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State
Amount spent

on testing
(in thous)

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Number of 3–
8 tests

New tests re-
quired

Revenue shar-
ing proceeds

Alabama ....................................................................................................................................... $4,000 B B B B B B 12 0 $6,918,844
Alaska .......................................................................................................................................... 3,500 B B ............... B B B 10 2 3,714,151
Arizona ......................................................................................................................................... 4,800 B B B B B B 12 0 7,551,260
Arkansas ...................................................................................................................................... 3,200 ............... B B B B B 10 2 5,358,006
California ..................................................................................................................................... 44,000 B B B B B B 12 0 33,848,095
Colorado ....................................................................................................................................... 10,700 R R B B B B 10 2 6,699,152
Connecticut .................................................................................................................................. 2,000 ............... B ............... B ............... B 6 6 5,927,183
Delaware ...................................................................................................................................... 3,800 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 3,593,640
Florida .......................................................................................................................................... 22,400 B B B B B B 12 0 15,563,774
Georgia ......................................................................................................................................... 14,000 B B B B ............... B 10 2 10,504,837
Hawaii .......................................................................................................................................... 1,400 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 3,976,256
Idaho ............................................................................................................................................ 700 B B B B B B 12 0 4,258,161
Illinois .......................................................................................................................................... 16,500 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 13,376,210
Indiana ......................................................................................................................................... 19,000 B ............... ............... B ............... B 6 6 8,156,926
Iowa .............................................................................................................................................. 0 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 5,444,873
Kansas ......................................................................................................................................... 1,100 ............... M R ............... M R 4 8 5,396,581
Kentucky ....................................................................................................................................... 8,100 B R M B R M 8 4 6,267,553
Louisiana ...................................................................................................................................... 9,000 B B B B B B 12 0 6,852,660
Maine ........................................................................................................................................... 3,300 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 4,122,412
Maryland ...................................................................................................................................... 17,100 B B B B B B 12 0 7,419,025
Massachusetts ............................................................................................................................. 20,000 R B ............... M B R 7 5 8,117,380
Michigan ...................................................................................................................................... 16,000 ............... B R ............... R R 5 7 11,519,600
Minnesota ..................................................................................................................................... 5,200 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 7,342,043
Mississippi ................................................................................................................................... 7,600 B B B B B B 12 0 5,597,075
Missouri ........................................................................................................................................ 13,400 R M ............... ............... R M 4 8 7,670,823
Montana ....................................................................................................................................... 282 B ............... ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 3,818,888
Nebraska ...................................................................................................................................... 1,650 ............... R ............... ............... ............... R 2 10 4,451,014
Nevada ......................................................................................................................................... 3,300 B B B ............... ............... B 8 4 4,746,741
New Hampshire ............................................................................................................................ 2,500 B ............... ............... B ............... ............... 4 8 4,141,700
New Jersey .................................................................................................................................... 17,000 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 9,443,656
New Mexico .................................................................................................................................. 650 B B B B B B 12 0 4,698,762
New York ...................................................................................................................................... 13,000 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 17,223,571
North Carolina .............................................................................................................................. 11,300 B B B B B B 12 0 9,820,136
North Dakota ................................................................................................................................ 208 ............... B ............... B ............... B 6 6 3,567,436
Ohio .............................................................................................................................................. 12,300 ............... B ............... B ............... ............... 4 8 12,460,605
Oklahoma ..................................................................................................................................... 2,500 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 6,135,051
Oregon .......................................................................................................................................... 7,000 B ............... B ............... ............... B 6 6 5,856,458
Pennsylvania ................................................................................................................................ 15,000 ............... ............... B R ............... B 5 7 12,436,365
Rhode Island ................................................................................................................................ 2,300 R B ............... ............... R B 6 6 3,816,768
South Carolina ............................................................................................................................. 7,800 B B B B B B 12 0 6,512,256
South Dakota ............................................................................................................................... 720 ............... B R ............... ............... B 5 7 3,671,448
Tennessee ..................................................................................................................................... 15,600 B B B B B B 12 0 7,644,016
Texas ............................................................................................................................................ 26,600 B B B B B B 12 0 23,447,902
Utah ............................................................................................................................................. 1,400 B B B B B B 12 0 5,366,518
Vermont ........................................................................................................................................ 460 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 3,537,206
Virginia ......................................................................................................................................... 17,900 B B B B ............... B 10 2 8,872,984
Washington .................................................................................................................................. 7,700 B B ............... B B ............... 8 4 8,204,458
West Virginia ................................................................................................................................ 400 B B B B B B 12 0 4,474,730
Wisconsin ..................................................................................................................................... 2,000 R B ............... ............... ............... B 5 7 7,389,308
Wyoming ....................................................................................................................................... 1,700 ............... B ............... ............... ............... B 4 8 3,475,283

