S60

CRAPO), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator
from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. GARD-
NER) and the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. PAUL) were added as cosponsors of
S. 30, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the defini-
tion of full-time employee for purposes
of the employer mandate in the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care
Act.
S. 31

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 31, a bill to amend part D of
title XVIII of the Social Security Act
to require the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to negotiate covered
part D drug prices on behalf of Medi-
care beneficiaries.

$.J. RES. 1

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor
of S.J. Res. 1, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relative to
limiting the number of terms that a
Member of Congress may serve.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. HEINRICH):

S. 40. A Dbill to direct the Federal
Communications Commission to pro-
mulgate regulations that prohibit cer-
tain preferential treatment or
prioritization of Internet traffic; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, for near-
ly a year now, Americans across the
country have made their voices heard
on the critical issue of how we protect
an open Internet. Their message has
been loud and clear—they want mean-
ingful rules that protect the Internet
as a platform for free expression and
innovation. Consumers want to see the
online space as we have always known
it, as a place where the best ideas and
services can reach users on merit rath-
er than based on a financial relation-
ship with a broadband provider. Last
Congress I joined with my friend in the
House, Representative DORIS MATSUI of
California, to introduce bicameral leg-
islation requiring the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, FCC, to ban
“pay-to-play’’ deals on the Internet.
Today, I am pleased to once again join
with her to reintroduce this important
bill.

When we originally introduced this
legislation last June, nearly 300,000
Americans had commented on FCC
Chairman Tom Wheeler’s open Internet
proposal. That number alone would
have been an impressive level of public
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engagement. Since that time, however,
the number of public comments filed at
the FCC has swelled to nearly 4 mil-
lion. As the comments show, con-
sumers are concerned that without
meaningful rules the Internet will be-
come a Dplace where broadband pro-
viders charge tolls to websites or appli-
cations for them to reach end users.
This would represent a fundamental de-
parture from the way in which con-
sumers and entrepreneurs interact
with the Internet. A two-tiered Inter-
net based on ability to pay would harm
the innovative and competitive envi-
ronment we have all come to expect in
the online world.

Like an overwhelming number of the
public, I have grave concerns that a
pay-to-play Internet would allow larger
companies to squeeze out their com-
petitors, stifling competition online. A
small web company in Vermont that
develops an idea to rival the largest
Silicon Valley titans should not have
to worry that its access to consumers
could be blocked because its competi-
tors have a paid arrangement with
broadband providers. The next genera-
tion of Internet companies and retail-
ers should have the same protections
that allowed a company like the
Vermont Country Store to become a
thriving online success.

Pay-to-play arrangements would also
harm consumers, who would not have
the assurance that the service they are
paying for will provide the speed that
they want. Too many Americans cur-
rently lack real choice in broadband
providers, particularly those in rural
areas. A pay-to-play Internet could re-
sult in whole swaths of the Internet be-
coming functionally inaccessible to the
customers of certain Internet pro-
viders. This is not the Internet we
know today, and the FCC or Congress
must act to ensure that it does not
come to pass.

The Online Competition and Con-
sumer Choice Act is straightforward. It
requires the FCC to establish rules pre-
venting providers from charging
websites for priority access. It also re-
quires rules to prevent providers from
prioritizing their own affiliated con-
tent or services. These are simple rules
to preserve the equal platform we know
online today.

This legislation should not be used
by opponents of meaningful open Inter-
net rules to undermine the FCC’s im-
portant work to craft open Internet
rules that will protect consumers and
innovators. To the contrary, this bill
sets out important policy positions
that the FCC should adopt in its cur-
rent consideration of open Internet
rules. The FCC should not hesitate to
act at its February meeting to ban
these deals outright.

The importance of an open Internet
is an issue that resonates in homes and
businesses across the country. I spent
significant time last year listening to
voices outside of Washington, particu-
larly those of Vermonters, so that I
could hear firsthand about the impact
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the Internet has had on small busi-
nesses and consumers. The Judiciary
Committee held two hearings on this
issue, including one in Vermont, where
I heard exactly these kinds of stories.
These are not people looking for a
handout or special treatment—these
are entrepreneurs and consumers who
simply want the Internet to remain an
equalizing tool regardless of where you
live or how deep your pockets are.

There should be widespread agree-
ment to prevent special deals that
harm consumers and dampen online in-
novation. The FCC and Congress should
rightly focus on this timely and signifi-
cant issue to protect innovation and
competition online.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 40

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Online Com-
petition and Consumer Choice Act of 2015”.
SEC. 2. FCC REGULATIONS PROHIBITING CER-

TAIN PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT
OR PRIORITIZATION OF INTERNET
TRAFFIC.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Commission shall promulgate regula-
tions that—

(1) prohibit a broadband provider from en-
tering into an agreement with an edge pro-
vider under which the broadband provider
agrees, for consideration, in transmitting
network traffic over the broadband Internet
access service of an end user, to give pref-
erential treatment or priority to the traffic
of such edge provider over the traffic of
other edge providers; and

(2) prohibit a broadband provider, in trans-
mitting network traffic over the broadband
Internet access service of an end user, from
giving preferential treatment or priority to
the traffic of content, applications, services,
or devices that are provided or operated by
such broadband provider, or an affiliate of
such broadband provider, over the traffic of
other content, applications, services, or de-
vices.

