fund in the
House.
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Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions

Sec. 221. Application and effect of changes
in allocations and aggregates.
Sec. 222. Exercise of rulemaking powers.
TITLE III—SENSE OF THE SENATE AND
CONGRESS PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Sense of the Senate

Sec. 301. Sense of the Senate on conserva-
tion.

Sec. 302. Sense of the Senate on aids and
other infectious diseases.

Sec. 303. Sense of the Senate on consolidated
health centers.

Sec. 304. Funding for Department of Justice
programs for State and local
law enforcement assistance.

Sec. 305. Sense of the Senate regarding
United States Coast Guard fis-
cal year 2002 funding.

Sec. 306. Strengthening our national food
safety infrastructure.

Sec. 307. Sense of the Senate with respect to
increasing funds for renewable
energy research and develop-
ment.

Subtitle B—Sense of the Congress

Sec. 311. Asset building for the working
poor.

Sec. 312. Federal fire prevention assistance.

Sec. 313. Funding for graduate medical edu-
cation at children’s teaching
hospitals.

Sec. 314. Concurrent retirement and dis-
ability benefits to retired mem-
bers of the Armed Forces.

Sec. 315. Federal employee pay.

Sec. 316. Sales tax deduction.

TITLE I—RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND
AMOUNTS
RECOMMENDED

AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for the fiscal years 2001 through 2011:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $1,630,462,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $1,653,202,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $1,706,044,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004: $1,780,310,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005: $1,852,646,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006: $1,901,304,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007: $1,994,674,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008: $2,089,726,000,000.

SEC. 101. LEVELS AND
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Fiscal year 2011: $2,277,143,000,000.

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

$1,600,529,000,000.
$1,491,841,000,000.
$1,641,515,000,000.
$1,709,251,000,000.
$1,790,389,000,000.
$1,837,846,000,000.
$1,912,602,000,000.
$1,994,838,000,000.
$2,071,497,000,000.
$2,154,203,000,000.
$2,243,394,000,000.

(4) SURPLUSES.—For purposes of the en-
forcement of this resolution, the amounts of
the surpluses are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:
(56) PuBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of
the public debt are as follows:
Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

$29,933,000,000.
$161,361,000,000.
$64,529,000,000.
$71,059,000,000.
$62,257,000,000.
$63,458,000,000.
$82,072,000,000.
$94,888,000,000.
$122,457,000,000.
$163,852,000,000.
$193,156,000,000.

$5,660,699,000,000.
$5,603,812,000,000.
$5,654,952,000,000.
$5,700,089,000,000.
$5,751,561,000,000.
$5,803,295,000,000.
$5,832,676,000,000.
$5,847,714,000,000.
$5,988,315,000,000.
$6,343,661,000,000.
$6,720,963,000,000.

(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-
priate levels of the debt held by the public
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

$3,243,211,000,000.
$2,924,234,000,000.
$2,691,176,000,000.
$2,437,771,000,000.
$2,170,550,000,000.
$1,882,764,000,000.
$1,555,637,000,000.
$1,194,633,000,000.

$939,000,000,000.
$878,000,000,000.
$818,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

$2,193,954,000,000.
$2,318,065,000,000.
$2,436,550,000,000.

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate
levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $0.

Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

—$50,286,000,000.
—$76,067,000,000.
—$84,025,000,000.
—$97,124,000,000.
—$138,279,000,000.
—$141,081,000,000.
—$153,084,000,000.
—$166,162,000,000.
—$171,247,000,000.
—$191,343,000,000.

(7) SOCIAL SECURITY.—

(A) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under section
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 642), 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:

(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 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:
Fiscal year 2011:

$504,109,000,000.
$532,308,000,000.
$560,938,000,000.
$588,674,000,000.
$620,060,000,000.
$649,221,000,000.
$679,935,000,000.
$712,454,000,000.
$746,439,000,000.
$782,029,000,000.
$819,185,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:
Fiscal year 2002:
Fiscal year 2003:
Fiscal year 2004:
Fiscal year 2005:
Fiscal year 2006:
Fiscal year 2007:
Fiscal year 2008:
Fiscal year 2009:
Fiscal year 2010:

$1,653,681,000,000.
$1,525,948,000,000.
$1,668,530,000,000.
$1,733,617,000,000.
$1,814,079,000,000.
$1,866,139,000,000.
$1,945,112,000,000.
$2,025,075,000,000.
$2,102,398,000,000.
$2,186,341,000,000.

(B) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-
poses of Senate enforcement under section
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 642), the amounts of outlays of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $343,562,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002: $356,646,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003: $369,521,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004: $382,488,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005: $394,844,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2006: $407,020,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007: $419,285,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008: $432,293,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009: $448,317,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010: $465,780,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011: $483,963,000,000.

(C) SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—In the Senate, the amounts of new
budget authority and budget outlays of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund for administrative expenses
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $3,431,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,371,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $3,579,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,525,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $3,695,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,655,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $3,819,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,763,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $3,939,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $3,881,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $4,064,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,004,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $4,194,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,132,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $4,331,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,267,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $4,471,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,405,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $4,619,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,551,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $4,773,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $4,702,000,000.

SEC. 102. 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 2002 through 2011 for
each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $316,873,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $302,371,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $324,832,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $319,137,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $333,646,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $326,643,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $342,294,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $335,184,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $350,876,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $347,073,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $359,807,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $353,482,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $369,023,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $359,774,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $378,505,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $372,416,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $388,323,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $382,242,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $398,338,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $392,227,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $408,821,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $402,579,000,000.
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(2) International Affairs (150):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $22,424,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,670,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $23,214,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,082,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $23,750,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,554,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $24,214,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,164,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $24,911,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,431,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $25,504,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $26,107,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,494,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $26,482,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,031,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $26,937,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,650,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $27,458,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,235,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $28,065,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,766,000,000.

(3) General Science, Space, and Technology
(250):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $21,043,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $19,612,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $21,583,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,725,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $22,055,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,361,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $22,379,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,945,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $22,839,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,429,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $23,323,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,847,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $23,812,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,280,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $24,303,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,743,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $24,816,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,239,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $25,335,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,749,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $25,879,000,000

(B) Outlays, $25,274,000,000.

(4) Energy (270):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $1,225,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$115,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $1,360,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$19,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $1,328,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$72,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $1,309,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$120,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $1,254,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$91,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $1,336,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$3,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $1,411,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $71,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $1,882,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $440,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $1,998,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $579,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $2,021,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $703,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $1,990,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $691,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment
(300):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $28,833,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,361,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $30,381,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $28,652,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $31,263,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $30,368,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $32,249,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $31,506,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $33,091,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $32,365,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $33,965,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $33,281,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $34,767,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,126,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $35,691,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $34,903,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $37,064,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $36,194,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $38,111,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $37,190,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $39,137,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $38,190,000,000.

(6) Agriculture (350):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $31,790,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $29,154,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $26,265,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,593,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $26,507,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,924,000,000.

iscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $26,562,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $25,120,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $26,406,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $24,915,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $25,452,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $23,853,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $24,083,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $22,509,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $22,723,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,134,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $21,921,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,441,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $21,553,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,174,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $21,703,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $20,319,000,000.

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $2,516,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$771,000,000.
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Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $10,174,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $6,587,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $11,394,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $5,952,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $16,042,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,733,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $16,163,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,387,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $16,138,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,790,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $16,245,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,061,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $16,404,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,894,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $16,479,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,934,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $16,597,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,889,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $16,714,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,915,000,000.

(8) Transportation (400):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $62,130,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $51,681,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $64,965,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $56,167,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $62,392,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $60,521,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $64,154,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $62,662,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $65,907,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $64,225,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $67,794,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $65,702,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $69,637,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $66,577,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $71,490,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $67,775,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $73,377,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $69,221,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $76,412,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $70,588,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $78,652,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $72,183,000,000.

(9) Community and Regional Development
(450):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $11,225,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,366,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $11,892,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,730,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $12,067,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,731,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $12,350,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,967,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $12,664,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,913,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $12,933,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $11,936,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $13,198,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,181,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:
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(A) New budget authority, $13,476,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,444,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $13,759,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,696,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $14,048,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $12,962,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $14,340,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $13,233,000,000.

(10) Education, Training, Employment, and
Social Services (500):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $76,951,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $69,850,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $81,234,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $76,742,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $82,805,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $81,479,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $84,386,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $83,574,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $87,122,000.000.

(B) Outlays, $85,819,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $89,233,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $87,924,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $91,327,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $89,955,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $93,501,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $92,115,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $95,780,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $94,341,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $98,113,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $96,654,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $100,517,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $99,017,000,000.

(11) Health (550):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $180,104,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $173,012,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $198,775,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $196,668,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $221,150,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $219,770,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $235,474,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $234,672,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $242,661,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $241,084,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $259,125,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $257,594,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $278,882,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $276,575,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $299,116,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $297,091,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $320,791,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $319,017,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $345,380,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $343,729,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $372,407,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $370,945,000,000.

(12) Medicare (570):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $217,531,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $217,708,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $229,179,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $229,121,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:
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(A) New budget authority, $244,838,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $244,596,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $271,378,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $271,579,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $306,158,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $306,079,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $326,564,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $326,298,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $363,686,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $363,901,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $393,686,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $393,578,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $424,278,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $423,993,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $458,957,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $459,194,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $497,379,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $497,366,000,000.

(13) Income Security (600):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $255,942,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $256,932,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $273,840,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $272,122,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $283,864,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $282,611,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $295,030,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $293,420,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $309,192,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $307,667,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $316,761,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $315,312,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $324,056,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $322,627,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $338,278,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $336,950,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $349,561,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $347,987,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $360,308,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $358,600,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $371,593,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $369,419,000,000.

(14) Social Security (650):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $9,805,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,805,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $11,004,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,003,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $11,733,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,733,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $12,496,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,496,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $13,308,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,308,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $14,207,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,207,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $15,168,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,168,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $16,241,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,241,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $17,483,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,483,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $18,878,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,878,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $20,388,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,388,000,000.

(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $46,675,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,926,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $51,512,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,921,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $53,801,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,408,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $56,161,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,744,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $60,317,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,847,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $59,863,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,368,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $59,345,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,853,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $63,407,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $62,971,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $64,981,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,570,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $66,973,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $66,555,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $69,063,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $68,632,000,000.

(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $30,577,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,003,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $32,431,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $31,436,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $32,545,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,809,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $35,330,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $35,543,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $36,420,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $36,347,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $37,466,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $37,036,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $38,543,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $38,013,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $39,665,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $39,152,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $40,822,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,292,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $42,021,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $41,483,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $43,284,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,728,000,000.

(17) General Government (800):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $16,307,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,065,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $16,496,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,193,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $16,651,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,493,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $17,082,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,978,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:
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(A) New budget authority, $17,560,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,201,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $18,068,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,641,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $18,609,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,144,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $18,791,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,445,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $19,377,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,882,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $19,968,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,437,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $20,599,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,048,000,000.

(18) Net Interest (900):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $275,467,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $275,467,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $259,162,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $259,162,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, $252,364,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $252,364,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $247,310,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $247,310,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, $240,115,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $240,115,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, $235,642,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $235,642,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $232,136,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $232,136,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, $227,484,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $227,484,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, $221,933,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $221,933,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, $214,899,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $214,899,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, $207,328,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $207,328,000,000.

(19) Allowances (920):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, $84,528,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $84,697,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget

—$103,548,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$99,379,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, —$6,115,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$5,222,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, — $6,268,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$5,912,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, — $6,423,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$6,263,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, —$6,580,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$6,503,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, — $6,744,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$6,665,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, —$6,908,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$6,828,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, —$7,079,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$6,994,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, —$7,251,000,000.
(B) Outlays, —$7,165,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, — $7,429,000,000.

authority,
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(B) Outlays, —$7,340,000,000.

(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):

Fiscal year 2001:

(A) New budget authority, — $38,265,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$38,265,000,000.

Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, —$38,803,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$38,803,000,000.

Fiscal year 2003:

(A) New budget authority, —$49,508,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$49,508,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, —$56,315,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$56,315,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:

(A) New budget authority, —$46,463,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$46,463,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:

(A) New budget authority, —$50,461,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$50,461,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, —$48,179,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$48,179,000,000.

Fiscal year 2008:

(A) New budget authority, —$49,141,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$49,141,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:

(A) New budget authority, —$50,203,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$50,203,000,000.

Fiscal year 2010:

(A) New budget authority, —$51,778,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$51,778,000,000.

Fiscal year 2011:

(A) New budget authority, —$53,287,000,000.

(B) Outlays, —$53,287,000,000.

SEC. 103. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Committee on Finance of the Senate
shall report to the Senate a reconciliation
bill not later than May 18, 2001 that consists
of changes in laws within its jurisdiction suf-
ficient to reduce revenues by not more than
$1,250,000,000,000 for the period of years 2001
through 2011 and the total level of outlays
may be increased by mnot more than
$100,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2011.

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
year covered by this resolution.

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that of the total amount rec-
onciled in subsection (a), $100,000,000,000 will
be for an economic stimulus package over
the next 2 years.

SEC. 104. RECONCILIATION IN THE HOUSE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives shall report to the
House of Representatives a reconciliation
bill not later than May 18, 2001 that consists
of changes in laws within its jurisdiction suf-
ficient * * *
reported bill or joint resolution, or amend-
ment thereto or conference report thereon,
that would provide an advance appropria-
tion.

(b) EXCEPTION.—An advance appropriation
may be provided—

(1) for fiscal year 2003 for programs,
projects, activities or accounts identified in
the joint explanatory statement of managers
accompanying this resolution under the
heading ‘‘Accounts Identified for Advance
Appropriations” in an aggregate amount not
to exceed $23,159,000,000 in new budget au-
thority; and

(2) for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting.

(c) APPLICATION OF POINT OF ORDER IN THE
SENATE.—

(1) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—In the Senate,
subsection (a) may be waived or suspended in
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the Senate only by an affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on

a point of order raised under subsection (a).

(2) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point
of order under subsection (a) may be raised
by a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(3) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—If a point of
order is sustained under subsection (a)
against a conference report in the Senate,
the report shall be disposed of as provided in
section 313(d) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.

(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘advance appropriation” means any discre-
tionary new budget authority in a bill or
joint resolution making general appropria-
tions or continuing appropriations for fiscal
year 2002 that first becomes available for any
fiscal year after 2002.

(e) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Budget Enforcement Act
of 1990 should be amended to address proce-
dures for advance appropriations for fiscal
years beginning with fiscal year 2003.

SEC. 203. MECHANISM FOR IMPLEMENTING IN-
CREASE OF FISCAL YEAR 2002 DIS-
CRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.

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

(1) Unless and until the discretionary
spending limit for fiscal year 2002 (as set out
in section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) is in-
creased, aggregate appropriations which ex-
ceed the current law limits would still be out
of order in the Senate and subject to a super-
majority vote.

(2) Except for a necessary adjustment in-
cluded in function 920 (to comply with sec-
tion 312(b) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974), the functional totals contained in
this concurrent resolution envision a level of
discretionary spending for fiscal year 2002 as
follows:

(A) For the discretionary category:
$659,540,000,000 in new budget authority and
$647,780,000,000 in outlays.

(B) For the highway category:
$28,489,000,000 in outlays.

(C) For the mass transit category:
$5,275,000,000 in outlays.

(D) For the conservation category:

$1,760,000,000 in new budget authority and
$1,232,000,000 in outlays.

(3) To facilitate the Senate completing its
legislative responsibilities for the 1st Ses-
sion of the 107th Congress in a timely fash-
ion, it is imperative that the Senate consider
legislation which establishes appropriate dis-
cretionary spending limits for fiscal year
2002 through 2006 as soon as possible.

(b) ADJUSTMENT TO ALLOCATIONS AND
OTHER BUDGETARY AGGREGATES AND LEV-
ELS.—Whenever a bill or joint resolution be-
comes law that increases the discretionary
spending limit for fiscal year 2002 set out in
section 251(c) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate shall increase the allocation
called for in section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 633(a)) to
the appropriate Committee on Appropria-
tions and shall also appropriately adjust all
other budgetary aggregates and levels con-
tained in this resolution.

(¢) SENATE DEFENSE FIREWALL.—

(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, for pur-
poses of enforcement in the Senate for fiscal
year 2002, the term ‘‘discretionary spending
limit”’ means—

(A) for the defense category, $325,070,000,000
in new budget authority; and
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(B) for the nondefense category,
$336,230,000,000 in new budget authority.

(2) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—After the adjustment to
the section 302(a) allocation to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is made pursuant
to subsection (b) and except as provided in
subparagraph (B), it shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re-
port that exceeds any discretionary spending
limit set forth in this subsection.

(B) EXCEPTION.—This paragraph shall not
apply if a declaration of war by Congress is
in effect.

(3) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This subsection
may be waived or suspended in the Senate
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall
be required in the Senate to sustain an ap-
peal of the ruling of the Chair on a point of
order raised under this subsection.

SEC. 204. COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 13301 OF
THE BUDGET ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 1990.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, notwithstanding section
302(a)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 and section 13301 of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990, the joint explanatory
statement accompanying the conference re-
port on any concurrent resolution on the
budget shall include in its allocation under
section 302(a) of such Act to the Committee
on Appropriations amounts for the discre-
tionary administrative expenses of the So-
cial Security Administration.

(b) SPECIAL RULE.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, for purposes of applying section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, estimates of the level of total new budg-
et authority and total outlays provided by a
measure shall include any discretionary
amounts provided for the Social Security
Administration.

Subtitle B—Reserve Funds
SEC. 211. RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICARE.

(a) MEDICARE REFORM AND PRESCRIPTION
DruGs.—If the Committee on Finance of the
Senate or the Committee on Ways and Means
or the Committee on Energy and Commerce
of the House of Representatives reports a bill
or joint resolution, or an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or a conference report thereon
is submitted, which reforms the medicare
program under title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) and im-
proves the access of beneficiaries under that
program to prescription drugs, the appro-
priate chairman of the Committee on the
Budget may revise committee allocations for
that committee and other appropriate budg-
etary aggregates and allocations of new
budget authority (and the outlays resulting
therefrom) in this resolution by the amount
provided by that measure for that purpose,
but not to exceed $0 for fiscal year 2002,
$59,100,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2002 through 2006, and $300,000,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011.

(b) MEDICARE PAYMENTS TO HOME HEALTH
AGENCIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
if the Senate Committee on Finance or the
House Committee on Ways and Means or
Committee on Energy and Commerce report
a bill, or if an amendment thereto is offered
or a conference report thereon is submitted,
that repeals the 15 percent reduction in pay-
ments under the medicare program to home
health agencies enacted by the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 and now scheduled to go
into effect on October 1, 2002, the appropriate
chairman of the Committee on the Budget
may increase the allocation of new budget
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authority and outlays to that committee and
other appropriate budgetary aggregates and
levels by the amount the amount provided
by that measure for that purpose, but not to
exceed $0 in new budget authority and out-
lays in 2002, $4,000,000,000 for the period 2002
through 2006, and $13,700,000,000 for the period
2002 through 2011.

(2) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in
paragraph (1) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
subsection (a)), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
yvear covered by this resolution.

SEC. 212. RESERVE FUND FOR FAMILY OPPOR-
TUNITY ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
if the Committee on Finance of the Senate
or the Committee on Energy and Commerce
of the House of Representatives reports a bill
or joint resolution, or if an amendment
thereto is offered or a conference report
thereon is submitted, that provides States
with the opportunity to expand medicaid
coverage for children with special needs, al-
lowing families of disabled children with the
opportunity to purchase coverage under the
medicaid program for such children (com-
monly referred to as the ‘Family Oppor-
tunity Act of 2001”’), the appropriate chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget may
revise committee allocations for that com-
mittee and other appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and allocations of new budget au-
thority (and the outlays resulting therefrom)
in this resolution by the amount provided by
that measure for that purpose, but not to ex-
ceed $227,000,000 in new budget authority and
$180,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 2002,
$3,035,000,000 in new budget authority and
$2,724,000,000 in outlays for the period of fis-
cal years 2002 through 2006, and $8,337,000,000
in new budget authority and $7,867,000,000 in
outlays for the period of fiscal years 2002
through 2011.

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
year covered by this resolution.

SEC. 213. RESERVE FUND FOR AGRICULTURE .

(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to subsection
(b), if the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate or the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives reports a bill, or an amendment
thereto is offered, or a conference report
thereon is submitted, to reauthorize the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement Act of 1996,
title I of that Act, and other appropriate ag-
ricultural production legislation, the appro-
priate Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget may increase the allocation of new
budget authority and outlays to that com-
mittee for fiscal years 2003 through 2011 by
the amount of new budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) provided by
that measure for that purpose not to exceed
$66,150,000,000 in new budget authority and
outlays for fiscal years 2003 through 2011.

(2) In the House of Representatives, if an
adjustment is made under paragraph (1), the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget
may adjust the fiscal year 2002 level by an
amount not to exceed the adjustment that is
made for fiscal year 2003 (and reduce the ad-
justment made for fiscal year 2003 by that
amount).

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
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section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus

below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-

surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal

year covered by this resolution.

SEC. 214. RESERVE FUND FOR ADDITIONAL TAX
CUTS AND DEBT REDUCTION.

If the report provided pursuant to section
202(e)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, the budget and economic outlook: up-
date (for fiscal years 2002 through 2011), esti-
mates an on-budget surplus for any of fiscal
years 2001 through 2011 that exceeds the esti-
mated on-budget surplus set forth in the
Congressional Budget Office’s January 2001
budget and economic outlook for such fiscal
year, the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the House may, in an amount not
to exceed the increase in such surplus for
that fiscal year—

(1) reduce the recommended level of Fed-
eral revenues and make other appropriate
adjustments (including the reconciliation in-
structions) for that fiscal year;

(2) reduce the appropriate level of the pub-
lic debt, increase the amount of the surplus,
and make other appropriate adjustments for
that fiscal year; or

(3) any combination of paragraphs (1) and
(2).

SEC. 215. TECHNICAL RESERVE FUND FOR STU-
DENT LOANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
if the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate reports a
bill, or an amendment thereto is offered, or
a conference report thereon is submitted, or
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force of the House of Representatives reports
a bill, or an amendment is offered, or a con-
ference report is submitted, that provides ad-
ditional resources for legislation that re-
peals the replacement interest rate structure
for student loans scheduled to occur on July
1, 2003, the appropriate Chairman of the
Committee on the Budget may increase the
allocation of new budget authority and out-
lays to the appropriate committee—

(1) for fiscal years 2001 and 2002 by the
amount of new budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) provided by
that measure for that purpose not to exceed
$110,000,000 in new budget authority and
$100,000,000 outlays;

(2) for fiscal years 2001 through 2006 by the
amount of new budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) provided by
that measure for that purpose not to exceed
$3,440,000,000 in new budget authority and
$2,840,000,000 outlays; and

(3) for fiscal years 2001 through 2011 by the
amount of new budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) provided by
that measure for that purpose not to exceed
$7,665,000,000 in new budget authority and
$6,590,000,000 outlays.

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
year covered by this resolution.

SEC. 216. RESERVE FUND FOR HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE FOR THE UNINSURED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
if the Committee on Finance of the Senate
or the Committee on Energy and Commerce
or Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives report a bill or
joint resolution, or an amendment thereto is
offered, or a conference report thereon is
submitted, that provides health insurance
for the uninsured (including a measure pro-
viding for tax deductions for the purchase of
health insurance for, among others, mod-
erate income individuals not receiving
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health insurance from their employers), the
appropriate chairman of the Committee on
the Budget may revise committee alloca-
tions for that committee and other appro-
priate budgetary aggregates and allocations
of new budget authority (and the outlays re-
sulting therefrom) and may revise the rev-
enue aggregates and other appropriate budg-
etary aggregates and allocations in this reso-
lution by the amount provided by that meas-
ure for that purpose, but not to exceed
$28,000,000,000 in new budget authority and
outlays for the period of fiscal years 2002
through 2011 or $28,000,000,000 in revenues for
the period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011 or
any combination of budget authority and
outlays or revenues as long as the sum of all
revisions does not exceed $28,000,000,000. This
resolutions allows these funds to be spent
over the time period of fiscal years 2002
through 2004.

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
year covered by this resolution.

SEC. 217. RESERVE FUND FOR DEFENSE IN THE
SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
if the President submits a budget amend-
ment and the Committee on Appropriations
or the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate reports a bill, or an amendment
thereto is offered, or a conference report
thereon is submitted, that provides addi-
tional resources for defense spending in re-
sponse to the recommendations of the Presi-
dent’s National Defense Review, the Chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget may
increase the allocation of new budget au-
thority and outlays to that committee for
fiscal year 2002 by the amount of new budget
authority (and the outlays resulting there-
from) provided by that measure for that pur-
pose.

(b) SURPLUS.—Legislation described in sub-
section (a) may not, when taken together
with all other previously-enacted legislation
(except for legislation enacted pursuant to
section 211), reduce the on-budget surplus
below the level of the Medicare Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund surplus in any fiscal
year covered by this resolution.

SEC. 218. STRATEGIC RESERVE FUND IN THE
HOUSE.

(a) ADJUSTMENTS.—In the House of Rep-
resentatives, the chairman of the Committee
on the Budget may adjust the appropriate
aggregates and committee allocations of new
budget authority (and outlays flowing there-
from) for fiscal year 2002 for a bill making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense and, for fiscal years 2002 through 2011,
a bill making authorizations for the Depart-
ment of Defense, a bill providing a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, and any other appropriate
legislation. The chairman may also make ad-
justments for amendments to or conference
reports on such bills. In making adjustments
under this subsection, the chairman shall
consider, as appropriate, the recommenda-
tions of the President’s National Defense Re-
view and any statement of administrative
policy or supplemental budget request relat-
ing to any legislation referred to in this sub-
section.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—(1) The adjustments for
any bill referred to in subsection (a) shall be
in an amount not to exceed the amount by
which such bill breaches the applicable allo-
cation or aggregate.

(2) Legislation described in subsection (a)
may not, when taken together with all other
previously-enacted legislation (except for
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legislation enacted pursuant to section 211),
reduce the on-budget surplus below the level
of the Medicare Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund surplus in any fiscal year covered by
this resolution.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions

SEC. 221. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF
CHANGES IN ALLOCATIONS AND AG-

GREGATES.

(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-
cations and aggregates made pursuant to
this resolution shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration;

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that
measure; and

(3) be published in the Congressional
Record as soon as practicable.

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
gregates resulting from these adjustments
shall be considered for the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

(¢c) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.—
For purposes of this resolution—

(1) the levels of new budget authority, out-
lays, direct spending, new entitlement au-
thority, revenues, deficits, and surpluses for
a fiscal year or period of fiscal years shall be
determined on the basis of estimates made
by the Committee on the Budget of the
House of Representatives; and

(2) such chairman, as applicable, may
make any other necessary adjustments to
such levels to carry out this resolution.

(d) ENFORCEMENT IN THE HOUSE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the House of Represent-
atives, for the purpose of enforcing this con-
current resolution, sections 302(f) and 311(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 shall
apply to fiscal year 2002 and the total for fis-
cal year 2002 and the four ensuing fiscal
years.

(2) APPROPRIATE LEVELS.—For purposes of
enforcement of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 in the House of Representatives, the
appropriate levels of total new budget au-
thority and total budget outlays for fiscal
years 2002 through 2011 prescribed by this
resolution pursuant to section 301(a)(1) of
such Act shall be based upon the table enti-
tled ‘‘Conference Report Fiscal Year 2002,
Budget Resolution Total Spending and Reve-
nues’’ in conjunction with the provisions of
title II of this resolution.

(e) ENFORCEMENT IN THE SENATE.—The Sen-
ate, for purposes of enforcement of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and this resolu-
tion, measures discharged pursuant to Sen-
ate Resolution 8 shall be considered as if the
measure had been reported from the com-
mittee of jurisdiction.

SEC. 222. 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.
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TITLE III—SENSE OF THE SENATE AND
CONGRESS PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Sense of the Senate
SEC. 301. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CONSERVA-
TION.

It is the sense of the Senate that conserva-
tion funding is a priority of the One Hundred
Seventh Congress.

SEC. 302. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON AIDS AND
OTHER INFECTIOUS DISEASES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this resolution, it is the sense of the Senate
that:

(1) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(A) HIV/AIDS, having already infected over
58 million people worldwide, is devastating
the health, economies, and social structures
in dozens of countries in Africa, and increas-
ingly in Asia, the Caribbean and Eastern Eu-
rope.

(B) AIDS has wiped out decades of progress
in improving the lives of families in the de-
veloping world. As the leading cause of death
in Africa, AIDS has killed 17 million and will
claim the lives of one quarter of the popu-
lation, mostly productive adults, in the next
decade. In addition, 13 million children have
been orphaned by AIDS—a number that will
rise to 40 million by 2010.

(C) The Agency for International Develop-
ment, along with the Centers for Disease
Control, Department of Labor, and Depart-
ment of Defense have been at the forefront of
the international battle to control HIV/
AIDS, with global assistance totaling
$330,000,000 from the United States Agency
for International Development and
$136,000,000 from other agencies in fiscal year
2001, primarily focused on targeted preven-
tion programs.

(D) While prevention is key, treatment and
care for those affected by HIV/AIDS is an in-
creasingly critical component of the global
response. Improving health systems, pro-
viding home-based care, treating AIDS-asso-
ciated diseases like tuberculosis, providing
for family support and orphan care, and
making antiretroviral drugs against HIV
available will reduce social and economic
damage to families and communities.

(E) Pharmaceutical companies recently
dramatically reduced the prices of
antiretroviral drugs to the poorest countries.
With sufficient resources, it is now possible
to improve treatment options in countries
where health systems are able to deliver and
monitor the medications.

(F) The United Nations AIDS program esti-
mates it will cost at least $3,000,000,000 for
basic AIDS prevention and care services in
Sub-Saharan Africa alone, and at least
$2,000,000,000 more if antiretroviral drugs are
provided widely. In Africa, only $500,000,000 is
currently available from all donors, lending
agencies and African governments them-
selves.

(2) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the spending levels in this
budget resolution shall be increased by
$200,000,000 in fiscal year 2002 and by
$500,000,000 in 2003 and for each year there-
after for the purpose of helping the neediest
countries cope with the burgeoning costs of
prevention, care and treatment of those af-
fected by HIV/AIDS and associated infectious
diseases.

SEC. 303. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON CONSOLI-
DATED HEALTH CENTERS.

It is the sense of the Senate that appro-
priations for consolidated health centers
under section 330 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254b) should be increased
by 100 percent over the next 5 fiscal years in
order to double the number of individuals
who receive health services at community,
migrant, homeless, and public housing
health centers.
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SEC. 304. FUNDING FOR DEPARTMENT OF JUS-
TICE PROGRAMS FOR STATE AND
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this resolution assume increased funding
for fiscal year 2002 for the Department of
Justice State and local law enforcement
grant programs.

SEC. 305. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD FIS-
CAL YEAR 2002 FUNDING.

It is the sense of the Senate that any level
of budget authority and outlays in fiscal
year 2002 below the level assumed in this res-
olution for the Coast Guard would require
the Coast Guard to—

(1) close numerous units and reduce overall
mission capability, including the counter
narcotics interdiction mission which was au-
thorized under the Western Hemisphere Drug
Elimination Act;

(2) reduce the number of personnel of an al-
ready streamlined workforce; and

(3) reduce operations in a manner that
would have a detrimental impact on the sus-
tainability of wvaluable fish stocks in the
North Atlantic and Pacific Northwest and its
capacity to stem the flow of illicit drugs and
illegal immigration into the United States.
SEC. 306. STRENGTHENING OUR NATIONAL FOOD

SAFETY INFRASTRUCTURE.

(a) FINDING.—The Senate finds that the
United States food supply is one of the safest
in the world, but in order to maintain the in-
tegrity of our food supply in the face of
emerging threats, we must make the nec-
essary investments now, in a time of surplus.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the appropriate amount
should be invested at the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and the Center for Disease Con-
trol food activities next year in order to
strengthen our national food safety infra-
structure by—

(1) increasing the number of inspectors
within the Food and Drug Administration to
enable the Food and Drug Administration to
inspect high-risk sites at least annually;

(2) supporting research that enables us to
meet emerging threats;

(3) improving surveillance to identify and
trace the sources and incidence of food-borne
illness;

(4) otherwise maintaining at least current
funding levels for food safety initiatives in
the Food and Drug Administration and the
United States Department of Agriculture;
and

(5) providing additional funds should such
needs arise due to emerging food safety
threats.

SEC. 307. SENSE OF THE SENATE WITH RESPECT
TO INCREASING FUNDS FOR RENEW-
ABLE ENERGY RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sen-
ate recognizes the importance of renewable
energy resources and that providing for such
technologies should be increased by at least
$450,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 and at a rate
in excess of inflation in subsequent years.

Subtitle B—Sense of the Congress

SEC. 311. ASSET BUILDING FOR THE WORKING
POOR.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress find the following:

(1) For the vast majority of United States
households, the pathway to the economic
mainstream and financial security is not
through spending and consumption, but
through savings, investing, and the accumu-
lation of assets.

(2) One-third of all Americans have no as-
sets available for investment and another 20
percent have only negligible assets. The situ-
ation is even more serious for minority
households; for example, 60 percent of Afri-
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can-American households have no or nega-
tive financial assets.

(3) Nearly 50 percent of all children in
America live in households that have no as-
sets available for investment, including 40
percent of Caucasian children and 73 percent
of African-American children.

(4) Up to 20 percent of all United States
households do not deposit their savings in fi-
nancial institutions and, thus, do not have
access to the basic financial tools that make
asset accumulation possible.

(5) Public policy can have either a positive
or a negative impact on asset accumulation.
Traditional public assistance programs based
on income and consumption have rarely been
successful in supporting the transition to
economic self-sufficiency. Tax policy,
through $288,000,000,000 in annual tax incen-
tives, has helped lay the foundation for the
great middle class.

(6) Lacking an income tax liability, low-in-
come working families cannot take advan-
tage of asset development incentives avail-
able through the Federal tax code.

(7) Individual Development Accounts have
proven to be successful in helping low-in-
come working families save and accumulate
assets. Individual Development Accounts
have been used to purchase long-term, high-
return assets, including homes, postsec-
ondary education and training, and small
business.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Federal tax code should
support a significant expansion of Individual
Development Accounts so that millions of
low-income, working families can save, build
assets, and move their lives forward; thus,
making positive contributions to the eco-
nomic and social well-being of the United
States, as well as to its future.

SEC. 312. FEDERAL FIRE PREVENTION ASSIST-
ANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) Increased demands on firefighting and
emergency medical personnel have made it
difficult for local governments to adequately
fund necessary fire safety precautions.

(2) The Government has an obligation to
protect the health and safety of the fire-
fighting personnel of the United States and
to ensure that they have the financial re-
sources to protect the public.

(3) The high rates in the United States of
death, injury, and property damage caused
by fires demonstrates a critical need for Fed-
eral investment in support of firefighting
personnel.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Government should sup-
port the core operations of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency by pro-
viding needed fire grant programs to assist
our firefighters and rescue personnel as they
respond to more than 17,000,000 emergency
calls annually. To accomplish this task, Con-
gress supports preservation of the Assistance
to Firefighters grant program. Continued
support of the Assistance to Firefighters
grant program will enable local firefighters
to adequately protect the lives of countless
Americans put at risk by insufficient fire
protection.

SEC. 313. FUNDING FOR GRADUATE MEDICAL
EDUCATION AT CHILDREN’S TEACH-
ING HOSPITALS.

It is the sense of Congress that:

(1) Function 550 includes an appropriate
level of funding for graduate medical edu-
cation conducted at independent children’s
teaching hospitals in order to ensure access
to care by millions of children nationwide.

(2) An emphasis should be placed on the
role played by community health centers in
underserved rural and urban communities.

(3) Funding under function 550 should also
reflect the importance of the Ryan White

finds the fol-
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CARE Act to persons afflicted with HIV/

AIDS.

SEC. 314. CONCURRENT RETIREMENT AND DIS-
ABILITY BENEFITS TO RETIRED
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the Sec-
retary of Defense is the appropriate official
for evaluating the existing standards for the
provision of concurrent retirement and dis-
ability benefits to retired members of the
Armed Forces and the need to change these
standards.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the Secretary of Defense should report
not later than 180 days after the date of
adoption of this resolution to the congres-
sional committees of jurisdiction on the pro-
vision of concurrent retirement and dis-
ability benefits to retired members of the
Armed Forces;

(2) the report should address the number of
individuals retired from the Armed Forces
who would otherwise be eligible for dis-
ability compensation, the comparability of
the policy to Office of Personnel Manage-
ment guidelines for civilian Federal retirees,
the applicability of this policy to prevailing
private sector standards, the number of indi-
viduals potentially eligible for concurrent
benefits who receive other forms of Federal
assistance and the cost of that assistance,
and alternative initiatives that would ac-
complish the same end as concurrent receipt
of military retired pay and disability com-
pensation;

(3) the Secretary of Defense should submit
legislation that he considers appropriate;

(4) upon receiving such report, the commit-
tees of jurisdiction, working with the Com-
mittees on the Budget of the House and Sen-
ate, should consider appropriate legislation;
and

(56) CBO and OMB should report not later
than 30 days after the date of adoption of
this resolution to the Committees on the
Budget on the risk that provision of full con-
current receipt of military retired pay and
disability compensation would reduce the
surplus below the level of the Medicare Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund.

SEC. 315. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE PAY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
lowing:

(1) Members of the uniformed services and
civilian employees of the TUnited States
make significant contributions to the gen-
eral welfare of the Nation.

(2) Increases in the pay of members of the
uniformed services and of civilian employees
of the United States have not kept pace with
increases in the overall pay levels of workers
in the private sector, so that there now
exists—

(A) a 32 percent gap between compensation
levels of Federal civilian employees and
compensation levels of private sector work-
ers; and

(B) an estimated 10 percent gap between
compensation levels of members of the uni-
formed services and compensation levels of
private sector workers.

(3) The President’s budget proposal for fis-
cal year 2002 includes a 4.6 percent pay raise
for military personnel.

(4) The Office of Management and Budget
has requested that Federal agencies plan
their fiscal year 2002 budgets with a 3.6 per-
cent pay raise for civilian Federal employ-
ees.

(5) In almost every year during the past 2
decades, there have been equal adjustments
in the compensation of members of the uni-
formed services and the compensation of ci-
vilian employees of the United States.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that rates of compensation for ci-
vilian employees of the United States should

the fol-
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be adjusted at the same time, and in the
same proportion, as are rates of compensa-
tion for members of the uniformed services.