Total ................................................................................................................................ 422,070 ............... ............... ............... ............... ............... ............... 387 213 390,409,780

Note.—B=Tests in Reading and Math; M=Tests in Math; R=Tests in Reading.

STATEWIDE FOCUS ON SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT
PRODUCES A YEAR OF IMPROVING TEST SCORES

(By Inez M. Tenenbaum)
The end of a school year is always an excit-

ing time. We take time to review the year
behind us and immediately begin to plan for
the one ahead. The school year just ending
has been marked by the most significant stu-
dent test score improvements in the history
of South Carolina’s public school system. In-
deed, we are well on our way to forever put-
ting to rest the misguided perception that
our students and schools cannot succeed.
Clearly, they can.

South Carolinians should take pride in the
progress we are making. Consider these suc-
cesses from the past year:

Students made significant and in some
cases dramatic improvements in the latest
round of PACT testing, with gains reported
across all grade levels, subjects and demo-
graphic groups.

Scores of South Carolina High School Exit
Exam rose nearly three points , the largest
gain in a decade.

South Carolina high school seniors raised
their average SAT score by 12 points, the
largest gain in the country and four times
the national increase. In addition, South
Carolina high school juniors improved their
performance on the Preliminary SAT by 5.2
points, nearly four times the national in-
crease of 1.4 points.

Scores of South Carolina high school sen-
iors taking the ACT college entrance exam
rose from the previously year while sopho-
mores who took PLAN—the preliminary
ACT—scored one-tenth of a point higher
than the national average.

Our fifth-, eighth- and 11th -graders scored
above the national average in reading, lan-
guage and math on TerraNova, a nationally

standardized test of reading, language and
math skills.

South Carolina eighth-graders met or ex-
ceeded the international average in the
Third International Math and Science Study,
which compared test sores from students in
38 nations.

An analysis by the nonprofit RAND organi-
zation of improvements in student reading
and math test scores ranked south Carolina
17th among the states.

For the fifth consecutive year, the number
of South Carolina first-graders scoring
‘‘ready’’ for school set a new record. More
than 43,000 first-graders—a record 85.2 per-
cent—met the state’s readiness standard.
That was a 13 percentage-point improvement
from 1995, the year before the state began a
three-year phase-in of full day kindergarten.
The biggest improvement were by minority
students and students from low-income fami-
lies.

In the midst of these test score improve-
ments, the national report card ‘‘Quality
Counts 2001,’’ published by the respected na-
tional magazine Education Week, recognized
South Carolina’s efforts to improve teacher
quality and raise academic standards, South
Carolina was ranked among the top six
states in the nation in both categories.

This report was especially significant, be-
cause I believe that a major reason for South
Carolina’s success has been our dramatic
raising of academic standards. By setting the
bar so high, and by creating the extremely
rigorous PACT tests to measure our
progress, we have challenged our students
and schools—and they have responded.

I do not mean to suggest that the struggle
to build a world-class school system in South
Carolina has been won. Although it’s true
that we have schools in our state that are as

excellent as any in the nation, we also have
schools that struggle to provide their stu-
dents with even the most basic education.