(b) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) CERTAIN TRAFFIC NOT AFFECTED.—Noth-
ing in this section shall be construed as su-
perseding any obligation or authorization a
broadband provider may have to address the
needs of emergency communications or law
enforcement, public safety, or national secu-
rity authorities, consistent with or as per-
mitted by applicable law, or as limiting the
ability of the provider to do so.

(2) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing
in this section shall be construed as limiting
the authority of the Commission under any
other provision of law, including the author-
ity to promulgate regulations prohibiting or
limiting preferential treatment or
prioritization of the traffic of an edge pro-
vider by a broadband provider under GN
Docket No. 14-28 (relating to the matter of
protecting and promoting the open Internet).

(c) ENFORCEMENT.—For purposes of sec-
tions 503(b) and 504 of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 503(b); 504), this section
shall be considered to be a part of such Act.
With respect to enforcement under this sec-
tion only, the following modifications of
such section 503(b) shall apply:
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(1) Paragraph (5) shall not apply.

(2) Paragraph (6) shall be applied by sub-
stituting the following: ‘“‘No forfeiture pen-
alty shall be determined or imposed against
any person under this subsection if the viola-
tion charged occurred more than 3 years
prior to the date of issuance of the required
notice or notice of apparent liability.”’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) AFFILIATE.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’ has
the meaning given such term in section 3 of
the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
153).

(2) BROADBAND INTERNET ACCESS SERVICE.—
The term ‘‘broadband Internet access serv-
ice” has the meaning given such term in sec-
tion 8.11 of title 47, Code of Federal Regula-
tions.

(3) BROADBAND PROVIDER.—The term
“‘broadband provider’ means a provider of
broadband Internet access service.

(4) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission”’
means the Federal Communications Com-
mission.

(5) EDGE PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘edge pro-
vider’” means an individual, institution, or
other entity that provides—

(A) any content, application, or service
over the Internet; or

(B) a device used for accessing any content,
application, or service over the Internet.

(6) END USER.—The term ‘‘end user’ means
an individual, institution, or other entity
that uses a broadband Internet access serv-
ice.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:

S. 81. A bill to authorize preferential
treatment for certain imports from
Nepal, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce the Nepal Trade
Preferences Act.

This legislation is simple and
straightforward. It grants duty-free
status to imports of Nepalese garments
for a ten year period.

I have been a friend of Nepal and the
Nepalese people for over 25 years. 1
have witnessed its political struggle
and sadly the deterioration of its
ready-made garment industry.

The Nepal Trade Preferences Act bill
will promote much-needed economic
development and contribute to lasting
political stability in one of the world’s
poorest countries.

Allow me to go over some basic facts
of everyday life in Nepal.

Nepal has a per capita income of $730.

Approximately 25 percent of the Ne-
pal’s 24 million people live in poverty.

The unemployment rate in Nepal
stands at a staggering 47 percent; and
most Nepalese live on $2 a day.

The 2005 phase-out of the Micro-Fiber
Arrangement, which established export
quotas from developing nations, has
deeply damaged Nepal’s apparel indus-
try.

Instead of continuing to import gar-
ments from Nepal, U.S. importers have
shifted their orders to China, Ban-
gladesh and other low-cost labor mar-
kets.

In fact, the number of people em-
ployed by the Nepalese garment indus-
try dropped from over 90,000 people to
less than 5,000 today; textile and ap-
parel exports from Nepal to the United
States fell from approximately $95 mil-
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lion in 2005 to $45 million in 2013; and
the number of garment factories plum-
meted from 212 to 30.

Despite Nepal’s poverty and the near-
collapse of the garment industry, Nepa-
lese garment imports are still subject
to an average U.S. tariff of 11.7 percent
and can be as high as 32 percent.

In essence, we are unfairly taxing the
imports of a highly impoverished coun-
try that cannot afford it. Taxing tex-
tile and apparel imports from Nepal,
which constitute .01 percent of all U.S.
imports, makes no sense.

I would point out that U.S. tariffs on
Nepalese garments stand in contrast to
the policies of the European Union,
Canada, and Australia, which all allow
Nepalese garments into their markets
duty free.

It should come as no surprise, then,
that while the U.S. share of Nepalese
garment exports has fallen, the Euro-
pean Union’s share has risen from 18.14
percent in 2006 to 46 percent in 2010.

The purpose of the ‘‘Nepal Trade
Preferences Act’’ is to ensure that we
provide Nepal with the same trade pref-
erences afforded to it by other devel-
oped countries. No more, no less.