SEC. 316. SALES TAX DEDUCTION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) in 1986 the ability to deduct State sales
taxes was eliminated from the Federal tax
code;

(2) the States of Tennessee, Texas, Wyo-
ming, Washington, Florida, Nevada, and
South Dakota have no State income tax;

(3) the citizens of those seven States con-
tinue to be treated unfairly by paying sig-
nificantly more in taxes to the Government
than taxpayers with an identical profile in
different State because they are prohibited
from deducting their State sales taxes from
their Federal income taxes in lieu of a State
income tax;

(4) the design of the Federal tax code is
preferential in its treatment of States with
State income taxes over those without State
income taxes;

(5) the current Federal tax code infringes
upon States’ rights to tax their citizens as
they see fit in that the Federal tax code ex-
erts unjust influence on States without
State income taxes to impose one their citi-
Zens;

(6) the current surpluses that our Govern-
ment holds provide an appropriate time and
opportunity to allow taxpayers to deduct ei-
ther their State sales taxes or their State in-
come taxes from their Federal income tax
returns; and
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(7) over 50 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives have cosponsored legislation to
restore the sales tax deduction option to the
Federal tax code.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Committee on Finance should
consider legislation that makes State sales
tax deductible against Federal income taxes.

JIM NUSSLE,
JOHN E. SUNUNU,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PETE DOMENICI,

CHUCK GRASSLEY,

DON NICKLES,

PHIL GRAMM,

CHRISTOPHER BOND,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the Senate
and the House at the conference on dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (House Concurrent Resolution 83),
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States for fiscal years 2001, 2002,
2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 2009, 2010 and
2011 submit the following joint statement to
the House and the Senate in explanation of
the effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommend in the accom-
panying conference report:

May 3, 2001

The Senate amendment struck all out of
the House resolution after the resolving
clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
House resolution and the Senate amend-
ment.

DISPLAYS AND AMOUNTS

The contents of concurrent budget resolu-
tions are set forth in section 301(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. The years
in this document are fiscal years unless oth-
erwise indicated.

House Resolution.—The House budget reso-
lution includes all of the items required as
part of a concurrent budget resolution under
section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act other than the spending and revenue lev-
els for Social Security (which is used to en-
force a point of order applicable only in the
Senate).

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment includes all of the items required under
section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act. As permitted under section 301(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act, Section 102 of the
Senate amendment includes advisory levels
on debt held by the public.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement includes all of the items required
by section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act.

AGGREGATES AND FUNCTION LEVELS
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ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

Section 301(g)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act requires that the joint explana-
tory statement accompanying a conference
report on a budget resolution set forth the
common economic assumptions upon which

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the joint statement and conference report
are based. The Conference Agreement is built
upon the economic forecasts developed by
the Congressional Budget Office and pre-
sented in CBO’s ‘“The Economic and Budget
Outlook: Fiscal Years 2002-2011"° (January
2001).

May 3, 2001

House Resolution.—CBO’s economic as-
sumptions were used.

Senate Amendment.—CBO’s economic as-
sumptions were used.

Conference Agreement.—CBO’s economic
assumptions were used.
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FUNCTIONS AND REVENUES

Pursuant to section 301(a)(3) of the Budget
Act, the budget resolution must set appro-
priate levels for each major functional cat-
egory based on the 302(a) allocations and the
budgetary totals.

The respective levels of the House resolu-
tion, the Senate amendment, and the Con-
ference Agreement for each major budget
function are discussed in the following sec-
tion. The Conference Agreement provides ag-
gregate discretionary spending in 2002 of
$661.3 billion in budget authority (BA) and
$682.8 billion in outlays.

These two aggregate numbers are allocated
to the Appropriations Committees to be sub-
allocated to their 13 individual appropriation
subcommittees. For the purposes of presen-
tation in this Conference Agreement, func-
tional discretionary numbers are set at fiscal
year 2002 Congressional Budget Office base-
line estimates, and do not reflect any spe-
cific policy orientation except for the de-
fense function, which assumes President
Bush’s budget authority request for fiscal
year 2002. For years beyond 2002 this report
assumes that the 2002 discretionary function
levels grow by inflation.

The only specific discretionary policy deci-
sion inherent in this resolution is a $661.3
billion discretionary budget authority allo-
cation. The Appropriations Committees are
responsible for allocating this budget au-
thority to their subcommittees to address
specific policy priorities.

FUNCTION 050: NATIONAL DEFENSE

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 050, National
Defense, will total $310.3 billion in BA and
$300.6 billion in outlays for 2001. This func-
tion includes funding for the Department of
Defense (about 95% of the function), the de-
fense activities of the Department of Energy
(about 5% of the function), and other defense
activities in other departments and agencies,
including the Department of Transportation,
the Department of Justice, the General Serv-
ices Administration, and the Selective Serv-
ice (less than 1% of the function).

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $324.6 billion in budget au-
thority [BA] and $319.3 billion in outlays in
fiscal year 2002, an increase of 4.5 percent in
BA compared with fiscal year 2001. The func-
tion totals are $1.71 trillion in BA and $1.68
trillion in outlays over 5 years, and $3.68 tril-
lion in BA and $3.61 trillion in outlays over
10 years. Funding in the resolution accom-
modates the President’s proposal to increase
military pay and other compensation by $1.4
billion in 2002. The resolution also assumes
an additional $400 million to improve the
quality of housing for military personnel and
their families, and $3.9 billion for the first
year of expanded health benefits for over-65
military retirees (Tricare for Life). In addi-
tion, the resolution accommodates the Presi-
dent’s proposed $2.6-billion initiative ($20 bil-
lion over 5 years) to fund research and devel-
opment of new technologies. The Depart-
ment of Defense intends to apply this fund-
ing to create new capabilities to defend
against projected future threats, following a
comprehensive review by the Secretary of
Defense to assess national security needs. To
potentially augment the levels in this func-
tion, the resolution creates two reserve
funds that could accommodate additional de-
fense spending: one, in fiscal year 2001, to
eliminate Department of Defense shortfalls;
and a second, in fiscal year 2002, for possible
legislation pursuant to the President’s de-
fense review. See also section 1218A.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment provides $334.5 billion in BA and $326.8
billion in outlays in 2002, and $3.69 trillion in
BA and $3.62 trillion in outlays over 2002—
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2011. These amounts include full funding for
the President’s request, which for 2002 con-
stitutes a $14.3. billion increase in BA over
2001—a 4.6 percent nominal increase—and
which in 2002 accommodates increases of $1.4
billion in BA for military personnel pay and
retention, $0.4 billion for military housing,
$2.6 billion for research and development for
missile defense and ‘‘transformation,” and
$3.9 billion for the Tricare for Life program
enacted in the 106th Congress. The Presi-
dent’s request also incorporated reductions
below inflated baseline levels for the Depart-
ment of Energy defense activities (subfunc-
tion 053) and other defense-related activities
in subfunction 054, amounting to approxi-
mately $1 billion per year over 2002-2011.

The Senate amendment includes the Presi-
dent’s proposal to make the Radiation Expo-
sure Compensation Trust Fund a mandatory
program and to delay payments to certain
beneficiaries pending the scientific findings
of a study by the National Institute of Occu-
pational Safety and Health.

The Senate amendment also encompasses
increases directed by certain amendments
adopted by the Senate for 2002. These include
an amendment adding $8.5 billion in BA and
$6.5 billion in outlays to redress serious and
pressing Defense Health Program shortfalls
($3.1 billion), unfunded Department of En-
ergy non-proliferation and ‘‘Stockpile Stew-
ardship’ activities ($900 million), and readi-
ness shortages ($4.5 billion). Another floor
amendment added $1.0 billion in additional
BA and $0.7 billion in outlays for the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Environmental Manage-
ment program.

Conference Agreement.—For 2001, the Con-
ferees adopted $316.9 billion in BA and $302.4
billion in outlays. This is an increase of $6.5
billion in BA over previously enacted—ap-
propriations for 2001. For 2002, the Conferees
adopted. $324.8 billion in BA and $319.1 billion
in outlays. This is an increase of $14.5 billion
above levels enacted to date for 2001. For
2002-2011, the Conference Agreement totals
$3.65 trillion in BA and $3.59 trillion in out-
lays.

Regarding discretionary spending, the Con-
ferees adopted the House amendment with
certain understandings and alterations.
Among the understandings, the primary ones
are to redress shortfalls in the National De-
fense budget function for 2001 and 2002 re-
garding the Defense Health Program, readi-
ness, and certain Department of Energy de-
fense activities. The key alteration is a re-
vised mechanism to accommodate the as yet
unspecified additional funding needed for the
results of the President’s Defense Review to
adjust U.S. national security strategy and
defense programs to the requirements twen-
ty-first century.

To redress shortfalls in 2001, the Conferees
have revised the Section 302(a) allocation up
to the level of the statutory cap for 2001 to
accommodate a 2001 supplemental for the
Department of Defense totaling $6.5 billion
in BA and $1.8 billion in outlays. The Con-
ferees assume and urge in the strongest pos-
sible terms that this budget authority be
used, in the amounts specified, exclusively
for urgent shortfalls in the Defense Health
Program ($1.4 billion) and immediate readi-
ness needs, including spare parts, training,
depot and other maintenance, fuel and en-
ergy costs, and base operations ($5.1 billion).

For discretionary spending in 2002, the
Conferees adopted $325.1 billion in BA and
$319.4 billion in outlays. These totals match
the President’s request as scored by CBO, to-
gether with the outlays estimated by CBO
from the 2001 supplemental allocation de-
scribed above. In addition, the Conferees
adopted reserve funds, described more fully
in the discussion of Title II, to accommodate
a Presidential budget amendment in re-
sponse to the President’s Defense Review.

May 3, 2001

The Conferees assume that, taken to-
gether, the National Defense budget as origi-
nally submitted by the President and the
subsequent budget amendment will fully
fund the ‘“‘transformation’” initiatives rec-
ommended by the President and the Sec-
retary of Defense and all pre-existing pri-
ority national security programs in the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of
Energy. The Conferees are particularly con-
cerned that the amended budget request
fully address all shortfalls that have here-
tofore been identified for 2002, including
those in the Defense Health Program (up to
$3.1 billion), activities where readiness has in
recent years fallen below optimal levels (to-
taling several billions of dollars), and essen-
tial national security programs in the De-
partment of Energy, including Stockpile
Stewardship ($800 million), non-proliferation
activities ($100 million), and Environmental
Management programs (up to $1 billion,
which could occur in the fiscal year deemed
most appropriate, 2001 or 2002). The Con-
ferees agree that it is essential for the Na-
tional Defense budget as amended, to fully
fund each of these concerns respecting both
shortfalls and ‘‘transformation.”

Regarding mandatory spending, the Con-
ferees adopted the Senate amendment con-
cerning the Radiation Exposure Compensa-
tion Trust Fund, revised to reflect more re-
cent CBO scoring. This updated scoring
amounts to $172 million in 2002 and $655 mil-
lion for 2002-2011 with an offsetting reduction
of expenses in the Energy Occupation Illness
Compensation fund that brings net costs to
$146 million in 2002 and $440 million for 2002-
2011.

FUNCTION 150: INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 150, Inter-
national Affairs, will total $22.4 billion in BA
and $19.7 billion in outlays for 2001. This
function includes funding for the operation
of the foreign affairs establishment includ-
ing embassies and other diplomatic missions
abroad, foreign aid loan and technical assist-
ance activities in developing countries, secu-
rity assistance to foreign governments, ac-
tivities of the Foreign Military Sales Trust
Fund, U.S. contributions to international fi-
nancial institutions and the United Nations,
the Export-Import Bank and other trade pro-
motion activities, and refugee assistance.

House Resolution.—The resolution fully
funds the President’s requested levels of $23.9
billion in budget authority [BA] and $19.6 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2002, an increase
of 6.4 percent in BA compared with fiscal
year 2001. The function totals are $123.8 bil-
lion in BA and $102.0 billion in outlays over
5 years, and $264.2 billion in BA and $219.7
billion in outlays over 10 years. The levels
fully fund the President’s request and ac-
commodate his proposal to increase the Ad-
ministration of Foreign Affairs funding by
$888 million above the 2001 level to a total of
$5.7 billion for fiscal year 2002, and his re-
quest to increase military assistance to
Israel by $60 million. In addition, to main-
tain and expand programs to stem the flow
of cocaine and heroin from Colombia and its
Andean neighbors, the budget assumes the
President’s $624-million increase for inter-
national narcotics control and law enforce-
ment. The resolution also assumes sufficient
resources for the Tropical Forest Conserva-
tion Act [TTCA].

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment provides $24.1 billion in BA and $19.8
billion in outlays in 2002, and $265.4 billion in
BA and $220.9 billion in outlays over 2002-
2011. These amounts include full funding for
the President’s request, which for 2002 con-
stitutes a $1.5 billion increase in BA over
2001—a 6.7 percent nominal increase. The
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Senate amendment also reflects the Senate’s
adoption of a floor amendment to increase
the President’s request by $200 million in BA
in 2002 and by $500 million in BA in 2003—
with commensurate outlays—for the purpose
of assisting the response of needy countries
to the international HIV/AIDS pandemic.
The Senate also adopted an amendment re-
garding conservation that affected several
budget functions, including the addition of
$560 million in BA in every year over the 2002—
2011 period in Function 150.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement totals $23.2 billion in BA and $19.1
billion in outlays for 2002. For 2002-2011, the
Conference Agreement totals $256.6 billion in
BA and $213.3 billion in outlays, a reduction
of $7.6 billion in BA below the request and
the House Amendment. The BA and outlays
for International Affairs equal the amounts
of CBO’s inflated baseline for 2002-2011, plus
the outlays needed in 2002 to address the
payment of arrearages to the UN discussed
below.

Regarding discretionary spending, the Con-
ferees strongly support Secretary of State
Powell’s proposals to reinvigorate the US
foreign policy establishment and to expand
some international programs. The Senate ex-
pressed this support in the form of expanding
even further proposed programs to address
the HIV/AIDS epidemic in regions, such as
Africa.

Regarding the payment of arrearages to
the United Nations, the conferees recognize
that Congress has appropriated funds for the
payment of arrears to the UN and related
agencies in 1999 and 2000. Those funds have
not been obligated because not all of the re-
forms required by authorizing statute have
been met, in particular the requirement that
the United States’ assessment for contribu-
tions to international peacekeeping activi-
ties be reduced to no more than 25 percent of
the total. Recognizing the substantial re-
forms that have been negotiated, the Presi-
dent has proposed legislation, not subject to
PAYGO, that would release the funds for ob-
ligation. The legislative proposal would in-
crease outlays by $582 million in 2001 and
$244 million in 2002. This resolution accom-
modates the increased spending in its esti-
mates of outlays from prior year’s appropria-
tions. The conferees direct that if the legis-
lative proposal is included in authorizing
legislation, the cost of such legislation up to
the amounts included in the fiscal year 2001
and 2002 allocations of the appropriations
committee shall not be charged against the
allocation of the authorizing committee for
purposes of enforcing this resolution.

FUNCTION 250: GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE AND

TECHNOLOGY

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 250, General
Science, Space and Technology, will total
$21.0 billion in BA and $19.7 billion in outlays
for 2001. The General Science, Space and
Technology function consists of funds in two
major categories: general science and basic
research, and space flight, research, and sup-
porting activities. The general science com-
ponent includes the budgets for the National
Science Foundation [NSF], and the funda-
mental science programs of the Department
of Energy [DOE]. The largest component of
the function, nearly two thirds of the total,
is for space flight, research, and supporting
activities of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration [NASA] (except for
NASA’s air transportation programs, which
are included in Function 400).

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $22.2 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $21.0 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2002, an increase of 5.7 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The function
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totals are $115.9 billion in BA and $112.4 bil-
lion in outlays over 5 years, and $247.1 billion
in BA and $240.2 billion in outlays over 10
years. The resolution assumes $4.5 billion for
the National Science Foundation [NSF], a
$56-million increase from 2001. It assumes
$14.5 billion for the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration [NASA], a 2-percent
increase over 2001. This total allows for the
President’s recommendations, including in-
creased funds for International Space Sta-
tion development and operations; a 64-per-
cent increase over 2001 for NASA’s Space
Launch Initiative; six space shuttle flights a
year; and continued funding for safety im-
provements in NASA.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $22.8 billion in BA and $21.2
billion in outlays in 2002, and $240.1 billion in
BA and $232.9 billion in outlays over 2002-
2011. The total spending within Function 250
was amended by the following two amend-
ments:

The Senate adopted an amendment that
added $1.441 billion in BA and $530 million in
outlays in 2002 to the function total proposed
by President Bush. The amendment assumed
an increase of $674 million for NSF in 2002.
The increase is intended to provide addi-
tional funding for NSF along a doubling path
similar to that of the National Institutes of
Health. NASA would also receive an increase
of $5618 million, and DOE science would in-
crease by $469 million in 2002. The amend-
ment would allow funding for all of the
President’s initiatives in Function 250, as
well as address other needs within scientific
community. The total assumed increase
above the 2001 appropriated level is $1.661 bil-
lion.

The Senate also adopted an amendment re-
lated to global climate changes that affected
several functional categories, including
Function 150, 250, 270, 300, and 350. In this
function, the amendment reflected an in-
crease in BA of $50 million each year for 10
years, for a total increase of $500 million in
BA from FY2002-2011.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement assumes $21.6 billion in BA and
$20.7 billion in outlays in 2002, and $236.3 bil-
lion in BA and $230.6 billion in outlays over
the 2002-2011 period.

FUNCTION 270: ENERGY

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 270 Energy,
will total $1.2 billion in BA and —$0.1 billion
in outlays for 2001. This Function includes
civilian activities of the Department of En-
ergy, the Rural Utilities Service, the power
programs of the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA), and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion (NRC). Mandatory spending in this func-
tion contains large levels of offsetting re-
ceipts, resulting in net mandatory spending
of —81.9 billion in BA and -$3.2 billion in
outlays for 2001. Congress provided $3.1 bil-
lion in discretionary BA for 2001.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $835, million in budget au-
thority [BA] and —$234 million in outlays in
fiscal year 2002, a decrease of 33 percent in
BA compared with fiscal year 2001. The 5-
year function totals are $4.4 billion in BA
and —$2.2 billion in outlays; and the 10-year
totals are $14.5 billion in BA and $598 million
in outlays. The resolution assumes the Presi-
dent’s proposed $1.4 billion over 10 years (a
$120-million increase) for the Department of
Energy’s Weatherization Assistance Program
to help low-income families who live in poor-
ly insulated housing or have insufficient
heating or cooling systems. It also assumes a
total of $8 million to support the Northeast
Heating Oil Reserve that was established be-
cause of low heating oil stocks. Finally, in
light of past management and security prob-
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lems, the resolution accommodates the
President’s efforts to reform the Department
of Energy.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $1.676 billion in BA and $.018
billion in outlays in 2002, and $17.162 billion
in BA and $2.785 billion in outlays over the
2002-2011 period. The Senate amendment as-
sumes the President’s budget with the fol-
lowing Senate adopted amendments to dis-
cretionary spending: $205 million in BA each
year over the 2002-2011 period to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, $450 million in BA
in 2002 for Renewable Energy R&D, and $150
million in BA in 2002 for Fossil Energy R&D.
The Senate amendment does not assume the
President’s proposal for the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge (ANWR).

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement assumes $1.36 billion in BA and
—$0.02 in outlays in 2002 and $15.9 billion in
BA and $2.2 billion in outlays over the 2002-
2011 period.

FUNCTION 300: NATURAL RESOURCES AND THE

ENVIRONMENT

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 300 Natural
Resources and the Environment, will total
$28.8 billion in BA and $26.4 billion in outlays
for 2001. This Function includes funding for
water resources, conservation and land man-
agement, recreation resources, and pollution
control and abatement. Agencies with major
program activities within the Function in-
clude the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), the Army Corps of Engineers, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion (NOAA), the Forest Service (within the
Department of Agriculture), and the Depart-
ment of the Interior, including the National
Park Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service,
the U.S. Geological Survey, the Bureau of
Land Management and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, among others.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $26.7 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $26.4 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2002, a decrease of 7.3 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The 5-year
function totals are $137.1 billion in BA and
$136.3 billion in outlays; and the 10-year to-
tals are $289.3 billion in BA and $285.3 billion
in outlays. The resolution accommodates the
President’s recommendation to fully fund
the Land and Water Conservation [LWC]
Fund at $900 million starting in 2002, an in-
crease of $356 million over 2001. It also pro-
vides for an addition of $440 million in 2002 as
a down payment on eliminating the National
Park Service’s deferred maintenance backlog
currently pegged at $4.9 billion. In addition,
it assumes more than $1 billion in EPA
grants for States and tribes to administer
environmental programs, and a total of $3.7
billion in funding for the EPA’s Operating
Program, which comprises the agency’s core
regulatory, research, and enforcement ac-
tivities. The resolution would support sub-
stantially reducing the backlog of school re-
pairs and maintenance in the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs, with the goal of eliminating the
backlog within 5 years, and assumes in-
creased funding for the Army Corps of Engi-
neers program evaluating proposed develop-
ment in wetlands. The resolutions also ac-
cepts administration’s proposed extension of
user fee pilot programs in the Forest Service
and the National Park Service, but does not
include increase in Corps of Engineers recre-
ation fees.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $29.6 billion in BA and $29.3
billion in outlays in 2002, and $296.4 billion in
BA and $292.3 billion in outlays over 2002-
2011. The Senate amendment assumes the
President’s budget with the following Senate
adopted amendments to discretionary spend-
ing: $250 million in BA and $199 million in
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outlays in 2002 to fully fund the Conserva-
tion Spending Cap, $44 million in BA in 2002
for water system improvements, $1.3 billion
in BA and outlays in 2002 for agriculture con-
servation programs, $100 million in BA in
2002 to reduce greenhouse gases, $800 million
in BA in 2002 for wastewater infrastructure
improvements, and $100 million in BA in 2002
for the Bureau of Reclamation construction
account.

The Senate amendment assumes manda-
tory spending of $350 million in BA and out-
lays each year over the 2003-2011 period to
address agricultural conservation needs.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement assumes $30.4 billion in BA and
$28.7 billion in outlays in 2002, and $345.7 bil-
lion in BA and $336.8 billion in outlays over
the 2002-2011 period. The Conference Agree-
ment accepts the Senate position on the ex-
tension of the recreational fee demonstra-
tion program. The Conference Agreement as-
sumes mandatory agriculture spending of
$350 million in BA and outlays in 2002. It also
assumes a reserve fund of $350 million per
year in BA and outlays over the 2003-2011 pe-
riod to be allocated to the Agriculture Com-
mittee for conservation programs.

FUNCTION 350: AGRICULTURE

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 350 Agri-
culture, is estimated to total $26.3 billion in
budget authority (BA) and $23.7 billion in
outlays for FY 2001. This Function includes
funding for federal programs intended to pro-
mote the economic stability of agriculture
through direct assistance and loans to food
and fiber producers; provide regulatory, in-
spection and reporting services for agricul-
tural markets; and promote research as well
as education in agriculture and nutrition.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $19.1 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] in fiscal year 2002, and $17.5 billion
in outlays. The 5-year function totals are
$92.5 billion in BA and $84.7 billion in out-
lays; and the 10-year totals are $172.5 billion
in BA and $157.3 billion in outlays. The reso-
lution accommodates the President’s rec-
ommendations, including: support of United
States Department of Agriculture [USDA]
food safety activities, including providing
7,600 meat and poultry inspectors; allocation
of conservation assistance to 650,000 land-
owners, farmers, and ranchers; maintaining
funding for priority activities in the Forest
Service’s wildland fire management plan, in-
cluding hazardous fuels reduction; re-
directing USDA research to provide new em-
phasis in key areas such as biotechnology,
the development of new agricultural prod-
ucts, and improved protection against
emerging exotic plant and animal diseases as
well as crop and animal pests; and expanding
overseas markets for American agricultural
products by strengthening USDA’s market
intelligence capabilities and the Depart-
ment’s expertise for resolving technical
trade issues with foreign trading partners.
The resolution contains two reserve funds
that would accommodate additional agricul-
tural needs: a fiscal year 2001 reserve fund
that could be used for emergency Agricul-
tural Market Transition payments; and a fis-
cal year 2002 reserve fund that could accom-
modate a reauthorization of the Federal Ag-
ricultural Improvement and Reform Act or
additional emergency relief.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment revises the 2001 spending levels. It in-
creases BA and outlays by $9 billion to $35.3
and $32.7 respectively. For 2002, the Senate
assumes $26.2 billion in BA and $24.5 billion
in outlays. Over the ten-year period 2002-
2011, the Senate assumes a total of $227.9 bil-
lion in BA and $212.8 billion in outlays. The
Senate adopted mandatory amendments
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which increased CCC spending by $9 billion
in BA and outlays in 2001 and a total of $55
billion in BA and outlays over the 2002-2011
period. The Senate adopted a discretionary
amendment which added $0.045 billion in BA
and $0.041 billion in outlays in 2002 and $0.45
billion in BA and $0.446 billion in outlays
over the ten-year period 2002-2011.
Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement revises the 2001 spending levels.
It increases both BA and outlays by $5.5 bil-
lion to $31.8 billion and $29.2 billion respec-
tively. For 2002, the Conference Agreement
assumes $26.3 billion in BA and $24.6 billion
in outlays. Over the ten-year period 2002-
2011, the agreement assumes a total of $243.2
billion in BA and $228.0 billion in outlays.
The 2001 and 2002 levels assume $12.5 billion
of new mandatory BA and outlays. This
money would be allocated to the Senate and
House agriculture authorizing committees.
It is assumed that the additional funds for
2001 and 2002 will address low income con-
cerns in the agriculture sector today. For
2003 to 2011, the Conference Agreement as-
sumes increased mandatory BA and outlays
totaling $63 billion to be made available for
the extension and revision of the Federal Ag-
riculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996, which expires in 2002. Fiscal Year 2003
monies may be made available for 2002 crop
year support. The money would be placed in
a reserve fund for the authorizing commit-
tees. This function assumes the necessary
funding for the modernization plan of
USDA’s National Animal Disease Center and
National Veterinary Services Laboratory in
Ames, TA.
FUNCTION 370: COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 370, Com-
merce and Housing Credit, will total about
$3.5 billion in BA and $0.2 billion in outlays
for 2001. Function 370 includes both on-budg-
et and an off-budget (Postal Service) compo-
nents, but the budget resolution text in-
cludes only the on-budget portion. Both on-
budget and total spending are shown, how-
ever, in the summary tables contained in
this Conference Agreement. This budget
function includes funding for discretionary
housing programs, such as subsidies for sin-
gle and multifamily housing in rural areas
and mortgage insurance provided by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration; off-budget net
spending by the Postal Service; discre-
tionary funding for commerce programs,
such as international trade and exports,
science and technology, the census, and
small business; and mandatory spending for
deposit insurance activities related to banks,
savings and loans, and credit unions.

House Resolution.—For on-budget spend-
ing in this function, the resolution estab-
lishes levels of $7.4 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $4.4 billion in outlays in fiscal
yvear 2002, an increase of 195 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The on-budg-
et function totals are $54.2 billion in BA and
$33.5 billion in outlays over 5 years, and
$128.1 billion in BA and $84.3 billion in out-
lays over 10 years. The resolution assumes
the President’s recommendation that pre-
miums for specified Federal Housing Admin-
istration [FHA] programs, such as condomin-
iums, rehabilitation loans, and multifamily
loans, are to be increased so that all single-
family FHA borrowers pay the same pre-
miums, and that the programs operate with-
out the need for a subsidy.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise the levels for 2001. For
2002, the resolution provides $7.7 billion in
BA and $4.5 billion in outlays. Over 10 years,
the resolution provides $128.9 billion in BA
and $85.0 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment does not include the House’s as-
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sumption of a reduction in fees charged by
the Securities and Exchange Commission.
Because of an amendment adopted by the
Senate that dropped the President’s proposal
to charge exam fees for state-chartered
banks, the Senate amendment is now com-
parable to the House resolution in this re-
gard. Further, the Senate amendment re-
flects the Senate’s adoption of an amend-
ment to increase spending on the Inter-
national Trade Administration by $655 mil-
lion over 2002-2011 and of another amend-
ment to restore $264 million in funding in
2002 for programs of the Small Business Ad-
ministration to offset cuts that had been
proposed in the President’s budget.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the fiscal year
2001 levels. For 2002, the resolution provides
$10.2 billion in BA and $6.6 billion in outlays.
Over 10 years, it provides $152.4 billion in BA
and $108.1 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 400: TRANSPORTATION

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 400, Trans-
portation, will total $62.1 billion in BA and
$561.7 billion in outlays for 2001. The function
primarily comprises funding for the Depart-
ment of Transportation, including ground
transportation programs, such as the fed-
eral-aid highway program, mass transit,
motor carrier safety, and the National Rail
Passenger Corporation (Amtrak); air trans-
portation through the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) airport improvement
program, facilities and equipment program,
research, and operation of the air traffic con-
trol system; water transportation through
the Coast Guard and Maritime Administra-
tion; the Surface Transportation Board; the
National Transportation Safety Board; and
related transportation safety and support ac-
tivities within the Department of Transpor-
tation. In addition, funds for air transpor-
tation programs under the auspices of NASA
are included within this function.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $61.0 billion in BA and $55.6 in
outlays in fiscal year 2002; $298.9 billion in
BA and $299.8 billion in outlays over 5 years;
and $608.1 billion in BA and $639.6 billion in
outlays over 10 years. The resolution accom-
modates the President’s proposal to fully
fund the authorized levels provided for high-
ways ($32.3 billion) and transit ($6.7 billion)
under the Transportation Equity Act for the
21st Century and for the Federal Aviation
Administration’s operating ($6.9 billion),
capital ($2.9 billion), and airport grants ($3.3
billion) programs under the Aviation Invest-
ment and Reform Act for the 21st Century.
To assist Americans with disabilities in
overcoming transportation barriers to work,
the resolution assumes the President’s $145-
million proposal to fund two new programs
under his New Freedom Initiative to increase
the ability of individuals with disabilities to
integrate into the workforce. The resolution
also assumes an increase in Coast Guard op-
erating expenses of $250 million above the
fiscal year 2002 level recommended by the
President for fiscal year 2002 and subsequent
years. This increase is provided to eliminate
Coast Guard vessel and aircraft spare parts
problems, to improve personnel training, to
fund new Department of Defense entitle-
ments, and to operate drug interdiction as-
sets at optimal levels. (The resolution ac-
knowledged that the Office of Management
and Budget’s budget submission contained
recently identified errors, and indicated con-
ferees would seek to address them.)

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise the 2001 levels. For 2002,
the resolution provides $62.2 billion in BA
and $56.1 billion in outlays. Over 10 years,
the resolution provides $701.6 billion in BA



May 3, 2001

and $645.8 billion in outlays. The Senate
amendment assumes the President’s budget
plus a Senate adopted amendment to add
$250 million in BA and outlays for the Coast
Guard in 2002.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the 2001 levels.
For 2002, the resolution provides $65.0 billion
in BA and $56.2 billion in outlays. Over 10
years, it provides $694.8 billion in BA and
$655.6 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 450: COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 450, Commu-
nity and Regional Development, will total
$11.2 billion in BA and $11.4 billion in outlays
for 2001. This function reflects programs that
provide Federal funding for economic and
community development in both urban and
rural areas. Funding for disaster relief and
insurance—including activities of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency—also
is provided in this function.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $10.1 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $11.4 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2002, a decrease of 9.8 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The 5-year
totals are $53.2 billion in BA and $53.7 billion
in outlays; and the 10-year totals are $113.9
billion in BA and $108.8 billion in outlays.
Consistent with the President’s rec-
ommendations, the budget assumes continu-
ation of Community Development Block
Grant [CDBG] formula funding at the 2001
level. It also assumes that the Rural Housing
and Economic Development Program, begun
in 1999, will be terminated due to its duplica-
tion of other programs, such as CDBGs.

Senate Amendment.—For 2002, the Senate
amendment sets forth $11.2 billion in BA and
$11.6 billion in outlays. Over the 2002-2011 ten
year period, it assumes $115.0 billion in BA
and $108.0 billion in outlays. The Senate
adopted an amendment to increase by $108
million Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) funds in 2002. Also adopted
was an amendment to increase clean water
grants by $1.0 billion in 2002.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the fiscal year
2001 levels. For 2002, it sets forth $11.9 billion
in BA and $11.7 billion in outlays. Over the
2002-2011 ten year period, it sets forth $130.7
billion in BA and $122.8 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 500: EDUCATION, TRAINING,
EMPLOYMENT AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 500, Edu-
cation, Training, Employment and Social
Services, will total $76.9 billion in BA and
$69.8. billion in outlays for 2001. This func-
tion includes funding for elementary and
secondary, vocational, and higher education;
education research and other education ac-
tivities; job training and employment serv-
ices; aging services; children and families
services; adoption and foster care assistance;
and funding for the arts and humanities.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $82.1 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $76.2 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2002, an increase of 6.8 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The 5-year
function totals are $425.6 billion in BA and
$412.7 billion in outlays; and the 10-year to-
tals are $917.7 billion in BA and $891.7 billion
in outlays.

The resolution assumes the President’s
proposal to redirect the $1.2 billion provided
for school renovation, first funded in 2001, al-
lowing States to reallocate the 2001 funds
among school renovation, technology, or spe-
cial education. For 2002, the budget assumes
States can use this funding stream for prior-
ities such as special education, help for low-
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perfoming schools,
forms.

The resolution also accommodates the
President’s proposed increase in program
spending of the Department of Education by
$4.6 billion, or 11.5 percent, in fiscal year
2002. It provides sufficient funding in elemen-
tary and secondary education for the Presi-
dent’s “No Child Left Behind’’ education re-
form plan. Key initiatives include the fol-
lowing:

—A tripling of reading education funds, to
$900 million in 2002, and a total increase in
reading education spending of $5 billion over
b years.

—The provision of $2.6 billion for States to
improve teacher quality through high-qual-
ity professional development, recruitment
and retention activities.

—A total of $320 million to help States to
develop annual assessments of students, and
to establish strong accountability systems;
and $69 million to expand State participation
in the National Assessment of Education
Progress, so that parents, teachers and pol-
icymakers can ensure that students are im-
proving.

—~Consolidation and streamlining of exist-
ing Federal elementary and secondary edu-
cation programs.

The resolution also assumes the following
recommendations by the President: an in-
crease of $137 million for the Impact Aid con-
struction program, which currently receives
only $12.8 million; consolidation and in-
creased funding for teacher training and re-
cruiting; a slim of $175 million to help char-
ter schools acquire, construct, or renovate
facilities; an increase for ‘‘character edu-
cation” from $9.3 million to $25 million; an
increase for the Troops to Teachers program
to $30 million; an expansion of the teacher
student loan forgiveness program by increas-
ing the loan forgiveness limit from $5,000 to
$17,500 for math and science majors who
teach those subjects in high-need schools for
b years.

To provide fiscal assistance to low-income
college students, the budget accommodates
the President’s proposal to increase the Pell
Grant program by $1 billion. This will in-
crease the maximum award for all qualifying
students to $3,850.

The budget also assumes an increase of 6.4
percent in funding for historically black col-
leges and graduate institutions, and Hispanic
serving institutions, with a goal of increas-
ing these programs 30 percent by 2005. The
resolution also accommodates the Presi-
dent’s proposed expansion of programs to
protect abused and neglected children under
the Safe and Stable Families Act, and provi-
sion of education or training vouchers to
children aging out of foster care.

The resolution creates a $1.25-billion re-
serve fund for the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act [IDEA] Part B grants to
States.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate Amend-
ment does not revise the 2001 levels. For 2002,
the Senate provides $111.9 billion in BA and
$79.4 billion in outlays. Over the ten-year pe-
riod 2002-2011, the Senate provides a total of
$1,265.4 billion in BA, and $1,194.1 billion in
outlays.

The Senate adopted the following amend-
ments to the President’s budget:

—For unspecified education funding, an
amendment adding $8.3 billion in discre-
tionary BA and $1.0 billion in outlays in 2002,
and adding $242.0 billion in mandatory BA
and $223.6 billion in outlays over the period
2003-2011.

—For IDEA (special education), an amend-
ment adding $70.0 billion in mandatory BA
and $70.0 billion in outlays over the ten-year
period 2002-2011.

—For the Social Services Block Grant, an
amendment adding $680 million in manda-
tory BA and outlays in 2002.

or accountability re-
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—For education technology, an amend-
ment adding $628 million in discretionary BA
and $35 million in outlays in 2002.

—For Impact Aid, an amendment adding
$300 million in discretionary BA and $150
million in outlays in 2002.

—PFor children’s services, an amendment
adding $271 million in discretionary BA and
$243 million in outlays in 2002.

—For American history education, an
amendment adding $100 million in discre-
tionary BA and $25 million in outlays in 2002.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement revises 2001 levels to $77.0 billion
in BA and $69.9 billion in outlays. For 2002,
the Conference Agreement provides $81.2 bil-
lion in BA and $76.7 billion in outlays. Over
the ten-year period 2002-2011, the Conference
Agreement provides a total of $904.0 billion
in BA and $887.6 billion in outlays. The Con-
ferees assume that within these aggregate
numbers, the Grants to States program
under the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (IDEA) will receive funds of at
least $7.59 billion in 2002, and that further ad-
ditional resources for education should be fo-
cused on this program.

FUNCTION 550: HEALTH

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 550, Health,
will total $180.1 billion in BA and $173.0 bil-
lion in outlays for 2001. The major programs
in this function include Medicaid, the State
Children’s Health Insurance Program, health
benefits for federal workers and retirees, the
National Institutes of Health, the Food and
Drug Administration, the Health Resources
Services Administration, Indian Health
Services, the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, and the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $204.0 billion in BA and $201.1
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2002, an in-
crease of 11.7 percent in BA compared with
fiscal year 2001.

The function totals are $1.20 trillion in BA
and $1.19 trillion in outlays over 5 years, and
$2.86 trillion in BA and $2.84 trillion in out-
lays over 10 years. Funding in the resolution
accommodates the President’s proposal to
double the National Institutes of Health
[NIH] 1998 funding level of $13.6 billion by
2003. To accomplish this, the 2002 budget as-
sumes $23.1 billion for NIH, a $2.8 billion in-
crease above the 2001 level. To strengthen
the health care safety net, the budget as-
sumes the President’s $124-million increase
for community health centers. The budget
also assumes $8.3 billion over 10 years for the
enactment of H.R. 600, the Family Oppor-
tunity Act of 2001. Under the Act, States
would have the option to expand Medicaid
coverage for children with special needs, al-
lowing families of disabled children with the
opportunity to purchase coverage under the
Medicaid program for such children.

Finally, Function 550 assumes $43.1 billion
(fiscal years 2002-2005) of the President’s pro-
posed Medicare reform, including the Imme-
diate Helping Hand Prescription Drug Plan.
(The costs for fiscal years 2006 through 2011
are reflected in Function 570.) The resolution
also assumes the outlay effect of the Presi-
dent’s proposed refundable health care tax
credits, and the impact of the extension of
an OBRA 1990 provision limiting Department
of Veterans Affairs [VA] pensions for Med-
icaid recipients in nursing homes.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment revises 2001 BA and outlays by $2.5 bil-
lion for the President’s Immediate Helping
Hand prescription drug program for seniors.
The amendment sets forth $216.1 billion in
BA and $213.2 billion in outlays in 2002, and
$2,938.3 billion in BA and $2,914.4 billion in
outlays over 2002-2011.
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The Senate amendment as introduced as-
sumed the President’s budget for both man-
datory and discretionary spending. The fol-
lowing provisions were added through floor
amendments. For mandatory spending, an
additional $28 billion was added over 2002—
2004 for health spending for the uninsured. A
reserve fund of $200 million in 2002 and $7.9
billion over 10 years was included for the
Family Opportunity Act. In discretionary
spending, an additional $700 million was as-
sumed for NIH spending in 2002. The Indian
Health Service was increased by $67.3 billion
over 10 years. Budget authority for the FDA
was increased by $40 million in 2002 and $400
million over 10 years. Amendments were
adopted to increase funding for graduate
medical education at children’s hospitals by
$50 million in 2002 and to provide an addi-
tional $136 million in 2002 for both graduate
medical education and consolidated health
centers.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the 2001 levels.
For 2002, the resolution provides $198.8 bil-
lion in BA and $196.7 billion in outlays. Over
10 years, it provides $2,773.8 billion in BA and
$2,757.1 billion in outlays.