This November, South Carolina’s first
school report cards will be published under
the mandate of the Education Account-
ability Act of 1998. Many schools will have
their excellence confirmed, and others will
be identified as needing extensive assistance.
As State Superintendent of Education, I can
assure you that these schools will get that
assistance.

But as we await November’s report cards,
let’s remember the amazing accomplish-
ments of the school year that’s now ending.
Our progress is real, and it is undeniable.
South Carolina educators, students, parents,
businesses, and communities are proving
every day that focus and hard work pay off.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that an article
in today’s Washington Post, ‘‘From
Teachers to Drill Sergeants,’’ be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 12, 2001]
FROM TEACHERS TO DRILL SERGEANTS

(By Jay Mathews)
I have watched hundreds of teachers over

the last two decades and am sure of one
thing: I couldn’t last two days in their jobs.
After the first day, my throat would be sore,
my legs wobbly and my energy level needle
pointing below empty. That night I would
fall asleep trying to make a new lesson plan.
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The next morning I would call in sick, mak-
ing it clear I had an incurable, terminal ill-
ness.

So it is unbelievably presumptuous of me
to write columns and give speeches on how
to make schools better. I regularly remind
myself, and anyone who might be listening,
that when it comes to talking about edu-
cation, I am just a balding, 5-foot-6-inch
playback machine. The thoughts are not
mine, but those of the many educators, as
well as students and parents, who have pa-
tiently explained to me over the years what
is going on, and why.

I am always amazed that such smart and
busy people have time for me. That is espe-
cially true these last few weeks. Scores of
readers have responded to the request in my
May 22 column for a precise accounting of
how the new state achievement tests affect
teaching. I now have a much deeper appre-
ciation of what the tests—and administra-
tors’ ill-considered reaction to them—have
done to many schools.

Only about half of the teachers who wrote
me said they had been forced to change their
teaching, but that is because in many cases
they refused to alter what was working for
their students. ‘‘My philosophy has long
been, continues to be, and . . . will continue
to be largely the test,’’ said Al Dieste, who
teaches at-risk middle schoolers at Spring-
field Community Day School, a public school
in Columbia, Calif. ‘‘I teach; the test be
damned.’’

Lisa Donmoyer, a kindergarten to eighth
grade science specialist in Easton, Md., said
‘‘a rich, interesting classroom is more likely
to produce students who do well on the test
than a classroom where the teacher employs
the ‘drill and kill’ method.’’

But in many cases, teachers said, adminis-
trators made it very difficult to do the right
thing.

At one Fairfax County high school, non-
honors students were dropped from in-class
National History Day essay writing activi-
ties so they would have more time to study
for the Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL)
tests, even though some non-honors students
had won previous district competitions.

Hewitt, Tex., high school teacher Donna
Garner resigned in protest when her popular
program for teaching the lost art of gram-
mar was banned because it conflicted with
the step-by-step schedule for preparing for
the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAS) tests.

A third-grade teacher in Fort Worth, said
her principal asked her if she had designated
as many students as possible for special edu-
cation classes so they would be exempt from
the tests and make the school average high-
er.

Raymond Larrabee was told his son’s
eighth-grade honors English class would not
have time to read all of Charles Dickens’
‘‘David Copperfield’’ because there were too
many topics to cover for the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System
(MACAS) test.

A Florida principal told a novice teacher
that her wide-ranging discussions of the pos-
sible answers to sample test questions was a
waste of time. Just tell them which answers
are correct, she was told.

Doug Graney, a history teacher at Herndon
High School in Fairfax, and a recently re-
tired Arlington teacher who asked not to be
identified, dropped their engaging approach
to U.S. history because of the SOLs. They
had been starting with post World War II his-
tory, stimulating family discussions about
events their students’ parents and grand-
parents had witnessed. Then they went back
to colonial days to show how it had all start-
ed.