Humanitarian and development as-
sistance programs should be critical
components of our efforts to help
Nepal. I was proud to support the
President’s budget request of $77 mil-
lion for Nepal in fiscal year 2015.

But assistance is no substitute for or-
ganic economic development. We
should help the Nepalese people help
themselves by reopening the U.S. mar-
ket to a once thriving export industry.

In the end, economic growth and
prosperity can be best achieved when
Nepal is given the chance to compete
and grow in a free and open global mar-
ketplace.

With this legislation, the United
States can make a real difference now
to help revitalize the garment industry
in Nepal and promote economic growth
and higher living standards.

There is no doubt that Nepal has
struggled to draft a new constitution
and coalesce around a governing major-
ity.

While only Nepal can chart its polit-
ical course, passing this measure would
undoubtedly help regenerate Nepal’s
stagnant economy.

Let us show our solidarity with the
people of Nepal by passing this com-
monsense measure.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Nepal Trade Preferences Act.

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for him-
self, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BURR, Mr.
KING, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr.
BOOKER):

S. 108. A bill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to improve ac-
cess for students to Federal grants and
loans to help pay for postsecondary,
graduate, and professional educational
opportunities, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask consent that the Senator from Col-
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orado, Mr. BENNET, and I, along with
the Senator from Maine, Mr. KING, the
Senator from New Jersey, Mr. BOOKER,
the Senator from Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON,
and the Senator from North Carolina,
Mr. BURR, be able to engage in a col-
loquy on higher education for the next
half hour.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. I further ask
unanimous consent to use a piece of de-
monstrative evidence in my remarks.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. The Senator from
Colorado, MICHAEL BENNET, and I have
been working for 1 year to make it
easier for the 20 million American fam-
ilies who fill out the Federal applica-
tion form each year in order to receive
grants and loans for college.

The piece of demonstrative evidence
that Senator BENNET and I have been
carrying around in Tennessee and Colo-
rado is the Free Application for Fed-
eral Student Aid or FAFSA. This is the
form that 20 million Americans fill out.
It is familiar to many families as it has
108 questions, and it is important to
them because about half of the Amer-
ican families who have students in col-
lege have a Federal grant or loan to
help pay for college.

The problem with the 108 questions is
that they are generally unnecessary.
Senator BENNET and I were at a Health,
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee hearing. We heard four wit-
nesses representing different perspec-
tives in our country saying that we
only need two questions to Kknow
whether we could make a Federal grant
or loan to a student from Wisconsin
who wanted to go to community col-
lege with roughly 95 percent accuracy.

So today we are introducing legisla-
tion which is named the Federal Aid
Simplification and Transparency, or
FAST, Act. It will turn these 108 ques-
tions into two—one about the amount
of family income and one about the
size of family. It will free students and
their families from the dreaded
FAFSA. It will eliminate thousands of
hours of busywork by guidance coun-
selors, college administrators, parents,
and accountants.

I will use a specific example. On Fri-
day I am going to Tennessee with
President Obama, who has been at-
tracted to our great State because we
have become the first State to say to
all of our high school graduates that
community college is tuition-free. How
can we do that in Tennessee? Tuition
at community colleges, like in some
places in the country, is about $3,600
per year, and the Pell grant can pay up
to $5,700, but on average needy students
receive about $3,300. So for about half
the students, there is only a small gap
between the amount the Federal Pell
grant pays and what tuition costs. Ten-
nessee has committed to make up the
difference.

But here is the catch: The major ob-
stacle to Tennesseans who want to
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take advantage of the new Tennessee
Promise Program is the 108-question
form. The president of the community
college in Memphis, Southwest Ten-
nessee Community College, tells me he
thinks he loses 1,500 students a semes-
ter because of the complexity of the
form. They just don’t fill it out.

So it is a terrific example of how the
Federal Government, with good inten-
tions, has built up over the years an
enormous amount of paperwork that is
getting in the way of the single great-
est need our State has, which is to
have more of our students better
trained. This will help the businesses
that are attracted there offering good
jobs will be able to hire people who are
properly trained.

In addition to that, our bill does the
following things:

It not only eliminates the 108 ques-
tions and replaces them with 2, it tells
families the result earlier in the proc-
ess. For example, if you have a daugh-
ter who is a junior in high school, now
you will be able to go online and find
out—answering two questions—how
much money you are eligible for in
grants and loans. Now you have to wait
until the second semester of your sen-
ior year.

The next thing it does is it stream-
lines the Federal grant and loan pro-
grams by combining two Federal pro-
grams into one Pell Grant Program
and reduces the six different Federal
loan programs into three—one under-
graduate loan program, one graduate
loan program, and one parent loan pro-
gram—resulting in more access for stu-
dents.

Fourth, it enables students to use a
Pell grant in a manner that works for
them. They can use it year-round—now
they cannot use it for three straight
semesters—or at their own pace.