Under the Conference Agreement, funding
for the President’s Immediate Helping Hand
prescription drug proposal ($43.1 billion over
2002-2005 plus an additional $2.5 billion in
2001) was moved to Function 570 (Medicare).
The Conference Agreement includes a re-
serve fund for the Family Opportunity Act of
$227 million in 2002 and $8.3 billion over 10
years. The function totals also include a re-
serve fund of $28 billion over 10 years for ad-
ditional health spending for the uninsured;
the budget levels and aggregates in this
function assume that these funds will be
spent over the 2002-2004 period. This reserve
fund can be used for either direct spending or
revenue changes associated with legislation
to improve health insurance coverage. The
Conference Agreement also assumes Med-
icaid Upper Payment Limit savings of $11.7
billion over 10 years.

FUNCTION 570: MEDICARE

Major Programs in Function—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 570, Medi-
care, will total $217.5 billion in BA and $217.7
billion in outlays for 2001. Medicare provides
health insurance coverage for persons over
age 65 and qualified disabled workers.

House Resolution—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $229.1 billion in budget au-
thority [BA] and outlays in fiscal year 2002,
an increase of 5.3 percent in BA compared
with fiscal year 2001. The function totals are
$1.34 trillion in BA and $1.33 trillion in out-
lays over 5 years, and $3.31 trillion in BA and
outlays over 10 years. As proposed in the
President’s budget, the budget resolution as-
sumes $153 billion over 10 years for Medicare
Reform, including the Immediate Helping
Hand Prescription Drug Plan. This total is
shared by Function 550 and Function 570;
Function 570 incorporates $109.9 billion of
the total over 10 years. The budget is con-
sistent with the provisions of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare Lock-Box Act of 2001,
which stipulates-that the Medicare Hospital
Insurance [HI] surplus can be used only for
debt reduction or Medicare reform. The reso-
lution establishes a reserve fund that could
be used to accommodate a more expanded
Medicare reform/prescription drug proposal.
It also establishes a general purpose reserve
fund that could address Medicare initiatives.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise 2001 levels. For 2002, the
amendment provides $229.1 billion in BA and
outlays. Over 10 years, the amendment pro-
vides $3,308.0 billion in BA and $3,307.6 billion
in outlays for this function, the same as the
House resolution.
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The Senate amendment as introduced as-
sumed the President’s budget for both man-
datory and discretionary spending. The fol-
lowing provisions were added through floor
amendments. A reserve fund was adopted
that allows for additional spending for Medi-
care reform and prescription drugs that goes
beyond the $1563 billion over 10 years already
included in the functional totals and budget
aggregates. (This amount includes $43.1 bil-
lion in Function 550 and $109.9 billion in
Function 570.) The amount allocated from
the reserve fund will be determined by the
Chairman of the Senate Budget Committee
using a Congressional Budget Office cost es-
timate of the President’s Medicare reform
proposal or a comparable proposal submitted
by the Committee on Finance. In no case
will the amount exceed $300 billion over 10
years (including the $153 already reflected in
the budget totals). The Senate amendment
also includes a reserve fund of $13.7 billion
over 10 years for additional Medicare home
health spending.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise 2001 levels. For
2002, the resolution provides $229.2 billion in
BA and $229.1 billion in outlays. Over 10
years, the resolution provides $3,516.1 billion
in BA and $3,515.7 billion in outlays for this
function.

The Conference Agreement includes a re-
serve fund of up to $300 billion for Medicare
reform and a prescription drug benefit. The
amount allocated from the reserve fund will
be determined by the Chairmen of the Budg-
et Committees of the House and Senate. The
resolution also includes a reserve fund of
$13.7 Dbillion over 10 years for additional
Medicare home health spending. This reserve
fund is to be used to finance the repeal of the
15% reduction in Medicare home health pay-
ments, currently scheduled to take effect on
October 1, 2002.

FUNCTION 600: INCOME SECURITY

Major Programs in Function—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 600, Income
Security, will total $255.9 billion in BA and
$256.9 billion in outlays for 2001. This func-
tion contains: (1) major cash and in-kind
means-tested entitlements; (2) general re-
tirement, disability, and pension programs
excluding Social Security and Veterans’
compensation programs; (3) federal and mili-
tary retirement programs; (4) unemployment
compensation; (56) low-income housing pro-
grams; and (6) other low-income support pro-

grams. This last category includes Tem-
porary Assistance to Needy Families
(TANF), Supplemental Security Income

(SSI), and spending for the refundable por-
tion of the Earned Income Credit (EIC).
House Resolution—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $271.5 billion in budget au-
thority [BA] and $272.1 billion in outlays in
fiscal year 2002, an increase of 6 percent in
BA compared with fiscal year 2001. The func-
tion totals are $1.47 trillion in BA and out-
lays over 5 years, and $3.21 trillion in BA and
$3.20 trillion in outlays over 10 years. Con-
sistent with the President’s budget, the reso-
lution accommodates continued State inno-
vation, and the mobilization of private-sec-
tor, corporate, and faith-based sources, for
addressing the needs of low-income Ameri-
cans—a process that began with the historic
1996 welfare reform law. In particular, the
budget proposes a number of initiatives to
encourage more charitable giving to commu-
nity organizations that are effectively help-
ing disadvantaged Americans to improve
their lives and increase their families’ well-
being. Other initiatives are intended to
strengthen low-income families and to ad-
dress the needs of children caught in the Na-
tion’s foster care system. The budget pro-
vides sufficient funding to renew all expiring
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public housing contracts, and adds funding
for 34,000 new section 8 vouchers. Addition-
ally, the budget provides new funding to in-
crease home-ownership among low-income
families. Beyond these priorities, the focus
in fiscal year 2002 will be to improve manage-
ment of HUD’s programs, several of which
have been designated among the General Ac-
counting Office’s ‘‘High Risk’ programs, vul-
nerable to substantial amounts of fraud and
mismanagement.

Other assumptions of the resolution are
the following:

—Providing $1.4 billion for Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP]
funding to help low-income families heat
their homes.

—Funding the Special Supplemental Nutri-
tion Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren [WIC] at 7.256 million individuals per
month, maintaining current program level.

—DMaintaining current law policies for the
Food Stamp Program, which will result in
$20 billion in outlays for benefits and pro-
gram administration in fiscal year 2002.

The resolution also accommodates the out-
lay effects related to the President’s refund-
able tax proposals.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise 2001 levels. For 2002, the
resolution provides $278.8 billion in BA and
$274.9 billion in outlays. Over 10 years, the
resolution provides $3,210.0 billion in BA and
$3,194.5 billion in outlays. The Senate adopt-
ed three amendments to the President’s
budget. In mandatory funds for 2002, the Sen-
ate amendment includes $319 million to ex-
tend TANF supplemental grants. In discre-
tionary funds for 2002, the Senate amend-
ment includes an additional $2.6 billion for
Low Income Home Energy Assistance and
$870 million for child care. The remaining
difference between the House resolution and
the Senate amendment is due to the Senate’s
treatment of advance appropriations and the
greater amount of BA and outlays provided
in the House resolution for the refundable
portion of tax credits.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise 2001 levels. For
2002, the resolution provides $273.8 billion in
BA and $272.1 billion in outlays. Over 10
years, it provides $3,222.5 billion in BA and
$3,206.7 billion in outlays. The Conference
Agreement adopts the Senate amendment re-
garding TANF supplemental grants.

FUNCTION 650: SOCIAL SECURITY

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 650, Social
Security, will total $435.2 billion in BA and
$433.1 billion in outlays for 2001. This func-
tion includes Social Security benefits and
administrative expenses. Under provisions of
the Budget Enforcement Act, Social Secu-
rity tust funds are off-budget. The figures
below reflect the on budget portions of this
function, primarily payments from the gen-
eral fund to the trust funds to credit the
trust funds for income taxes collected on So-
cial Security benefits. Both on-budget and
off-budget spending are shown, however, in
the summary tables contained in the state-
ment of managers accompanying the Con-
ference Agreement.

House Resolution.—For on-budget spend-
ing in this function, the resolution estab-
lishes levels of $11.0 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and outlays in fiscal year 2002, an
increase of 12.2 percent in BA compared with
fiscal year 2001. The on-budget function to-
tals are.$62.8 billion in BA and $62.7 billion in
outlays over 5 years, and $150.9 billion in BA
and outlays over 10 years. The resolution
supports the President’s approach to Social
Security reform through the following spe-
cific measures:

—It assumes provisions of the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Lock-Box Act of 2001 (H.R.



May 3, 2001

2), recently passed by the House, which pro-
hibits using Social Security surpluses for
any purpose other than debt reduction or So-
cial Security reform.

—It assumes the President’s proposal to
provide $7.7 billion for the SSA, an increase
of $456 million, or 6.3 percent, above fiscal
year 2001. The increase will allow SSA to
process 100,000 more initial disability claims
in 2002 than in 2001.

—It makes no changes in current Social
Security benefits or taxes.

Senate.Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise 2001 on-budget totals of
$9.8 billion in BA and outlays. For 2002, the
resolution assumes $10.9 billion in both BA
and outlays. Over 10 years, the resolution
provides $140.0 billion in both BA and out-
lays.

The President’s budget assumes no changes
to Social Security benefits. Indirectly, how-
ever, the tax cut proposal would decrease
both on-budget spending and the trust fund
surplus. The President’s tax proposal would-
reduce marginal income rates, thereby de-
creasing the amount of income taxes paid on
Social Security benefits. This reduces on-
budget payments from the general fund to
the trust funds to credit the trust funds for
income taxes paid on Social Security bene-
fits by $11 billion over 10 years. The dif-
ference between the House resolution and
the Senate amendment is that the House
holds the Social Security trust funds harm-
less for the impact of the tax cut.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise 2001 on-budget to-
tals. The Senate recedes to the House and
agrees to hold the trust funds harmless for
the impact of any tax cuts resulting from
this agreement. For 2002, the Conference
Agreement assumes $11.0 billion in both BA
and outlays. Over 10 years, it provides $150.9
billion in BA and $150.9 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 700: VETERANS BENEFITS AND
SERVICES

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 700 Veterans
Benefits and Services, will total $46.7 billion
in BA and $45.9 billion in outlays for 2001.
This budget function includes income secu-
rity needs of disabled veterans, indigent vet-
erans, and survivors of deceased veterans
through compensation benefits, pensions,
and life insurance programs. Major edu-
cation, training, and rehabilitation and read-
justment programs include the Montgomery
GI Bill, the Veterans Educational Assistance
program, and the Vocational Rehabilitation
and Counseling program. Veterans can also
receive guarantees on home loans. Roughly
half of all spending in this function is for the
Veterans Health Administration, which is
comprised of hospitals, nursing homes, domi-
ciliaries, and outpatient clinics.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $52.3 billion in BA and $51.6
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2002, an in-
crease of 12 percent in BA compared with fis-
cal year 2001. The function totals are $278.7
billion in BA and $276.5 in outlays over 5
years, and $594.0 billion in BA and $589.8 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 years.

The budget assumes the enactment of vet-
erans’ burial benefits enhancements in H.R.
801, the Veterans’ Opportunity Act of 2001. It
also assumes increases in mandatory spend-
ing for Montgomery GI Bill education bene-
fits improvements. The budget assumes the
permanent extension of several expiring pro-
visions of existing law pertaining to veterans
benefits. These. include IRS income
verification for means-tested veterans and
survivor benefits; limiting VA pension to
Medicaid recipients in nursing homes; and
continuing current housing loan fees.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment assumes $53.8 billion ifi BA and $53.1
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billion in outlays in 2002, and $600.6 billion in
BA and $596.2 billion in outlays over 2002—
2011. The Senate adopted two amendments to
increase funding for Veterans Medical Care.
The first amendment added $1.718 billion in
BA each year from 2002 to 2011 and the sec-
ond amendment added, $967 million in BA for
2002.

Conference Agreement.—For 2002, it sets
forth $51.5 billion.in BA and $50.9 billion in
outlays. Over 10 years, it provides $605.4 bil-
lion in BA and $600.9 billion in outlays.

The agreement also assumes an increase in
funding in mandatory spending for improve-
ments to the Montgomery GI Bill and vet-
erans burial, benefits. The agreement also
assumes an extension of several expiring pro-
visions of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1990.

FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 750, Admin-
istration of Justice, will total $30.6 billion in
BA and $30.0 billion in outlays for 2001. This
function provides funding for federal law en-
forcement activities. These activities in-
clude criminal investigations by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and the Drug En-
forcement Administration, and border en-
forcement and the control of illegal immi-
gration by the Customs Service and the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service. Also
funded through this function are the federal
courts, federal prison operation and con-
struction, and criminal justice assistance.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $30.9 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $30.3 billion in outlays in 2002,
an increase of 1.0 percent in BA compared
with fiscal year 2001. The function totals are
$166.6 billion in BA and $166.5 billion in out-
lays over 5 years, and $359.3 billion in BA and
$356.8 billion in outlays over 10 years. The
resolution accommodates the President’s
proposals to increase funding for the Drug
Enforcement Agency by 9 percent; the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation by 8 percent;
the Federal Bureau of Prisons by 8 percent;
the U.S. Attorneys by 7 percent; and to hire
and train 550 new Border Control agents.

Senate Amendment.—For 2002, the resolu-
tion sets forth $32.4 billion in BA and $31.8
billion in outlays. Over the 2002-2011 ten year
period, it sets forth $360.8 billion in BA and
$358.3 billion in outlays. These levels reflect
adoption of an amendment to increase De-
partment of Justice state and local law en-
forcement assistance grant program s by $1.5
billion in 2002.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $32.4 billion in BA and
$31.4 billion in outlays for 2002. Over the 2002—
2011 ten year period, the agreement sets
forth $378.5 billion in BA and $374.8 billion in
outlays.

FUNCTION 800: GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 800 General
Government, will total $16.3 billion in BA
and $16.1 billion in outlays for 2001. This
function consists of the activities of the Leg-
islative Branch, the Executive Office of the
President, U.S. Treasury fiscal operations
(including the Internal Revenue Service),
personnel and property management, and
general purpose fiscal assistance to states,
localities, and U.S. territories.

House Resolution.—The resolution estab-
lishes levels of $16.7 billion in budget author-
ity [BA] and $16.3 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2002, an increase of 2.2 percent in BA
compared with fiscal year 2001. The function
totals are $84.2 billion in BA and $83.0 billion
in outlays over 5 years, and $176.7 billion in
BA and $173.4 billion in outlays over 10 years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise the 2001 levels. For 2002,
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the resolution assumes $16.6 billion in BA
and $16.3 outlays. Over 10 years, the resolu-
tion provides $176.7 billion in BA and $173.4
billion in outlays.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the 2001 levels.
For 2002, the Conference Agreement assumes
$16.5 billion in both BA and $16.2 billion out-
lays. Over 10 years, it provides $183.2 billion
in BA and $179.5 billion in outlays.

FUNCTION 900: NET INTEREST

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, on-budget spending for Function
900, Net Interest, will total $254.8 billion in
BA and outlays for 2002. Net interest is the
interest paid for the federal government’s
borrowing minus the interest income re-
ceived by the federal government. Net inter-
est includes both on-budget and an off-budg-
et components, but the budget resolution
text includes only the on-budget portion.
Both on-budget and total interest spending
are shown, however, in the summary tables
contained in the statement of managers ac-
companying the Conference Agreement. In-
terest is a mandatory payment, with no dis-
cretionary component.

House Resolution.—The accounting of net
interest in the budget includes only the on-
budget component of interest spending. This
spending declines at a relatively steady but
moderate pace from $274 billion in 2001 to
$219 billion in 2011. But even this decline un-
derstates—by significant amounts—the bene-
fits to taxpayers of the debt reduction incor-
porated in this budget. When off-budget in-
terest is taken into account (the increasing
Federal credit accruing to the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund surplus in the form of gov-
ernment IOUs, and entered as negative
spending), the overall net interest spending
of the Federal Government is being virtually
eliminated. It declines from $205 billion in
2001 to just $21 billion. in 2011.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment revises the 2001 on-budget levels to
$275.5 billion in BA and outlays. For 2002, it
sets forth on-budget levels of $262.7 billion in
BA and outlays. Over ten years, it provides
on-budget amounts of $2,440.3 billion in BA
and outlays.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement revises the 2001 on-budget levels
to $275.5 billion in BA and outlays. For 2002,
it sets forth on-budget levels of $262.2 billion.
in BA and outlays. Over ten years, it pro-
vides on-budget amounts of $2,425.7 billion in
BA and outlays.

FUNCTION 920: ALLOWANCES

Major Programs in Function—Under cur-
rent law, spending for Function 920, Allow-
ances, will total —$0.5 billion in BA and
—$0.3 billion in outlays for 2001. This func-
tion usually displays the budgetary effects of
proposals that cannot be easily distributed
across other budget functions. In the case of
2001, it reflects the 0.22% across-the-board
cut.that was enacted in the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations for Fiscal Year 2001. But CBO
could not display those cuts by account and
by function until the Administration could
display how the cuts would be implemented
in the release of the full President’s budget
request.

In past years, Function 920 has also in-
cluded total savings or costs from proposals
associated with emergency spending or pro-
posals contingent on possible future events
that have uncertain chances of occurring.
Most recently, in the Senate amendment and
Conference Agreement on budget resolutions
for both 2001 and 2002, the figures expressed
in the budget resolution text (as well as the
summary tables) for all other budget func-
tions reflect the total level of discretionary
spending contemplated by the budget resolu-
tion (e.g., as described in section 203 of the
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Conference Agreement on the 2002 budget).
These levels are higher than the statutory
cap on discretionary spending in.place for
those years. But because a budget resolution
would be out of order in the Senate if it con-
tains a level of discretionary spending higher
than the statutory cap, the figures in the
budget resolution text in Function 920 have
had to reflect a negative entry that reduces
the net level of discretionary spending from
the contemplated level (as aggregated across
all other budget functions) to the statutory
level. The summary tables, however, omit
this negative entry for Function 920 so that
their aggregates reflect the levels ultimately
intended by the resolution.

House Resolution—For discretionary
spending, the budget resolution calls for $5.0
billion in budget authority [BA] and $1.8 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2002. The 5-year
spending totals are $29.1 billion in BA and
$22.4 billion in outlays; and the 10-year to-
tals are $64.0 billion in BA and $55.5 billion
outlays. There is no mandatory spending in
this function.

The funds identified constitute primarily a
set-aside fund for unanticipated emergency
needs during the fiscal

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment revises the 2001 levels to $80.5 billion in
BA and $80.7 billion in outlays in 2001, re-
flecting the Senate’s adoption of an amend-
ment to further increase a tax refund for
that year. For 2002, the resolution sets forth
—$6.1 billion in BA and —$8.6 billion in out-
lays. The resolution provides —$15.9 billion
in BA and —$23.1 billion in outlays over 2002—
2010. These figures (as shown in the summary
tables) reflect the effect of 13 amendments
adopted by the Senate that sought to suggest
an increase in spending in other functions
and that appeared to ‘‘offset’ such increased
spending by bookkeeping the same amount
with a negative value in Function 920. These
figures do not include the entry necessary to
reduce the overall discretionary level to the
statutory cap.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement revises the 2001. levels to $84.5
billion in BA and $84.7 billion in outlays. For
2002, the resolution provides —$0.7 billion in
BA and -$0.6 billion in outlays. Over 10
years, it provides —$7.2 billion in BA and
—$7.7 billion in 23 outlays. Regarding the
language adopted by the Senate amendment
(included in the resolution text setting forth
levels for this function) that directed how
the tax rebate for 2001 was to be provided,
the Senate receded to the House.

FUNCTION 950: UNDISTRIBUTED OFFSETTING
RECEIPTS

Major Programs in Function.—Under cur-
rent law, receipts in Function 950, Undistrib-
uted Offsetting Receipts, will total about
$46.2 billion (negative BA and outlays) for
2001. Function 950 includes both on-budget
and off-budget components, but the budget
resolution text includes only the on-budget
portion. Both on-budget and total receipts
are shown, however, in the summary tables
contained in this Conference Agreement.
This function records offsetting receipts (re-
ceipts, not federal revenues or taxes, that
the budget shows as offsets to spending pro-
grams) that are too large to record in other
budget functions. Such receipts are either
intrabudgetary (a payment from one federal
agency to another, such as agency payments
to the retirement trust funds) or proprietary
(a payment from the public for some type of
business transaction with the government).
The main types of receipts recorded as ‘‘un-
distributed” in this. function are: the pay-
ments federal agencies make to retirement
trust funds for their employees, payments
made by companies for the right to explore
and produce oil and gas on the Outer Conti-
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nental Shelf, and payments by those who bid
for the right to buy or use the public prop-
erty or resources, such as the electro-
magnetic spectrum.

House Resolution.—The resolution calls for
—$42.3 billion in budget authority [BA] and
outlays in fiscal year 2002, a decrease of 10.6
percent in BA compared with fiscal year 2001,
(or an increase of 10.6 percent in receipts
compared with fiscal year 2001). The 5-year
function totals are —$239.8 billion in BA and
outlays; and the 10-year totals are —$492.3
billion in BA and outlays.

These totals comprise entirely of manda-
tory spending. There is no discretionary
spending in this function.

The resolution does not assume lease bo-
nuses from the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge or an analog spectrum license fee or
other spectrum offsets. It also assumes per-
manent extension of the Balanced Budget
Act [BBA] provision that increased, by 1.51
percentage points, Federal agency contribu-
tions to the Civil Service Retirement and
Disability Trust Fund [CSRDF] on behalf of
their CSRS-participant employees. That pro-
vision had been scheduled to sunset after fis-
cal year 2002.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment does not revise the 2001 levels. For 2002,
the resolution provides -$38.8 billion in BA
and outlays. Over 10 years, the resolution
provides —$495.7 billion in BA and outlays.
The Senate amendment is the same as the
House resolution, except that it reflects both
the President’s proposals to delay certain
spectrum auctions and to impose a fee on
broadcasters using spectrum channels for
analog broadcasts to encourage the transi-
tion to digital television.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement does not revise the 2001 levels.
For 2002, the resolution provides —$38.8 bil-
lion in BA and outlays. Over 10 years, it pro-
vides —$494.1 billion in BA and outlays. The
conferees agree to the President’s proposal
to delay certain spectrum auctions that was
assumed in the Senate amendment, but do
not agree to the President’s proposal for an
analog lease fee.

REVENUES

Federal revenues are taxes and other col-
lections from the public that result from the
government’s sovereign or governmental
powers. Federal revenues include individual
income taxes, corporate income taxes, social
insurance taxes, excise taxes, estate and gift
taxes, customs duties and miscellaneous re-
ceipts (which include deposits of earnings by
the Federal Reserve System, fines, penalties,
fees for regulatory services, and others).

Under current law, federal tax collections
are projected to total $28 trillion over the
next ten years. This year, total revenues are
projected to equal 20.7 percent of GDP,
slightly below the World War II record level
of 20.9 percent. Over the projection period
2002-2011, under current law, total revenues
are projected to average 20.3 percent of GDP,
far above historical averages for any time
period, including times of war.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
for $1.62 trillion in tax reduction over the
next 10 years. This level would accommodate
the President’s priority tax cut proposals:
reducing marginal tax rates, doubling the
per-child tax credit; providing relief from the
marriage penalty, and providing death tax
relief. It also provides for additional tax re-
duction, subject to the discretion of the
Committee on Ways and Means. Such meas-
ures might include charitable deduction ex-
pansion; refundable tax credits for private
health insurance; Education Savings Ac-
count expansion and other education provi-
sions; Individual Retirement Account [IRA]
increases and other pension reform; and per-
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manent extension of the research and devel-
opment [R&D] tax credit. (The refundable
elements of the President’s tax proposals,
which are treated as spending, appear in the
functional areas to which they apply.) It also
assumes, but does not reconcile, the revenue
effect of a proposed reduction in fees levied
by the Securities and Exchange Commission,
and a requirement that the Federal Reserve
pay interest on deposits at the Reserve. The
resolution also establishes a reserve fund for
further tax reduction should the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s summer update indi-
cate additional non-Social Security sur-
pluses. The reserve fund could allow for
measures such as extension of Medical Sav-
ings Accounts, repeal of transportation def-
icit reduction fuel taxes, and reduction of
the capital gains rate.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment revises the 2001 on-budget revenue level
to $1,630.3 billion. It sets forth on-budget rev-
enues of $1,644.8 billion in 2002, and $20,007.1
billion over the ten years 2002-2011. The Sen-
ate amendment assumes a tax reduction, rel-
ative to the CBO baseline, of $1,188.1 billion
over the period 2002-2011, about $450 billion
less than the tax relief assumed in the House
resolution. The Senate amendment includes
an allowance (in Function 920) for a surplus
refund of up to $85 billion in 2001. The refund
represents about 88 percent of the $96 billion
non-Social Security, non-Hospital Insurance
surplus projected under current law for 2001.
The tax relief assumed in the Senate amend-
ment represents just four percent of all pro-
jected revenues over the next ten years, and
less than one percent of GDP over the next
ten years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement includes language for reconcili-
ation of tax relief including a surplus refund
of $1,350 billion over the period 2001-2011. In
addition, the Conference Agreement accepts
the House position to assume a one-year ex-
tension of tax provisions expiring in 2001,
legislation to reduce SEC fees, and legisla-
tion to permit the Federal Reserve System
to pay interest on reserve balances. These
three provisions would not be reconciled, and
are assumed to reduce revenues by $19 billion
over ten years. The total amount of tax re-
lief, surplus refund, and other revenue
changes assumed in the Conference Agree-
ment, both reconciled and non reconciled, is
$1,369 billion over the 2001-2011 period.

DEBT LEVELS

Debt held by the public peaked at $3.773
trillion in 1997. At the end of 2001, debt held
by the public is projected to be $3.243 tril-
lion, $530 billion lower than just four years
ago. This is a reduction of 14 percent from
peak levels.

The table on the following page shows the
levels of debt held by the public resulting
from the policies assumed in the Conference
Agreement. The policies assumed in the Con-
ference Agreement result in a reduction in
debt in every year through 2011 and total
debt reduction of $2.425 trillion from the end
of 2001 through the end of 2011. Debt held by
the public falls to 4.8 percent of GDP, its
lowest level since 1916, prior.to World War 1.

The Conference Agreement proposals re-
sult in retiring the maximum amount of pub-
lic debt that can reasonably be retired.
Under the budget resolution, the debt re-
maining in 2010 and 2011 is considered (by
CBO’s estimates) to be the minimum debt
level. It consists mostly of marketable bonds
that will not have matured and that will be
too expensive to buy back, savings bonds,
and special bonds for State and local govern-
ments.

2002 BUDGET RESOLUTION
[$ billions]

Debt Held by the Public; 2001—3,243.2,

2002—3,037.9; 2003—2,810.7; 2004—2,563.6; 2005—
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2,303.1; 2006—2,022.5; 2007—1,702.9; 2008—1,350.0;
2009—947.3; 2010—878.0; 2011—818.0.

RECONCILIATION INSTRUCTIONS

Under section 310(a) of the Budget Act, the
budget resolution may include directives to
the committees of jurisdiction to make revi-
sions in law necessary to accomplish a speci-
fied change in spending or revenues. If the
resolution includes directives to only one
committee of the House or Senate, then that
committee is required to directly report to
its House legislative language of its design
that would implement the spending or rev-
enue changes provided for in the resolution.
Any bill considered pursuant to a reconcili-
ation instruction is subject to special proce-
dures set forth in section 310 and 313 of the
Budget Act.

House resolution

Section 4 provides for five different rec-
onciliation bills. It contains directives to the
Ways and Means Committee to report three
tax-only bills to the floor by May 2nd, May
23rd, and June 20th of fiscal year 2001. Addi-
tional directives to the Ways and Means and
the Energy and Commerce Committees are
designed to allow those committees to re-
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form the Medicare program and provide a
prescription drug benefit. The Medicare-re-
lated legislation must be submitted to the
House Budget Committee no later than July
24, 2001. An additional omnibus bill will be
composed of submissions from six different
committees that will contain both spending
and revenue changes. These Committees are
required to submit their recommendations to
the Budget Committee by September 11, 2001.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment provides a rec-
onciliation instruction to the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance to reduce revenues for the
period of fiscal years 2001 through 2011 by not
more than the amount of revenue reductions
set out in the revenue aggregates in the reso-
lution. It also instructs the Committee on
Finance to increase outlays by not more
than $60 billion for the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2011. This reconciliation in-
struction was added by an amendment of-
fered by Senator Domenici. The reduction in
the revenue aggregates plus the $60 billion in
outlays would permit up to $1.248 trillion in
‘‘tax relief” over this 11-year period.

H1897

Conference agreement

The Conference Agreement provides a rec-
onciliation instruction to the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and to the Senate
Committee on Finance to report, by May 18,
2001, legislation to reduce revenues by not
more than $1,250 billion for the period of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2011. It also instructs
the House Committee on Ways and Means
and the Senate Committee on Finance to re-
port, by May 18, 2001, legislation to increase
outlays by not more than $100 billion for the
period of fiscal years 2001 through 2011. The
total reconciliation instruction to both the
House Committee on Ways and Means and
the Senate Committee on Finance is for
$1,350 billion including a $100 billion eco-
nomic stimulus package to be distributed
over the next two years.

ALLOCATIONS

As required in section 302 of the Budget
Act, the joint statement of the managers in-
cludes an allocation, based on the Con-
ference Agreement, of total budget authority
and total budget outlays among each of the
appropriate House and Senate committees.

The allocations are as follows:
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ALLOCATIONS OF SPENDING AUTHORITY
TO HOUSE COMMITTEES
Appropriations Committee

(In millions of dollars)

2001 2002

General Purpose * BA 641,979 659,540
OT 615529 647,780

Highways * BA
oT 26,920 28,489

Mass Transit * BA
o7 4,639 5,275
Conservation * BA 1,760
oT 1,232
Total Discretionary Action  BA 641,979 661,300
OT 647,088 682,776
Current Law Mandatory BA 332,768 357,786
o7 316,432 350,418

* - Shown for display purposes only.

May 3, 2001
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The Conferees agree that it would be ideal
to enforce this resolution using CBO’s best
cost estimates based on its most recent base-
line. Typically, CBO prepares a preliminary
baseline published in January and then a re-
vised baseline in March that incorporates in-
formation CBO learns in reestimating the
President’s budget, which is usually released
in early February. Almost always, the budg-
et resolution is based on CBO’s revised base-
line. This year, however, the President’s
budget was not released until April 9, so CBO
will not release its full analysis of the Presi-
dent’s budget and accompanying revised
baseline until May 18. Thus, this budget res-
olution is still based on CBO’s preliminary
baseline. Therefore the Conferees intend that
the Chairmen of the Committees on the
Budget may make necessary adjustments
only after CBO publishes its analysis of the
President’s budgetary proposals for fiscal
year 2002 including its revised baseline and
only to reflect the revised baseline, and may
use CBO’s estimates (that are consistent
with the revised baseline) for purposes of en-
forcing the budget resolution.

The Conferees also agree that transfers
from non-budgetary governmental entities
such as the Federal Reserve Bank shall not
be used to offset increased on-budget spend-
ing when such transfers produce no real
budgetary effects. It has been long the view
of both Committees on the Budget that
transfers of Federal Reserve surpluses to the
Treasury are not valid offsets for increased
spending. Nonetheless, such transfers have
been legislated in the past—as recently as
the fall on 1999. The Conferees agree to a
scoring rule to make clear that such trans-
fers will not be taken into account when de-
termining compliance with the various
Budget Act and Senate paygo points of
order.

RULEMAKING AND BUDGETARY PROCEDURES
ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES

The Budget Act contains procedures for
the enforcement of the levels contained
therein. In addition, many budget resolu-
tions have contained additional enforcement
procedures. In general enforcement is accom-
plished by setting forth new scoring rules or
new points of order which can be raised by
any member of either House. Subtitle A of
title II of the Conference Agreement con-
tains 4 such provisions.

House resolution
Section 5: Reserve Fund for Emergencies

Section 5 modifies Congressional proce-
dures related to emergency spending in fiscal
year 2001. It establishes a separate allocation
to the Appropriations Committee for emer-
gencies of $5.6 billion. In lieu of the current
practice of automatically increasing the ap-
propriate levels in the budget resolution for
designated emergencies, it permits the Ap-
propriations Committee to make such ad-
justments only if emergency-designated ap-
propriations meet a statutory definition of
an emergency and key disaster accounts
have been fully funded.

Section 13: Restrictions on Advance Appro-
priations

Section 13 establishes a scoring rule and
budgetary control designed to limit advance
appropriations. It provides that for purposes
of enforcing the budget resolution, advance
appropriations are to be scored in the year in
which they are enacted. Under current
scorekeeping conventions, appropriations
are scored in the year in which they are
available for obligation. An exception is pro-
vided for programs for which advance appro-
priations do not exceed a specified level that
will be identified in the joint statement of
managers.
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Section 12: Compliance with Section 13301

Section 12 provides the House the author-
ity to include the administrative expenses
related to Social Security in the 302(a) allo-
cation to the Appropriations Committee. As
part of an agreement between the House and
Senate Budget Committees in 2000, the ad-
ministrative expenses of the Social Security
trust funds are no longer included in the
budget resolution. The Budget Committees,
however, continue to include these expenses
in the 302(a) allocations of the Appropria-
tions Committee because they are controlled
through the annual appropriations process.
Absent the authority provided under section
12, these expenses could not be included in
the 302(a) allocations because the allocations
must be consistent with the amounts set
forth in the budget resolution.
Senate amendment

Section 201: Restrictions on Advance Appro-
priations

The Senate amendment contains a new
scoring rule with respect to advance appro-
priations. The new rule provides that both
the BA and the outlays for an advance appro-
priation will be scored for the budget year
regardless of the fiscal year in which the
funds actually become available for obliga-
tion. An exception is provided for advance
appropriations which provide full funding for
a capital project. The exception is intended
to apply to the federal buildings fund within
the General Services Administration and not
as a means of providing incremental funding
to other federal acquisitions.

Section 202: Mechanism for implementing in-
crease of fiscal year 2002 discretionary
spending limits

The Senate amendment contains a mecha-

nism virtually identical to that which was
included in section 206 of the fiscal year 2001
budget resolution. The Senate amendment
provides the Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Budget the authority to in-
crease the section 302(a) allocation to the
Committee on Appropriations after the stat-
utory discretionary spending limit for fiscal
year 2002 (set forth in section 251 of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985) has been amended. Such adjust-
ment is limited to the levels set forth in the
mechanism. As passed the Senate, the allo-
cation may be adjusted up to $689.2 billion in
BA and $666.5 in outlays for the general dis-
cretionary category, $28.5 billion in outlays
for the highway category, $5.3 billion in out-
lays for the mass transit category, and $1.76
billion in BA and $1.38 in outlays for the con-
servation category. Note that with an excep-
tion for a necessary adjustment within Func-
tion 920 (to bring the Senate-passed resolu-
tion in compliance with section 312(b) of the
Budget Act) these numbers are intended to
reflect the sum of the functional totals.
However due to mathematical inconsistency
within some of the amendments adopted dur-
ing the Senate debate of the resolution, this
may not be the case.

Section 207: Limitation on consideration of
amendments under reconciliation and a
budget resolution

The Senate amendment contains language

which modifies the time for debate on budget
resolutions, reconciliation bills, and amend-
ments thereto. The language was added by
an amendment offered by Senator Byrd. The
Senate amendment modifies the procedural
rules as follows: (1) limits overall debate
time (including the offering of amendments)
for both budget resolutions and reconcili-
ation bills to 50 hours (current rules permit
50 hours for budget resolutions and 20 for rec-
onciliation bills); (2) eliminates the non-de-
batable motion to reduce the time, so that
time may only be reduced by unanimous con-
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sent; (3) reduces time on 1lst degree amend-
ments from 2 hours to 1 hour, and reduce
time on amendments to amendments (and
debatable motions and appeals) from 1 hour
to 30 minutes; (4) requires that 1st degree
amendments be offered or filed with the
Clerk prior to the end of the 10th hour of
consideration and that 2nd degree amend-
ments be offered or filed with the Clerk prior
to the end of the 20th hour of consideration;
(5) requires that after 40 hours of consider-
ation, the resolution be set aside for 1 cal-
endar day; (6) provides that waiver or appeal
from these new rules requires 60 votes in the
Senate.

Conference Agreement

Section 201: Restrictions on Advance Appro-
priations—House

Section 201 of the Conference Agreement
adopts a limitation on advance appropria-
tions similar to the approach taken in last
year’s budget resolution. Unlike last year’s
resolution, the same rule will govern in the
House of Representatives. The Conference
Agreement prohibits any advance appropria-
tion for 2003 and any year thereafter with
two exceptions: (1) advance appropriations
may be provided for the accounts in the ap-
propriations bills listed below, provided that
their sum does not exceed $23.159 billion in
budget authority for 2003 and (2) advance ap-
propriations may be provided for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting.

Accounts Identified for Advance Appro-
priations:

Commerce, Justice, State
Patent and Trademark Office (13 1006 01
376)
Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals, Anti-
trust Division (15 0319 01 752)
U.S. Trustee System (15 5073 02 752)
Federal Trade Commission (29 0100 01 376)
Interior
Elk Hills (89 5428 02 271)
Labor, Health and Human Services,
cation
Employment and Training Administration
(16 0174 01 504)
Health Resources (75 0350 01 551)
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram (75 1502 01 609)
Child Care Development Block Grant (75
1515 01 709)
Elementary and Secondary Education
[reading excellence] (91 0011 01 501)
Education for the disadvantaged (91 0900 01
501)
School Improvement (91 1000 01 501)
Children and Family Services [head start]
(75 1536 01 506)
Special Education (91 0300 01 501)
Vocational and Adult Education (91 0400 01
501)
Treasury, General Government
Payment to Postal Service (18 1001 01 372)
Federal Building Fund (47 4542 04 804)
Veterans, Housing and Urban Development
Section 8 Renewals (86 0319 01 604)

Edu-

The Conference Agreement adopts the defi-
nition of ‘‘advance appropriation’ that was
used in section 203(b)(2) of last year’s budget
resolution (which was the provision applica-
ble in the House of Representatives). Both
the overall cap for fiscal year 2002 (with the
specified accounts) and the prohibition (and
single exception) for subsequent fiscal years
will be enforced in the house by points of
order. This limitation is enforced by points
of order, which may be raised against ad-
vance appropriations not falling within the
exception. The effect of a point of order
under this section, if sustained by the Chair,
is to cause the appropriation(s) to be strick-
en from the bill or joint resolution. The bill
itself, however, continues to be considered.
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Section 202: Restrictions on Advance Appro-
priations—Senate

Section 201(a) of the Conference Agreement
adopts a limitation on advance appropria-
tions similar to the approach taken in last
year’s budget resolution. The Conference
Agreement prohibits any advance appropria-
tion for 2003 and any year thereafter with
two exceptions: (1) advance appropriations
may be provided for the accounts in the ap-
propriation bills listed below, provided that
their sum does not exceed $23.159 billion in
budget authority for 2003 and (2) advance ap-
propriations may be provided for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting.