The e-mails illuminated two problems that
I think all sides in the testing debate would

acknowledge. First, some states may be de-
manding that teachers cover too much, en-
suring once-over-lightly instruction. Second,
many principals, moved by blind panic or
cross-town rivalry, are demanding more test
prep—taking practice tests, learning testing
strategies, memorizing key essay words—
than is necessary or useful.

Problem one is something for state school
boards and superintendents to ponder. Prob-
lem two is, at least in part, something that
teachers can do something about.

Okay. I know. I am the coward who lacks
the fortitude to even try teaching. But I
think many educators are right when they
say that too many of their colleagues are
obeying their principals rather than their
principles.

Even pointy-headed, fire-breathing man-
agers will back off if key employees tell
them results will only come if they butt out.
That takes gumption, but it is worth a try.

Gerald Gontarz, a sixth-grade science and
social studies teacher in Plymouth, NH.,
drops raw chicken eggs from airplanes and
sends up hot air balloons to involve kids in
his lessons. ‘‘Much of the time I spend on
this stuff will not help my students take the
test.’’ he said. But ‘‘it really turns them on,
and honestly, there is no state test that
measures’ students’ motivation.’’

Kenneth Bernstein, a ninth-grade social
studies teacher in Prince George’s County,
stated what should be the teacher’s creed: ‘‘I
will not object to testing if you will allow
me to get my kids ready the best way I can,
and not also mandate the specific steps of in-
struction, for then I cannot teach the indi-
vidual child.’’

I sensed some teachers are having second
thoughts about groveling before the testing
gods. Graney, for instance, told me in a fol-
low-up e-mail that he plans to return to his
reverse approach to U.S. history.

The results are still important. A teacher
should be able to raise his class’s overall
achievement level a significant amount from
September to April or May. Some students
will falter because of unhappy home lives or
test anxiety or other factors beyond a teach-
er’s control, but on average there should be
progress. If there isn’t, I don’t think the
teacher can blame the test.

Many educators will object to this. They
say the tests are too narrow and their own
assessments of each child should be enough.
In many cases, they are right, but parents
cannot stay in the classroom all year mak-
ing certain of this. I don’t think I will ever
be comfortable without an independent
measure of how my child and her school are
doing, and I think the vast majority of par-
ents feel the same way.

I think we can agree on one thing: Prin-
cipals and superintendents should not force
good teachers to turn themselves into drill
sergeants if there are better ways to teach
the material. Administrators should set the
goals and let their teachers decide how to
meet them, then find ways to help those
teachers who do not measure up.

Most principals already do that, but since
so many of them are portrayed as
clumsyvillains by my e-mail correspondents,
they deserve a chance to defend themselves.
My e-mail address is
mathewsj@washpost.com. How many of you
administrators are telling your teachers to
fill their class time with practice tests? Are
you sure that is the best way to go?

Mr. WELLSTONE. This is a piece Jay
Mathews wrote. I want to give some ex-
amples from this article. There is one
thing he mentions that is really impor-
tant:

I have watched hundreds of teachers over
the last two decades and am sure of one

thing: I couldn’t last two days in their jobs.
After the first day, my throat would be sore,
my legs wobbly and my energy level needle
pointing below empty. That night I would
fall asleep trying to make a new lesson plan.
The next morning I would call in sick, mak-
ing it clear that I had an incurable, terminal
disease.

Then the article gets much more se-
rious. Part of the insulting assumption
of this legislation is that the teachers
in this country don’t want to be held
accountable, that we now have to do
the tests to show that they really are
not doing their job.

There are, of course, teachers you
will find who subtract from children,
but many of them are saints. And I
doubt that there is one Senator who
condemns these teachers who could
last an hour in the classrooms they
condemn. If you go and visit schools,
teachers are talking about other
issues: What happens to children before
they get to school; the whole question
of kids who come to kindergarten way
behind. They are talking about the
lack of affordable housing, children
who are coming to school hungry today
in America, class size and all of the
rest of it. That is what they are talk-
ing about. But our response is to go to
these tests and to assume that some-
how, once children are tested, every-
thing will become better.