Next, it discourages overborrowing.
Too many students borrow extra
money they do not need to go to col-
lege. For example, under the Federal
rules a student is entitled to borrow
the same amount of money if they go
full time as they are if they go half
time. That makes no sense. It saddles
students with debt they cannot pay
back.

Finally, it simplifies the repayment
options. Now there are nine different
ways to make repayments. We suggest
two.

Senators KING and BURR have their
own bill, which they will be intro-
ducing today and talking about a little
later, that streamlines repayment op-
tions.

I have been delighted to work with
Senator BENNET. I congratulate him.
His background as the Denver school
superintendent and as a father has
made him a very effective advocate for
this effort. We have listened to edu-
cators and parents in our own States.
The bill has been out there now for
more than half a year. We have at-
tracted other sponsors, including Sen-
ator BOOKER and Senator ISAKSON. We
hope other Senators will want to join
us.
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Finally, I would say before going to
Senator BENNET that as chairman of
the Senate committee that handles
education—the Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions Committee—we are
ready to move on this. As soon as we
can finish our work on fixing No Child
Left Behind, which we have been work-
ing on for 6 years and have held 24
hearings. In addition, almost all of the
members of the current committee
were there last year when we reported
a bill—as soon as we can finish that
work, we will be ready to move to reau-
thorize the Higher Education Act to
deregulate higher education starting
with the FAST Act and the legislation
Senators KING and BURR have pro-
moted.

I thank the Senator from Colorado
for his partnership on this. I salute him
for his leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to be on the floor today with,
among others, Senator ALEXANDER,
who has worked so hard on the bill we
are talking about today. Through the
Chair, I want to wish him well in his
new role as chair of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee
on which I serve. He is quite right to
have said this bill came to us as a re-
sult of testimony in front of that com-
mittee by a variety of witnesses but all
of whom agreed that the current sys-
tem is completely unwieldy. I would
also like to thank the other cospon-
sors—Senators BURR, BOOKER, ISAKSON,
and KING—for joining the efforts and
for being here today as well.

I first became aware of this problem
when I was superintendent of the Den-
ver public schools. We had a couple
who very generously donated $50 mil-
lion for scholarships for kids who were
graduating from the Denver public
schools and who had applied to college.
One of the things we learned in that
process was how terrible the process
was for filling out the financial aid
forms for the Federal Government.
That was a requirement we had for peo-
ple to be able to be eligible for this
scholarship. We literally had to put
new rooms in our schools, in our high
schools, and staff them with people in
order to fill out these forms.

Every year tens of thousands of stu-
dents and parents in Colorado and mil-
lions more across the country fill out
the FAFSA as part of the college appli-
cation process. It is the gateway to fi-
nancial aid. By some estimates, over 2
million people who are eligible for fi-
nancial aid and Pell grants do not get
it simply because of the complexity of
the form.

I ask unanimous consent to show
some demonstrative evidence.

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

Mr. BENNET. Here is this year’s
form. It is a different color than the
one we had last year. This is the form
a student has to fill out—108 questions.
This is the instruction manual that
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goes with the form, which is something
in the neighborhood of 66 pages long. It
is very tiny print.

To be honest, the ridiculousness of
this form would be funny if it were not
for the lost time, money, and energy
our country spends on it. Here are
some of the examples of the questions
families have to put up with on this
form. Several times there are questions
about income. We have been told by
the witnesses we had that we only need
two questions. There are a number of
questions about income, investments,
and assets. Each requires notes and in-
structions which are contained in here.

Question 36: What was your and your
spouse’s adjusted gross income for 2014?

Question 37: Enter your and your
spouse’s income tax for 2014.

Question 39: How much did you earn
from working in 2014?

Question 40: How much did your
spouse earn from working in 2014?

It is ridiculous.

The questions become even more
complicated.

Question 42: As of today, what is the
net worth of your and your spouse’s in-
vestments, including real estate but
don’t including the home you live in?

That is the kind of reaction we get
all over the country when we talk
about this at home.

The instruction form here says, for
question No. 43, the net worth of busi-
nesses and/or investments.

Business or farm value includes the cur-
rent market value of land, buildings, ma-
chinery, equipment, inventory, et cetera. Do
not include your primary farm. Do not in-
clude the net worth of a family-owned and
controlled small business with more than 100
full-time or full-time equivalent employees.

Just to make it really clear, in dark
print, bolded print, it says: business/
farm value minus business/farm debt
equals net worth of business. This is as
complicated as any tax form.

At a time when the demands of the
global economy require us to have
more college access, not less, it is a
shame that this bureaucratic piling up
of questions is making it harder and
harder for people to go to college.

So I think this is going to be great
for our students, to get it down to a
postcard that has two questions. The
estimate is that the time saved by
moving away from this existing form is
the equivalent of 50,000 jobs that could
be spent actually providing college
guidance to young people who will now
have the benefit of knowing, as Sen-
ator ALEXANDER said so eloquently,
what financial aid they will be eligible
for in their junior year before they
apply to college rather than waiting
until their senior year, until they have
already been admitted to college. That
makes no sense to the people we rep-
resent, and there is a reason for it—it
is because it makes no sense.