Accounts Identified for Advance Appro-
priations:

Commerce, Justice, State
Patent and Trademark Office (13 1006 01
376)
Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals, Anti-
trust Division (15 0319 01 752)
U.S. Trustee System (15 5073 02 752)
Federal Trade Commission (29 0100 01 376)
Interior
Elk Hills (89 5428 02 271)
Labor, Health and Human Services,
cation
Employment and Training Administration
(16 0174 01 504)
Health Resources (75 0350 01 551)
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram (75 1502 01 609)
Child Care Development Block Grant (75
1515 01 609)
Elementary and Secondary Education
[reading excellence] (91 0011 01 501)
Education for the disadvantaged (91 0900 01
501)
School Improvement (91 1000 01 501)
Children and Family Services [head start]
(75 1536 01 506)
Special Education (91 0300 01 501)
Vocational and Adult Education (91 0400 01
501)
Treasury, General Government
Payment to Postal Service (18 1001 01 372)
Federal Building Fund (47 4542 04 804)
Veterans, Housing and Urban Development
Section 8 Renewals (86 0319 01 604)

The Conference Agreement adopts the defi-
nition of ‘‘advance appropriation’ that was
used in section 203(b)(2) of last year’s budget
resolution (which was the provision applica-
ble in the Senate). Both the overall cap on
advanced appropriations for fiscal year 2002
for the specified accounts and the prohibi-
tion for subsequent fiscal years will be en-
forced in the Senate by a 60 vote point of
order. The effect of a point of order under
this section, if sustained by the Chair, is to
cause the appropriation(s) to be stricken
from the bill or joint resolution. The bill
itself, however, continues to be considered.

Section 203: Mechanism for Implementing In-
crease of Fiscal Year 2002 Discretionary
Spending Limits

Section 203 of the Conference Agreement

retains the language from section 202 of the
Senate amendment. Virtually identical lan-
guage was included in section 206 of last
year’s budget resolution. It provides the
Chairman of the Senate Committee on the
Budget the authority to increase the section
302(a) allocation to the Committee on Appro-
priations after the statutory discretionary
spending limit for fiscal year 2002 (set forth
in section 251 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985) has
been amended. The Conference Agreement
permits the allocation to be adjusted up to
$659.850 billion in BA and $647.780 in outlays
for the general discretionary category,
$28.489 billion in outlays for the highway cat-
egory, $5,275 billion in outlays for the mass
transit category, and $1.760 billion in BA and

Edu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

$1.232 in outlays for the conservation cat-
egory. Note that with an exception for a nec-
essary adjustment within Function 920 (to
bring the Conference Agreement in to com-
pliance with section 312(b) of the Budget
Act), the functional totals of this Conference
Agreement reflect a level of discretionary
spending equal to the levels provided in this
section.

Section 203 of the Conference Agreement
also includes a mechanism for establishing a
budget authority firewall in the Senate with
respect to defense and nondefense discre-
tionary spending. This firewall would be en-
forced by a 60-vote point of order only after
the section 251 discretionary spending limit
for 2002 has been amended. Similar language
was included in section 207 of last year’s
budget resolution. The Conferees feel that a
firewall is necessary to add credibility to the
total level of discretionary spending pro-
vided for in this resolution given the addi-
tional authority set out in section 218 of the
resolution to increase the section 302(a) allo-
cation to the Committee on Appropriations
for additional defense spending. The Con-
ferees stress the need for the President to
transmit to Congress a amendment request-
ing additional resources for defense after the
completion of the President’s National De-
fense Review prior to the Chairman of the
Budget Committee considering any increase
in the 302(a) allocation pursuant to section
218.

Section 204: Compliance with Section 13301 of
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990

Section 204 of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of section 12 of the
House Resolution regarding the budgetary
treatment in the House of discretionary
spending for the Social Security Administra-
tion. Similar language was included in sec-
tion 231 of last year’s resolution.

Other issues

The Conference Agreement does not in-
clude any language reflecting section 206 of
the Senate amendment which provided limi-
tations on consideration of amendments to
budget resolutions and reconciliation bills in
the Senate.

Senate Pay-as-you-go Point of Order

For convenience, and in keeping with pre-
vious years, the text of the Senate’s current
Pay-go point of order (see Section 207 of H.
Con. Res. 68 (106th Cong. 1lst Sess.) and the
starting balances for the Senate pay-go
scorecard are set out below. The starting
balance represents the Congressional Budget
Office’s baseline estimate of the on-budget
surpluses over the ten-year period. The Con-
ferees note that the levels of spending and
revenue reductions set out in the Conference
Agreement, if enacted, would not result in a
violation of the Senate pay-as-you-go point
of order.

SEC. . PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT OF ORDER IN THE
SENATE.

(a) PURPOSES.—The Senate declares that it
is essential to—

(1) ensure continued compliance with the
balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement
system.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider any direct spending
or revenue legislation that would increase
the on-budget deficit or cause an on-budget
deficit for any one of the three applicable
time periods as measured in paragraphs (5)
and (6).

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For the pur-
poses of this subsection the term ‘‘applicable
time period” means any one of the three fol-
lowing time periods:
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(A) The first year covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget.

(B) The period of the first 5 fiscal years
covered by the most recently adopted con-
current resolution on the budget.

(C) The period of the 5 fiscal years fol-
lowing the first 5 fiscal years covered by the
most recently adopted concurrent resolution
on the budget.

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING LEGISLATION.—For
purposes of this subsection and except as
provided in paragraph (4), the term ‘‘direct-
spending legislation’” means any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that affects direct spending as
that term is defined by and interpreted for
purposes of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(4) EXCLUSION.—For purposes of this sub-
section the terms ‘‘direct-spending legisla-
tion” and ‘‘revenue legislation” do not
include—

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et; or

(B) any provision of legislation that affect
the full funding of, and continuation of, the
deposit insurance guarantee commitment in
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990.

(5) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall—

(A) use the baseline used for the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the
budget, and

(B) be calculated under the requirements
of subsection (b) through (d) of section 257 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 for fiscal years beyond
those covered by that concurrent resolution
on the budget.

(6) PRIOR SURPLUS.—If direct spending or
revenue legislation increases the on-budget
deficit or cause an on-budget deficit when
taken individually, then it must also in-
crease the on-budget deficit or causes an on-
budget deficit when taken together with all
direct spending and revenue legislation en-
acted since the beginning of the calendar
year not accounted for in the baseline under
paragraph (5)(A), except that the direct
spending or revenue effects resulting from
legislation enacted pursuant to the rec-
onciliation instruction included in that con-
current resolution on the budget shall not be
available.

(c) 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 bill or joint resolution, as the case may
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under this section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—For
purposes of this section, the levels of new
budget authority, outlays, and revenues for a
fiscal year shall be determined on the basis
of estimates made by the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 23 of
H. Con. Res. 218 (103rd Cong.) is repealed.

(g) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of
this section shall expire September 30, 2002.

2002 BUDGET RESOLUTION
($ billions)

Baseline on-budget surpluses: 2002—142.097;
2003—171.286; 2004—195.686; 2006—211.605; 2006—
266.799; 2007—316.203; 2008—359.195;  2009—
416.669; 2010—484.265; 2011—558.187.
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RESERVE FUNDS

Reserve funds are special procedures which
permit the consideration of specified legisla-
tion by making available the resources that
are assumed within the aggregate levels of
the budget resolution, but are not initially
allocated to the appropriate committee of
jurisdiction. In general, such provisions pro-
vide that upon the reporting of the legisla-
tion by the appropriate committee, the
Chairmen of the Committees on the Budget
may adjust the appropriate allocations to ac-
commodate the legislation provided that all
the terms of the reserve fund have been sat-
isfied. The Chairmen intend to make reserve
fund adjustments only for legislation re-
ported by the appropriate committee. Sub-
title B of Title II of the Conference Agree-
ment contains nine reserve funds.
House resolution

Section 6: Strategic Reserve

Section 6 establishes a reserve fund for De-
partment of Defense spending following the
President’s National Defense Review and a
potential reauthorization of the Federal Ag-
riculture Improvement Act of 1996. It could
also accommodate other legislation. In order
to be eligible for adjustments under this sec-
tion, the legislation must be reported before
July 11, 2001.

Section 7: Supplemental Reserve for Medicare

Section 7 establishes a reserve fund to ac-
commodate a potentially more expensive
Medicare bill than was reflected in the budg-
et resolution. The Budget Committee chair-
man is authorized to make the adjustment
for reconciliation legislation that provides
for Medicare reform and prescription drug
coverage. The Budget Committee chairman
may increase the 302(a) allocations to the ap-
propriate committees of jurisdiction by the
amount of the Congressional Budget Office
[CBO] reestimate of the cost of the Presi-
dent’s Medicare plan or an alternative plan
submitted by the Ways and Means and Com-
merce Committees. As a further limit on the
cost of the bill, the adjustment under this
section may not cause the on-budget surplus
in the budget resolution to be less than $36
billion in fiscal year 2002 and comparable
levels in fiscal years 2003 through 2010.

Section 8: Reserve for FY 2001

Section 8 establishes a reserve fund for fis-
cal year 2001. The Chairman of the Budget
Committee is authorized to make adjust-
ments for Department of Defense shortfalls,
emergency agricultural assistance, and other
measures. It also limits the amount of the
adjustments to the amount the bill exceeds
the Committee’s allocation. The adjust-
ments may also not cause the on-budget sur-
plus to be less than $29 billion in fiscal year
2001.

Section 9: Reserve for Education

Section 9 establishes a reserve fund to
allow additional spending for programs au-
thorized by the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) in fiscal year 2001. It
permits the Budget Committee chairman to
increase the allocation when an appropria-
tion increases spending for IDEA above the
baseline level of $6.37 billion. The adjust-
ment may not exceed $1.25 billion.

Section 10: Reserve for Additional Tax Cuts
and Debt Reduction

Section 10 permits the budget resolution to
be adjusted to accommodate a larger tax cut
or debt reduction if the surplus estimates in-
crease in the Congressional Budget Office up-
date of its budget and economic forecast for
any fiscal years 2001 through 2011. If the esti-
mate of the on-budget surplus increases, the
chairman of the Budget Committee may in-
crease the tax cut or reduce the debt levels
by up to the amount of the increase in the
surplus.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Senate amendment

Section 203: Reserve fund for prescription
drugs and Medicare reform in the Senate
The Senate amendment contains language
creating a reserve fund for Medicare reform
and a prescription drug benefit. This reserve
fund replaced the language in the initial sub-
stitute amendment offered by Senator
Domenici and was added by an amendment
offered by Senator Grassley. The Senate
amendment permits budget resolution levels
and committee allocation to be adjusted for
legislation reported from Senate Committee
on Finance that reforms Medicare and im-
proves access to prescription drugs for bene-
ficiaries. The adjustments may not exceed
the Congressional Budget Offices’s cost esti-
mate of either a plan submitted by the Presi-
dent or a comparable plan submitted by the
Chairman of the Committee on Finance and
in no case may total spending exceed $300
billion for the period of fiscal years 2002
through 2011. Note that the aggregates and
function levels in the Senate amendment as-
sume only $153 billion (of the potential $300
billion) over ten years.

Section 206: Reserve fund for Medicare pay-
ments to home health agencies

The Senate amendment contains language
creating a reserve fund to restore Medicare
payments to home health agencies. This re-
serve fund was added by an amendment of-
fered by Senator Collins. The Senate amend-
ment permits budget resolution levels and
committee allocation to be adjusted for leg-
islation reported from Senate Committee on
Finance that repeals the scheduled 15% re-
duction in home health payments. Adjust-
ments may not exceed $4 billion for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2002 through 2006 and $13.7
billion for the period of fiscal years 2002
through 2011. In addition, no adjustments
may be made if the cost of such legislation,
taken together with all previously enacted
legislation would reduce the on-budget sur-
plus before the level of the Medicare HI
Trust Fund surplus for any fiscal year cov-
ered by this budget resolution. Note that the
function levels and aggregates in the Senate
amendment assume the reductions would
have gone into effect.

Section 208: Reserve fund for the payment of
retired pay and compensation to disabled
military retirees

The Senate amendment contains language

creating a reserve fund to provide for the
payment of retired pay and veterans’ dis-
ability benefits to disabled military retirees.
This reserve fund was added by an amend-
ment offered by Senator Reid. The Senate
amendment permits budget resolution levels
and committee allocation to be adjusted for
legislation reported from Senate Committee
on Armed Services (and the appropriate com-
mittee of the House of Representatives) that
funds the payment of full retired pay and
veterans’ disability benefits to disabled mili-
tary retirees. The amendment does not, how-
ever, make any provision for the additional
$14.4 billion in discretionary spending that
the Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated would also be required to fully fund
these benefits. Adjustments may not exceed
$2.9 billion for fiscal year 2002 or $40 billion
for the period of fiscal years 2002 through
2011. In addition, no adjustment may be
made if the sum of the cost of this legisla-
tion taken together with previously enacted
legislation would reduce the level of the
Medicare Hospital Insurance trust fund for
any fiscal year covered by the budget resolu-
tion.

Section 209: Reserve fund for refundable tax
credits

The Senate, amendment contains language

which in effect provides ‘‘fungibility’ be-

May 3, 2001

tween outlays and revenues in a reconcili-
ation tax legislation. This provision was
added by an amendment offered by Senator
Bingaman. The Senate amendment permits
budget resolution levels, committee alloca-
tion, and reconciliation instruction to be ad-
justed for legislation reported from the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance that provides re-
fundable tax credits. Adjustments are lim-
ited such that the sum of the spending in-
crease and revenue reductions must not ex-
ceed the total amount of the reconciliation
instruction. This will have the same effect as
the ‘‘fungibility”’ language set out in section
310(c) of the Budget Act—and is superfluous
in this case since the reconciliation instruc-
tion in the Senate amendment to Senate. Fi-
nance contains an outlay component.

Section 212: Reserve fund for Family Oppor-
tunity Act

The Senate amendment contains a reserve
fund to facilitate the consideration of the
Family Opportunity Act in the Senate. This
reserve fund was added by an amendment of-
fered by Senator Grassley. The Senate
amendment permits budget resolution levels
and committee allocation to be adjusted for
legislation reported from Senate Committee
on Finance that expands Medicaid coverage
for children with special needs to permit
their parents to purchase such coverage. Ad-
justments may not exceed $200 million for
fiscal year 2002 or $7.9 billion for the period
of fiscal years 2002 through 2011. In addition,
no adjustment may be made if the sum of the
cost of this legislation taken together with
previously enacted legislation would reduce
the level of the Medicare Hospital Insurance
trust fund for any fiscal year covered by the
budget resolution.

Section 213: Reserve fund for Veterans’ edu-
cation

The Senate amendment contains a reserve
fund to provide additional resources for vet-
erans’ education benefits. This reserve fund
was added by an amendment offered by Sen-
ator Collins. The Senate amendment permits
budget resolution levels and committee allo-
cation to be adjusted for legislation reported
from Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
(and the appropriate committee of the House
of Representatives) that increases the basic
monthly benefit under the G.I. bill. Adjust-
ments may not exceed $775 million for fiscal
year 2002 or $4.3 billion for the period of fis-
cal years 2002 through 2066 or. $.9.9 billion for
the period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011.
In addition, no adjustment may be made if
the sum of the cost of this legislation taken
together with previously enacted legislation
would reduce the level of the Medicare Hos-
pital Insurance trust fund for any fiscal year
covered by the budget resolution.

Section 214: Reserve fund for payments in lieu
of taxes

The Senate amendment contains a reserve
fund to provide additional resources for pay-
ments in lieu of taxes and for refuge revenue
sharing. This reserve fund was added by an
amendment offered by Senator Bingaman.
The Senate amendment permits budget reso-
lution levels and committee allocation to be
adjusted for legislation reported from Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
that fully funds payments in lieu of taxes for
entitlement lands under chapter 69 of title 31
of the U.S. Code. Adjustments may not ex-
ceed $3.53 million for fiscal year 2002 or $3.709
billion for the period of fiscal years 2002
through 2011. In addition, no adjustment may
be made if the sum of the cost of this legisla-
tion taken together with previously enacted
legislation would reduce the level of the
Medicare Hospital Insurance trust fund for
any fiscal year covered by the budget resolu-
tion.
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Conference agreement

Section 211: Medicare Reserve Fund

Section 211 of the Conference Agreement is
in two parts. Section (a) retains the lan-
guage from the House and Senate resolutions
to accommodate Medicare reform and pre-
scription drug legislation. The language is
modeled on section 203 of the Senate Amend-
ment. The aggregate level of spending for
such legislation has been assumed within the
Function 570 levels and the aggregates in the
Conference Agreement, but will not be allo-
cated to the committees. The Conference
Agreement applies in both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate and permits the
appropriate Budget Committee chairman to
adjust committee allocations and other ap-
propriate budgetary aggregates and alloca-
tions for legislation which is reported from
the Senate Finance Committee and the
House Committee on Ways and Means or the
Committee on Energy and Commerce if the
committee report legislation providing for
Medicare reform and a prescription drug ben-
efit provided that the cost of such legislation
does not exceed $59.1 billion in BA and out-
lays for the period of fiscal years 2003
through 2006 and $300 billion in BA and out-
lays for the period of fiscal years 2003
through 2011. The Conferees note that the au-
thority granted under this section does not
permit the Chairman of the Committee on
the Budget to make any adjustments for
floor amendments offered to unrelated legis-
lation.

The Conferees note that it would be appro-
priate for the cost of such legislation (but no
other legislation) to be funded in whole or in
part from the surpluses of the Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund.

Section 211(b) of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of section 206 of the
Senate Amendment which provides a reserve
fund for legislation regarding payments
under Medicare to home health providers—
with a modification. The Conference Agree-
ment applies in both the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate and permits the appro-
priate Budget Committee chairman to adjust
committee allocations and other appropriate
budgetary aggregates and allocations for leg-
islation which is reported (or for amend-
ments thereto or conference report thereon)
from the Senate Finance Committee and the
House Committee on Ways and Means or the
Committee on Energy and Commerce if the
committees report legislation that repeals
the scheduled 15% reduction in home health
payments. The aggregate level of spending
for such legislation has been assumed within
the Function 570 levels and the aggregates in
the Conference Agreement, but will not be
allocated to the committees. Adjustments
may not exceed $4 billion in BA and outlays
for the period of fiscal years 2003 through
2006 and $13.7 billion in BA and outlays for
the period of fiscal years 2003 through 2011.
The Conferees note that the authority grant-
ed under this section does not permit the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget to
make any adjustments for floor amendments
offered to unrelated legislation. Subsection
(b) provides, however, that no adjustments
may be made if the cost of such legislation
taken together with all previously enacted
legislation, would reduce the surplus below
the level of the Medicare HI Trust Fund sur-
plus for any fiscal year covered by this budg-
et resolution.

Section 212: Reserve Fund for the Family Op-
portunity Act
Section 212 of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of section 212 of the
Senate Amendment which provides a reserve
fund for legislation to enable the expansion
of Medicaid coverage for children with spe-
cial needs to permit their parents to pur-
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chase such coverage—with a modification.
The Conference Agreement applies in both
the House of Representatives and the Senate
and permits the appropriate Budget Com-
mittee chairman to adjust committee alloca-
tions and other appropriate budgetary aggre-
gates and allocations for legislation which is
reported (and amendments thereto, or any
conference report thereon) from. the Senate
Finance Committee and the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means or the Committee
on Energy and Commerce if the committees
report legislation that that expands Med-
icaid coverage for children with special
needs to permit their parents to purchase
such coverage. Adjustinents may not exceed
$227 million in BA and $180 million. in out-
lays for fiscal year 2002, $3.035 billion in BA
and $2.724 billion in outlays for the period of
fiscal years 2002 through 2006 and $8.337 bil-
lion in BA and $7.867 billion in outlays for
the period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011.

The Conferees note that the authority
granted under this section does not permit
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et to make any adjustments for floor amend-
ments offered to unrelated legislation. Note
that the aggregate level of spending for such
legislation has been assumed within the
Function 550 levels and the aggregates in the
Conference Agreement, but will not be allo-
cated to the committees. The Conference
Agreement provides, however, that no ad-
justments may be made if the cost of such
legislation, taken together with all pre-
viously enacted legislation would reduce the
surplus below the level of the Medicare HI
Trust Fund surplus for any fiscal year cov-
ered by this budget resolution.

Section 213: Reserve Fund for Agriculture

Section 213 of the Conference Agreement
includes a new reserve fund for legislation
reauthorizing the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform (FAIR) Act of 1996,
Title I of such act, and other appropriate ag-
riculture production legislation. Funding for
agriculture was assumed in the budget totals
but not the allocation. The Conference
Agreement applies in both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate and permits the
appropriate Budget Committee chairman to
adjust committee allocations and other ap-
propriate budgetary aggregates and alloca-
tions for legislation which is reported (and
amendments thereto, or any conference re-
port thereon) from the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry and the
House Committee on Agriculture if the com-
mittees report such legislation. Adjustments
may not exceed $66.15 billion in BA and out-
lays for the period of fiscal years 2003
through 2011.

The Conferees note that the authority
granted under this section does not permit
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et to make any adjustments for floor amend-
ments offered to unrelated legislation. Note
that the aggregate level of spending for such
legislation has been assumed within the lev-
els for Function 300 and 350 and within the
aggregates in the Conference Agreement, but
will not be allocated to the committees. The
Conference Agreement provides however
that no adjustments may be made if the cost
of such legislation, taken together with all
previously enacted legislation would reduce
the surplus below the level of the Medicare
HI Trust Fund surplus for any fiscal year
covered by this budget resolution.

Section 214: Reserve Fund for Additional Tax
Cuts and Debt Reduction
Section 214 of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of Section 10 of the
House Resolution, which provides a mecha-
nism by which the assumed tax cuts or debt
levels may be adjusted by an increase in
CBO’s mid session update of the surplus.

H1909

Similar language was included in section 213
of last year’s budget resolution.

Section 215: Technical Reserve Fund for Stu-

dent Loans

Section 215 of the Conference Agreement
includes a new technical reserve for legisla-
tion that permanently retains the interest
rate schedule currently in effect for student
loans and that repeals the switch to a re-
placement interest rate structure scheduled
to occur under current law on July 1, 2003.
This technical reserve would permit exten-
sion of the overwhehningly bipartisan agree-
ment reached in the Higher Education
Amendments of 1998 to support the interest
rate structure of the student loan programs
as it operates today.

The Conference Agreement permits the ap-
propriate Budget Committee chairman to ad-
just committee allocations and other appro-
priate budgetary aggregates and allocations
for legislation (reported from the Senate
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and
Pensions and within the jurisdiction of
House Committee on Education and the
Workforce) that repeals an provision (from
1993,) that, if left in place, would dismantle
the existing interest rate structure for stu-
dent loans starting July 1, 2003. The adjust-
ment may not exceed $110 million in BA and
$100 million in outlays for the combined pe-
riod 2001-2002, nor may it exceed $3.440 bil-
lion in BA and $2.840 billion in outlays for
the combined period 2001-2006, nor may it ex-
ceed $7.665 billion in BA and $6.590 billion in
outlays over the 2001-2011 period. The Con-
ferees note that the authority granted under
this section does not permit the Chairman of
the Committee on the Budget to make any
adjustments for floor amendments offered to
unrelated legislation.

Section 216: Reserve Fund for the Purchase of
Health Insurance by the Uninsured

Section 216 of the Conference Agreement
includes a reserve fund for legislation which
provides resources to facilitate the purchase
of health insurance for the uninsured. The
Conference Agreement applies in both the
House of Representatives and the Senate and
permits the appropriate Budget Committee
chairman to adjust committee allocations
and other appropriate budgetary aggregates
and allocations (including the revenue aggre-
gates) for legislation which is reported (and
amendments thereto, or any conference re-
port thereon) from the Senate Finance Com-
mittee and the House Committee on Ways
and Means or the Committee on Energy and
Commerce if the committees report legisla-
tion that enables the uninsured to purchase
health insurance. The aggregate level of
spending for such legislation has been as-
sumed within the Function 550 levels and the
spending aggregates in the Conference
Agreement, but will not be allocated to the
committees. The budget levels and aggre-
gates in Function 550 assume that the $28
billion is spent over the 2002-2004 period. Ad-
justments may not exceed $28 billion in BA
and outlays or $28 billion in revenues or any
combination of spending and revenues for
the period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011.

The Conferees note that the authority
granted under this section does not permit
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et to make any adjustments for floor amend-
ments offered to unrelated legislation. The
Conferees intend, however, to provide com-
plete flexibility to the authorizing commit-
tees to draft such legislation providing
spending or tax changes. The Conference
Agreement provides however that no adjust-
ments may be made if the cost of such legis-
lation, taken together with all previously
enacted legislation would reduce the surplus
below the level of the Medicare HI Trust
Fund surplus for any fiscal year covered by
this budget resolution.
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Section 217: Reserve Fund for Defense in the
Senate

Section 217 of the Conference Agreement
includes a mechanism in the Senate to in-
crease the section 302(a) allocation (and
other appropriate budgetary aggregates) to
the Committee on Appropriations and the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate
for 2002 in order to make additional re-
sources available in response to the Presi-
dent’s National Defense Review. The Con-
ference Agreement permits the Chairman of
the Committee on the Budget to increase the
302(a) allocation only when two requirements
are satisfied. First, the President must sub-
mit a specific budget amendment to the Con-
gress requesting additional funding for fiscal
year 2002 in response to the National Defense
Review. Second, the Committee on Appro-
priations must have reported an appropria-
tions measure which provides funding for
such budget amendment.

The Conferees note that the authority
granted under this section does not permit
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et to make any adjustments for floor amend-
ments offered to unrelated legislation. Note
that neither the Function 050 levels nor the
aggregates of the resolution contain any ad-
ditional resources for this National Defense
Review. Therefore, any adjustments made
pursuant to the authority in this section will
reduce the surplus aggregates contained in
the resolution. The Conference Agreement
provides, however, that no adjustments may
be made if the cost of such legislation, taken
together with all previously enacted legisla-
tion would reduce. the surplus below the
level of the Medicare HI Trust Fund surplus
for any fiscal year covered by this budget
resolution.

Section 218: Strategic Reserve Fund In The
House

Section 218 of the Conference Agreement
establishes a reserve in the House of Rep-
resentatives for authorizing or appropria-
tions measures for the Department of De-
fense, following the Presiden’s National De-
fense Review; it also may be used for legisla-
tion that would provide for a prescription
drug benefit, or for other appropriate legisla-
tion. The adjustment may only be made for
the amount that the relevant legislation ex-
ceeds the applicable committee’s allocation
or the aggregate provided for in the budget
resolution. The reserve fund is further lim-
ited in that the adjustment may not be made
if it would cause the on-budget surplus to be
less than an amount equal to the Medicare
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund.

Additional items

The Conferees note that the Conference
Agreement does not include any reserve fund
language from section 9 of the House resolu-
tion regarding additional discretionary fund-
ing for programs authorized in the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Act.

The Conferees note that the Conference
Agreement does not include any reserve fund
language from section 208 of the Senate
Amendment regarding the payment of re-
tired pay and veterans’ disability benefits to
disabled military retirees. The Conference
Agreement does however retain the Sense of
the Congress language from section 19 of the
House Resolution which is set out in section
314.

The conference report includes a sense of
the Congress directing the Secretary of De-
fense to report within 180 days after the
adoption of this Conference Agreement to
the relevant congressional defense commit-
tees and to the House and Senate Budget
Committees on the provision of concurrent
retirement and disability benefits for retired
members of the Armed Forces. The report
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shall address the number of individuals re-
tired from the Armed Forces who would oth-
erwise be eligible for disability compensa-
tion under the proposed legislation (S.170 in
the Senate and H.R. 303 in the House of Rep-
resentatives); the comparability of the pol-
icy to Office of Personnel Management
guidelines for civilian Federal retirees; the
comparability of this proposed policy to pre-
vailing private sector standards; the num-
bers of individuals potentially eligible for
concurrent benefits who receive other forms
of Federal assistance and the cost of that as-
sistance; and alternative initiatives that
would accomplish the same result as concur-
rent receipt of military retired pay and dis-
ability compensation at different levels of
cost. The Secretary of Defense may submit
legislation that he considers appropriate.

Section 314 of the Conference Agreement
also includes a Sense of Congress requesting
the Congressional Budget Office and the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to report to
the Budget Committees within 30 days after
the adoption of this conference report on the
risk that providing full concurrent receipt of
military retired pay and disability com-
pensation under the proposed legislation
identified above could reduce the on-budget
surplus below the level of the Medicare Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund.

The Conferees also note that the Con-
ference Agreement does not include any re-
serve fund language from section 209 of the
Senate Amendment which purported to pro-
vide ‘‘fungibility’’ between outlays and reve-
nues in reconciliation tax legislation. Given
the language in section 310(c) of the Budget
Act which statutorily provides for
‘““fungibility,” the language from section 209
was superfluous.

The Conference Agreement does not in-
clude the language from section 213 of the
Senate Amendment regarding increased
funding for veterans’ education benefits. In-
stead the Conferees agreed to include the
funding within the Function 700 levels, the
resolution aggregates, and the allocation to
the appropriate authorizing committees of
the House of Representatives and the Senate.

The Conference Agreement does not in-
clude the language from section 214 of the
Senate Amendment regarding additional re-
sources for payments in lieu of taxes and for
refuge revenue sharing.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

In addition to enforcement provisions and
reserve funds, budget resolutions may con-
tain miscellaneous provisions which may ef-
fect the level of spending, provide additional
enforcement mechanisms or additional guid-
ance in interpreting the resolution. Subtitle
C of Title II of the Conference Agreement
contains two of these provisions.

House resolution

Section 11. Application and effect of changes
in allocations and aggregates

Section 11 establishes the procedures for
making adjustments pursuant to the reserve
funds included in this resolution. It provides
that the adjustments may only be made dur-
ing the interval that the legislation is under
consideration and do not take effect until
the legislation is actually enacted. It also re-
quires the Budget Committee chairman to
submit any revisions in the budget resolu-
tion pursuant to the reserves for printing in
the Congressional Record.
Senate amendment

Section 204: Application and effect of changes
in allocations and aggregates

The Senate amendment contains language

which is similar to the language found in

section 222 of the fiscal year 2001 budget res-

olution and clarifies the application and ef-

fectiveness of the adjustments made by the
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Chairman of the Committee on the Budget
pursuant to the ‘‘reserve funds’ set out in
the resolution.

Section 205: Exercise of rulemaking powers

The Senate amendment contains language
identical to section 234 of the fiscal year 2001
budget resolution and states the authority
by which Congress adopts the various budg-
etary enforcement rules and procedures for
the consideration of certain legislation set
out in the resolution.

Section 210: Additional Revenue reductions

The Senate amendment contains a provi-
sion which states that revenue reductions
set out in the underlying resolution should
be increased by an additional $69 billion for
the period of fiscal years 2002 through 2011—
in order to provide marriage penalty relief.
The language was added by an amendment
offered by Senator Hutchison (TX).

Section 211: Increase funding for IDEA

The Senate amendment contains a provi-
sion that states that the revenue reductions
set out in the underlying resolution should
be reduced by $70 billion for the period of fis-
cal years 2002 through 2011 and an additional
$70 billion in BA and outlays should be added
to Function 500 (Education) over that same
time period—in order to provide additional
resources to IDEA. This language was added
by an amendment offered by Senator Breaux.

Conference agreement

Section 221: Application and Effect of
Changes in Allocations and Aggregates

Section 221 of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of section 11 of the
House Resolution (which is virtually iden-
tical to Section 204 of the Senate Amend-
ment) clarifying the process for imple-
menting any adjustment made pursuant to
the reserve funds and the status of these ad-
justed levels. It further clarifies that the
Budget Committee determines scoring for
purposes of points of order. This section also
makes clear that levels in the joint state-
ment will be used for purposes of budget en-
forcement rather than the levels in the con-
ference report. Finally the Budget Com-
mittee chairmen are given the authority to
score legislation for enforcement purposes
based on CBO’s updated baseline.

Section 222: Exercise of Rulemaking Powers

Section 222 of the Conference Agreement
retains the language of section 205 of the
Senate Amendment It states the authority
by which Congress adopts the various budg-
etary enforcement rules and procedures for
the consideration of certain legislation set
out in the budget resolution. An identical
provision was included in section 234 of last
year’s budget resolution.

The Conference Agreement does not in-
clude the language from either section 210 or
211 of the Senate Amendment because all as-
sumptions regarding revenues are taken into
account within the actual revenue aggre-
gates set out in the Conference Agreement.
In addition, the issue of the level of funding
for programs authorized in the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act is taken into
account within the levels for Function 500,
the spending aggregates and the reserve fund
set out in section 216 of the Conference
Agreement.

SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE AND SENATE

PROVISIONS

House resolution

The House budget resolution contains the
following Senses of the House or Congress
that have no legal force but reflect the Con-
gress’ views on a variety of budget-related
issues. The section numbers and section
headings of these reserve funds are as fol-
lows:
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Section 14 states a Sense of the House con-
cerning Federal pay.

Section 15 states a Sense of Congress relat-
ing to Individual Development Accounts and
the working poor.

Section 16 provides a Sense of Congress re-
lating to Federal fire prevention assistance.

Section 17 states a Sense of the House re-
garding the deduction of state sales tax from
Federal income taxes.

Section 18 states a Sense of Congress re-
garding funding for Graduate Medical Edu-
cation.

Senate amendment

The Senate amendment contains the fol-
lowing Sense of the Senate provisions:

Section 301 Sense of the Senate on Debt
Reduction.

Section 302 Sense of the Senate on AIDS
and Other Infectious Diseases.

Section 303 Sense of the Senate on Consoli-
dated Health Centers.

Section 304 Sense of the Senate on Funding
for Department of Justice Programs for
State and Local Law Enforcement Assist-
ance.

Section 305 Sense of the Senate on United
States Coast Guard Fiscal Year 2002 Fund-
ing.

Section 306 Sense of the Senate on
Strengthening our National Food Safety In-
frastructure.

Section 307 Sense of the Senate with Re-
spect to Increasing Funds for Renewable En-
ergy Research and Development.

Conference agreement

The Conference Agreement contains the
following Sense of the Senate and Sense of
Congress provisions:

Subtitle A.

Section 301 Sense of the Senate on con-
servation.

Section 302 Sense of the Senate on AIDS
and other infectious diseases.

Section 303 Sense of the Senate on Consoli-
dated Health Centers.

Section 304 Sense of the Senate on Funding
for Department of Justice Programs for
State and Local Law Enforcement Assist-
ance.

Section 305 Sense of the Senate on United
States Coast Guard Fiscal Year 2002 Fund-
ing.

Section 306 Sense of the Senate on
Strengthening our National Food Safety In-
frastructure.

Section 307 Sense of the Senate with Re-
spect to Increasing Funds for Renewable En-
ergy Research and Development

Subtitle B.

Section 311 Asset building for the working
poor.

Section 312 Federal Fire prevention assist-
ance.

Section 313 Funding for graduate medical,
education at children’s teaching hospitals.

Section 314 Concurrent retirement and dis-
ability benefits to retired members of the
armed forces.

Section 315 Federal Employee Pay.

Section 316 Sales tax deduction.

JIM NUSSLE,
JOHN E. SUNUNU,
Managers on the Part of the House.

PETE DOMENICI,

CHUCK GRASSLEY,

DON NICKLES,

PHIL GRAMM,

CHRISTOPHER BOND,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the privileged mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Capuano moves that the House do now
adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
motion is not debatable.

The question is on the motion to ad-
journ offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the time
for an electronic vote on the question
of approval of the Journal immediately
following the vote on adjournment, if
decided in the negative.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 171, nays
239, not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No. 98]

This

Evi-

YEAS—1T71
Abercrombie Eshoo Matheson
Allen Etheridge Matsui
Andrews Evans McCollum
Baca Farr McDermott
Baird Ford McGovern
Baldacci Frank Meclntyre
Baldwin Frost McNulty
Barrett Gephardt Meehan
Bentsen Gonzalez Meek (FL)
Berkley Gutierrez Meeks (NY)
Berman Hall (OH) Menendez
Berry Harman Millender-
Bishop Hastings (FL) McDonald
Bonior Hill Miller, George
Borski Hilliard Mink
Boswell Hinchey Moore
Boyd Hoeffel Moran (VA)
Brady (PA) Holt Nadler
Brown (FL) Honda Napolitano
Brown (OH) Hooley Neal
Capps Hoyer Oberstar
Capuano Inslee Obey
Cardin Israel Olver
Carson (IN) Jefferson Owens
Carson (OK) John Pallone
Castle Johnson, E. B. Pascrell
Clay Jones (OH) Pastor
Clayton Kaptur Payne
Clement Kennedy (RI) Pelosi
Clyburn Kildee Peterson (MN)
Conyers Kilpatrick Phelps
Coyne Kind (WI) Pomeroy
Crowley LaFalce Price (NC)
Cummings Lampson Rivers
Dayvis (CA) Langevin Rodriguez
Dayvis (FL) Lantos Roemer
Davis (IL) Larsen (WA) Ross
DeFazio Larson (CT) Rothman
DeGette Lee Roybal-Allard
Delahunt Levin Rush
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Sabo
Deutsch Lofgren Sanders
Dicks Lowey Sandlin
Dingell Lucas (KY) Sawyer
Doggett Luther Schakowsky
Doyle Maloney (NY) Schiff
Engel Markey Scott
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Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak

Aderholt
Akin
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham

Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney

Towns

Turner

Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)

NAYS—239

Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
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Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wynn

Oxley

Paul

Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanchez
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schrock
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Wu

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOT VOTING—22

Ackerman Grucci McCrery
Armey Hefley Moakley
Becerra Hinojosa Sensenbrenner
Boucher Hulshof Stark
Callahan Johnson, Sam Taylor (NC)
Edwards Jones (NC) Weldon (PA)
Filner Largent
Gordon McCarthy (MO)

O 2356

Mr. CRAMER changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 98,
due to official duties in my district related to
California’s electricity crisis, | missed this vote.