I want to give some examples Jay
Mathews gives today, about the effect
that an over-reliance on testing can
have on the classroom. He writes:

Lisa Donmoyer, a kindergarten to eighth
grade science specialist in Easton, Md., said
‘‘a rich, interesting classroom is more likely
to produce students who do well on the test
than a classroom where the teacher employs
the ‘drill and kill’ method.’’

But in many cases, teachers said, adminis-
trators make it difficult to do the right
thing.

Hewitt, Tex., high school teacher Donna
Garner resigned in protest when her popular
program for teaching the lost art of gram-
mar was banned because it conflicted with
the step-by-step schedule for preparing for
the Texas Assessment of Academic Skill
(TAAS) tests.

A third grade teacher in Fort Worth said
her principal asked her if she had designated
as many students as possible for special edu-
cation classes so they would be exempt from
the tests and make the school average high-
er.

Raymond Larrabee was told his son’s
eighth grade honors English class would not
have the time to read all of Charles Dickens’
‘‘David Copperfield’’ because there were too
many topics to cover for the Massachusetts
Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS)
test.

A Florida principal told a novice teacher
that her wide-ranging discussion of the pos-
sible answers to sample test questions was a
waste of time. Just tell them which answers
are correct, she was told.

Doug Graney, a history teacher at Herndon
High School in Fairfax, and a recently re-
tired Arlington teacher who asked not to be
identified, dropped their engaging approach
to U.S. history because of the [Virginia
standard of learning test]. They had been
starting with post World War II history,
stimulating family discussions about events
their students’ parents and grandparents had
witnessed. Then they went back to colonial
days to show how it all started.
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So I just want to issue this warning,

about where I am afraid we are head-
ing: I think in the absence of the re-
sources and with the overreliance on
tests that is emerging, what we are
going to have is, as one teacher put it
so well to Jonathan Kozol, you are
going to have great teachers living in
‘‘examination hell.’’ A lot of the really
good teachers are going to get out. In
fact, they are now. Some of the really
great teachers are just refusing to be
drill instructors, teaching to tests,
tests, tests. They are leaving. This is
the opposite direction from where we
should be going.

It is very much the case that the best
teachers are the ones who are not
going to want to be teaching to these
tests. And frankly, some of the worst
teachers can do it.

When I am in schools, and I have
been in a school about every 2 weeks
for the last 10 and a half years I ask the
students, when we get into a discussion
of education: What do you think makes
for a good education? You are the ex-
perts. Before class size, before tech-
nology, before anything else, they say:
Good teachers.

Then I say: What makes for a good
teacher? I never hear students say:
Well, the really good teachers are the
teachers who teach to worksheets. The
really good teachers are the teachers
who basically have us memorizing all
the time and then regurgitating that
back on tests. They talk about teach-
ers who spend time with them, teach-
ers who fire their imagination, teach-
ers who don’t just transmit knowledge
but basically empower them to figure
out how to live their lives. They talk
about teachers who get the students to
connect personally to the books that
are being discussed, to the ideas that
are being discussed, to how those ideas
affect their lives. That is what they
talk about.

That is not the direction we are
going, not with what we are bringing
down from the Federal Government,
top-down to school districts all across
our land. Again, that is why this
amendment is so important.

I thank my colleague for the amend-
ment. I am proud to support him.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

seeks recognition?
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The 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.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate resume
consideration of S. 1 on Wednesday,
June 13, at 9 a.m. with 40 minutes for
closing debate on the Santorum
amendment No. 799 and the Hollings

amendment No. 798 concurrently, with
20 minutes each prior to votes in rela-
tion to the amendments, with no sec-
ond-degree amendments in order prior
to the votes, and that the Santorum
amendment be voted on first. Further,
I ask that following disposition of the
Santorum and Hollings amendments,
Senator LANDRIEU be recognized to call
up her amendment No. 474, with 30
minutes for debate in the usual form
prior to a vote in relation to her
amendment, with no second-degree
amendments in order; further, fol-
lowing disposition of the Landrieu
amendment, Senator DODD be recog-
nized to call up his amendment No. 382
regarding 21st century afterschool pro-
grams, with 2 hours for debate prior to
a vote on a motion to table the amend-
ment, with no second-degree amend-
ments in order prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are

moving along very well. This has been
a difficult day. We have a number of
other amendments to which we think
we can go quite rapidly. I think with
luck we can finish this bill on Thurs-
day.