My hope is that this is a bill we will
be able to move this year. Again, I
thank Senator ALEXANDER for his tre-
mendous leadership.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank Senator BENNET.
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I would like to send to the desk the
FAST Act that Senator BENNET and I
are introducing, with the cosponsor-
ship of Senator BOOKER, Senator BURR,
Senator KING, and Senator ISAKSON.

In this colloquy, I would like now to
recognize the Senator from New Jersey
for 5 minutes to comment on the bill, if
he would like.

Mr. President, following that—the
Senator from North Carolina and the
Senator from Maine, who are cospon-
sors of this bill, are here, but they also
have a separate bill on income repay-
ments which they will discuss.

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

Mr. BOOKER. I wish to thank Sen-
ators BENNET and ALEXANDER for their
work on this legislation. It is going to
help our Nation’s students make bet-
ter, smarter, and more-informed deci-
sions about higher education.

Historically, the United States has
been the leader globally in expanding
college opportunity. We understand
that an educated workforce is essential
to our Nation’s economic competitive-
ness. Without highly skilled workers,
America will not be able to compete in
the global economy.

The average price of a college degree
in the United States is climbing—about
$13,856. Please put that in perspective
with our competitor nations, nations
that are Kkeeping the cost of college
low, knowing that their long-term
competitiveness as a country depends
on the education of their children, na-
tions such as the United Kingdom,
where a college education costs less
than half of ours, and Germany, where
kids pay a mere $933.

The average American student now is
graduating from college with around
$29,000 in loans. In New Jersey, that is
up from an average of $27,000 in 2011
and $23,000 and change in 2010. This is
unacceptable. Mounting debt is under-
mining not only the success of our in-
dividual young people in our country,
but it is undermining the long-term
competitiveness our Nation has in a
global knowledge-based economy. That
is one reason why it is important that
we work to make the process of obtain-
ing financial aid simpler and more
straightforward.

We saw the ridiculousness which Sen-
ator BENNET held up in the length of
the form and the explanation docu-
ment. Well, this has to change. This is
something I recognized when I was
mayor of the city of Newark. We had
classes. Literally we called it, I think,
Financial Aid University, where we
brought experts in just to try to help
students navigate all of that. We spent
s0 many resources knowing that for
our kids from Newark to be competi-
tive, we had to help them navigate this
labyrinth of challenging questions and
documents that it takes perhaps a col-
lege degree or even more to figure out.

When I first came to the Senate
about 13 months ago, one of the first
pieces of legislation I offered, having
had that experience, was a way of sim-
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plifying these forms. There is an ur-
gency here because the College Board
estimates that 2.3 million students do
not fill out the FAFSA form, the free
application for financial aid. Because
the form is a gateway to financial aid,
having 2.3 million being deterred from
actually filling it out is a harm to our
Nation, not just to those individual
students. Many students who qualify
for Federal aid skip the form because
they find it—as we obviously saw—too
complex.

Because eligibility is currently based
on income information for the year im-
mediately preceding enrollment, finan-
cial aid deadlines mean that tax data is
not yet available. As a result, students
must determine how to fill out finan-
cial aid questions on the FAFSA form
and take additional steps then to sub-
mit later the tax documents.

We know more can be done to make
this process simpler and accessible,
which is why I am pleased. I was really
rejoicing when Senator ALEXANDER and
Senator BENNET showed me there was a
way we could work—even further than
the legislation I introduced in the last
Congress—to reduce it to two ques-
tions—saving time, saving energy, sav-
ing stress but even more importantly
empowering students to get their edu-
cation and contribute to our economy
so that we can compete with those
other countries that seem to be doing a
much better job than we are in keeping
the cost of college low.

This bill streamlines the financial
aid system, simplifies the FAFSA
form, discourages overborrowing—
which is a problem—and, most impor-
tantly, gives students and families bet-
ter information earlier in the process
to enable them to make better deci-
sions for them. This bill is a good step.

This bill is a great step. I am looking
forward to working with the higher
education community as well as stu-
dents and families in New Jersey on
how we can be successful in simplifying
this process, increasing access to col-
lege and boosting not only enrollment
but the economic output of our citi-
Zenry.

Again, I thank Senator ALEXANDER
and Senator BENNET for their work and
leadership. I am pleased to be with
them in this effort, and I look forward
to continuing the conversation this
year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. The Senator from
New Jersey is known in his State and
across the country as a pioneer in edu-
cation, putting children first.

Having his support and advice on this
bill will be a great advantage in help-
ing it go from the Senate floor through
the House to the President’s desk and
into law.