Had | been present, | would have voted
yea.”

m

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the pending business is the ques-
tion of agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal on which the
yeas and nays were ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 299, nays
107, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 99]

YEAS—299
Akin Combest Gilman
Andrews Cooksey Goode
Baca Cox Goodlatte
Baker Coyne Goss
Baldwin Cramer Graham
Ballenger Crenshaw Granger
Barcia Cubin Graves
Barr Culberson Green (TX)
Bartlett Cummings Green (WI)
Barton Cunningham Greenwood
Bass Davis (CA) Hall (OH)
Bentsen Davis (FL) Hall (TX)
Bereuter Davis, Jo Ann Hansen
Berkley Davis, Tom Harman
Berman Deal Hart
Berry DeGette Hastings (WA)
Biggert DeLauro Hayes
Bilirakis DeMint Hayworth
Bishop Deutsch Herger
Blagojevich Diaz-Balart Hobson
Blumenauer Dooley Hoeffel
Blunt Doolittle Hoekstra
Boehlert Doyle Holden
Boehner Dreier Holt
Bonilla Duncan Honda
Bono Dunn Horn
Boswell Ehlers Hostettler
Boyd Ehrlich Houghton
Brady (TX) Emerson Hoyer
Brown (SC) Eshoo Hunter
Bryant Etheridge Hutchinson
Burr Evans Hyde
Burton Everett Inslee
Buyer Fattah Isakson
Calvert Ferguson Israel
Camp Flake Issa
Cannon Fletcher Istook
Cantor Foley Jackson-Lee
Capito Ford (TX)
Cardin Fossella Jenkins
Carson (OK) Frank John
Castle Frelinghuysen Johnson (CT)
Chabot Gallegly Johnson (IL)
Chambliss Ganske Keller
Clayton Gekas Kelly
Clyburn Gibbons Kerns
Coble Gilchrest Kildee
Collins Gillmor Kind (WI)

King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Larson (CT)
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McHugh
MecInnis
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Barrett
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Clay
Clement
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Crane
Crowley
Dayvis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Engel
English
Farr

Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Gutknecht

Ackerman
Armey
Becerra
Boucher
Callahan
DeLay

Ortiz
Osborne
Ose

Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pascrell
Paul

Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts
Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schiff
Schrock
Serrano
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Hastings (FL)
Hill

Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Kucinich
LaFalce
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Latham

Lee

Levin

Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Matheson
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Miller, George
Moore

Neal
Oberstar
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Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Obey

Olver
Pallone
Pastor
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Ramstad
Sabo
Sanchez
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sherman
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Weiner
Weller
Wicker

Wu

NOT VOTING—25

Edwards
Filner
Gordon
Grucci
Hefley
Hinojosa

Hulshof
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Largent
McCarthy (MO)
McCrery
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Moakley Stark Weldon (PA)
Sensenbrenner Taylor (NC)
Slaughter Turner
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So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated Against:

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 99,
due to official duties in my district related to
California’s electricity crisis, | missed this vote.
Had | been present, | would have voted “nay.”

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule
I, the Chair declares the House in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 8 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SIMPSON) at 1 o’clock and
56 minutes a.m.

AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
1646, FOREIGN RELATIONS AU-
THORIZATION ACT FISCAL
YEARS 2002 AND 2003

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today a
“Dear Colleague’’ letter will be sent to
all Members informing them that the
Committee on Rules is planning to
meet the week of May 7 to grant a rule
which may limit the amendment proc-
ess on H.R. 1646, the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act for fiscal years 2002
and 2003. The bill was ordered reported
by the Committee on International Re-
lations yesterday, and therefore is ex-
pected to be filed tomorrow.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies of
the amendment and one copy of a brief
explanation to the Committee on Rules
in room H-312 in the Capitol no later
than noon on Tuesday, May 8.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of H.R. 1646 as ordered reported by
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. That text is available at the
Committee on International Relations
and will be posted on its Web site to-
morrow.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain that
their amendments comply with the
rules of the House.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
A REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a)
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO
THE SAME DAY CONSIDERATION
OF CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED BY THE RULES COM-
MITTEE

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 107-56) on the resolution
(H.Res. 131) waiving a requirement of
clause 6(a) of rule XIII with respect to
consideration of certain resolutions re-
ported from the Committee on Rules,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MAY 7, 2001

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, we have been here
for a very long time for what is no
longer today, but yesterday and today.
We have been told we were going to
have the budget. Members have been
around since about 10:30 or 11 this
morning when we had a vote. We were
told we were going to have a budget. It
does seem to me that minimal respect
for the opinion of mankind would call
for some explanation of why we are,
having spent the day doing nothing,
why we are now going to end it by
waiting until Monday.

I would be glad to yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida, or anyone else,
not what happened, but what did not
happen, why it did not happen, and
what might happen on Monday or
Tuesday.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts for yielding, and I would in-
form the gentleman from Massachu-
setts that we are all saddened that we
have not been able to complete all of
the business we had originally antici-
pated for today because of the com-
plexity of the business, and the proce-
dures for working out conference re-
ports with our colleagues in the other
body.

These matters require a great deal of
observation of the technical rules in-
volving conference reports, and that
process has taken longer than ex-
pected.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry
that the gentleman is saddened. I hate
to see my colleague’s discountenance.
There are a few other people not too
thrilled about spending about 15 hours
here while people fiddled with this
thing.

I was struck by his telling us there is
a complexity here. In the first year of
the gentleman being in the majority, I
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would have understood that, but at this
point, was there any unexpected com-
plexity? We had a budget and a con-
ference committee. It is very hard to
understand what new complexity sud-
denly descended upon you which left
you unable to cope with what has here-
tofore been a fairly routine set of pro-
cedures. Perhaps there is some new
show on which the ship of state might
be sailing that has resulted. This has
not happened in my experience, this
sort of nonperformance.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman. Would you tell us what this
complexity was? Was there something
new that happened?
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Mr. GOSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I think that the complexity of
a conference report is well known be-
cause we are dealing with another body
and there are different points of view
that need to be accommodated which
is, of course, the purpose of a con-
ference report and getting all of the
exact language spelled out properly
and out in time to accommodate all of
the other schedule that we have to do
here.

Mr. FRANK. Could I ask the gen-
tleman, was it the other body that lost
the two pages that resulted in our not
being here or who lost the two pages, 1
would ask the gentleman?

I do not mean the human pages, I
mean the paper pages. I want to assure
all parents that all pages are present
and accounted for. It is pages from the
conference report that apparently were
too complex for the majority to keep
track of.

Mr. GOSS. I believe that those are
somewhat complicated pages that were
very carefully negotiated in the con-
ference report and certainly to get
them exactly correct, they have not
been lost, actually if the gentleman
has them, he has found them.

Mr. FRANK. No, I was waving some
whip notice just for the heck of it.
That was purely a dramatic gesture.
Nobody on our side has seen the budg-
et, including the missing pages.

Mr. GOSS. Actually the Committee
on Rules has seen them.

Mr. FRANK. I apologize. A half-hour
ago the Committee on Rules got to see
the budget that we were supposed to
have voted on 10 or 12 hours ago.

I would just say to the gentleman, I
think we ought to be clear. We have
here a problem not of complexity but
of basic physics. The majority has, as
many of us have been saying for some
time, constructed a budget in which
the whole is significantly smaller than
the sum of the parts and in the process
of trying to jam those parts into that
small hole, apparently things came
apart. It is unfortunate that Members’
time was so wasted all day and that we
have accomplished nothing and we
have to come back next week. I hope
you find the pages, I hope you master
the complexity and I hope that this
kind of performance is not again re-
peated.
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I withdraw my reservation of objec-
tion, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, not being a
member of the Committee on Rules, I
want to verify that the information
that we heard from the Committee on
Rules is indeed correct. That it was not
possible to proceed tonight because the
report filed around midnight which had
earlier been promised to be delivered
sometime this morning representing
the budget of the United States to be
agreed upon by this House today was
missing two critical pages, in fact the
pages, the instructions on reconcili-
ation, and that is why we could not
proceed further for final disposition on
this matter this evening.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. GOSS. It is my understanding
that two pages were inadvertently
omitted from the filing process and
when that was discovered the Com-
mittee on Rules tried to find a way to
remedy that issue and we decided that
the fairest way to do it and working
within the complexity of the con-
ference procedure was to take the
course of action that we have sug-
gested.

Mr. POMEROY. Continuing my res-
ervation, it is my understanding that
indeed upon ascertaining that critical
pages were missing from the report
that was belatedly filed, an effort was
made to track down the required Sen-
ators whose signatures needed to be af-
fixed to the document for purposes of
bringing it into conformance with all
appropriate requirements and that in-
deed because the Senate had left, these
signatures could not be obtained.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding. I would simply say that there
are all kinds of rumors circulating
about what may or may not have taken
place. We all acknowledge that there
were in fact two pages that mistakenly
were not included in the conference re-
port. For that reason, we made a deci-
sion that because Members had been
here very late, we in the Committee on
Rules met first at 8:30 yesterday morn-
ing, and we have decided that we will
file this rule as the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Goss) has just done, we
will in fact reconvene Tuesday after-
noon, and we will allow for a full de-
bate and full consideration of these
measures.

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time
under my reservation, Mr. Speaker, 1
very much appreciate the gentleman’s
participation in the explanation. Far
beyond actually trying to simply ob-
tain information about how the wheels
fell off our proceeding tonight, it would
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have been much preferable had we had
actually the document which would
have let us evaluate the numbers be-
hind the budget brought forward for
our voting. Indeed, the numbers were
not handed to us as part of this agree-
ment literally until midnight.

Mr. DREIER. If the gentleman will
yield, we now have until Tuesday.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I still
have the time under my reservation. I
will yield to the gentleman in a mo-
ment. That is how you have chosen to
proceed. It is certainly in vast contrast
to any parliamentary proceeding I have
ever been a part of in my years in a
legislative body. Be that as it may, I do
not think that it is too much to ask for
a very detailed explanation of why
then the about face by the Committee
on Rules and the majority in terms of
why we cannot further proceed tonight.

My question therefore would be, were
indeed Senate signatures required that
could not be obtained?

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa, the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget, although
the question is more of a rules one on
this point.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, maybe 1
can expedite this. Maybe it is my up-
bringing or whatever it is, but I have a
difficult time having my friends from
the Committee on Rules trying to
sweep under the rug or cover for mis-
takes that I am responsible for. I am
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget. This is a conference report
that at least from the House perspec-
tive I am responsible to file and file
correctly. That was not done. That is
my responsibility. Two pages were
missing. I am not exactly sure I can
tell you precisely how those two pages
were missing. The fact is they were
missing when they were filed. Upon dis-
covery of that mistake, a decision had
to be made how to proceed. We had a
couple of choices. One is to continue
this. Now it is 2 o’clock. Right or
wrong, I do not think probably it is the
best way to proceed to just continue
this. What we thought we would do is
to, now that of course you have a copy
of the budget, with the two pages, you
have got now until Tuesday, I think, to
take a look at this. Certainly that will
be a new opportunity that both sides
would probably enjoy. And then we will
have an opportunity in the light of day
to have a good debate and discussion
on that budget and pass it. But as far
as all of the discussion about whose re-
sponsibility it is and the joking and ev-
erything else, the buck stops here. It
was my responsibility to do it. You can
blame everything from computers to
staff, it does not matter, it was my re-
sponsibility, and I am the person.

First of all I would apologize to the
Members. I can give you all sorts of
great rationalizations and excuses, but
it is my responsibility. I apologize to
the body for that. I would like and my
recommendation is that we take the
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opportunity that has been given to us
to read it carefully and then debate it
carefully on Tuesday and to move for-
ward.

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time,
under my reservation, I would just
note for the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, it is slightly in-
congruous to me that he would at this
point note with great relief for both
sides the opportunity to actually study
this budget for several days before hav-
ing the opportunity to vote on it. He as
the budget chairman was obviously
deeply involved in a procedure that was
going to bring it to the floor in a very
different manner, filing after midnight
for a vote after the budget on the mi-
nority side had had 1 hour to review
the budget, and you would have pro-
ceeded with this plan as I understand it
correctly but for your inadvertent
error in bringing it to the Committee
on Rules in a manner that was so
flawed, so screwed up that he could not
proceed. He apologizes to the body for
the error on the two pages. I am sorry
that the gentleman has left the floor. I
think the apology to this body ought to
be for the overall process, bringing a
budget of this country to the floor with
no minority input, with no adequate
time for minority review. What a sad
thing. It would take sheer incom-
petence of the majority as opposed to
legislative decency to give the minor-
ity the time to adequately review the
document as certainly would comport
with any fair-minded view of legisla-
tive process in the first place.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. POMEROY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding. I will simply say that again,
mistakes were made. The chairman of
the Committee on the Budget has
raised that. We will in fact on Tuesday
have a full and very rigorous debate, as
I can tell it has begun right now, on
Tuesday over this budget as well as
your interpretation of the process. We
are complying with the rules of the
House and we are doing everything
that we possibly can to ensure for a
full and fair debate from the Com-
mittee on Rules and we will look for-
ward to that opportunity if we can
move ahead and allow our colleagues
who are here at 2:10 this morning to
have the chance to go home, get some
rest, go to their districts over the
weekend and then be raring to go as we
begin this debate on Tuesday.

I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time,
and I appreciate the comments of the
gentleman. His comments, like the
comments of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, now in apprecia-
tion for a full opportunity to vigor-
ously debate this important matter,
should have been a part of the process
from the very beginning, not only a
consequence of incompetence in your
failure to execute the plan you had to
shut out the minority from meaningful
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participation. That is the point I would
like to make.

Mr. DREIER. That was not our plan
at all. We do not believe that we have
done that at all. We have had a lot of
input that has come from a wide range
of the members of the minority.

Mr. POMEROY. I reclaim my time on
that. I would just note that after the
convening of the conference com-
mittee, there was no further input by
the minority whatsoever. I have been
told by our ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget, repeated
calls went unanswered, repeated re-
quests for information were denied, and
indeed he was not given the numbers to
the budget that we were to vote on in
the wee hours of the morning until
after midnight of this night and that
was a procedure that the chairman of
the Committee on Rules was advancing
in his role and it was only come on
strong because of the incompetence of
the Committee on the Budget in miss-
ing a couple of critical pages.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding. Maybe the absence of that
two pages has created an opportunity
for my friend to spend the weekend
studying this budget. And then when
we convene on Tuesday, he will have
had several days during which time he
will have been able to consider all of
these proposals, and I will assure him
that when the debate begins on Tues-
day afternoon on this issue, there will
be an ample opportunity during the de-
bate on the rules that are considered as
well as the conference report itself for
the gentleman to raise his concerns
and talk about the process as he sees
fit. T am just saying that I hope very
much the House will allow these unani-
mous consent requests to be agreed to
so that Members can go home and
begin studying this budget.

I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time,
yes, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is my
friend.

Mr. DREIER. We will continue to
work together on financial literacy.

Mr. POMEROY. Reclaiming my time,
and I will finish. I will spend time this
weekend studying this budget. And I
appreciate the opportunity afforded me
by the majority for that purpose. But I
would have appreciated it much more
had it been as a deliberate role by the
majority affording the minority appro-
priate input in review of the budget be-
fore we are asked to vote for it instead
of as a consequence of the majority in-
competence at executing a strategy
that represented a shredding of any
fair-minded legislative process.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) has stated that
we cannot take up the budget tonight
because of this mistake or inadvert-
ence or incompetence by somebody in
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failing to file these two papers. In your
judgment will the failure of our taking
up this budget document tonight be-
cause of that inadvertence, will that do
any danger to the well-being of the
United States? The delay until Tues-
day?

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I certainly hope not.

Mr. NADLER. And you believe not?

Mr. DREIER. I hope not.

Mr. NADLER. You hope not. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. NADLER. I thank you for thank-
ing me for yielding. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, this just illustrates
the fraud and the sham that we have
been subjected to all of today and to-
night, or yesterday and last night and
this morning. Because of the incom-
petence or inadvertence or mistake of
somebody in not filing something prop-
erly, we do not take up the budget to-
night, we wait until Tuesday. Thank
God. If it had not been for that mis-
take, they would have rammed through
this budget tonight with no input from
the minority and the bipartisanship is
a sham and a fraud because the minor-
ity had no input into this. Nobody on
the minority side would have seen the
budget or saw the budget in fact with
the numbers until an hour ago.

0 0215

We were then expected to debate and
vote it tonight, not having had an op-
portunity to read it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I will not yield for the
moment.

Mr. DREIER. I just want to explain
the request to the gentleman.

Mr. NADLER. In order to produce
that travesty of a procedure, the Com-
mittee on Rules with malice
aforethought yesterday produced the
rule that waived the rule of the House
that demands that any bill lay on the
floor for a day so people can read it and
consult with other people and say what
do you think and make judgments and
perhaps prepare amendments. But be-
cause of some presumed emergency,
some presumed necessity for the wel-
fare presumably of the country, the
Rules of the House that provide for the
opportunity for Members of the House
to read what is before them, what they
are going to be asked to vote for, the
Rules of the House that provide an op-
portunity for the press to tell the peo-
ple and the country what we are going
to vote for so maybe they can call up
their Member of the House and say
vote yes, vote no, introduce an amend-
ment, that had to be waived because of
some emergency or some necessity
which we are now told by the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Rules is no emergency and no neces-
sity; the fact that this can be put off
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until Tuesday will not harm anybody’s
interest. But they wanted to ram it
through with less than an hour for us
to look at this. I say, thank God, for
the incompetence or the mistake or the
inadvertence or whatever it was that
will now allow us to read this budget,
will allow the people at home to read
the budget over a weekend so that peo-
ple can react intelligently, as the Rules
of the House always provided and con-
templated that they should.

The fact that the Committee on
Rules came in and that the majority in
this House voted on a party line vote
for a rule that waived the ability of
anybody who was not privy to private
negotiations, of anybody in the public,
anybody in the minority side of the
House, waived the ability of those peo-
ple, all of us, to see what we are going
to be asked to vote for, to be able to
read it to vote on more than a basic
outline that maybe our leadership
could provide us on an hour’s notice,
that was what was voted for. That is
what was tried to be perpetrated on
this House, and the only reason it did
not succeed is because somebody made
a mistake in filing papers. I say who-
ever that person was, God bless him.
He did a great service to this country.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to ask, is my friend going to
be voting in favor or against this budg-
et as it comes forward?

Mr. NADLER. I have not read it yet.
How do I know?

Mr. DREIER. I just wondered if he
has made any tentative decision.

Mr. NADLER. Reclaiming my time, I
have not had a chance to read the
budget. It was just shown to us an hour
ago.

Mr. DREIER. We have provided now
an opportunity of 4 days to go home
and study that. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER) and the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. PoM-
EROY) can spend time together working
on it.

Mr. NADLER. The gentleman has not
provided us with 4 days. That is a
misstatement of fact. The inadvertence
of someone who made a mistake
against the will of the gentleman has
provided us and the American people
with that opportunity.

All T am saying is that it is a trav-
esty and it is wrong that the House is
run in such a fashion that the only rea-
son we have the ability to read the
budget before we vote on it, the only
reason that people at home have the
ability to take a look at it and read in
the paper and suggest to their Con-
gressman how we should vote, is be-
cause someone made a mistake and
they did not file the papers on time. If
the gentleman had his way and done
what the gentleman wanted to do,
what he tried to do, what he voted to
do, nobody would have that oppor-
tunity and that is wrong.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, we actu-
ally have three unanimous consent res-
olutions. This is the first one. If we
could actually do the first two and
then hang on to the third one and con-
duct this dialogue, at least we would be
two-thirds home.

Mr. NADLER. Reclaiming my time, I
am just about finished now. I have
made the points I wanted to make
about the sham of the procedure, about
the sham of the bipartisanship notion,
about the luck of the country in having
this inadvertence so that this ramming
through of a budget unseen, unread,
unknown, could not proceed. But I
think we ought to finish this point be-
cause whether we do three points one,
two, three, or two, three, one, what is
the difference?

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

————

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MAY 8, 2001

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday May 7, 2001, it ad-
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 8, for morning hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object for a legitimate
scheduling question here.

Nothing about today has struck me
as being remotely legitimate, except
that it is the day in which incom-
petence came to the rescue of democ-
racy. We will all remember that.

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Goss), we have had
some concern here, does that mean
that votes will still be at 6:00? There
was some suggestion that votes might
be earlier. Will we still have a 6:00 p.m.
vote at the earliest on Tuesday?

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that the plan at this time
is that votes are still scheduled not be-
fore 6:00, but that is subject to change.

Mr. FRANK. I appreciate it. When we
say not before 6:00, not like today, that
will not mean, we hope, at 3:00 in the
morning, but in fact 6:00 p.m., and I ap-
preciate that.

I just also want to say to my friend,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), who appears to be Kkeeping
track, that he should put me down as
leaning against on the budget.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman
very much. I will put that on the whip
count.
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Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

——
DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON

WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF VIET-
NAM EDUCATION FOUNDATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, pursuant to section 205(a) of
the Vietnam Education Foundation
Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-554), and upon rec-
ommendation of the minority leader,
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Member of
the House to the Board of Directors of
the Vietnam Education Foundation:

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.

There was no objection.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. STARK (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today after 6:00 p.m. on ac-
count of personal reasons.
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Mr. Grucct (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of illness in the
family.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY) for today on account of
illness in the family.

Mr. ARMEY (at the request of Mr.
DELAY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 2 o’clock and 21 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, May 7,
2001, at 2 p.m.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the

Record.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MIKE
CRAPO, a Senator from the State of
Idaho.

PRAYER

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

Today is the National Day of Prayer.
The prayer I am going to pray has been
written by Rev. Billy Graham to be
read across the Nation throughout the
day.

Let us pray.

““On this National Day of Prayer, our
Father and our God, we praise You for
Your goodness to our Nation, giving us
blessings far beyond what we deserve.

‘“Yet, we know all is not right with
America. We deeply need a moral and
spiritual renewal to help us meet the
many problems we face.

‘““Convict us of sin. Help us to turn to
You in repentance and faith. Set our
feet on the path of Your righteousness
and peace.

‘“We pray today for our Nation’s lead-
ers. Give them the wisdom to know
what is right, and the courage to do it.

“You have said, ‘Blessed is the Na-
tion whose God is the Lord.” May this
be a new era for America, as we humble
ourselves and acknowledge You alone
as our Saviour and Lord. This we pray
in Your holy name. Amen.”

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

Senate

The legislative clerk read the fol-

lowing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 3, 2001.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, to perform the
duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CRAPO thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

——————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

————
SCHEDULE

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, today
the Senate will resume consideration
of S. 1, the education bill. The bipar-
tisan substitute amendment will be of-
fered shortly, and debate on the
amendment is expected to take most of
this morning’s session.

The budget conference report is ex-
pected to be completed in the House
this afternoon. Therefore, the Senate
will suspend consideration of the edu-
cation bill to take up the budget con-
ference report when it is received.

Votes will occur during today’s ses-
sion on amendments to the education
bill, and possibly on adoption of the
budget conference report. Senators will
be notified as votes are scheduled.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

————

BETTER EDUCATION FOR
STUDENTS AND TEACHERS ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration
of S. 1 which the clerk will report by
title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 1) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Lo and behold, I believe
we are actually ready to go to an edu-
cation bill after talking about it for
months and working actively on it for
days. We are ready to proceed. I am
pleased with that. I commend all those
Members involved in trying to make it
work.

I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the reporting of the substitute
amendment, the time between now
until 12 noon be equally divided for de-
bate between the chairman and the
ranking member.

I also ask consent that prior to 12
noon and with the consent of both
managers, Senator COLLINS may be rec-
ognized to offer an amendment regard-
ing reading, and following that debate,
the amendment be laid aside with a
vote to occur at 4 p.m. today.

I further ask consent that Senator
KENNEDY or his designee—and I under-
stand that may be Senator HARKIN—be
recognized immediately following the
reporting of the Collins amendment to
offer a first-degree amendment; fur-
ther, that the votes on or in relation to
the amendments occur in a stacked se-
quence at 4 p.m. Also, I ask that no
amendments referenced in this agree-
ment be subject to second-degree
amendments, and, further, all debate
time prior to the 4 o’clock vote be
equally divided in the usual form.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.
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I further ask consent that at 12 noon,
notwithstanding receipt of the con-
ference report, the Senate begin debate
on the conference report accompanying
H. Con. Res. 83, and the time under the
provisions of the Budget Act begin ac-
cordingly. Finally, I ask consent if
time remains under the Budget Act fol-
lowing the 4 p.m. vote, the Senate re-
sume consideration of the conference
report to accompany the budget resolu-
tion.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I ask that the distinguished ma-
jority leader delete the last paragraph.
We understand the intent of the leader.
We are in agreement with the intent of
the leader. We simply don’t have the
report yet. A couple members want to
look at it. There will be no problem in
doing that at a subsequent time.

I also say to the leader, in consulta-
tion with Senator KENNEDY, we would
like also at an appropriate time to lock
in the next two amendments so we can
move this legislation. We are very anx-
ious to move forward with this legisla-
tion. We would ask that we, in fact, do
that, lock in the amendment that will
be offered by the distinguished man-
ager of the bill, the Senator from
Vermont, and that on our side, the
next amendment will be that offered by
Senator DoDD and Senator COLLINS.

Mr. LOTT. Are you asking that we
make that change at this point?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, several
suggestions were made. I will respond
and accept most of the suggestions.

First of all, I had hoped to go ahead
and get started on the budget con-
ference report. It is very important,
very urgent. We need to get that com-
pleted. I understand Senators need to
actually see the report. It should be
available within the hour. We are try-
ing to get that to you, as we speak. I
hope we can come back then and get an
agreement later to go ahead and go to
the conference report. However, fol-
lowing your suggestion, I modify my
unanimous consent to delete the last
paragraph.

Now, I do think it is also important
to note that this agreement does not
lock in a vote on the Jeffords sub-
stitute. We have it. Senators will have
the next couple of hours to go through
it. I hope we can enter an agreement in
a reasonable period of time so we have
the vote on the Jeffords-Kennedy sub-
stitute at 4 p.m., also. We are not in-
cluding that in the request.

In view of that, I don’t think we
should go ahead and lock in the next
two amendments at this time. Let’s go
ahead and get started on the agree-
ment we have, get the debate on the
Collins amendment and the Kennedy
amendment, or his designee, and then
in the next sequence we can get an
agreement on the budget conference re-
port, the vote on the substitute, and
line up the next two amendments. I
need to check with some of our people
to make sure these are the next two
amendments we want to consider. This
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is a step forward to get the process
started.

I renew my unanimous consent re-
quest to include the first three para-
graphs as read and delete the last one.

Mr. KENNEDY. Reserving the right
to object—and I will not object—as far
as our side goes, we know it will be the
Dodd amendment. Could we leave the
discretion to your side as to what
amendment you offer, but could we at
least have it in the consent agreement
that the next amendment from our side
would be the Dodd amendment?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, it is up to
that side as to what would be the next
amendment. I don’t want to lock it in
at this point because we need to lock in
both amendments. I think we are get-
ting started here, everybody is trying
to be cooperative, but we need to get
the vote on the substitute, then lock in
the next two amendments and get an
agreement on the conference report. I
would rather not lock them in.

As far as that goes, if they are pre-
pared, the next amendment would be
the Dodd amendment. We don’t dictate
that at all.

Mr. REID. We would accept that. If T
could ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts to yield, that would be fine with
us. We do want the Dodd amendment to
be our next amendment, in keeping
with the agreement earlier in the day.
It would be our second amendment.
Whatever you want could be your sec-
ond amendment.

Mr. DODD. The Dodd-Collins.

Mr. LOTT. We will check on that,
and hopefully well before noon we can
go ahead and lock in this next series of
votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

AMENDMENT NO. 358

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS]
offers an amendment numbered 358.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.”)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this
morning the Senate begins in earnest
the consideration of S. 1, the Better
Education for Students and Teachers
Act.

I think it is fair to say that this is
the most dramatic reform of Federal
elementary and secondary education
law since the enactment of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
in 1965.

The
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The only reason we are on the thresh-
old of such change is that a remarkable
consensus has developed over the past
few years with regard to Federal edu-
cation policy. Senators from both par-
ties and across the entire spectrum of
political views have come to the real-
ization that if we want to achieve real
progress in our schools, we have to
measure the progress.

This is easier said than done, of
course. Schools are not producing uni-
form widgets, but educating children.
Children come into the public edu-
cation system with very different back-
grounds and experiences. This results
in students performing at different
achievement levels. However, as the
leading States have found, after a lot
of time and hard work, you can assess
students and use the results to con-
stantly improve the education that you
provide them.

At the same time, if we are going to
place high demands on our schools and
teachers and students, we must give
them the tools they need to do the best
job possible. That means extra help for
schools that are struggling, high qual-
ity professional development for teach-
ers, and choices for students in schools
that persistently fail.

In early March, the HELP Committee
reported the BEST Act by a unanimous
vote 20-0 vote. The bill before us re-
flects the work of every member of the
committee. Each one has contributed
in significant ways to improving this
bill and education in our country.

Since the bill emerged from the com-
mittee, we and our staffs have been
meeting with Senators on and off the
committee to reach agreements on fur-
ther improvement to the legislation.

The substitute I am offering this
morning reflects the results of our dis-
cussions over the past few weeks, in-
corporating the suggestions of a dozen
Senators and contributions by the
White House throughout the process.

For the benefit of my colleagues, let
me touch on a few of the changes we
are making in the substitute:

The first is accountability. At the
heart of accountability is adequate
yearly progress. Adequate yearly
progress ensures that all students of
each subgroup will make adequate
yearly progress towards proficiency in
reading and math over the next 10
years. The other key component of ac-
countability, is providing mechanisms
for schools to improve. S. 1, as amend-
ed, lays out a series of increasingly
strong corrective actions that impact
schools, local educational agencies and
States that fail to meet the goals for
adequate yearly progress.

I look forward to the debate and I es-
pecially look forward to passing a bill
that will enable every child in this na-
tion to have a first rate education.

Let me go to some other aspects of
it.

The next one is supplemental serv-
ices, a term you will hear over and over
again. This is a new option for parents
of children in persistently failing
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schools. Supplemental services are edu-
cational services offered by public or
private organizations outside the reg-
ular school day that are directed at
providing such children with the
knowledge and skills they need to meet
the State standards.

Another term you will hear is
Straight A’s. Up to 7 States and 25
local educational agencies will be al-
lowed to enter into performance agree-
ments with the Secretary of Education
that will trade increased flexibility for
strong accountability.

Regarding bilingual education, the
amendment before us establishes a
trigger for converting the Bilingual
Education Act from a set of federally
run programs into a single, State grant
program focused on helping all limited
English proficient students attain flu-
ency in English and master the aca-
demic content.

For testing, S. 1, as amended, author-
izes $400 million a year over the life of
the bill to pay for the cost of devel-
oping and implementing the new as-
sessments required by the bill.

I look forward to this debate and
passing a bill that will give every child
a first-rate education.

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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wel-
come the fact that we can finally turn
to our work on reauthorizing the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
and during the course of the morning
will begin debating two very important
amendments. The first concerns the
reading provisions of this legislation,
which I think are such a commendable
part of our whole effort, and the sec-
ond, on which Senator HARKIN and Sen-
ator HAGEL have worked very closely
to craft, regarding the challenges for
our special needs children and local
communities. The Harkin-Hagel
amendment aims to strengthen the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Act, par-
ticularly in providing additional relief
in funding. In many respects the read-
ing and IDEA amendments address a
common concern, since many children
with special needs are also eligible for
the reading programs and title I assist-
ance.

Now I will take just a few moments
just to review some of the provisions
that I think should give heart to many
parents when this legislation is actu-
ally implemented, and that is the sup-
plementary services under title I,
which increase the help available to
children in troubled schools.

Students in schools that have failed
for at least 3 consecutive years will
have the opportunity to receive the
supplementary tutoring services during
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non-school hours. Students in failing
schools get extra academic help after
school while schools implement new re-
forms during the day.

Under the supplementary service pro-
visions, parents of children in persist-
ently failing schools—those in correc-
tive action or reconstitution—will have
the option to enroll their children in
before-school, after-school, weekend, or
summer tutoring programs.

The compromise extends learning
time for students most in need of addi-
tional help. And the students in failing
schools participate in a revamped, full
regular school program during the day
and receive additional help outside the
school day.

The public funds remain in the con-
trol of the public schools. The supple-
mentary services provision does not
provide vouchers for private school tui-
tion.

In contracting services, the school
district pays State-approved providers
for tutoring services. So any of the
agencies that are going to be permitted
to provide those services are effec-
tively going to have to have a certifi-
cation in terms of their educational
competence. That is enormously im-
portant and basic.

Parents then choose a provider for
their children from a State-approved
list of providers. The parents then will
be able to make the judgment about
which provider they want to choose in
order to get the supplementary serv-
ices for their children. And with the in-
formation that is available—with re-
port cards and other information—it is
the hope and the expectation that the
parents will be able to choose wisely. It
will give them an additional kind of in-
volvement in their children’s edu-
cational development. It is a small
part of this legislation, but as we have
been talking about parental involve-
ment in these general discussions, this
is the kind of effort that we were talk-
ing about.

There is a cap on Federal funds avail-
able for supplemental services. Dis-
tricts can use no more than 15 percent
of the title I funds, and are not re-
quired to spend more than an equal
amount to 15 percent of their title I al-
location.

In addition, in order to provide tutor-
ing services, the district cannot reduce
the amount a failing school receives
under title I by more than 15 percent.
They can draw down so they can use
their own money, or they can use the
supplementary services money that is
available at the State, or they can use
funds under the Title V(4) program for
which they will be eligible. That is our
clear intention, that those funds will
be available. We will make that clear
as we move through the debate as well
as in the legislative history.

Currently, many title I school dis-
tricts contract with outside tutoring
providers. The supplementary service
provision differs from current law in
that it requires failing schools to make
after-school tutoring programs avail-
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able. That is a requirement, not an op-
tion. It is a requirement. I think that
gives additional kinds of protections to
the parents.

The tutoring programs must be re-
search-based and of demonstrated ef-
fectiveness. Only tutoring providers
who are pre-screened for quality by
States are eligible to receive the Fed-
eral funds.

Providers that fail to maintain a
high quality of services and meet their
annual performance goals will be re-
moved from the State list of eligible
supplemental tutoring providers. And
tutoring services must be focused on
academics and tied to the State stand-
ards and assessments.

The tutoring program ensures strong
parental involvement. The parents and
districts jointly develop specific per-
formance goals for participating chil-
dren and come to agreement on how in-
dividual student progress will be meas-
ured. So parents and districts jointly
determine how parents will be in-
formed of their child’s progress. There
will be information given to the par-
ents and the schools so that they can
monitor where these children have ad-
ditional needs.

Providers must give the parents the
comparative information about the
quality of the tutoring programs avail-
able.

I want to give just a brief summation
on what we call the Straight A’s com-
promise.

The performance agreements pilot
provides seven States and 25 districts
additional flexibility in how commu-
nities use funds to implement public
school reform. Funds can only be used
for activities authorized under the pro-
grams that are eligible to be consoli-
dated. Funds must be focused on public
school reform. No funds may be used to
support private school vouchers. States
and districts are required to ensure the
equitable participation of low-income
students in private schools according
to the requirements of the underlying
bill. The performance agreements pilot
continues the national focus on stu-
dents with special needs. Migrant,
homeless, immigrant, Indian edu-
cation, and neglected or delinquent
programs addressing students with spe-
cial needs cannot be consolidated under
the Performance Agreements Pilot
Program.

In addition, the new Reading First
Program cannot be consolidated.

The performance agreements pilot
maintains targeting of Federal funds to
the neediest students.

I hope our Members will pay atten-
tion to this. The title I funds continue
to be targeted by poverty to the school
level, maintaining the allocation for-
mula in the underlying law. If a State
wants to use an alternative formula,
the formula must result in a greater
percentage of the funds going to dis-
tricts with the highest concentration
of low-income children than under the
current title I formula. It is a strong
commitment that the funds go to the
neediest children.
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Other nontitle I funds allocated
under the performance agreements
pilot might be targeted to the district
based on the same proportion of pov-
erty as the underlying law requires. If
the State uses an alternative formula,
districts with the highest concentra-
tions of low-income children must re-
ceive more funds than they would have
received without consolidation.

So our pilot program assures that the
funds, rather than being scattered
across a particular State or a jurisdic-
tion, will effectively be focused on the
children with the greatest needs. That
is not all.

The States and districts must comply
with the title I provisions that require
the development and implementation
of standards and assessments: account-
ability for failing schools,
disaggregation of assessment data, par-
ent involvement, and the release of re-
port cards at the State, local, and
school level. So what we are giving is
the assurance that there will be very
strong and important accountability
for these programs as well which effec-
tively had not been in existence in the
past. I think that is an improvement.

States may not consolidate title I
funds set aside for failing schools.
States must ensure that failing schools
get the extra help they need to turn
around by improving student achieve-
ment.

States and districts must also meet
all the accountability provisions relat-
ing to teacher quality and improving
achievement for limited English pro-
ficiency in title II and title III of the
underlying bill.

States and districts must abide by
title I provisions that require adequate
yearly progress, school improvement,
and corrective action. If achievement
does not improve any performance
agreement will be terminated. So there
will be a termination of these agree-
ments if we find out there are not posi-
tive results with very strong account-
ability. I think that is enormously re-
assuring.

The States may only retain 1 percent
of all consolidated funds for adminis-
tration. They may retain up to 5 per-
cent of title I funds and up to 10 per-
cent of nontitle I funds for State ac-
tivities. All other funds must flow di-
rectly to the local school districts.

Applications by the States and dis-
tricts are subject to peer review. The
Secretary may only approve an appli-
cation if it shows substantial promise
for exceeding the State’s AYP goals.

So you are going to have a peer re-
view of the State’s applications and
findings. It will not be just at the dis-
cretion of the Secretary. I think that is
an enormous improvement.

The proposal requires a study of the
effectiveness of the agreements, how
funds were used, and how funds were
targeted under alternative formulas.
We will gain a great deal of informa-
tion.

Mr. President, since the Senate is
poised to begin debate on the budget in
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the very near future, I want to take
just a few moments to discuss the fund-
ing that will be needed to make the
policies in this bill realities for Amer-
ica’s children.

If you don’t have a well-trained
teacher in a classroom, whatever we do
is compromised. Teachers need, and

students deserve, the resources to
teach. That is fundamental.
Republicans announced yesterday

that they reached a deal among them-
selves on the budget, and the result ap-
pears to leave education out in the
cold. They know the Nation over-
whelmingly supports real increases for
education, yet they boldly chose tax
cuts over educating the Nation’s chil-
dren.

Senators will recall that there were
two points to the vote on the education
amendment offered by Senator HARKIN.
The first was to reduce the size of the
tax cut much closer to $1.2 trillion
than $1.6 trillion, and the conference
has respected this decision, choosing
the smaller number. But the Harkin
amendment had a second and equally
important objective. It recognized that
additional investments were urgently
needed in our schools. All available
evidence confirms this.

Only half of the eligible children
have access to Head Start and its
promise of school readiness for 3- and 4-
year-olds. Only a third of the students
in disadvantaged school districts are
assisted with the broad range of qual-
ity enhancements that I have discussed
under title I. The Federal Government
is meeting well under half of its fund-
ing commitment to disabled students
under IDEA, nearly 1 in 5 children are
in oversized classes of 256 or more, and
thousands of school buildings remain
in such disrepair that they are unsafe
or unfit for learning.