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

clerk will call the roll.
The 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.

AMENDMENT NO. 519, AS MODIFIED

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the previously
agreed to Bingaman amendment No.
519 be modified to reflect a correction
in a numerical error in the amend-
ment.

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

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 577, line 2, strike the double quote
and period.

On page 577, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:
‘‘SEC. 4304. SCHOOL SECURITY TECHNOLOGY AND

RESOURCE CENTER.
‘‘(a) CENTER.—The Attorney General, the

Secretary of Education, and the Secretary of
Energy shall enter into an agreement for the
establishment at the Sandia National Lab-
oratories, in partnership with the National
Law Enforcement and Corrections Tech-
nology Center—Southeast and the National
Center for Rural Law Enforcement in Little
Rock, Arkansas, of a center to be known as
the ‘School Security Technology and Re-
source Center’.

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATION.—The center estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall be adminis-
tered by the Attorney General.

‘‘(c) FUNCTIONS.—The center established
under subsection (a) shall be a resource to
local educational agencies for school secu-
rity assessments, security technology devel-
opment, evaluation and implementation, and
technical assistance relating to improving
school security. The center will also conduct

and publish school violence research, coa-
lesce data from victim communities, and
monitor and report on schools that imple-
ment school security strategies.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $4,750,000 for each of
the fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004, of which
$2,000,000 shall be for Sandia National Lab-
oratories in each fiscal year, $2,000,000 shall
be for the National Center for Rural Law En-
forcement in each fiscal year, and $750,000
shall be for the National Law Enforcement
and Corrections Technology Center South-
east in each fiscal year.
‘‘SEC. 4305 LOCAL SCHOOL SECURITY PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—From amounts

appropriated under subsection (c), the Sec-
retary shall award grants on a competitive
basis to local educational agencies to enable
the agencies to acquire security technology
for, or carry out activities related to improv-
ing security at, the middle and secondary
schools served by the agencies, including ob-
taining school security assessments, and
technical assistance, for the development of
a comprehensive school security plan from
the School Security Technology and Re-
source Center.

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive
a grant under this section, a local edu-
cational agency shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application in such form and con-
taining such information as the Secretary
may require, including information relating
to the security needs of the agency.

‘‘(3) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to local educational agencies that dem-
onstrate the highest security needs, as re-
ported by the agency in the application sub-
mitted under paragraph (2).

‘‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this
part (other than this section) shall not apply
to this section.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $10,000,000 for each of’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 513

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
would first like to express my apprecia-
tion to the chairman and the ranking
member of the Senate’s Health, Edu-
cation Labor and Pensions Committee
for accepting this important amend-
ment to S. 1, the Better Education for
Students and Teachers Act.

Simply put, the amendment that I
have offered will help protect the abil-
ity of school counselors, social work-
ers, psychologists and others to receive
professional development and training
as determined by local school districts.

Each of us in this body wants what’s
best for our Nation’s children, and
when it comes to their education, we
want our schools and our educators to
find ways to provide a first-class edu-
cation for our children, to ensure their
safety, and to help them develop their
God-given talents so they may become
upstanding, contributing members of
our society.

Nearly everyone agrees our schools
need help, but not everyone agrees on
which way is best. That is why we in
the Senate have tried to put together
this Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act reauthorization bill that
gives our states and localities the flexi-
bility to do what is necessary to im-
prove their schools.
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