In 2013 the Congress and President
Obama made significant steps forward
in improving the student loan pro-
gram—a $100 billion per year Federal
program to help students go to college.
That law created a market-based, mar-
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ket-pricing system, and it had the ef-
fect in that year of reducing the rate
for undergraduates, cutting it about in
half.

The two Senators who led that were
the Senator from North Carolina, Mr.
BURR, and the Senator from Maine, Mr.
KING. Senator BURR and Senator KING
have continued to work on student
loans, making it easier for students to
go to college, easier for them to pay
their loans, and easier for them to pay
them back.

We are proud to have them as cospon-
sors, but they have their own legisla-
tion on student loan repayments,
which I am pleased to cosponsor and
which will be a top priority in the Sen-
ate HELP Committee as soon as we fin-
ish fixing No Child Left Behind.

I now yield in this colloquy to Sen-
ator BURR.

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

Mr. BURR. I thank Senator ALEX-
ANDER and Senator BENNET, and I
thank them for what they propose in
the FAST Act.

As a parent who went through two
kids going to college, when I was pre-
sented that form, I realized I wasn’t ca-
pable of doing it.

I remember a story still today of a
dear colleague of mine in the House of
Representatives—many know Sonny
Bono. We asked Sonny one day: Why
did you come to Congress? How did you
get into politics?

He said: Well, I became mayor of a
city for one reason—because I opened a
restaurant. When I went to get a sign
permit, they gave me 50 pages to fill
out. I didn’t graduate from high school,
but I figured out it was easier for me to
run for mayor, win, and make the sign
permit 1 page than it was for me to fill
out 50 pages.

That is how he got his start in poli-
tics.

I might say, as a parent, to be able
to—on a post card—apply and know
whether I was eligible for my children’s
student aid would be a tremendous
thing for all parents.

Senator KING and I are on the floor
to talk specifically about the Repay
Act.

As we have looked at student loans
and as the government has become the
primary loan component for student
loans, what we have seen is that the
consolidation of one’s loans has dra-
matically increased in an incoherent
way. Now, some might say that is ex-
actly what government does. We say
we are going to fix a problem, and we
fix it in a way that you don’t under-
stand it; it is way too cumbersome.

What we have tried to do is we have
made an effort to provide more avenues
for or options for children to choose or
parents to choose how to pay back stu-
dent loans. What we have done is we
have made it as complicated as the
form that Senator BENNET showed,
which determines eligibility.

Currently, the Federal Government
offers 12 repayment options for stu-
dents. Among these 12 options, stu-
dents are offered a series of terms and
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conditions that often overlap amongst
several other programs with very simi-
lar sounding names and stated benefits.
The problem gets worse annually.

The administration continues to do
new regulations every time we see a
problem, and those regulations then
overlap with existing regulations on
student loans to where individuals
don’t know exactly what their options
are—what Senator KING and I want to
do.

We will introduce, hopefully later
today, the Repay Act. It provides two
options that kids choose from: a fixed-
rate option for repayment and an in-
come-based option for repayment.

We also realize that under the in-
come-based options that are out there
today an individual who is married
could file as married—filing an indi-
vidual tax form—and their household
income isn’t considered for the amount
they are going to repay on a monthly
basis. That is not how we designed it.

We designed it so what their income
capability was, their repayment would
reflect it. In other words, we have peo-
ple who are gaming the system today
because their one spouse makes a lot of
money and one spouse doesn’t make
much, and they pay a minimal amount
of monthly student loan repayments.
When they do that, they cheat the
other students behind them because
they take money out of the system
that can be used for those individuals
who desperately need it.

The Repay Act streamlines a mul-
titude of loan programs and creates a
fixed-base and income-based repay-
ment. It does it by consolidating all in-
come-based repayment programs into
one repayment program that caps bor-
rowing at $57,500 for 20 years and limits
to 25 years the repayment period for
loans over $57,500, while ensuring the
monthly payments rise at a reasonable
rate based upon that annual income
level—again, the household income
level.

The benefit for students is they will
up front have the knowledge they need
of what they will expect to pay based
upon the amount they borrow.

We believe this will drive smarter
borrowing decisions and will lead stu-
dents to limit the amount of debt they
take prior to going to school. Behav-
ioral economists argue that when an
individual’s options are less complex
and straightforward, individuals are
more likely to make rational decisions.

Senator KING and I believe the
changes included in the Repay Act will
promote those rational decisions that
will ultimately lead to smarter bor-
rowing that leads to repayment and ul-
timately healthier financial situations
for our Nation’s graduates.

Why are we here? It is because only
80 percent of our student loans are
being repaid. That means 20 percent is
in default.

What we want to do is we want to see
kids get a great education. We want to
see the ability for that to be paid for,
and we want that money to be repaid
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based upon their success in the mar-
ketplace. I believe this act will put us
on that road to do it.