The basic improvements we’re debat-
ing in this bill today will be impossible
without additional investments in low-
income school districts, teacher qual-
ity, early learning, smaller class sizes,
special education, school construction,
and accountability.

Yet the conference report on the
budget appears as if it will ignore the
will of the Senate on the core issue of
education. In place of the major in-
creases passed by the Senate, the budg-
et proposes to freeze education funding
at current levels. Because it abandons
American school children and their
parents, it does not deserve our sup-
port. I urge every one of my colleagues
who recognizes the value of improved
education for the long-term future of
the Nation to denounce the budget that
the conferees have produced, and ask
them to try again.

Our current budget surplus means for
once we have the resources needed to
make major education advances in the
coming years. We only lack the com-
mitment to put our money where our
mouths are. Will we step up to the
plate on this issue, or will we just have
more talk?

Republican budget negotiators found
room for 1.35 trillion dollars in tax cuts
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over eleven years, yet they decline to
guarantee that 0.008 trillion dollars (or
$8 billion) will be available next year
to fund the education increases that
passed the Senate last month in Sen-
ator HARKIN’s amendment. Their prior-
ities are clear, and education is not
among them, no matter what they say
about education here on the floor.

The Nation can afford both tax cuts
for everyone and real education im-
provements. But we can’t afford edu-
cation reform and the massive tax cuts
for the wealthy that Republicans seek.
The tax cut that budget negotiators
appear set to adopt would allocate over
$400 billion of the current budget sur-
plus to the wealthiest 1% of Ameri-
cans—those with average incomes of 1.1
million dollars per year—yet it pro-
vides only about 21 billion dollars to
improve education over the next ten
years.

Last month, Senator HARKIN won a
Senate vote to shift $250 billion from
tax cuts to education investments, still
leaving over a trillion dollars on the
table for tax cuts. Senator HARKIN’s ef-
fort put the Senate firmly on record in
support of education investments over
the most extravagant of the tax cuts.

Republicans shut Democrats out of
the conference on the budget, and then
apparently disregarded the Harkin edu-
cation amendment. They increased the
size of the tax cut over the Senate
level, and they vastly decreased edu-
cation spending below the Senate level.
The unfortunate result that Repub-
licans now call a ‘‘compromise’ is a
compromise only in the sense that it
compromises the futures of America’s
school children.

The Republican decision to ignore
the Harkin amendment will have very
real and immediate consequences for
America’s school children and their
parents:

350,000 fewer students in disadvan-
taged school districts aided under title

,115,000 fewer safe, educational after-
school opportunities for youth;

100,000 fewer teachers improved
through access to training and men-
toring;

50,000 fewer children in Head Start;
16,000 fewer teachers to reduce class

sizes in the critical earlier school
years;
100 fewer crumbling and unsafe

schools repaired; and

continued delinquency on the Federal
Government’s promise to help children
with disabilities access a quality edu-
cation under IDEA.

These are just the consequences for
the next school year. Over the next
decade, the consequences of ignoring
the vote on Senator HARKIN’S edu-
cation amendment will guarantee that
we will fall further and further behind
on the work before us, including:

19,000,000 fewer title I-aided class-
room slots that dramatically improve
the quality of education available to
students in disadvantaged districts;

7,000,000 fewer safe and educational
after-school opportunities for youth;
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2,750,000 fewer children in Head Start;

2,000,000 fewer opportunities for
teachers to build skills by training and
mentioning;

50,000 fewer teachers every year re-
ducing class sizes in the critical early
grades; and

2,000 fewer crumbling and unsafe
schools repaired.

Many of us on the Democratic side of
the aisle point out that if we can’t or
won’t do the work before us in one
year, we must at least make a commit-
ment to finish the work in a specific
number of years. The key example is
our goal of full funding for title I with-
in the next 4 years.

The Republican response on this
point is noteworthy. They say it’s im-
possible to commit to funding levels
for specific education programs in any
year except next year. But that’s clear-
1y not their position on taxes. They’re
proud to say just how much they’ll cut
inheritance taxes for the wealthiest 1%
every year, all the way to 2011.

The policy changes that we enact
during this ESEA reauthorization de-
bate will make no practical difference
for children if massive tax cuts leave
nothing but crumbs for education.

The bottom line for the budget now
nearing completion is that it squanders
an historic opportunity to improve
America’s education system in favor of
tax breaks that only the wealthy will
ever notice. It is a disgrace, and it re-
duces all of the education speeches
we’ve heard from our Republican
friends to empty platitudes. I will vote
against this anti-education budget and
I urge my colleagues to reject it as
well.

If the budget we will be debating in
just a few hours had not eliminated the
Harkin amendment, the children of the
country would have received a major
boost. You cannot educate children on
the cheap. You can’t do it with a tin
cup budget. We know what works and
what doesn’t.

The education proposal we are en-
dorsing today is a framework, but
without resources, it will not be suc-
cessful. If you just have resources with-
out reform, you jeopardize success. But
if you have reform, given the current
unmet needs, you guarantee failure.
What we are challenging this President
and this administration to do is to pro-
vide the necessary resources.

This Senate went on record in a bi-
partisan way to say: These are the
types of resources we believe are nec-
essary for the children of this country
over the next 10 years. The Budget
Committee eliminated those. It was
wrong. We want the President to speak
up. We want him to say, at least in the
area of Elementary and Secondary
Education, and in particular in title I,
we want to have the funding that is
necessary to support the policies that
we both agreed to place in this legisla-
tion, so that the benefit of the supple-
mentary services and other protections
will be available to these children. Oth-
erwise, the words about reaching every
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child in this country within 10 years is
a cliche. It is a shibboleth.

That will be the crux of the debate
over the next 2 weeks in the Senate.
We will be debating issues of policy,
but make no mistake about it, we will
be debating the issue of need, of invest-
ment, of the type of future we are
going to have in this country. That is
what this is all about. Our children are
the future. We know the results. If you
have children who don’t learn algebra
by the eighth grade, they’re much less
likely to go to college. That is a fact.
Any educator will tell us that.

When 80 percent of eighth graders
lack trained math teachers, we can see
what is compromised in terms of the
children of this country. At a time
when we need their talents, their in-
volvement, and their help in leading
the United States in the world commu-
nity, we fail to provide them the re-
sources they need to build a strong
educational foundation. That is what
this debate over funding is about. It is
about our future.

We know what is out there. Twenty
percent of the children in the United
States live in poverty; 10 million chil-
dren are eligible for title I services. We
are only reaching a third of them. So if
we are going to give life and meaning
to ‘‘leave no child behind,” we ought to
be out front finding ways to reach all
of them, not skimping on the 10 million
children who are eligible under this
legislation, and who look to us for
help.

We on this side of the aisle, without
exception, believe we ought to fund the
title I program fully and reach all 10
million children. We challenge our fel-
low Senators on the other side of the
aisle to join with us and ensure that
the promise and the pledge of this leg-
islation will be a reality, not empty
words. The only way this is going to
happen is through a serious commit-
ment to funding.

Nothing concerns me more than the
reported absence of the Harkin amend-
ment from the final budget agreement.
I don’t know where it went. I can re-
member—maybe others can speak to
it—when we were briefed by our Demo-
cratic budgeteers about how the budget
conference came together. They were
not allowed to take part in any of the
decisionmaking process. I asked them:
Whatever happened to the Harkin
amendment? They said: You have to
look through the numbers and try to
find it, but Republicans haven’t re-
leased the numbers yet. We went over
and talked to the staff.

Whatever happened to the Harkin
amendment? We still want to know.
When Senators are explaining the
budget this afternoon, I hope they will
tell us what happened to it because you
can’t find it. It is not there. It is not
here; it is not there. It has just dis-
appeared.

The need has not disappeared. The
need for those Head Start Programs
has not disappeared. The need for the
supplementary services on title I has
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not disappeared. The need to do some-
thing about better trained teachers and
assisting professional development re-
mains today as it existed on the day
the Senate passed the Harkin amend-
ment. Those schools that are crum-
bling; they haven’t disappeared. The
vote on Senator HARKIN’s amendment,
and the significance of the vote, after a
very full and complete debate, has not
disappeared. It is still there in the his-
tory books.

What has disappeared somewhere is
the commitment of the Congress to
take action and reflect our Nation’s
priorities in the budget. We’re fortu-
nate to have the resources to say, ‘“‘All
right, we are going to have a tax cut,
but we are not going to do it at the ex-
pense of the children of this country.”
But that is what evidently has hap-
pened. That is the regrettable choice
made by the GOP.

I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I certainly with-
hold.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
generally try to follow a format here,
where the Members file their amend-
ments, and then those who were the
principal sponsors speak to them, and
those others who are in support or in
opposition get an opportunity to ad-
dress it. I welcome the opportunity to
do so.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. 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. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
understand a number of colleagues are
on their way to the floor to lay down
amendments. However, I thought this
might be a chance to speak for a short
period of time about the substitute
amendment that was laid down by Sen-
ator JEFFORDS but is the result of ne-
gotiations among a number of Members
of this body and the administration
that is presently under consideration.

As we consider the substitute, first of
all, I give credit where credit is due.
First, I will give credit where it is due
to my colleagues from both parties and
then raise questions about the result of
these negotiations that we will con-
sider in this substitute.

I say to Senator KENNEDY, in par-
ticular, how aware I am of the yeo-
man’s work that he and his staff have
done to modify some of the most trou-
bling aspects of the issues that were
under consideration, especially the
block-grant proposal that has been
known as Straight A’s. And, I know
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that Senator JEFFORDS and his staff
have worked hard over the last few
weeks as well. Other Senators have
been part of those tough negotiations
as well and, in particular, I commend
those Senators who worked to remove
some of the most troubling aspects of
the parts of this amendment that were
up for discussion.

This morning I just want to discuss
two parts of the substitute amend-
ment: the so-called Straight A’s pro-
posal and the proposal to allow some
Title I dollars to be used for supple-
mental services such as tutoring.

Straight A’s is going in the direction
of block-granted education money to
up to seven states and 25 districts. I do
recognize that a number of important
programs, for example, the migrant
program, homeless, immigrant, Indian
education, mneglected or delinquent
children programs, the programs fo-
cused on students with special needs,
will not be consolidated. This is impor-
tant and I thank my colleagues for
their yeoman’s work in protecting
these crucial programs from consolida-
tion. This is important because we
made a national commitment that
those students coming from families
and communities which are most vul-
nerable—take, for example, homeless
children or the migrant farmer worker
population. We said we would not all of
a sudden leave to State and local com-
munities whether or not they make a
commitment in these areas. So, again,
I thank my colleagues for the work
they have done to make sure that we
continue with these commitments. I
also appreciate that, while title I is
consolidated in those states and local
districts that are granted these per-
formance agreements, tough negotia-
tions have assured that these programs
will remain targeted to the poorest
children.

On the other hand, there are other
additional programs, including after-
school programs and teacher quality
that are block-granted here. My own
view is we are going down a dangerous
path. We have moved away from an im-
portant commitment. The commit-
ment we have made is we are a na-
tional community, we are one Nation,
and there are certain decisive prior-
ities we have. Two of these are addi-
tional help for kids for afterschool pro-
grams and a national commitment to
teacher training. I think this is a slip-
pery slope. It is a huge mistake to
move away from a national commit-
ment to these priorities. I come to the
floor to say this part of the agreement
is not a step forward. I have some deep
concerns about this move.

I know people negotiated in good
faith and, as I have said, this part of
the agreement is much better than any
Straight A’s proposal that we’ve seen
in the past. One thing I appreciate is
that if local school districts can make
the case vis-a-vis a statewide education
agency that has been named a block
grant recipient that, as a local district,
they do not want to be part of the
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block grant, and if they want to con-
tinue to receive money for these im-
portant national programs, they can do
so. However, I also understand that the
State agency will ultimately be an im-
portant player in the decision about
whether a local district can opt out.

As a former community organizer,
when I think of grassroots politics in
any State in the country, I don’t think
the grassroots level stops at the Gov-
ernor’s level. I don’t think the grass-
roots is the Governors, I don’t think
the grassroots are Senators and rep-
resentatives, I don’t think they are
statewide education agencies. The
grassroots are at the local level.

There are decisive priorities for our
Nation, no matter where a child goes
to school, no matter where a teacher
teaches. However, I far prefer that the
designing and implementation and cre-
ativity is done at the local level. So,
this Straight A’s concept fails both in
recognizing the national commitments
and fails in encouraging truly grass-
roots efforts in creative implementa-
tion. The state level is not the place
for the decisions about these issues to
be made. So, this block-grant proposal
is my first concern with the agree-
ment.

My second concern is that in consist-
ently failing schools, up to 15 percent
of the title I program dollars may be
given to the parents of children in
those schools for supplemental services
such as tutoring. Now, this basic con-
cept of providing parents with funds to
pay for supplemental services is not
one that I fundamentally object to. Be-
cause it promotes those students find-
ing success in public schools, it is sig-
nificantly different from a vouchers
plan in which we promote students
leaving public schools. And, once
again, I recognize that my Democratic
colleagues and their staffs involved in
the negotiations did good work to build
in a number of safeguards into this pro-
gram. However, despite my basic sup-
port for the concept, I do have prob-
lems with this particular scheme for
providing supplemental services.

My main point is that I don’t really
understand why we are going to take
some money out of the title I program,
which is already severely underfunded
at the 30 percent level, to provide addi-
tional help for kids in other settings,
vis-a-vis tutoring done somewhere else,
even outside the public school system.

This perhaps is where I register my
strongest dissent from the direction we
are going at the moment. We don’t yet
have a final agreement on whether or
not there is going to be a real invest-
ment of resources to back this bill up.
As a result, we now find ourselves get-
ting into a situation where we are ac-
tually going to be taking money away
from the title I program, which is the
program that is there for disadvan-
taged children. That doesn’t make a
whole lot of sense to me. There are
other more specific concerns that I
have with this proposal as well, but it
is the taking funds out of disadvan-
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taged schools when we should be fo-
cused investing more in these schools
that is my fundamental problem here.

Finally, there are some important
civil rights issues and questions that
have been raised with the supplemental
services program and with the after-
school program as it has been revised
in this agreement. They both allow
public funds to ultimately go to reli-
gious providers of these services. I am
someone who has supported that basic
idea that religious groups can play a
key role in helping to solve social ills.
And, I have seen the ways in which the
religious communities can make a lot
of very good things happen. But if we
are going to put money in this direc-
tion, we ought to have some guarantee,
some language, that says clearly that
there can’t be proselytizing in any of
these programs funded by tax dollars.
It is my understanding that such lan-
guage is not in this agreement.

In addition, I certainly would not
want any public dollars going to any
religious organization without some
type of guarantee that there would not
be any kind of discrimination against
any group of citizens in their hiring
practices.

I actually think the religious com-
munity in many ways has done superb
work. That is my view. That is what I
voted for in the welfare bill. But I
would raise these questions about pro-
tecting children against being pros-
elytized to and about being sure that
public dollars do not fund discrimina-
tion.

So I thought, as long as we are just
at the beginning, that I would thank
my colleagues for the negotiation. I
thank my colleague Senator KENNEDY
in particular for really being so strong
and making sure we make migrant edu-
cation and education for homeless chil-
dren and others a national priority.
That makes the block-granting portion
of this agreement much stronger. I
argue about some of the other pro-
grams that potentially could be block-
granted. In general this is not what I
think we should be doing. I think we
are moving away from an important
national commitment. And, as I men-
tioned, I think in some ways it is not
decentralized enough. I think the
statewide agencies will have too much
control, versus the school districts, in
the implementation of these programs.

Those are my comments on the sub-
stitute. Of course, I have other con-
cerns about the base bill that really
were not part of these negotiations. I
will have an amendment that says we
can go forward with this testing if in
fact it is done the right way. So, I will
ask you a number of amendments
there. In addition to making sure we do
testing the right way, certainly we
should have a trigger amendment in
this bill that says, when it comes to
title I money, we must live up to our
commitment so we make sure all these
kids can do well before the actual im-
plementation of testing takes place.
The outcome of the vote on that
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amendment will be extremely impor-
tant to me.

I think what we have in this com-
promise is an example of where we can
go amiss if we are not careful. Taking
money out of title I to give additional
funds to kids outside the title I pro-
gram doesn’t make much sense when
you have such a severely underfunded
program.

So, these are words of dissent based
upon respect for what my colleagues
have tried to do. Later on, as we get
into this amendment and into other
amendments, I know any number of us,
including Senator HARKIN who will
have an important amendment on the
IDEA program, will have a lot of
amendments. I look forward to really
being in the thick of this debate. I am
hoping—maybe I will even use the word
“praying’’—that some of the amend-
ments I have that I believe will prevent
the abuse of testing, will prevent
teachers having to teach to a standard-
ized test, will actually encourage
teachers to go into education as op-
posed to discouraging teachers from
going into education, especially
amendments that say we trigger this
when we make an amendment to title
I, will be accepted. I hope that we do
the testing in the right way and that
we make sure these children and these
schools and these teachers have the re-
sources to do well.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
have been discouraged at times about
our Nation’s willingness to deal with
our fundamental educational problems.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Excuse
me, Senator.

Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to yield
the Senator 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 5 min-
utes.

Mr. KENNEDY. I have 5 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 30 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Is this the time divided earlier
until noon? Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Of that time, I only
have b minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield that time.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator for yielding.

Will the Senator from Vermont yield
5 minutes?

Mr. JEFFORDS. We are waiting right
now for the first amendment which is
in order, so I cannot yield this time.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I do
not have any objection to waiting for
the Senator from New Jersey as long as
I still have adequate time to offer my
amendment.

Mr. JEFFORDS. All right, the Sen-
ator will have that time, and I do yield
to the Senator an additional 5 minutes.
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Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Maine, the Senator from
Massachusetts, and the Senator from
Vermont—indeed, the entire New Eng-
land delegation—for helping me to
make these remarks.

Mr. President, I have been discour-
aged at times about, not simply the
issue of education in America but
about the willingness in public policy
to deal with these fundamental prob-
lems. The fact that so many Senators
have given so much time, commitment,
and energy to dealing with this prob-
lem is one of the most encouraging
things I have seen in years. Perhaps
the Nation is getting ready, in a funda-
mental way, to deal with our edu-
cational problems.

It is none too soon, perhaps, because
we all recognize the same thing: Amer-
ica’s educational problems point like a
dagger at the heart of our national
prosperity—indeed, one day even our
national security. America cannot long
endure with this standard of living
without dealing in a major way, on a
grand scale, with our persistent, al-
most endemic problems of education.

Indeed, there are a plethora of prob-
lems. Who would believe, under these
economic and budgetary cir-
cumstances, that a great nation would
allow its future leaders, the engines of
its future economy, to attend classes in
trailers, hallways, or gymnasiums? Mr.
President, 2,400 schools need to be built
in the next 2 years to relieve over-
crowding and accommodate rising en-
rollments—2,400. In some communities
with the property tax base, they may
get built. In others where there is not,
they will not get built. Every lost
school, every child who will not meet
his or her potential, is a social, eco-
nomic, and even a political problem.

Our teachers, no matter how dedi-
cated they might be, wage a battle
with old textbooks and a dearth of
modern technology. While we have
made the Internet available to the
smallest business and every govern-
ment agency, only 27 percent of public
school classrooms can even take advan-
tage of this new asset of technology for
learning even if they have a teacher
who knows how to use it.

After years of study, we all under-
stand that the problem of children un-
attended, without supervision in the
afternoons is a principal reason for
poor grades, dropouts from school, al-
cohol and drug use, and lives of crime.
Indeed, violent juvenile crime triples
in the hours after school.

Rising enrollments, inadequate
school construction, inadequate tech-
nology, these are things that we have
known and understood not for a year,
not for a few years, but for a genera-
tion. Yet today we meet again to dis-
cuss these issues, recognizing that this
afternoon 15 million children will ar-
rive to empty homes or spend their
afternoons on the streets when, indeed,
they could have had supervision and
used the time productively.

The question is not whether or not
we are making insufficient progress. I
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believe the question is whether we are
making any progress at all. The Na-
tional Assessment of Educational
Progress showed no improvement from
1992 to 2000 in fourth grade reading
ability. Less than a third of the coun-
try’s fourth graders read at a grade
level that is appropriate, and the gap
in reading skills between the highest
performance level and that of our low-
est performing students is widening.

I will recognize that during this de-
bate, Senators will come with ideas
from the left or the right. They will
have radical solutions or modest solu-
tions.

This much I believe about this de-
bate. I hope that no Senator will come
to this floor believing that anyone has
a monopoly on good ideas, and that no
one will come to this floor and defend
the status quo because the status quo
does not deserve defense.

The Bush administration enters into
this debate and understandably wants
to plant their own mark on educational
reform. They have a right to do so.
And, indeed, the administration’s view
is that accountability and improve-
ment of standards in testing is part of
educational reform, and that is correct.

All the money in the world will not
improve American education and ac-
countability. Reform of almost every
aspect of American education is re-
quired. But as certainly as money is
not the entire answer, it is certainly
part of the answer.

Nine thousand schools nationwide
have been identified as needing im-
provement. The number of low-per-
forming schools is rising each year. Ac-
countability of those schools will mat-
ter. It will shoulder the other problems
that I mentioned. Accountability will
not solve leaking roofs. Accountability
alone will not bring technology to
classrooms. Accountability alone will
not retain good teachers.

There is a marriage of ideas of the
left and the right, Democrats and Re-
publicans.

Other aspects of the administration’s
plan should be supported. I have fought
for years for educational savings ac-
counts for K-12. It is time to enact
them. It makes sense to bring private
resources in to help with this growing
national problem.

Charter schools are a tested and
sometimes workable addition to the
problems of public education. And they
should be supported.

But as I reach across the aisle and
commend the Bush administration on
its ideas, I hope this much will be
granted: There is no alternative to a
large-scale, immediate national pro-
gram of building new schools for Amer-
ica. One-third of America’s public
schools need major repairs or total re-
placement. There is a $322 billion back-
log to build and modernize America’s
schools. This requires Federal re-
sources. Local communities should not
face a choice of ruinous property taxes
or declining opportunities for their
own children. We are the difference.



S4194

In New Jersey today we are begin-
ning the Nation’s largest school con-
struction program with $8.6 billion for
school construction. I am proud of it.
It is needed. It is a good bipartisan
plan, and it is impressive, unless you
consider the scale of the problem. We
are spending $8.6 billion. But New Jer-
sey alone has a $22 billion need for
school construction.

This year, my State saw the largest
increase in enrollment in 20 years. Our
fastest growing school districts need a
new school constructed every 3 to 5
years.

That is why I am supporting the Har-
kin amendment to fund new school
construction. As much as we need the
Harkin amendment, we need to con-
tinue with our program of adding
100,000 new teachers.

I believe in time that the Clinton ad-
ministration’s greatest achievement,
at least for my State of New Jersey
and I believe for the country, may be
the reducing of class size. Every study
that has ever been conducted and every
review that we have ever chartered has
made clear that the greatest variable
in the performance of a America’s stu-
dents is to reduce class size. And the
goal of a national class size standard of
18 by adding 100,000 teachers, of which
30,000 are now employed, is the greatest
variable and can make the greatest
contribution.

I believe this marriage of ideas from
Democrats and Republicans can make
a real difference. I begin now by en-
dorsing the Harkin amendment and by
strongly supporting the continuation
of our program of hiring new teachers.

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
leagues for yielding the time.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
five minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maine 20 minutes.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 359 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358

(Purpose: To improve the Read First
Program)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk as a sub-
stitute to the amendment that is be-
fore the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 359 to amend-
ment No. 358.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD under ‘‘Amendments
Submitted.”)

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

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, first let me start by
commending the chairman of the com-
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mittee, Senator JEFFORDS, and the
ranking minority member, Senator
KENNEDY, for their extraordinary work
on this important legislation. They
have shown real leadership in pulling
the Senate together on what I believe
may well be the most important legis-
lation we consider this year; that is,
the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

My amendment would make a series
of improvements to an extremely im-
portant component of the bill, and that
is Reading First. I have worked with
my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle as well as with the administra-
tion, the Secretary of Education, and
the President to ensure that both the
Early Reading First and the Reading
First initiatives are truly focused on
our goal of helping every child to learn
to read.

We can do so much more to ensure
that every child learns to read. Read-
ing First is based on the principle that
the best way to ensure that no child is
left behind is to teach every child to
read.

Reading First encourages States and
school districts to take a preventive
role when dealing with reading pro-
grams.

It would provide assistance to States
and school districts to establish read-
ing programs for students in grades
kindergarten through the third grade
to better ground specifically based
reading research in order to ensure
that every student can read at or above
grade level by the end of the third
grade.

It would provide assistance to States
and school districts to better prepare
our teachers who are on the front line
and who are so important in this cru-
sade.

It would give them professional de-
velopment and other support so that
teachers can identify specific reading
barriers facing the students and have
the tools that they need to assist their
students in learning to read.

Reading experts tell us that children
learn to read in many different ways.
This isn’t a case where one approach
serves the needs of every student.
Some students may need to put their
fingers on their mouths when they say
certain words to understand the sounds
that make up those words. Others may
need to clap out the syllables to under-
stand how words are constructed.

These are examples of the kinds of
teaching tools that Reading First will
promote and that will assist teachers
in learning.

The program would also provide as-
sistance to States and school districts
in selecting and developing diagnostic
reading assessments that document
whether children are learning and will
also help us to assess the effectiveness
of the Reading First Program.

Reading First would require us to
make a real commitment. We should
not require students to fail before pro-
viding assistance. And, yet, that is
often what we do.
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The most common intervention is
placement in special education which
for most children is simply not a solu-
tion. Special education services are not
designed to solve a children’s reading
disability, and for the most part they
do not. Our Early Literacy Program is
well documented. Approximately 2.8
million students in the United States
have been identified as having a learn-
ing disability. Of those, 90 percent have
trouble reading. The good news is with
proper, effective, and early interven-
tion a learning disability can be treat-
ed, and children with reading disabil-
ities can have the potential to achieve
their full potential. The bad news is
that most States do not now have the
resources to establish the kinds of
reading programs and early interven-
tions that are most effective.

Reading First would address this
problem. It provides a national focus
on early reading intervention. It sim-
ply does not make sense to wait until
the third grade to test a child’s reading
ability, find out that that child’s read-
ing skills are far below his or her
peers’, and know that the chance of
that child learning to read by grade
level by the end of elementary school is
less than 25 percent.

By contrast, if a child is tested and
receives help in kindergarten or first
grade, that child has a 90- to 95-percent
chance of becoming a good reader.

Since reading is researched more eas-
ily and effectively during the early
years, identifying children who have
problems with reading and providing
them with the help they need early on
is very effective.

Reading First is a comprehensive ap-
proach to promoting literacy in all 50
States. It will support the efforts of
States such as Maine that have already
made great strides under the Reading
Excellence Act in promoting reading
and literacy.

The Reading First initiative would
provide $1 billion per year—that is tri-
ple our current commitment—to States
and school districts to establish and
enhance reading partnerships and to
develop early literacy professional de-
velopment programs for teachers.

We know that other than involved
parents, a good teacher, with proper
literacy training, is the single most
important prerequisite to a student’s
reading success. We also know that
reading is the gateway to learning
other subjects and to future academic
achievement. That is why it is so im-
portant that this bill make such a na-
tional commitment to reading pro-
grams.

The amendment I have proposed im-
proves upon the Reading First section
of the bill in a number of ways.

First of all, it would improve the tar-
geting of funds so that more would be
allocated to those local schools that
have the most schoolchildren who are
reading below grade level.

Second, it would clarify that each
State’s educational agency would be
responsible for administering the pro-
gram.
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Third, it adds greater detail to the
criteria that will be used to award
competitive grants to States by speci-
fying that a State must be able to dem-
onstrate improved reading achieve-
ment in those schools that are receiv-
ing Reading First funds.

It would require the Secretary to
minimize the amount of new paper-
work for States that have already ap-
plied for and received a grant under the
current Reading Excellence Act.

It would increase accountability by
requiring States and local school dis-
tricts to demonstrate improved reading
achievement in schools that are receiv-
ing Reading First funds.

And it would require that, in car-
rying out the evaluation of this pro-
gram, the Secretary assess whether it
is having an impact on the identifica-
tion and referral of young students to
special education services under IDEA.

Let me just elaborate on this latter
point. I firmly believe if we invest in
early reading programs, and identify
children who are having difficulty in
learning reading early on, that many of
those children will not need special
education. The reason this is impor-
tant is, once a child becomes part of
special education, the chances of that
child ever leaving special education are
less than 5 percent.

We know that if we intervene early,
90 to 95 percent of children with learn-
ing disabilities can be helped. But if
those children become part of the spe-
cial education system, the chances of
their leaving special education are less
than 5 percent.

This is an investment that makes
sense.

President Bush deserves enormous
credit for placing reading at the top of
our education agenda and for being
willing to work with us—with Members
on both sides of the aisle—to hammer
out the best possible legislation.

Mr. President, I know the Senator
from Rhode Island wanted 5 minutes to
comment on this legislation. My state-
ment is quite lengthy. What I would
like to do is ask unanimous consent to
be able to yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island and then re-
claim my time so that I can complete
my statement, if that is acceptable to
the managers of the bill.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will
keep control of time, but I am pleased
to do as my colleague wishes, and I
yield 5 minutes to Senator REED.

Mr. REED. I thank the chairman
very much.

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

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Maine for the gracious
yielding of time and for offering her
amendment. She has offered a very ad-
mirable and very important amend-
ment that will increase literacy in the
United States. It tracks closely Presi-
dent Bush’s proposals for increased lit-
eracy throughout this country. In fact,
it builds on the Reading Excellence Act
which this body passed in 1998. I believe
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it is a measure that should be broadly
supported.

I, too, also commend Chairman JEF-
FORDS and Ranking Member KENNEDY
for their efforts in the committee to
bring this measure to the Chamber
and, again, Senator COLLINS for her ex-
cellent amendment with respect to lit-
eracy in reading. I want to use this op-
portunity to not only commend Sen-
ator COLLINS but also to suggest that
as important as her amendment is,
there is a piece I believe that could be
added to make it even better. That
piece is providing access to materials
in school libraries.

For years I have been advocating a
return to Federal support for school 1i-
braries. Back in 1965, with the original
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, the Congress passed an initiative
that would allow—and did allow—
school libraries to purchase library ma-
terials. It was widely successful. In
fact, I will suggest that my colleagues
go to any school in their State—par-
ticularly those schools in rural or
urban areas—go to the school library
and look through the shelves. I am sure
you will find books that are stamped
“ESEA, 1965.” You certainly will find
many books with a 1966, 1967, or 1968
copyright. Sadly, that is the status of
our collections in school libraries
throughout this country: Many old and
out-of-date books purchased originally
by ESEA. We can do better and should
do better.

The thrust of Senator COLLINS’
amendment and the President’s pro-
gram is teacher technique, teaching
pedagogy, and teaching instruction.
But, as I said, there is another aspect;
that is, having the materials available
for young people to actually read.

Research clearly shows that the mod-
ern up-to-date library with new mate-
rial contributes significantly and posi-
tively to student performance. The re-
search consistently shows this. It sug-
gests that we have to do much more in
terms of not only providing new tech-
nique, new instruction, new pedagogy,
we have to provide books and media for
children so they can, in fact, practice
what they are taught, and not only
practice what they are taught but be-
come enthused about using libraries
and reading books. You cannot do that
with some of the out-of-date collec-
tions we have in our school libraries
today.

That is why, as soon as it is appro-
priate, I will suggest an additional
amendment. I was tempted, momen-
tarily, to offer a second degree to the
Collins amendment, but I believe she
deserves the opportunity to make her
case undiluted by other proposals.

My proposal would, in fact, increase
funding authorized for the President’s
program of reading and literacy so
school libraries throughout the coun-
try could actually buy materials as
part of the Reading First initiative and
target these funds to the schools that
are most in need, the highest poverty
schools.
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It would also provide districts and
schools with the flexibility to use fund-
ing to meet local needs. There would be
no preset list of books or materials. It
would be a very local choice which
they could use themselves to acquire
what they need in their particular cir-
cumstances.

It would also encourage resource-
sharing initiatives such as those that
have been established in Ohio and
Rhode Island, effectively linking all
the school libraries together with pub-
lic libraries and with academic librar-
ies in higher education institutions, so
that children can access, through com-
puterized records, a vast array of mate-
rial. This modern, updated approach
can be another additional improvement
in education throughout the United
States.

Also, it would provide resources and
support to train school librarians and
those people who work in the libraries.
Sometimes we overlook the fact that
we have to have trained professionals
in the library. It is not sufficient sim-
ply to have a teacher walk a class in
and say, pick a book, children, and go
out. It helps immeasurably if there is
someone in that library who knows not
only how to do research but also how
to use library materials to enhance the
education of all the children in that
school.

This legislation I am proposing is
based upon a bill I introduced along
with Senators COCHRAN, KENNEDY,
SNOWE, CHAFEE, DASCHLE, and others.
It has been modified because, rather
than being a separate stand-alone por-
tion of the ESEA, this amendment that
I will propose next week will be part of
the President’s initiative, part of the
Reading First initiative.

It makes sense simply because we are
all trying to focus in our resources and
our attention. In addition, it responds
to some complaints I have heard that
this is not the time to embark on a
new program. Let me, as a funda-
mental point, state that this is not a
new program when it comes to school
library support. In 1965, it was specifi-
cally authorized and funded under the
original ESEA. In 1994, we reauthorized
this particular library program. Unfor-
tunately, it was essentially defunded in
previous Congresses, and it was made
part of a larger block grant. As a re-
sult, the resources have diminished sig-
nificantly.

I commend the Senator from Maine. I
look forward to her amendment. I ask
her to consider, along with others, this
improvement which I will offer at the
soonest possible moment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRIST). Who yields time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield 30 seconds?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont controls the time.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. In the spirit of
working together, I know we will have

(Mr.
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votes on these amendments. One thing
I do want to get a chance to do is ex-
amine the substitute amendment. It is
a huge package which just arrived re-
cently. Before we have a vote on it, I
want to get a chance to look at it so I
understand it, and I want to be in
touch with people in my own State. I
suggest that we not vote on the sub-
stitute amendment until after Sen-
ators have had a chance to look at it.

Mr. JEFFORDS. We are allowing
time for that purpose. We understand
the Senator’s concerns, and they will
be accommodated.

I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
true that probably 5 or 7 percent of this
has just been drafted, but 85 percent of
it had been drafted and completed 4
days ago. The Senator is quite within
his rights, but just for the membership,
those on the committees who are inter-
ested, 85 percent of that has been in
draft form. It is still a sizable amount.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I will.

Mr. REID. I say to the Senator from
Minnesota and others, we want every-
one to understand the underlying sub-
stitute. They should have all the time
they need to do that. In the meantime,
we are constructively moving forward
on the bill. The Senator from Maine
has offered an amendment. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is waiting. It is my un-
derstanding you have another Senator
to offer an amendment. We have Sen-
ator DODD ready to offer an amend-
ment. We should be able to move for-
ward on these amendments subject to
the adoption of the substitute.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator.
I agree with him. I yield to the Senator
from Maine.

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, now
that the ranking Democrat on the
HELP Committee has joined us, I once
again repeat my praise of his efforts as
well as those of the chairman of the
committee. Senator JEFFORDS and Sen-
ator KENNEDY have done incredible
work in bringing us together on this
important issue, as has the Presiding
Officer, the Senator from Tennessee,
Mr. FRIST. I thank them for their ef-
forts on what I believe to be such an
important initiative.

To reach our goal of helping all chil-
dren, of ensuring that every child
knows how to read, the reading pro-
grams authorized by this bill draw on
30 years of research on reading and
reading instruction. These programs
will enhance our ability to help every
child succeed. We know that we have a
lot of work to do.

By way of background, I will share
with my colleagues some of the trou-
bling statistics about reading in this
country: 20 million children are at risk
for reading failure; 75 percent of chil-
dren with reading difficulties who are
now helped by the time they reach the
age of 9 will still have poor reading
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skills at the end of high school. That is
why early intervention is so important.

Eighty to 90 percent of children iden-
tified with learning disabilities have
their primary deficits in reading and
language-based processes. We Kknow
that fewer than a third of our fourth
graders can read at grade level. We
know that the reading scores on the
national tests for reading have been
flat for 30 years, and the recent release
of the NAEP scores for this year would
continue this flat line.

We need to do things differently. We
need to increase the Federal invest-
ment. That is what this bill would do,
by tripling funding for reading pro-
grams.

We also need a fresh approach. Fortu-
nately, research provides reliable ways
to determine whether children as
young as age 4 are developing the nec-
essary skills to learn to read. Early
identification and effective early inter-
vention can dramatically reduce the
numbers of students who fail to learn
to read.

Teachers have told me of the excite-
ment they feel when they watch a child
learn the strategies needed to crack
the reading code. For some students it
is a mysterious code, but teachers have
proven over and over again that there
are strategies and solid research that
can bring techniques into the class-
room to help children discover that
they can, indeed, become good readers.

The ability to read unlocks the doors
to all other areas of the curriculum.
Children who can’t read don’t excel in
other subject areas. In fact, nonreaders
pull away from other academic sub-
jects if they don’t experience success in
reading.

I find it so exciting that this country
is now focused on reading. Reading is
finally getting the attention, the sup-
port, and the resources it deserves. It
has taken years for the importance of
reading to rise to national attention. I
give our President and the First Lady
tremendous credit in focusing national
attention on the importance of read-
ing.

I believe we are about to take a great
leap forward for this Nation toward in-
creasing literacy. The amendment I
put forth merely strengthens the provi-
sions of the reading initiative in this
important legislation. It will ensure
that we have access to the information
we need to determine whether this pro-
gram is a success.

The bottom line: If we act swiftly
and effectively to teach reading in the
early grades, we will provide our chil-
dren with the solid foundation they
need for future academic success.

The Reading First initiative gives
meaning to our commitment to leave
no child behind by making certain that
every child can read. This is critical
because our Nation is in the midst of a
monumental global change. Unlike pre-
vious generations who came of age
when the United States was primarily
an agricultural or manufacturing based
economy, this generation coming to
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age now will need reading skills more
than ever.

Information processing has become a
required skill for so many jobs. That is
why reading is so important. It is the
basic building block for participating
fully in our society. In this country of
opportunity and promise, we owe it to
our children to make sure they learn to
read and learn to read well.

In closing, I thank the leaders of our
committee and the National Center for
Learning Disabilities, as well as the
Department of Education and White
House officials for working together
with us to improve the Reading First
initiative in this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maine for a
wonderful effort in making sure this
bill will succeed. I commend her on it.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume for purposes of supporting the
amendment.

At a time when we are sending tour-
ists into space, cloning animals, and
integrating computers into every facet
of our lives, reading continues to be
one of the most important skills we
learn in our lifetime. In fact, in this in-
formation age, reading has never been
more important.

There are two programs in this legis-
lation that have not received as much
attention as some of the other provi-
sions. Yet, these programs may be the
most important parts of the bill. Be-
cause—while reading is the gateway
skill to further learning, academic
achievement, and success in the
world—millions of school-age children
are not learning to read well enough.

Over the past two days, several Mem-
bers have talked about how too many
of our children are not reading well. I
have some charts that display just how
serious the problem is, and what an
emergency it is for our county.