Now, I don’t want to pretend, and I
don’t think Senator KING will pretend,
this isn’t something that we crafted
and created. This is the result of ideas
that were put forward by the National
Association of Student Financial Aid
Administrators, the Lumina Founda-
tion for Education, the Education Fi-
nance Council, the American Council
on Education, the Young Invincibles,
the Institute for College Access and
Success, the New America Foundation,
and many other groups.

This is truly Congress, the Senate at
its best, reaching out to organizations
that do this day in and day out, just as
I think the chairman did on the appli-
cation-card student aid form.

We have tried to search the best
ideas. From that we have gleaned them
and put them into the Repay Act. We
will introduce this bill. I thank the
chairman. It does complement very
much the FAST Act.

I thank my colleague, Senator KING,
for his help on the introduction of this
bill.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from North Carolina. No one was
more instrumental in the work in 2013
that reformed student loans to reduce
the interest rate for undergraduates by
nearly half that year.

In his State of North Carolina there
are many of the best universities and 2-
year colleges in the country, and I
know education has been and is fore-
most for him.

I look forward to working with him,
the members of our committee and
every Senator on the floor, as we go
through the process with a full and
honest debate on important issues
using an open amendment process.
Then I hope we are able to work with
President Obama again this year in the
same way we were in 2013 to achieve a
result.

A forceful advocate for that result in
2013 was the Senator of Maine who has
the advantage of having been a Gov-
ernor, Senator KING, and we will let
him have the final say in this colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. KING. Economic development
and jobs is what unites us in this body.
That is what we all want. That is what
everyone here is striving to achieve—
jobs and opportunity for the people of
this country.

There are many factors that con-
tribute to that, and we can discuss and
debate all of them this year. I suspect
that we will. There is infrastructure,
tax policy, smart regulation, and regu-
latory reform. But the one about which
there is very little dispute is edu-
cation.

The single greatest job creation and
economic development act in the his-
tory of the United States was the GI
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bill, subsequent to World War II, which
opened the doors of college and higher
education, to millions of Americans
and literally built the middle class in
this country. Education is what it is
all about and education is even more
important now than it was then.

There was a time in this country
when you could graduate from high
school and get a pretty good job in a
mill, make good money, have two cars
in the garage, and lead a successful
life. That is much more difficult today.
Even those jobs in those mills require
more education.

In my State of Maine we did a survey
a few years ago that showed 70 percent
of the jobs had people touching a com-
puter every day. That is what takes an
education, and to get an education
takes access.

I will share one rather chilling sta-
tistic in terms of the competitive na-
ture of the 21st century. We are en-
gaged in competition. We are engaged
in competition with the entire world
and they want our jobs.

A little statistic is the top 8 percent
of high school graduates in China are
equal in number to all the high school
graduates in the United States. Think
about that for a minute—the top 8 per-
cent in China are equal in number to
all the high school graduates of the
United States.

We are going to have to work to com-
pete, and the only way we are going to
be able to do that is if we work smart,
and the only way we are going to be
able to work smart is with education
and expanded opportunity and access
to education. Higher education in the
21st century, I would submit, is more
important than ever.

There has been attention to this over
the years by State governments, local
governments, by parents, by students,
and by the Federal Government, going
back to the midst of the Civil War,
when one of the great education bills of
all time was passed, the land grant col-
lege system in 1864. Support for re-
search at our great universities has
been a Federal effort.

Student loans have been a part of
what we have tried to contribute to
this system for many years. Then, of
course, we have Pell grants, which
have enabled millions of students to
find opportunity in higher education.
But, ironically, the very programs that
are designed to increase access to high-
er education have, themselves, become
inaccessible.

Senator ALEXANDER and Senator
BENNET made a dramatic showing
today with these ridiculous forms.
When you read the forms the conclu-
sion is: I guess my kid isn’t going to go
to college.

We have created a system where you
need an accountant, a lawyer at your
shoulder in order to fill out a form for
financial aid, and the people who need
it the most are the least likely to have
the resources to bring those experts to
bear on the process. Programs designed
to promote access have themselves be-
come inaccessible.
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So that is what today is all about.
That is what our discussion is all
about. It is about accessibility and
simplification. Senators ALEXANDER
and BENNET and BOOKER have bril-
liantly articulated the power of the
idea behind the FAST Act: reduce the
questions to just a few simple ques-
tions to get the necessary information.
You don’t need 80 pages of instructions
to answer two questions. It will open
the doors to literally millions of stu-
dents whom we need. This isn’t nice to
have; this is need to have. This is an
economic security and a national secu-
rity question. We need these people.
The current form is discouraging the
very people we want: those who may or
may not take the plunge into higher
education. The simple fact is you
shouldn’t need an accountant to figure
out whether you can get financial aid
to go to college.

The complementary bill Senator
BURR and I are introducing today,
along with Senator RUBIO and Senator
WARNER, is called the Repay Act. The
bill Senator ALEXANDER is speaking to
is about accessibility and simplifica-
tion on the front end. Our bill is acces-
sibility and simplification on the back
end, dealing with the issue of repay-
ment. It basically reduces eight cur-
rent options—and I have a chart that
would make Rube Goldberg blush in
terms of the complexity of the current
options—to two. One is a 10-year fixed
repayment plan, which certain stu-
dents can select if it makes sense for
them, and the other is a variable in-
come-driven plan.