Chart 1 gives an overall view. It is so
discouraging, I want to take a few mo-
ments to let everyone absorb the con-
tents of it.

What we are looking at here is the
reading results for fourth graders from
the most recent National Assessment
of Educational Progress. This is a na-
tionally representative study carried
out by the Department of Education.

The results from the assessment are
divided into four -categories: Below
basic, basic, proficient, and advanced.
The proficient level is the performance
expected of students at this grade
level. That is where every child in
America should be.

As you can see from the bar on the
far left, 68 percent of all students are
reading below proficiency in the fourth
grade—68 percent are below proficiency
in the fourth grade. A little less than
40 percent have not attained the basic
level. That means 40 percent are really
seriously failing, which means they
have not mastered even the rudi-
mentary skills of reading. This is inex-
cusable.
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I will point out some other defi-
ciencies in our educational system. We
are the only Nation of the industri-
alized world that does not provide edu-
cation paid for by the public sector for
3- and 4-year-olds. I point that out be-
cause that percentage of 40 percent is
about the percentage of those who get
no help in the 3- and 4-year level. That
is our country. No other industrialized
nation has that kind of a record.

As you look down the different bars
on the chart, you can see that this
overall performance actually masks
the performance of the subgroups iden-
tified in the report. For example, only
12 percent of black students in the
fourth grade are reading at the pro-
ficient level.

Now I want to point out the defi-
ciency of our Head Start Program. We
will be holding hearings on that later
this year. The Head Start Program is
designed to give custodial care and
help and nurturing to young children.
There is little or no effective edu-
cational part of that program. There-
fore, we have to examine what we can
do and note that the only program we
have that really is in the area of help
really does not provide the kind of edu-
cational help that is necessary.

Also, nearly 60 percent of Hispanic
children are reading below the basic
level.

Let us now turn to chart 2. If we look
at the next chart, we can see that pov-
erty, which cuts across all the groups
on the previous chart, predicts a great
deal of the low performance. Again, we
have the same problem here with re-
spect to percentages, and we find that
our Nation, unlike any other industri-
alized nation, does not provide help to
the young children, the preschoolers.

‘““Eligibility for free and reduced
lunch” is based on the income of a stu-
dent’s parents. As you can see, children
living in families near or below the
poverty line are much more likely to
be reading at the basic or below-basic
level.

Overall, these numbers have not
changed over the past decade. They
have not changed over the past decade.
That means in the last 10 years we
have seen no improvement. I serve on
the Goals panel, and I have been there
since it was initiated in 1990. We have
not seen any significant change in the
levels of education since that time,
when we created the Goals panel to see
whether we were improving.

One of the most noticeable changes
in the data over time has been a de-
cline in the scores for the lowest per-
forming 10 percent. This means that
those students who are furthest behind
have been losing ground. That is to-
tally inexcusable for this Nation.

What is so alarming about these sta-
tistics is that by the fourth grade, stu-
dents are expected to have learned how
to read well. Increasingly, they must
read in order to learn about academic
matter. The emphasis on teaching
reading declines, and the opportunities
to make up lost ground often dis-
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appear. There is clearly a relationship
between the low reading scores for
these groups of students, their low aca-
demic achievement in later grades, and
the high rate of dropping out of school.

I can point to another study done by
the Glenn Commission and also the
stories we have with respect to improv-
ing in math. Even though our children,
somehow, are average with respect to
industrialized nations in the fourth
grade in math, from that point, they
slip down until they are last in the
world by the time they graduate from
high school. That is one of the most se-
rious problems from which our Nation
suffers. Again, it gets back to the ba-
sics of reading as well as, of course, un-
derstanding math.

Of course, it should be no surprise
that these students, when they leave
school, become adults with low levels
of literacy. For example, in 1993 the
National Adult Literacy Survey found
that 20 percent of all adults—or more
than 40 million Americans—scored at
the lowest level of literacy on the as-
sessment.

Finally, to bring this full circle, a re-
cent report from the Department of
Education, ‘“The Kindergarten Year,”
found that the children of parents with
less high school education arrived at
kindergarten with far fewer language
and literacy skills than their peers who
had better educated parents. In fact,
when these children left kindergarten,
they scored lower on these skills than
when their higher performing peers en-
tered kindergarten.

This is the current situation:

Some young children fall behind
their peers before they even enter
school; schools improve most students’
reading skills, but they do not close
the gap; these students are much more
likely to fail in school and, even worse,
to drop out later on; children of par-
ents who themselves had difficulty
learning to read, and who did poorly in
school, are more likely to have reading
difficulties.

So you can see what we have is a
cycle of low literacy in this country.
Now you can see why I think the Read-
ing First Program and its companion,
Early Learning First, which gets down
to the 3- and 4-year-olds, preschool-age
children, are perhaps the most impor-
tant parts of this legislation that we
will be passing.

I should add that the Even Start
Family Literacy Program is also being
reauthorized by S. 1. It is another im-
portant piece of our national literacy
effort. That is working with both the
parents and the children at the same
time to make sure the family becomes
literate together.

I commend the President for his lead-
ership in proposing these reading pro-
grams and asking for funds to make
them a reality. He provided similar
leadership on this issue as Governor of
Texas, with good results in Texas. 1
praise the President for bringing that
experience to this body so that all of
the country may share from it.
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I also want to mention our First
Lady, Laura Bush, who I know is also
very interested. I have been with her at
times when she has demonstrated that.
She is deeply involved in the reading
issue. She provided leadership on read-
ing and literacy as the first lady of
Texas and has taken special interest in
the development of language and lit-
eracy skills in preschool-age children,
as reflected in the Early Reading First
initiative.

I believe very strongly that the only
way we can close the gap between bet-
ter performing and lower performing
children in our own country and be-
tween American students and those in
other industrialized nations is to:

Provide more opportunities for learn-
ing in the preschool years; second, im-
prove instruction in our schools and
give adults an opportunity to improve
their own literacy skills.

I hope my colleagues will support
these important programs—Reading
First, Early Reading First, and Even
Start Programs—in the overall legisla-
tion we are considering today.

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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate my friend and colleague from
Maine for an excellent statement and
for her amendment. I am in strong sup-
port of her amendment. I spoke to her
briefly yesterday about authorizing the
Early Reading First Program at $75
million which complements the Read-
ing First initiative by supporting effec-
tive approaches for improving the early
language literacy skills of children age
3 to 5, and under the program, 4-year
competitive grants may be awarded to
school districts and nonprofit organiza-
tion consortia, such as organizations
that serve preschool children.

Her amendment is not only building
on the Reading Excellence Act, and not
only provides funds for children in the
early grades, but also for the preschool
children. That is an area of oppor-
tunity and need as well.

I am hopeful we will, over a period of
time, build on that program.

I thank the chairman of our com-
mittee. No one knows this issue better
than Senator JEFFORDS. He 1is the
founder of the Everyone Wins Program
in Washington, DC, and he is con-
stantly urging Republicans and Demo-
crats to join him in reading to a child
at the Brent School. He and I shared
that experience on Tuesday. I welcome
that opportunity.

I know when he speaks about reading
and the importance of reading, it is a
deeply held belief and one that is root-
ed in his soul because he lives those
words very effectively. It has been a
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great opportunity. I have enjoyed par-
ticipating with him in that program,
and I know a number of our colleagues
do as well.

Anyone who has any question in
their mind about the importance of de-
veloping effective programs in reading,
if they would spend a few hours—just
an hour, actually, a week—they would
be the most enthusiastic supporter of
this program. It will have an enormous
impact on the children. Most impor-
tant, it will enhance their ability to
learn. It will excite them about learn-
ing. It will give them countless joy in
the future. It is a wonderful under-
taking. The expansion of this program,
which started a few years ago, will be
enormously important. I look forward
to working with Senator COLLINS in
giving additional focus and life to the
earlier interventions for children be-
cause that is of major importance.

Finally, we have heard a great deal
about what title I has not done over
the years. For the benefit of the mem-
bership, this chart is NAEP reading
scores over the past 25 years. These are
the constant scores for the same test.
If you look at this chart from 1971 to
1999, you will see there has been a very
modest increase in 13-year-olds over
that period of time. There has been a
very modest increase among black
teenagers and Hispanic teenagers.
There has been a very modest reduc-
tion in the difference between the
races, which is encouraging.

It is interesting to note, if you look
over what was happening to children
during this period of time with in-
creased poverty, an increased number
of immigrant children, non-English-
speaking children, that is also an indi-
cator and has a significant impact on
these numbers.

One can see looking at this chart
that there is a gradual improvement
for all 13-year-olds over that period of
time.

The next chart is NAEP reading
scores for 9-year-olds over the past 25
years. We see the same: a very modest
increase for 9-year-olds and somewhat
a closing of the gap among the other
children as well, although it has been
very modest.

The next chart is in the area of math.
The significance of these charts show,
if one goes from 1973 to 1999, for 13-
year-olds, the line is moving in a posi-
tive direction. That is a hopeful sign.
These are NAEP scores. If one looks at
the black children, we see the gap,
which was 46 points in 1973, has been
reduced to 32 points in 1999 which is a
very sizable reduction. There have been
some rather important gains made in
math.

Another chart, again the NAEP tests,
the 1990 trends in academic progress,
shows the gap closing in math for 13-
year-olds. It was a 35-point gap in 1973,
and it is down to 24 points. Again,
those lines are moving in a positive di-
rection.

This chart is the older children, 17-
year-olds, and one will see a 52-point
gap in 1971 down to a 29-point gap.
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The point is we have a long way to
go, but we have made some important
progress.

The other important point about
these charts is the schools that made
the greatest difference had both reform
and resources. That is why we come
back to the basic point that is under-
lying this bill and why we have been
able to fashion a very good, effective
bill. In a number of ways, if I had been
drafting it, I would have drafted it dif-
ferently.

This is a very important bill, but it
needs the resources to give these trend
lines a real boost in the future. That is
what we want. We want reform and re-
sources. We are talking about invest-
ments in children, investments in the
futures of children. Children are the fu-
ture. We need those kinds of invest-
ments.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
that the time be equally charged.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I have no objection.

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

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, under Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s time—actually, under
Senator HARKIN’s time—I yield to the
Senator from Michigan 10 minutes.

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

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
first thank my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle who are working so hard on
this important issue of education: the
chairman of the committee, Senator
JEFFORDS, who is providing such im-
portant leadership; the ranking mem-
ber, Senator KENNEDY. I congratulate
him and all of the Members who are so
deeply involved in focusing on what I
believe is the most critical issue facing
us in the future, not only of our chil-
dren as it relates to their opportunities
to succeed but to our economy as well.

We have all heard—as a member of
the Senate Budget Committee, I heard
time and time again in hearings—that
we have an increased labor produc-
tivity that is driving this economy.
The basis of that increased labor activ-
ity is an educated workforce. So the
debate in front of us is critical.

I rise today in anticipation of an
amendment that will be introduced
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later that I will be cosponsoring. It re-
lates to an important part of providing
resources and keeping the Federal Gov-
ernment’s promise that was made 25
years ago concerning funding for spe-
cial education for all of our local com-
munities.

We have many educational priorities.
But as I have met with the leaders and
parents in communities all across
Michigan, they have said to me time
and time again, if you just did one
thing, if you just kept your promise to
fully fund your portion of special edu-
cation, it would free up dollars for us
to serve the other needs of children in
schools.

This is critical in Michigan. We have
had numerous court suits that relate to
the State portion of special education.
The lack of Federal support has caused
a tremendous battle in Michigan over
the resources for special education.

We have the opportunity now, in the
context of debating the budget and the
vision for the next 10 years and in the
context of this important education
bill, to set it right. I hear over and over
again from superintendents and teach-
ers and parents: If we are talking about
economic good times, if we are talking
about budget surpluses, why can’t you
keep your promises? This is an incred-
ibly important promise to our children
and to our communities. It needs to be
kept. We are nowhere near meeting the
commitment that was made 25 years
ago.

Let me give an example. I should say
I have been deeply involved over the
years in the issue of advocating for our
children in special education. In Michi-
gan, the cost for the 1999-2000 school
year was $1.2 billion for special edu-
cation alone.

The Federal Government is supposed
to provide 40 percent of that. But in-
stead the Federal Government’s con-
tribution to Michigan schools was $120
million. I am pretty good at math. I
know that $120 million is not 40 percent
of $1.2 billion.

Unfortunately, the State has tried to
make up part of those dollars. Local
communities in Michigan have shifted
over $420 million into special education
that is supposed to be available for
other critical needs in the schools: low-
ering class sizes for all children, put-
ting more technology in the classroom,
upgrading our math and science capa-
bilities, and some issues that need to
be addressed.

We have taken a large amount of re-
sources in Michigan away from those
needs in order to address the very im-
portant need of special education, one
that the Federal Government agreed to
help fund and has not yet kept its com-
mitment.

Nationally, the Federal Government
provides less than 15 percent of its
commitment to IDEA, which is our
special education funding. We are sup-
posed to be providing 40 percent. We
are yet to hit 15 percent.

We can do something about it right
now. We have it within our means. I
am urging my colleagues to do that.
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I would like to share a couple of let-
ters from parents, one from a teacher
in Michigan, concerning this issue that
has profoundly impacted the children
and the families and the schools in
Michigan.

Richard Spring from Manchester, MI,
working in the Webberville School Dis-
trict, an important school district out-
side of Lansing in mid Michigan, wrote
to me saying:

In small rural school districts, like the one
where I work, the high cost that is incurred
by the school district for special education
makes it impossible to do a lot of the other
things that we know are critical to providing
adequate services to all students. For some
kids, who don’t necessarily qualify for spe-
cial education, the impact is especially dra-
matic. For example, many students are on
the ‘“‘borderline’’ in school—there are a year
or so behind where they should be for their
age. Perhaps they were help back one year.
These children do not qualify for special edu-
cation in our district and there is no extra
funding to provide services to help these stu-
dents who clearly are struggling. This is be-
cause the district must carry such a high
burden of the special education costs.

Around the time these marginal children
reach middle school, they are no longer able
to “‘just get by” in school without any addi-
tional services. Often, these students are so
frustrated with school that they are diag-
nosed as emotionally impaired. These are
the children whose behavior becomes so dis-
ruptive that it interferes with other chil-
dren’s opportunities to learn and a teacher’s
ability to teach.

This problem could be easily prevented if
the federal government met its commitment
of 40% funding for IDEA. This would free up
the critical dollars that school districts need
to provide other services, like assistance to
students who are on the borderline. Even
something as simple as summer school could
make a difference in these children’s lives.
But the cost of special education is so high,
that my school district has not been able to
offer summer school in the seven years that
I have been there.

I very much appreciate Richard
Spring’s letter to me, and I think he
speaks very well to the struggles that
are going on in our schools trying to
meet the important needs of children
and not having the Federal Govern-
ment coming forward with its promise.
We are great at mandating. We are
great at laying out what ought to be
done providing rules and regulations,
and even when they are important and
ones that I agree with completely. If
we do not keep our commitment on re-
sources, we are not keeping our com-
mitment to children.

I also would like to read one other
letter from a parent who wrote:

I am writing as a parent of a child with
special needs. My son Paul is 11 years old. He
needs an aide at school to keep him on track,
organize his school work and home work and
to interpret non-verbal information. He is a
very work intelligent, sweet, easy-going
child and this makes him one of the many
who could fall through the cracks if special
education funding is not improved.

The combination of growing enrollment
and teacher shortages is putting a strain on
our communities to provide quality edu-
cation for our children. Our district . . . is
especially struggling because of its high per-
centage of autistic students its very high
percentage of severely afflicted children.
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The need for federal education funding is
greater now than ever before. I see how the
special education teachers are overwhelmed
with work loads because we can’t afford to
hire new teachers. Our special education
budget is upwards of $500,000 in the hole for
next year. All of our students are affected
when we cannot provide services to our spe-
cial needs children. Without appropriate
funding, we must pull funds from other areas
of our budget. Programs are being cut and
education, as a whole, suffers. .. . Please
vote and fight to fully fund the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act and make its
funding mandatory.

Mr. President, I could not say that
better myself.

Again, this is the time for all of us on
both sides of the aisle who care deeply
about the future of our country and
deeply about the future of our children
and families to take this unique time
in history and keep our commitment
because the resources are now there to
do so.

I ask, if we do not pass today an
amendment to fully fund special edu-
cation, when will we? When will we
have the opportunity again for our
country to be able to step up and take
a small portion of resources that are
currently in hand and keep our com-
mitment to the children and families
of this country? Now is the time. We
need to keep that commitment to spe-
cial education.

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
league.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senator from
New Mexico, Mr. BINGAMAN, be allowed
to speak as if in morning business for
10 minutes and that the time not be
charged against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Nevada very
much for that courtesy.

(The remarks of Mr. BINGAMAN are
located in today’s RECORD under
““Morning Business’’.)

Mr. BINGAMAN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. 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. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that time under
the quorum call be equally divided.

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from North
Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, the
debate we are having this week and
next week on education reform in this
country may be the most important de-
bate we have in the Senate this year.
Education is probably the most impor-
tant thing we do as a government. We
have the best military, the best econ-
omy, and the best technology in the
world. There is absolutely no reason
that we should not have the best public
schools in the world. We are the leader
in so many other areas, and we should
be the leader also in this area.

Whether you are talking to teachers,
students, school administrators, or
parents, you hear the same thing ev-
erywhere you go. I have townhall meet-
ings in North Carolina regularly. I visit
schools there regularly. You hear the
same things every single place. No. 1,
everyone wants to make sure that
every school is a high-performing
school. In other words, there is no ex-
cuse for there being a single low-per-
forming school in America.

Second, we need fine, quality teach-
ers, and we need to pay them well and
keep them.

Third, we need to make sure that the
performance of every single student in
America is improved. That is what this
education debate is about.

We should make this decade the edu-
cation decade in America. My home
State of North Carolina has served as a
model for many of the reforms that
have been debated. A few weeks ago,
the Secretary of Education, Secretary
Paige, came and told the committee
that many of the ideas that this ad-
ministration has proposed are, in fact,
modeled after work that has been done
in North Carolina. A centerpiece of
that reform effort was a sustained ef-
fort at identifying those schools that
are not performing and taking all the
steps necessary to make sure those
schools are turned around.

I am very pleased that we were able
to insert in this bill, with the help of
my colleagues, a specific provision, a
proposal, a system that we have used
in North Carolina to turn around low-
performing schools. The concept is
very simple, but it is very effective.
Once the measurement and the testing
has occurred and we identify a school
that is low performing, we gather what
is called a special assistance team, a
team that exists for the purpose of
going into low-performing schools to
turn the schools around. It is com-
prised of educators, experts in the field,
and people who know, based on their
own education and experience, how to
turn around a low-performing school.
Those special assistants go into the
school and do what is necessary to turn
it around. They evaluate the academics
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of the school; they evaluate the per-
sonnel at the school; they make rec-
ommendations about changes that need
to be made to restore educational qual-
ity at the school.

Again, it sounds like a simple idea.
You figure out a school is low per-
forming and you send in a group of ex-
perts to turn the school around. It is a
simple idea, but it works. It has
worked in North Carolina. Since 1997,
we have identified 33 schools as low
performing. Into those schools we have
sent these special assistance teams;
their job it is to turn the school
around. Since 1997, 29 of the 33 schools
identified as low performing have now
been turned around.

Now, there are, obviously, many
things that have contributed to these
schools being turned around, including
a lot of work done in the local commu-
nity. But these special assistance
teams have played a pivotal role in
turning these schools around. Their
contribution is important. What we
have been able to do, with the help of
my colleagues on the HELP Com-
mittee, and with the able leadership of
both the chairman and the ranking
member, Senator KENNEDY, is to incor-
porate into this bill exactly at a na-
tional level what has been working in
North Carolina.

There has been a lot of talk in Wash-
ington and nationally about reform.
Reform is important. I support it—
measurement, accountability, identi-
fication of schools that are low per-
forming, and doing what is necessary
to turn those schools around. That is
the system. It is the system we helped
start in North Carolina, and our North
Carolina system has served as a model
for what we are talking about nation-

ally.
The problem, though, is tough ac-
countability, tough reform will not

work ultimately in many school dis-
tricts unless the resources are avail-
able to turn those schools around. In
poor school districts, once you go in
and identify a school that is low per-
forming, you test and measure, all of
which are a good idea, and so is real ac-
countability.

The problem is, if the special assist-
ance team makes a recommendation, if
the school does not have the resources
to do what is recommended, it is im-
possible to turn those schools around.
It gets to be a very simple proposition:
You identify a low-performing school,
and you send in the experts to tell
them what needs to be done. But in
order to change things, many times re-
sources are needed because in these
poor school districts all over America,
they simply do not have the resources
to do what needs to be done.

Without the resources, what you
have is Washington, DC, telling people
in local communities what needs to be
done in their schools without giving
them any help in meeting the stand-
ards that are being established. It is an
unfunded Federal mandate out of
Washington. It is the Washington peo-
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ple telling local people what they have
to do and then not providing any help
to do it.

North Carolina is a perfect example
of how critical this is. In North Caro-
lina, we implemented very tough meas-
urement, tough testing, tough account-
ability. We identified these schools
that were low performing and went in
and intensely made an effort to turn
them around. The critical component
of that, though, was once those schools
in North Carolina were identified, we
made sure the resources were there to
actually turn the school around.

That is why this debate over the
course of the next 2 weeks is so critical
because what has worked in North
Carolina will work nationally. There is
no excuse for us having a single, not
one, low-performing school in this
country. But the only way to get there
is once we have done the testing, once
we have done the measurement, once
we have identified the schools that are
not performing, the resources have to
be available to turn around those
schools. That is what we did in North
Carolina. It worked. That is what we
should be doing at the national level. It
is what we are going to be talking
about over the course of the next 2
weeks.

The budget debate, which is also on-
going in this Senate and will be ongo-
ing over the course of the next several
months——

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. We will be voting
this afternoon on the Republican budg-
et. We will be able to debate that under
the time limitations, but it is coming
back now with a little over $1.2 tril-
lion.

The Senator, I am sure, remembers
the debate we had on the Harkin
amendment. This body, in a bipartisan
way, gave instructions to the con-
ference that there be $250 billion more
committed to education. It is directly
relevant to the matters about which
the Senator has referred: To take what
is working in North Carolina—and we
might come back to that in a minute
or two—to take those very excellent
examples of how North Carolina has
taken schools which were seriously be-
hind in academic achievement and pro-
moted those schools. I read where one
or two of them are at the top in
achievement.

As the Senator has pointed out, this
is a blueprint we have which the Sen-
ator worked on in the committee and
has been helping us fashion over the
past few days.

Does the Senator agree with me that
if we have this blueprint, what is going
to give life to this blueprint is re-
sources? It is about the future.

We are going to be voting on the
budget proposal. The Harkin amend-
ment had 19 million classroom slots for
students. We are reaching 3 million
now. There are 10 million children who
qualify. If we had the Harkin amend-
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ment, we could have gotten to full
funding of title I. We would have had 7
million more slots for afterschool op-
portunities for youth; 2,750,000 fewer
children in Head Start; 2 million oppor-
tunities for teachers to build skills by
training and mentoring; 50,000 more
teachers every year and reducing class
sizes in the critically early grades;
2,000 fewer crumbling and unsafe
schools. That is what we voted for on a
bipartisan basis.

We are not going to get a single one
of those in the budget that comes here.
Doesn’t this concern the Senator from
North Carolina when we are trying to
take this bill we have all worked on in
a bipartisan way and believe it is a fun-
damental building stone of the future
of this country because we are talking
about our children, and 20 percent, one
out of five, are living in serious pov-
erty in this country. We are trying to
at least move——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 10
more minutes. We are trying to make
sure these children will not be dis-
advantaged in academic achievement
and will be able to move ahead toward
the American dream. That is what this
is about.

I am wondering whether the Senator
agrees with me that what was achieved
in North Carolina took resources, took
commitment, took a blueprint and
would not have happened without the
resources. With the resources, they
were able to do it and what a difference
it has made to those children.

Mr. EDWARDS. The answer to the
Senator’s question is simple. Without
the resources, it would have been im-
possible to turn those schools around
in North Carolina. It could not have
been done.

I will give the Senator another exam-
ple. On his list, he has 2,750,000 fewer
children in Head Start. Every educator
in North Carolina will tell you that a
critical component of what we have
done to improve the schools in North
Carolina is our State program Smart
Start. Without that, kids do not begin
school ready to learn. They are not
prepared to learn.

All these other things are very im-
portant, but this early childhood edu-
cation is absolutely critical.

Another thing on Senator KENNEDY’s
list: Opportunities for teachers to build
skills by training and mentoring. We
have focused in North Carolina not
only on recruiting quality teachers but
continuing to train them, keeping
them, increasing their pay, increasing
their incentive pay when they perform
well. Teacher training and compensa-
tion is absolutely crucial to make this
work.

It gets to be a pretty simple propo-
sition: No. 1, our Kkids need to start
school ready to learn. That is what
Head Start is about. That is what Start
Smart is about. They need to have the
best teachers possible. It does not do
any good to have tough accountability,
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which we support strongly. We are
proud of what we have done in my
State in that area, but you cannot turn
the schools around if they do not have
the resources.

When those assistance teams come in
and make recommendations, that is
great, but if the recommendations can-
not be followed because the resources
are not there to follow them, it serves
no purpose at all. That is why it is so
crucial that what we voted for in the
Senate in a bipartisan way to help pro-
vide funding, $250 billion for our
schools in this country—there is noth-
ing, as Senator KENNEDY well knows;
he has been a champion of this for a
long time—there is nothing we do that
is more important than educating our
young people.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
for his response. As he knows, this $250
billion did not come back as $200 bil-
lion or $175 billion or $100 billion or $50
billion. It came back as no dollars. I
hope our Republican friends are able to
explain that.

I want to ask a final question of the
Senator. The State of North Carolina,
as I understand, is one of 12 or 13
States that uses its own money to en-
hance the Head Start Program. Other-
wise, I imagine it would be somewhat
similar to Massachusetts where about
42, 43 percent of the children are in the
Head Start Program. Some of the most
urban areas and some of the poorest
have lower percentages than that, 35
percent.

I was listening to a story about cer-
tain areas of the South Bronx are down
to 25 percent because they have not
been able to get the programs devel-
oped.

The State of North Carolina has a
comprehensive approach. It has Smart
Start and North Carolina also has the
Head Start Program from which it is
getting additional resources.

As I understand the position of the
Senator from North Carolina, this
ought to be a continuum. We ought to
have early intervention with children,
help them build confidence, help them
build their interests in learning, help
to open up their minds a bit to the idea
of working with other students, as
child psychiatrists point out, helping
to develop a sense of humor so they can
interact with other children.

They work in those areas, and also,
in their Head Start Programs in a
number of the North Carolina situa-
tions, they build into those programs
the development of some academic
challenges that are suitable for those
children as well, in an attempt to make
sure that when they actually get to the
schools, they can benefit.

This is a pathway. I know the Sen-
ator is committed to each step along
the way, as I am. But we are finding
out that even if they take this, if North
Carolina does what is necessary and
they arrive at these schools, at the
Federal level we are only funding a
third of all those children, those who
will be able to get the supplementary
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services, the other kinds of afterschool
programs, the other kinds of help and
assistance these children need. Does
the Senator think this is important,
that we try to build on what has hap-
pened in North Carolina, to meet our
commitments to those children by cov-
ering all the eligible children in North
Carolina?

Mr. EDWARDS. As the Senator well
knows, there is nothing we do that is
more important. These things all go to-
gether. I have been in these Head Start
centers; I have been in these Smart
Start centers; I see the effect they have
on these Kkids’ lives. It is absolutely
amazing. You get children ready. Every
study that has ever been done has
shown the early years are the critical
years. Once you get kids ready nation-
ally with Head Start, Smart Start in
North Carolina, then when they are in
school, they need to be with quality
teachers, well trained, well paid, treat-
ed as the extraordinary professionals
and heroes they are. And not only that,
they are in classes that are small in
size so they don’t have too many kids
in the classrooms, particularly in those
early years. It is absolutely crucial.

I say to the Senator, I hope as we go
forward with this debate we recognize,
while we strongly support real ac-
countability, tough measurement,
identification of schools that are low
performing, going into those schools
and turning them around, that there
are other components to this process
that are critical to making them work:
Early childhood education, quality
teachers, the kids going to school in
decent buildings and classrooms, not
sitting on top of each other in class-
rooms, afterschool programs so the
kids have a place to go where they can
be safe and off the street; that is what
this is about. We have an extraordinary
opportunity to do great things, not
only for America but for our children
and the future of this country.

Mr. KENNEDY. If I could ask the
Senator one more question. As I under-
stand it, North Carolina has this
Teaching Fellows Program where it re-
cruits talented high school students
into the teaching profession—those
with a minimum 1100 SAT, 3.6 GPA,
and in the top 10 percent of the class—
with priorities given to males and mi-
norities. The program provides $5,000 a
yvear for 4 years to 400 outstanding
North Carolina high school seniors who
agree to teach for 4 years following
graduation in one of North Carolina’s
public schools or U.S. Government
schools.

This is a model program in North
Carolina. The Senator has spoken to it.
Has he found this is a program that has
helped North Carolina get the quality
teachers who have made such an im-
portant difference to the children in
North Carolina?

Mr. EDWARDS. This program has
been extraordinarily effective. But the
key to this is, it is just one step in the
right direction. We need to be doing
much more, much more to attract
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more quality students to the teaching
profession, much more to hang on, re-
tain the young people who are dedi-
cated to teaching and want to do it for
the rest of their lives. We need to make
sure, No. 1, we get quality people, and,
No. 2, once we get quality young men
and women in the teaching profession,
we keep them there with good training
programs.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself an-
other 10 minutes.

There is one final area about which I
would like to inquire of the Senator. I
have a report here that says 36 percent
of North Carolina schools report that
at least one building needs extensive
repair or should be replaced; 68 percent
have at least one unsatisfactory envi-
ronmental condition; 75 percent have
crumbling roofs; 14 percent have inad-
equate heating; 22 percent, bad plumb-
ing; 23 percent, poor ventilation; and 42
percent of the schools do not have suf-
ficient power outlets and electric wir-
ing to accommodate computers and
multimedia equipment in classrooms.

You can use those figures. I think in
my own State it would be higher than
these. The point is, the GAO has talked
about over $120 billion of needs out
there in our schools. I am just won-
dering what the Senator from North
Carolina believes. What sort of mes-
sage do we send to our children if we
send them to these schools in these
conditions, when we have the oppor-
tunity—and, Lord only knows the re-
sources, with a $1.6 trillion tax cut—
that we are still not going to fix those
schools up? What kind of message does
that send either to the children of
North Carolina or the children of Mas-
sachusetts who are facing these kinds
of problems in schools? Should we not
try to be a partner with the State and
local communities, trying to help that
situation? Does the Senator not be-
lieve, with me, that we are talking
about these children, now, with this
bill, to try to help these children to
make sure the facilities they are learn-
ing in are going to be safe and secure—
at least to respond to the breakdown of
some of these buildings themselves?

Mr. EDWARDS. The Senator is right,
we have made great strides, but I have
been in elementary schools where there
are no bathrooms inside the building,
the roof is leaking, the floors are crum-
bling; they are covered up with little
pieces of carpet. To get them in the
lunchroom, they have to start going to
lunch at 10 or 10:15 in the morning be-
cause it is so crowded, they can’t get
the kids through.

If you go down the road a few miles,
there will be a brand new, shiny mall,
new store buildings. The Senator is ex-
actly right. What does it say to our
children when they go to a new mall
with beautiful buildings and the next
morning they get up and go to school
and the building is falling down? What
does it say about what we care about,
what our priorities are? This is all part
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of the same issue we have been talking

about.

We need to do all these things, and
they are all critically important, from
Head Start, in my case Smart Start, to
getting quality teachers, keeping them
trained, retaining them in the school
system, having kids in smaller classes
so they can learn more, having them in
buildings that are not falling apart,
having afterschool programs and tech-
nology available to them—this is all
critically important. There is nothing
we do as a government that is more im-
portant than educating our young peo-
ple. We have a remarkable opportunity
here, and I hope we take advantage of
it.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
for his very helpful comments. Vir-
tually all of us on this side of the aisle
believe these investments in our chil-
dren ought to receive a priority.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter sent by
43 different groups that have histori-
cally represented children and teachers
and parents in schools, many of them
for 75, 85, 100 years, urging full funding
for the title I programs. Again, we are
reaching a third. This is in support of
the full funding of the program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
letter from the National Council of the
Churches of Christ USA, where they
are recommending that we have the
full funding for these programs because
they understand what difference it
makes to the children themselves.

I also ask to have printed in the
RECORD the letter we have from the
Governors that indicates if we are
going to move ahead with this legisla-
tion, we should have funding for that
program as well.

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

APRIL 26, 2001.

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY,

Ranking Member, Senate Health, Labor, Edu-
cation, and Pensions Committee, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As you continue
your negotiations on the BEST Act (S. 1),
the undersigned organizations write in
strong support of your efforts to make full
funding of Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA) a top funding
priority.

Just as many of our groups support pro-
posals to fully fund IDEA as a mandatory
program, we also believe securing a similar
and substantial increase for Title I is a crit-
ical piece of this year’s ESEA reauthoriza-
tion. Providing full funding for Title I is con-
sistent with actions taken last month by the
Senate HELP Committee, which unani-
mously approved increasing the Title I au-
thorization level to $15 billion in FY 02—a
significant increase over the $8.6 billion ap-
propriated for FY 01.

As the cornerstone of ESEA, Title I sup-
ports instructional activities that help stu-
dents in high-poverty schools meet high
standards in core subjects. The program cur-
rently reaches some 10.3 million poor stu-
dents nationwide, providing additional in-
structional time in reading and math and
other activities that help students meet the
same high standards set for all students.
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Unfortunately, Congress has never met its
obligation udner ESEA to fully serve all
children identified as eligible for compen-
satory services under federal law. Over the
last five years the average yearly increase
for Title I has been only 3.6 percent. After
factoring in inflation and enrollment in-
creases, Title I has been flat funded. In addi-
tion, the Congressional Research Service es-
timates that, in FY 01, Congress provided
local educational agencies with only one-
third of the resources needed to fully serve
all eligible students to help close the
achievement gap.

Under existing law, school districts are eli-
gible to receive 40 percent of their state’s av-
erage per pupil expenditure (APPE) for each
poor child within their jurisdiction. For FY
01, this calculation would be $2,457. However,
because of the inadequate funding levels,
school districts received an average of only
$762 on behalf of the 10.3 million students eli-
gible to receive Title I services in FY 00. In
order to ‘“‘leave no child behind”’—meaning
all eligible children would receive the full
services Congress authorized and for which
they are eligible to receive—the average
yearly increase for Title I over the next four
years would have to be approximately $5.24
billion a year. The cumulative Title I in-
crease over four years (FYs 02-05) would have
to be $49.93 billion.

While we fully support measuring student
achievement and holding schools account-
able for improving that achievement, testing
and accountability alone are not sufficient.
Congress also must provide resources to
schools most in need to enable them to im-
plement reforms to increase student achieve-
ment, such as supplemental instruction,
after-school programs, teacher and principal
training, effective and research-based-cur-
ricula, and other reforms that schools and
communities determine will help students.
Fully funding Title I would also provide sig-
nificant additional resources to turn around
low-performing schools.

Given the projections of a growing budget
surplus, we hope that Congress and the Bush
Administration will reach an agreement that
fully funds Title I over the next four years.
This increase is essential to meet the needs
of America’s disadvantaged students, and ac-
celerate current efforts focused on closing
the achievement gap and raising standards
for all children. We also urge that this in-
crease in Title I, as well as increase for other
critical education programs including after
school, teacher quality, class size, and school
modernization, not come at the expense of
other important programs for children, but
be funded by an overall increase in domestic
discretionary funding.

We appreciate your leadership on this issue
and support your efforts to secure additional
funding for Title I during this year’s reau-
thorization of ESEA.

Sincerely,
American Association of School Adminis-
trators.
American  Association of  University

Women.

American Counseling Association.

American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees.

American Federation of Teachers.

American Jewish Committee.

Americans United for Separation of Church
and State.

Association of Educational Service Agen-
cies.

California State Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

Chicago Public Schools.

Consortium for School Networking.

Council for Exceptional Children.

Council of Chief State School Officers.

Council of Great City Schools.
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Hadassah, The Women’s Zionist Organiza-
tion of America.

Hispanic Education Coalition.

International Reading Association.

International Society for Technology in
Education.

National Alliance of Black School Edu-
cators.

National Association for Bilingual Edu-
cation.

National Association of Elementary School
Principals.

National Association of Federal Education
Program Administrators.

National Association of Secondary School
Principals.

National Association of School Psycholo-
gists.

National Association of Social Workers.

National Association of State Boards of
Education.

National Association of State Directors of
Special Education.

National Association of State Title I Di-
rectors.

National Black Child Institute.

Natioal Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics.

National Education Association.

National Hispanic Leadership Agenda.

National PTA.

National Rural Education Association.

National School Boards Association.

National Science Teachers Association.

New York City Board of Education.

New York State Education Department.

People for the American Way.

School Social Work Association of Amer-
ica.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

United States Conference of Mayors.

Women of Reform Judaism.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE
CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE USA,
Federal Way, WA, February 2001.

DEAR SENATOR: As members of the Na-
tional Council of Churches of Christ Com-
mittee for Public Education and Literacy we
urge you to consider one of the great moral
issues facing the 107th Congress—the Reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. As people of faith, we
act in the awareness that children are a gift
of God, made in God’s image. The prophetic
call for justice for the poor and excluded and
Jesus’ deep concern for ‘‘the least of these”
reminds us that there are no more vulner-
able persons than children in poverty. Be-
cause education is the only possible escape
from poverty for millions of these children,
Reauthorization of ESEA, especially of Title
I, is a deeply moral issue. As you consider
options in the upcoming debate, we urge you
to keep several fundamental principles in
mind:

Increase funding for Title I to at least
$10.88 billion in FY 2002.—Full funding for all
eligible children would require $24 billion,
three times the current $8 billion funding.
We support full funding of Title I and believe
it is important to begin moving toward this
target, because urban schools with con-
centrated family poverty need to be invest-
ing significantly more dollars to compensate
for the ravages of family poverty.

Avoid punitive accountability. We believe
accountability is important but it must not
be accompanied by measures that further
jeopardize the students who are already at
risk.—While Title I has been criticized for
failing to erase achievement gaps in this na-
tion, Education Week (1/26/2000) reported
that, ‘“Title I provides less than 3 percent of
the country’s total expenditures for elemen-
tary and secondary education. If Title I is
expected to close the achievement gap, then
conditions must be placed on how states and
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school districts use the other 97 percent of
the funds.”” Schools serving poor children de-
pend on Title I funding for virtually all dis-
cretionary innovative programming, because
state/local funding is inadequate and inequi-
tably distributed across virtually all the
states.

Maintain the overall objective of the fed-
eral Title I program. Resist efforts to con-
vert Title I into block grants (Straight A’s
Plan or Charter States Plan) to any states.—
The federal Title I program was designed in
1965 to compensate for what experts agree is
the uneven and unfair funding for education
at the local level due to reliance on property
tax. State governments have done a poor job
of compensating for disparities in local tax
valuations; according to the U.S. General
Accounting Office, across the country school
funding in wealthy districts in 1998 averaged
24% more than in poor districts, even though
residents of poor districts voted to tax them-
selves at higher rates.

Ensure that Title I funds continue to be
targeted to the schools serving the highest
percentages of very poor families, and to the
poorest school districts.—Title I was de-
signed to address the correlation of low stu-
dent achievement with family poverty. A
strong federal Title I program is even more
important during the 2001 Reauthorization
because during the past 36 years, the poor
have been increasingly abandoned in the
urban core as the middle class have moved to
the suburbs. Declining student achievement
is correlated with the isolation and con-
centration of families in poverty in specific
districts and specific schools, and with the
virtual resegregation of urban schools.

Emphatically oppose converting Title I
funds into ‘‘portable’” vouchers of any
kind.—Thank you for your attention to Title
I, our nation’s strongest effort historically
to ensure that no child will be left behind.

JAN RESSEGER,
United Church of Christ.
DAVE BROWN,
Presbyterians USA, Committee Staff.
REFORM WITHOUT RESOURCES WON’T PRODUCE
RESULTS

EDUCATION LEADERS URGE SENATE TO NOT
SQUANDER OPPORTUNITY INVEST IN KIDS AND
EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC.—Education and civil
rights advocates joined forces to urge the
Senate to continue the fight for adequate
education funding and not squander the op-
portunity to improve public education for all
children. Following is a joint statement from
the 16 groups:

“Reform without White House support for
resources, won’t produce results. There is no
single piece of legislation that is more crit-
ical to our nation’s children than the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Reau-
thorization Act—now is the time for the Ad-
ministration and Senate to walk the talk of
the ‘no child left behind’ campaign promise.

“Despite White House and Senate pledges
of support for public education, account-
ability, programs that boost student
achievement and basic civil rights are all in
jeopardy in both the President’s budget and
a negotiated package under discussion in the
Senate. Funding levels, civil rights protec-
tions, no vouchers, teacher quality, school
repair and class size reduction must be re-
solved before we can support the Elementary
and Secondary Education Reauthorization
Act.

““Those children who need the most help
are getting the least support under President
Bush’s budget. For example, under the Ad-
ministration’s plan, Title I would only fully
serve one-third of eligible children in low-in-
come districts. In contrast, the Senate bill
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approved in committee would double the
number of children currently served and pro-
vide more than $500 million in additional
funding to turn around low-performing
schools.

‘““‘Glaring funding disparities between the
Senate and White House proposals exist in
the most critical education programs. The
Senate authorizes a much-needed increase in
education funding of $10 billion. Despite in-
sistence that education is the number one
priority of the new President, the Adminis-
tration’s budget provides only $669 million in
increases for public education funding.

“Finally, we insist on strong legislative
protections in the ESEA bill that would en-
sure that federally-funded after school pro-
grams abide by current civil rights laws.
Friends of education and civil rights could
never agree to a plan that would use tax-
payer dollars to subsidize discrimination in
any way. This is just simply unacceptable.
The Senate is the only thing that stands in
the way of this injustice—on behalf of Amer-
ica’s children, we ask our nation’s Senators
to stand firm and complete an ESEA pack-
age that protects our children’s civil rights
and provides adequate resources to truly
‘leave no child behind.””

—National Education Association, Amer-
ican Association of School Administrators,
League of United Latin American Citizens,
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,
International Reading Association, Amer-
ican Association of University Women, Na-
tional Council of LaRaza, National School
Boards Association, National Association of
Elementary School Principals, National As-
sociation of Secondary School Principals,
National Parent Teacher Association, Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers, Council of Chief
State School Officers, National TUrban
League, The National Association for Bilin-
gual Education, People for the American
Way.

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION,
April 13, 2001.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,

Chairman, Senate Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions Committee, Hart Senate Office
Building, Washington, DC.

Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Democratic Leader, U.S. Senate,
The Capitol, Washington, DC.

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,

Ranking Member, Senate Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LOTT, SENATOR DASCHLE,
SENATOR JEFFORDS, AND SENATOR KENNEDY:
The nation’s Governors call for full reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA) and support
efforts by Congress and the Administration
to see this important legislation enacted
into law in the coming year. The Governors’
priorities in this reauthorization are out-
lined below.

The overall structure of the major ESEA
reauthorization bills currently being debated
is to provide funding to state and local edu-
cation entities but to hold states account-
able for performance. For this structure to
work effectively, there are four key areas of
interest to the nation’s Governors.

It is critical that the federal government
not create new accountability systems, but
utilize the existing systems in states. Any
system of bonuses and sanctions should be
based on state performance over time as in-
dicated by the existing state accountability
system.

It is important that new testing require-
ments are workable and build on the state’s
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current testing system. What is critical is
that every child in grades 3 through 8 be
tested, not who administers the test.

The federal government should insist on a
strong policy consensus in each state on how
ESEA is implemented. This means that it
should require both the overall plans as well
as major funding allocations to be jointly
signed by both the chief state school officer
and the Governor.

There needs to be adequate funding of new
accountability provisions, including full
funding for the new testing requirements.
This means a yearly appropriation for devel-
oping and implementing new state testing
requirements as well as a yearly appropria-
tion to cover the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) test.

Key issues for the Governors include the
following:

GOVERNANCE

Elementary and secondary education pol-
icy is broadly defined in state constitutions,
specified in state statutes, and implemented
by school districts. Current federal edu-
cation programs bypass the authority of the
Governors to determine education policy for
these programs by sending the funds directly
to the state education agencies. Coordina-
tion of state and federal funds allows states
to fully leverage education benefits to meet
state reform and accountability goals.
Therefore, the state education agency and
the Governor should jointly sign all state
education plans submitted to the federal
government.

TESTING

Governors support the annual assessment
of students in reading and math in grades 3
through 8 and believe that a combination of
state and local testing satisfies federal as-
sessments requirements. The Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Education should
have the authority to approve a state’s as-
sessment plan as being in compliance with
any new federal requirement for annual stu-
dent assessment if the plan meets the goals
of federal accountability policy. In addition,
Governors strongly support the use of ac-
countability measures but these measures
must be determined at the state level. There-
fore, federal rewards and sanctions in any
particular state should not be based solely
on NAEP results but should rely on the
state’s own accountability system and
should be shared between state and local
education agencies.

FUNDING

In exchange for higher accountability for
student progress, the federal government
must provide additional financial support to
states. The Governors support an annual
flow of funding of several hundred million
dollars to be used to assist low performing
schools at state discretion and believe that
no more than 50 percent should be required
to be passed through to local education agen-
cies. Both the chief state school officer and
the Governor should jointly determine how
these funds are spent.

Recognizing that development and admin-
istration of state assessment systems and
the NAEP create a financial burden on
states, local education agencies, and schools,
Governors believe the responsibility for
funding any additional federal testing re-
quirements in all states should fall on the
federal government. Although federal man-
dates may reflect well-intentioned policy
goals, they often impose unfunded cost and
regulatory burdens on states. Federal action
increasingly has relied on states to carry out
policy initiatives without providing nec-
essary funding to pay for these programs,
thereby limiting states of their right and re-
sponsibility to set priorities and develop
policies that best meet local needs.
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Therefore, the federal government should
appropriate two separate funding streams to
assist states in financing the federal testing
requirements as follows. First, a yearly min-
imum appropriation of $400 million should be
provided that is allocated to states to cover
the cost of developing and implementing the
new federal testing requirements for reading
and math in grades 3 through 8. Testing
every child in grades 3 through 8 would re-
quire testing four additional grade levels, for
approximately 14.7 million students, beyond
what is required under current law. At a cost
of abut $27 per pupil, the total estimated
cost of assessing all students in grades 3
through 8, beyond current requirements,
would be about $400 million a year. In the
first few years states, regardless of size, will
incur similar costs for development. How-
ever, in the subsequent years the implemen-
tation and ongoing development cost should
be calculated on a per pupil basis. Second, a
yearly appropriation of $165 million should
be allocated to states to cover the full cost
of the NAEP test and incentives for local
participation. Within this amount, $565 mil-
lion in federal funds should be provided to
compensate and/or provide for additional in-
ducements to facilitate state and school par-
ticipation in NAEP and other National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics data collections,
as recommended by the National Education
Goals Panel’s Measuring Success Task
Force, and $110 million for the administra-
tion of NAEP.

In addition, states that have already devel-
oped the assessments and standards being
discussed should receive their equal share of
funding and should be able to use the funding
they receive under this purpose for other ac-
tivities related to ensuring accountability
for results in the state’s schools and local
education agencies.

Any new overarching federal account-
ability requirements for states’ public
schools must also include a significant new
federal investment. Governors believe that
strong accountability systems are essential
to driving reform at the state and local lev-
els and call on Congress to recognize the fed-
eral responsibility in funding education pro-
grams. In light of that sanctions for any new
federal education program containing ac-
countability standards should not apply if
those programs are not adequately funded by
the federal government. The federal govern-
ment has an obligation to fully fund edu-
cation mandates on the states. Without pro-
viding states and Governors flexibility, au-
tonomy, and adequate funding, it will be in-
appropriate and impossible to hold states
and Governors accountable for meeting edu-
cation reform goals.

PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIP

The National Governors Association (NGA)
supports giving states the option to nego-
tiate a performance partnership with the
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation. Under this agreement, states could
choose to consolidate one or more federal
programs and federal funds into a single per-
formance plan in exchange for being held to
higher levels of accountability for improving
student performance. If Title I funds are in-
cluded in the partnership agreement, states
would have to continue the targeting re-
quirements under current law for Title I.

TEACHER QUALITY

Governors support and recognize the im-
portance of having qualified teachers in the
classroom and are undertaking efforts to ad-
dress issues of teacher preparation, licen-
sure, induction, professional development,
compensation, and advancement. Through
these efforts, states are making progress to-
ward recruiting and retaining qualified
teachers. A state’s performance should be
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measured against its own progress and need
for improvement, giving consideration to the
efforts being made by the state to ensure a
supply of qualified teachers, the supply of
qualified teachers nationwide, and the cir-
cumstances of small rural schools. States
should, however, retain authority to estab-
lish specific criteria for teacher licensing
and alternative certification.

21ST CENTURY COMMUNITY LEARNING CENTERS

The Governors support providing students
with extra learning opportunities to ensure
that students can reach high standards.
Extra learning opportunities provide school-
age children with recreational, academic,
and development opportunities that supple-
ment the education provided during a typical
school day. Research indicates that such op-
portunities improve the health of students
and their ability to learn. Through the 21st
Century Community Learning Centers pro-
gram, the federal government has helped
local communities create such programs.
However, many states are now providing
some type of extra learning opportunities for
students. The federal programs run parallel
to the programs that states and localities
operate. In an effort to coordinate these
funds and programs with the states’ extra
learning opportunities program. Governors
believe that this program should become a
state-based program.

SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND
COMMUNITIES

The Governors continue to place a high
priority on making schools safe and nur-
turing environments for students. States
have used federal Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities Act funds for di-
verse prevention efforts and they call for the
continuation of a specific set-aside to assist
Governors in implementing school safety and
drug abuse prevention efforts.

IDEA

While not authorized through ESEA, we
would like to take this opportunity to re-
mind you that full funding of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) has
long been a priority to the nation’s Gov-
ernors. When the law, formerly known as the
Education of the Handicapped Act, was
passed in 1975, full funding was defined as 40
percent. States do not have the ability to
limit their special education programs to the
funding available and are committed to en-
suring that every student is guaranteed a
right to public education. Currently, the fed-
eral government’s contribution amounts to
only 15 percent and states are funding the
balance to assist school districts in pro-
viding special education and related services.
Although Governors strongly support pro-
viding the necessary services and support to
help all students succeed, the costs associ-
ated with implementing IDEA are placing an
increased burden on states. Therefore, Gov-
ernors urge Congress to provide consistent
and stable long-term funding for the federal
share of 40 percent of Part B services as au-
thorized by IDEA.

The Governors look forward to continuing
to work with Congress and the Administra-
tion in developing effective bipartisan legis-
lation to reauthorize federal education pro-
grams. We believe that our priorities for re-
authorization of ESEA can serve as a road
map to developing a strong bipartisan meas-
ure. Please contact us if you have any ques-
tions, or you may call Julie Manuel of the
NGA staff at 202/624-7880.

Sincerely,
Governor JIM HODGES,
State of South Carolina,
Chairman, Human Resources Committee.
Governor BOB TAFT,
State of Ohio, Vice Chairman,
Human Resources Committee.
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Mr. KENNEDY. This, we think, is a
very compelling case, particularly jux-
taposed against what we are going to
be voting on this afternoon. We find it
troublesome we are not able to get the
strong support from the administration
for the funding.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have that remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 16 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, since
1971 the Nation’s schools have faced in-
creased challenges, including higher
poverty rates, an increase in children
with special education needs, and
steadily rising enrollment, with barely
adequate resources.

Listen to this. From 1989 to 1995, the
education expenditures for students
grew by less than 1 percent. Between
1994 and 2000, during a time of increas-
ing standards, rising enrollment, in-
creased diversity in schools per pupil,
expenditures rose by only 6 percent
during that whole period.

From 1979 to 1998, the national child
poverty rate increased by almost 15
percent. The numbers are going up, and
poverty is going up in terms of the
children. The poor children are becom-
ing poorer.

We hear a great deal about what hap-
pened to these poor children. We
haven’t seen an enormous blossoming
under the title I program when we
spend about 1 or 2 cents in comparison
to what is being spent by the States.
We find that in most instances, cities
which have the highest number of
urban poor don’t have the ability real-
ly to address this.

If we look at what the projections are
going to be, from 2000 to the outer 90
years, we are going to double our popu-
lation. We reach only a third of the
children now. We ought to at least
commit ourselves to reaching all of the
eligible children now. If we are talking
about the expanding numbers and ex-
trapolated on that, the figures would
be a good deal higher. We are just talk-
ing about trying to do what is nec-
essary now.

From 1972 to 1998, the percentage of
public school students who are a part
of minority groups increased from 22
percent to 37 percent. From 1989 to
1997, the enrollment of limited-English-
proficient students in our Nation’s
schools grew by 70 percent. During the
same period, the total enrollment of
students grew by 14 percent. In the
year 2000, States reported more than
864,000 immigrant students enrolled in
schools during this period of time.

This is what is happening. The poorer
schools are expanding. There is a great
deal more diversity. More languages
are being spoken. In my State of Mas-
sachusetts, there are 43 different pro-
grams for different languages in the
schools to try to help students.

There is the impact of the breakup of
the family with all of the fallout that
has on children. We see growth in sub-
stance abuse and growth of violence in
our society. There has been very little
done for these children.
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With the fashioning and shaping of
this legislation which is going to offer
new opportunity and hope for these
children, the principal question is,
What is going to be the commitment of
this body to make sure that it is going
to reach the greatest number of chil-
dren?

That is what we are distressed about
at this time. If we are really interested
in no child being left behind, we can’t
say we are satisfied with the funding
commitment of this bill because it will
only reach a third of them. If we don’t
reach out to the other two-thirds, this
bill is effectively a cliche, a shibboleth,
a slogan; it isn’t real. And there has
not been anyone on this floor since we
have been debating or talking about
this bill who has made the case that
these resources are adequate to reach
all of the children; they are not.

Under the proposals that on this side
we support and that we are going to
hear about with the amendment of
Senator DoDD and others, we meet the
challenge as well under IDEA. Under
the Bush budget, from 2001 to 2005, we
will cover 4.2 million children out of
the 13 million. Under our Democratic
proposal, by the year 2005 we cover
every child. And the $250 billion that
went to the other side, if the budget-
eers and if the leadership of the other
side of the aisle had taken the position,
would have come back in support of
covering every child. But no; we are
still back covering only a third. That is
wrong. It is the wrong priority for this
country because we are talking about
the future of this Nation.

It is a mistake for the administration
not to understand that we are going to
continue to fight for this every step
along the way until we get the funding
for this program.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator for
his leadership not only today but
throughout his career on the issue of
education. I would like to ask the Sen-
ator if he would be kind enough to help
me understand some of the elements.

When President Bush first took of-
fice, he invited a bipartisan group of
Democrats and Republicans to come to
the White House to talk about setting
national goals for education. I thought
it was a very positive conversation and
dialog.

I know the Senator has been working
with those on the other side of the
aisle as well as the White House to
come up with new ideas when we deal
with education, whether it is account-
ability standards, testing, or improving
teacher skills and the like. But I wish
the Senator from Massachusetts would
be kind enough to tell us how these
ideas which are part of the better edu-
cation for students and teachers are af-
fected directly by the funding levels
because as I listen to the Senator’s dis-
cussion on the floor today, he is sug-
gesting that the ideas may be good
ideas but, if they are not funded, too
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few children will profit from them. If
we are talking about values for Amer-
ican families, certainly we can’t ignore
two-thirds of our children and only
help a third of them.

Can the Senator give us some idea
whereas this lack of funding will have
a direct impact on the education chil-
dren receive in America?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has
asked the absolutely correct question.
We are making the reforms in this leg-
islation. The question is, Who is going
to benefit and who is going to be left
out, left behind?

This chart is a reflection of the budg-
et where the appropriation was $3.6 bil-
lion for 2001. Under the Bush budget,
there is requested $1.669 billion—a 3.5-
percent increase. That was the request
for this year—$3.6 billion, down to
$1.669 billion.

We weren’t reaching all the children.
I wish we had. I wish the Democrats
had done more in terms of education
and the allocation of resources.

It is interesting. If you take the last
5 years of the Democratic administra-
tion, we averaged a 12.8-percent in-
crease in education at a time when we
were having the deficits in this coun-
try. Now we have the surpluses in this
country and we are finding out that we
are willing to request only a fraction of
that. We are still only covering a third,
which can bring you to only one con-
clusion, and that is that tax breaks for
the very wealthy individuals, the 1 per-
cent—we could take a small fraction of
the tax breaks that are going to the 1
percent of this country, the top mil-
lionaires of this country. Only .008 of
the tax break could fully fund title I.
Imagine that. We are not even asking
for 1 percent. We are not even asking
for a half percent, a fraction of that.
But no. No. We have to have the tax
break.

I do not think that expresses the val-
ues of the American people. That is
translated, I say to the Senator, into
the children who are sitting there in
those classrooms today—whether they
are going to get the supplementary
services, whether their teachers are
going to get trained. Today in the
classrooms across this country, in the
urban areas, 80 percent of them do not
have math teachers. If they do not get
algebra in the eighth grade, they are
never going on to college and they are
never going to be a participant.

Mr. DURBIN. Will my colleague yield
for a final question?

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. I see my colleague from
Maryland, Senator MIKULSKI, is in the
Chamber. I will be brief.

The Senator spoke about the dropout
rates that face students in schools. I
think we have all read the recent cen-
sus data that suggests a substantial in-
crease in the Hispanic, Latino popu-
lation in America.

The dropout rate for white students
in America is 7 percent. The dropout
rate for African American students is
13 percent. The dropout rate for His-
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panic, Latino students is 30 percent. It
is higher among Latinos, Hispanic
American women, than those Latino
populations.

I say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, how can we have this dramatic
increase of people coming into this
country and dramatic dropout rates in
this population without terrible con-
sequences for our Nation? Could the
Senator address, in this final question,
what we can do, and should do, on this
dropout side that is not going to be
done if we do not receive adequate
funding supported by the Bush White
House?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Last year, there were
about 450,000 to 500,000 children who
dropped out. It is a challenge as to how
we bring them back in. There are a
number of very effective programs that
are doing it, but they are dramatically
underfunded. They are not prioritized
either. We will welcome the oppor-
tunity to join with the Senator as this
process moves forward to see what we
can do to fund them.

I thank the Senator.

Ms. MIKULSKIT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Mary-
land?

Ms. MIKULSKI. May I have 5 min-
utes?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator may
have whatever time I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I ask the
Chair, then, what is the time situa-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
HARKIN has 41 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. I see.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, yes-
terday I talked about the three R’s
that are needed in the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. If we have
reform—which I am firmly in support
of—plus resources, that equals results.
But if we have reform minus resources,
all we end up with is rhetoric.

So I believe we need to practice the
three R’s that give us the right results:
reform, plus resources, equals the right
results.

One of the ways that we can really
help have reform is by really backing
what we need to do to help our special
needs children. We are going to be de-
bating very shortly the expansion of
the funding for something called IDEA,
the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. Some years ago, under the
leadership of a former colleague, Sen-
ator Weicker, we passed legislation
that said every child in the United
States of America who had a special
need required an individual education
plan.

We gave that as a mandate to States
and local school districts. We also said
we would provide 40 percent of the
money to help pay that bill.
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In over the 20-plus years that IDEA
has been in existence, we have only
funded roughly 15 percent of the cost to
local school districts to pay for these
individual education plans for our chil-
dren.

I hope that as we continue the debate
on the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, and as we work on the bill,
that one of our tools for really increas-
ing the resources, without us becoming
the new schoolmarms or a Federal
school board, is to fund the mandate
that we have given local school dis-
tricts—to meet the individual edu-
cational needs of our special needs
children.

Some of these services can cost as
much as $75,000 a year. In my own
State, the average cost to educate a
special needs child is roughly 13,000 and
the costs are rising steadily.

I will tell you, funding for IDEA is
not about being a Democrat or a Re-
publican. But I can tell you, every-
where in my own State—Democrats
and Republicans, parents and teachers,
doctors and school counselors, county
executives, mayors, commissioners at
the local level keep saying: Please in-
crease the funding for the IDEA.

I believe that if we pass the Harkin/
Hagel amendment, we could increase
the percentage of Federal IDEA funds
to school districts and by giving them
greater flexibility—open up the oppor-
tunity to make sure we cross the dig-
ital divide, hire the right teachers, and
reduce class size.

I do hope we have reform, plus re-
sources, to get the results. And one of
the ways to do that is to dramatically
increase the funding for our special
needs children. I do believe there is
very strong bipartisan support to be
able to do this.

I look forward to supporting that ef-
fort and trying to find a way to pass
this bill in a way that we can be proud
of and that the parents in America can
count on, so that the children in Amer-
ica will believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment is on their side.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
any time I might have remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If no one yields time, time will be
charged equally to both sides.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent the time under the
quorum call be evenly divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FITZGERALD). Without objection, it
is so ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Who yields time to the Senator from
Nebraska?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand under the previous agreement
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there is time on the Harkin-Hagel
amendment; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Senator HARKIN has 30
minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is that the total time
on the amendment, just 30 minutes? I
ask unanimous consent that 15 minutes
of that time be given to Senator
HAGEL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the total time. Without objection, it is
so ordered. The Senator is recognized
for 15 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 360 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, on behalf
of Senator HARKIN, myself, and others,
I send an amendment to the desk to
the education bill to amend the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HAGEL],
for Mr. HARKIN, for himself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
JEFFORDS, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an
amendment numbered 360 to amendment No.
358.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To amend the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act to fully fund 40
percent of the average per pupil expendi-
ture for programs under part B of such
Act)

At the end of title IX, add the following:
SEC. HELPING CHILDREN SUCCEED BY

FULLY FUNDING THE INDIVIDUALS
WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT
(IDEA).

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

(1) All children deserve a quality edu-
cation.

(2) In Pennsylvania Association for Re-
tarded Children vs. Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania (334 F. Supp. 1247)(E. Dist. Pa. 1971),
and Mills vs. Board of Education of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (348 F. Supp. 866)(Dist. D.C.
1972), the courts found that children with
disabilities are entitled to an equal oppor-
tunity to an education under the 14th
amendment of the Constitution.

(3) In 1975, Congress passed what is now
known as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (referred to in this section as
“IDEA”) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) to help
States provide all children with disabilities a
free, appropriate public education in the
least restrictive environment. At full fund-
ing, Congress contributes 40 percent of the
average per pupil expenditure for each child
with a disability served.

(4) Before 1975, only Y of the children with
disabilities received a formal education. At
that time, many States had laws that spe-
cifically excluded many children with dis-
abilities, including children who were blind,
deaf, or emotionally disturbed, from receiv-
ing such an education.

(5) IDEA currently serves an estimated
200,000 infants and toddlers, 600,000 pre-
schoolers, and 5,400,000 children 6 to 21 years
of age.

(6) IDEA enables children with disabilities
to be educated in their communities, and
thus, has assisted in dramatically reducing
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the number of children with disabilities who
must live in State institutions away from
their families.

(7) The number of children with disabilities
who complete high school has grown signifi-
cantly since the enactment of IDEA.

(8) The number of children with disabilities
who enroll in college as freshmen has more
than tripled since the enactment of IDEA.

(9) The overall effectiveness of IDEA de-
pends upon well trained special education
and general education teachers, related serv-
ices personnel, and other school personnel.
Congress recognizes concerns about the na-
tionwide shortage of personnel serving stu-
dents with disabilities and the need for im-
provement in the qualifications of such per-
sonnel.

(10) IDEA has raised the Nation’s aware-
ness about the abilities and capabilities of
children with disabilities.

(11) Improvements to IDEA in the 1997
amendments increased the academic
achievement of children with disabilities and
helped them to lead productive, independent
lives.

(12) Changes made in 1997 also addressed
the needs of those children whose behavior
impedes learning by implementing behav-
ioral assessments and intervention strate-
gies to ensure that they receive appropriate
supports in order to receive a quality edu-
cation.

(13) IDEA requires a full partnership be-
tween parents of children with disabilities
and education professionals in the design and
implementation of the educational services
provided to children with disabilities.

(14) While the Federal Government has
more than doubled funding for part B of
IDEA since 1995, the Federal Government has
never provided more than 15 percent of the
maximum State grant allocation for edu-
cating children with disabilities.

(156) By fully funding IDEA, Congress will
strengthen the ability of States and local-
ities to implement the requirements of
IDEA.

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ELIGI-
BILITY.—Clauses (i) and (ii) of section
613(a)(2)(C) of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(2)(C)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘(i) Notwithstanding clauses (ii) and (iii)
of subparagraph (A), for any fiscal year for
which amounts appropriated to carry out
section 611 exceeds $4,100,000,000, a local edu-
cational agency may treat as local funds, for
the purpose of such clauses, up to 55 percent
of the amount of funds it receives under this
part that exceeds the amount it received
under this part for fiscal year 2001, except
where a local educational agency shows that
it is meeting the requirements of this part,
the local educational agency may petition
the State to waive, in whole or in part, the
55 percent cap under this clause.

‘“(ii) Notwithstanding clause (i), if the Sec-
retary determines that a local educational
agency is not meeting the requirements of
this part, the Secretary may prohibit the
local educational agency from treating funds
received under this part as local funds under
clause (i) for any fiscal year, and may redi-
rect the use of those funds to other edu-
cational programs within the local edu-
cational agency.”.

(¢) FUNDING.—Section 611(j) of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1411(j)) is amended to read as follows:

“(j) FuNDING.—For the purpose of carrying
out this part, other than section 619, there
are authorized to be appropriated, and there
are appropriated—

‘(1) $8,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2002;

(2) $11,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2003;

““(3) $13,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2004;

‘“(4) $16,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2005;
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““(b) $18,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2006;

“‘(6) $21,067,600,000 for fiscal year 2007;

“('7) $21,742,019,000 for fiscal year 2008;

“4(8) $22,423,068,000 for fiscal year 2009;

“(9) $23,095,622,000 for fiscal year 2010; and

¢“(10) $23,751,456,000 for fiscal year 2011.”.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, the
amendment we are offering today
would fully fund the Federal commit-
ment to the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, IDEA. When Con-
gress approved IDEA in 1975, which
mandates that States provide an appro-
priate education to students with spe-
cial needs, it pledged to provide 40 per-
cent of the funding. Congress has re-
peatedly passed nonbinding resolutions
supporting the full funding of this com-
mitment. However, even with large in-
creases in funding over the last 5 years,
from $3.1 billion in 1997 to $6.3 billion
in 2001, the Federal portions of the
funds for IDEA has not exceeded 15 per-
cent. This leaves State governments
and local school districts to pick up
the tab for this federally mandated
program, taking away vital local edu-
cation funds and options.

There is no question of the intent of
this legislation. There was no question
of the intent 25 years ago. Surely there
is no question of the rightness of the
intent of this program today. IDEA has
proven to be a great success in ensur-
ing all children, including those with
special needs, receive a free and appro-
priate education across the TUnited
States.

Prior to its enactment, only 50 per-
cent of students with disabilities were
receiving an appropriate education.
Today the majority of children with
disabilities are receiving an education
in their neighborhood schools in reg-
ular classrooms with their nondisabled
peers. High school graduation rates for
special needs students have increased
dramatically, and students served by
IDEA are employed at twice the rate of
older adults who did not benefit from
this program.

Congress did the right thing in pass-
ing IDEA 25 years ago. Today we are
calling on Congress to again do the
right thing, to fully fund the commit-
ment Congress made to this program
and to the people of this country.

It is typical in a way of some of the
things we do here in Washington to
mandate a program and then leave the
State or the local governments to pay
for it. Congress said when it passed
IDEA that it would provide 40 percent
of the funding, but 25 years later we
are providing barely 15 percent. This
amendment will fulfill that commit-
ment we made 25 years ago and in-
crease Federal funding for this very
important and relevant program.

This amendment increases funding
for IDEA in annual increments of $2.5
billion until the full 40 percent share of
funding is reached in fiscal year 2007.
With these annual increments the
amendment provides an additional $120
billion for IDEA over 10 years. The
amendment will also free up at least
$28.9 billion and up to $52.5 billion in
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education funds for local school dis-
tricts by 2007. School districts will be
eligible for additional flexibility if the
State certifies they are meeting the re-
quirements of the law. Forcing them to
pick up the slack for Federal funding of
IDEA has caused them to take funds
away from other important priorities
that they, the school boards, the teach-
ers, the principals, and the parents
think are most important—mot what
Washington thinks is most important
but what those closest to education in
America think is most important.

This amendment will give local edu-
cation authorities and taxpayers the
ability to spend these funds as they see
fit to fulfill their own education needs.
They could hire more teachers, build
new schools, and increase the tech-
nology in their schools. There are so
many areas where they could use this
funding to help our children every-
where achieve a better education. This
amendment will give them the flexi-
bility to do that.

This amendment fulfills a commit-
ment Congress made but has never
kept. It increases funding for edu-
cation. It frees up money for local
school districts. It gives the local
school districts more flexibility and at
the same time fulfills the commitment
to our disabled children. It restores
local control to local dollars. This
amendment will help our teachers and
our State and local school officials to
provide the best education possible for
our young people. That should be our
goal.

In urging my colleagues to support
our amendment, I point out it is be-
cause Senators KENNEDY, JEFFORDS,
and HARKIN, and many others, both Re-
publican and Democrat, over many
yvears have led this effort to assure
quality education for our disabled chil-
dren. This amendment accomplishes
what we set out to accomplish 25 years
ago and more. And the ‘‘more” part of
this amendment is to free up local
school moneys to allow those local
school districts to put that money
where they believe their highest prior-
ities are for education.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent the time not be
charged against this amendment.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 360 TO AMENDMENT NO. 358, AS
MODIFIED

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, there is
an amendment at the desk in behalf of
myself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
KENNEDY, and others. I ask unanimous
consent to send a modification to of
the amendment to the desk.

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

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the end of title IX, add the following:
SEC. . HELPING CHILDREN SUCCEED BY

~ FULLY FUNDING THE INDIVIDUALS
WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT
(IDEA).

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

(1) All children deserve a quality edu-
cation.

(2) In Pennsylvania Association for Re-
tarded Children vs. Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania (334 F. Supp. 1247)(E. Dist. Pa. 1971),
and Mills vs. Board of Education of the Dis-
trict of Columbia (348 F. Supp. 866)(Dist. D.C.
1972), the courts found that children with
disabilities are entitled to an equal oppor-
tunity to an education under the 14th
amendment of the Constitution.

(3) In 1975, Congress passed what is now
known as the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (referred to in this section as
“IDEA”) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) to help
States provide all children with disabilities a
free, appropriate public education in the
least restrictive environment. At full fund-
ing, Congress contributes 40 percent of the
average per pupil expenditure for each child
with a disability served.

(4) Before 1975, only V5 of the children with
disabilities received a formal education. At
that time, many States had laws that spe-
cifically excluded many children with dis-
abilities, including children who were blind,
deaf, or emotionally disturbed, from receiv-
ing such an education.

(5) IDEA currently serves an estimated
200,000 infants and toddlers, 600,000 pre-
schoolers, and 5,400,000 children 6 to 21 years
of age.

(6) IDEA enables children with disabilities
to be educated in their communities, and
thus, has assisted in dramatically reducing
the number of children with disabilities who
must live in State institutions away from
their families.

(7) The number of children with disabilities
who complete high school has grown signifi-
cantly since the enactment of IDEA.

(8) The number of children with disabilities
who enroll in college as freshmen has more
than tripled since the enactment of IDEA.

(9) The overall effectiveness of IDEA de-
pends upon well trained special education
and general education teachers, related serv-
ices personnel, and other school personnel.
Congress recognizes concerns about the na-
tionwide shortage of personnel serving stu-
dents with disabilities and the need for im-
provement in the qualifications of such per-
sonnel.

(10) IDEA has raised the Nation’s aware-
ness about the abilities and capabilities of
children with disabilities.

(11) Improvements to IDEA in the 1997
amendments increased the academic
achievement of children with disabilities and
helped them to lead productive, independent
lives.

(12) Changes made in 1997 also addressed
the needs of those children whose behavior
impedes learning by implementing behav-
ioral assessments and intervention strate-
gies to ensure that they receive appropriate
supports in order to receive a quality edu-
cation.

(13) IDEA requires a full partnership be-
tween parents of children with disabilities
and education professionals in the design and
implementation of the educational services
provided to children with disabilities.

(14) While the Federal Government has
more than doubled funding for part B of
IDEA since 1995, the Federal Government has
never provided more than 15 percent of the
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maximum State grant allocation for edu-
cating children with disabilities.

(15) By fully funding IDEA, Congress will
strengthen the ability of States and local-
ities to implement the requirements of
IDEA.

(b) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY ELIGI-
BILITY.—Clauses (i) and (ii) of section
613(a)(2)(C) of the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1413(a)(2)(C)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘(i) Notwithstanding clauses (ii) and (iii)
of subparagraph (A), for any fiscal year for
which amounts appropriated to carry out
section 611 exceeds $4,100,000,000, a local edu-
cational agency may treat as local funds, for
the purpose of such clauses, up to 55 percent
of the amount of funds it receives under this
part that exceeds the amount it received
under this part for fiscal year 2001, except
where a local educational agency shows that
it is meeting the requirements of this part,
the local educational agency may petition
the State to waive, in whole or in part, the
55 percent cap under this clause.

‘“(ii) Notwithstanding clause (i), if the Sec-
retary determines that a local educational
agency is not meeting the requirements of
this part, the Secretary may prohibit the
local educational agency from treating funds
received under this part as local funds under
clause (i) for any fiscal year, and may redi-
rect the use of those funds to other edu-
cational programs within the local edu-
cational agency.”’.

(c) FUNDING.—Section 611(j) of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1411(j)) is amended to read as follows:

‘“(j) FUNDING.—For the purpose of carrying
out this part, other than section 619, there
are authorized to be appropriated, and there
are appropriated—

‘(1) $8,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2002;

€4(2) $11,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2003;

““(3) $13,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2004;

‘“(4) $16,323,685,000 for fiscal year 2005;

<(b) $18,823,685,000 for fiscal year 2006;

‘(6) not more than $21,067,600,000, or the
sum of the maximum amount that all States
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2007;

“(7) not more than $21,742,019,000, or the
sum of the maximum amount that all States
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2008;

‘“(8) not more than $22,423,068,000, or the
sum of the maximum amount that all States
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2009;

“(9) not more than $23,095,622,000, or the
sum of the maximum amount that all States
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2010; and

‘“(10) not more than $23,751,456,000, or the
sum of the maximum amount that all States
may receive under subsection (a)(2), which-
ever is lower, for fiscal year 2011.”".

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I
wish to thank my colleagues, particu-
larly Senator HAGEL, for working so
hard to come to an agreement on this
important bipartisan amendment. We
have had some good give and take on a
lot of issues, especially on this one. I
believe we have produced a proposal
that is good for our future, good for our
kids, and good for our taxpayers.

This amendment is really quite sim-
ple and straightforward. It says that
the Federal Government is finally
going to meet its full commitment
which we set in 1975. In fact, I remem-
ber it well. Senator JEFFORDS, the
chair of the health committee in the
Senate, and I were freshmen in the
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House that year. Both of us were inter-
ested in education, especially in issues
that dealt with people with disabilities.

In 1975, when IDEA was passed in the
House and Senate, there was an agree-
ment made by the negotiators on the
understanding that this would cost our
local school districts more resources in
the future. The negotiators agreed that
the Federal Government’s goal would
be to provide at least 40 percent of the
average per-pupil expenditure in each
local education area. There was no
timeframe put on it.

So, for 25 years after 1975, we contin-
ued to put more and more money into
IDEA but never getting close to fully
funding it, which would have been 40
percent of the average per-pupil ex-
penditure.

The amendment that we have at the
desk says we are going to put our
money where our mouth is. We are fi-
nally going to be full partners with
State and local governments.

This amendment fully funds the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education
Act. It appropriates funds for the next
10 years, gradually rising so that with-
in 6 years we are at the level projected
to equal 40 percent of the average per
pupil cost.

That is what was promised. That is
what this amendment will deliver,
plain and simple.

Let me clarify what the amendment
does not do. This amendment does not
create a new entitlement program. It
provides advanced appropriations for
the next 10 years. That amount would
be set in law. It does not create an un-
controlled tap on the Treasury, so that
whatever the 40 percent costs are we
would match. If we did that, the incen-
tive would be to shift costs from other
education programs into IDEA, and the
costs would then likely skyrocket. We
don’t want that. Our amendment does
not allow for that.

As Senator HAGEL and so many of us
have said so many times, this is not a
partisan issue. Both sides have worked
diligently over the years to ensure that
children with disabilities and their
families get a fair shake in life, and es-
pecially get a fair shake in our edu-
cational system.

This really is a win-win-win amend-
ment. With this advanced appropria-
tion, students with disabilities will get
the public education they have a con-
stitutional right to receive.

Second, school districts will be able
to provide these services without cut-
ting into their general education budg-
ets. And in cases where all of the
IDEA-eligible kids are getting the serv-
ices they are entitled to, property tax-
payers will get relief.

Here are some of the specifics of our
amendment. First, our amendment
would set in law appropriations levels
for IDEA, an increase in roughly $2.35
billion increments annually over the
next 6 years. Currently, the State
grant program within IDEA receives
$6.34 billion a year. This is about 15
percent of what we should be doing
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under IDEA. In other words, we want
to be at 40 percent. This is only about
15 percent of that full funding.

Under our amendment, by 2007 we
will meet the goal of 40 percent by ap-
propriating just a little over $20 bil-
lion—$20 billion with a ““b”’.

Second, our amendment strikes an
appropriate balance between the needs
of our students with disabilities and
the needs of our State and lo