As Senator BURR pointed out, the
ideas for this bill came from across the
spectrum—from students, financial aid
offices, financial aid administrators,
Republicans, Democrats, and President
Obama in his most recent budget.

By the way, one of the groups Sen-
ator BURR mentioned is the Young
Invincibles. I would like to be a Young
Invincible. I would like to see where I
can join that group because sometimes
I don’t exactly feel that way. But this
is an idea I think is invincible because
it just makes so much common sense.

Borrowers can switch between the
fixed payment and the variable pay-
ment depending upon their cir-
cumstances, but they never pay more
than 15 percent of their disposable in-
come.

I think another important provision
is if a borrower is totally and perma-
nently disabled and the loan is for-
given, they do not have to pay tax on
the loan that is forgiven. Under cur-
rent law, they have to pay an income
tax on the phantom income of the loan
that is forgiven.

I particularly thank Senators WAR-
NER and RUBIO for joining us on this
bill. They had their own bill on this re-
payment structure last year, and they
have generously decided to join forces
with us on this bill, and I believe that
will add substantial weight to our
work. They have already made con-
tributions to the drafting of the bill,
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and I think that will help us consider-
ably as we move forward with this leg-
islation.

Quite often around here we talk
about things we can’t do—we can’t do—
problems we can’t fix. This is some-
thing we can do. This is a human prob-
lem of our making by layering pro-
grams over one another and having the
bureaucratic rules build over the years
to the point where, as I said, it has cre-
ated an accessibility problem for the
very program designed to give access.

These are important bills. They are
not necessarily the bills that are going
to get the headlines or cause all the
fights and the friction, but these are
the quiet kinds of changes that will
change our country. They will provide
opportunity for our students, for our
families, and for our country. I am
proud to join Senator ALEXANDER, the
chair of the HELP Committee, and
Senator BURR particularly, who has
worked so hard on this bill. I think we
have a combination of bills that will
make a difference in people’s lives and
in the future of this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, as
the colloquy is concluding, I want to
thank the Senators from Maine and
New Jersey for their leadership and the
Senator from North Carolina. I can as-
sure them the King-Burr bill, with the
support of Senator RUBIO and Senator
WARNER, will be combined with our bill
and be front and center on the agenda
of the HELP Committee as early as we
can this year. As far as I am concerned,
it is the next priority after we fix No
Child Left Behind. I am hopeful we can
bring it to the floor by the spring, give
the full Senate a chance to consider it,
combine it with action of the House
and work with the President, just as we
did in 2013.

I am going to turn to Senator BEN-
NET for just a minute to let him have a
concluding word, but I wanted to say
this. As I mentioned, President Obama
is going to Tennessee on Friday. He is
going to celebrate an initiative Ten-
nessee has taken by itself to say to all
high school graduates: Two years of
community college education is tuition
free. Of course, that is based upon the
Pell grant. The State just makes up
the difference, which isn’t that much.

I am going to have an opportunity to
say to the President: Mr. President,
the one thing the Federal Government
can do to make it easier for more Ten-
nesseans to take advantage of Ten-
nessee Promise is to get rid of the
FAFSA. Because the President of
Southwest Tennessee Community Col-
lege in Memphis says 1,500 students a
semester are not enrolling in commu-
nity college, who ought to be going,
just because they and their families are
intimidated by this form or can’t fill it
out.

There is no excuse for that, and we
are going to fix that. Maybe the solu-
tion is three questions, maybe it is four
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questions, but surely it is not 108 ques-
tions, and 70 or 80 pages of instruc-
tions, wasting the time of administra-
tors, guidance counselors, parents, ac-
countants, students, and discouraging
Americans from taking advantage of
education.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a one-page sum-
mary of the FAST Act.

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

FINANCIAL AID SIMPLIFICATION AND
TRANSPARENCY (FAST) ACT

A Bill introduced by Senators Alexander
and Bennet to simplify the federal financial
aid programs and application process.

What the Bill Does:

Eliminates the Free Application for Finan-
cial Student Aid, or FAFSA, by reducing the
10-page form to a postcard that would ask
just two questions: What is your family size?
And, what was your household income two
years ago?

Tells families early in the process what the
federal government will provide them in a
grant and loan by using earlier tax data and
creating a look-up table to allow students in
their junior year of high school to see how
much in federal aid they are eligible for as
they start to look at colleges.

Streamlines the federal grant and loan pro-
grams by combining two federal grant pro-
grams into one Pell grant program and re-
ducing the six different federal loan pro-
grams into three: one undergraduate loan
program, one graduate loan program, and
one parent loan program, resulting in more
access for more students.

Enable students to use Pell grants in a
manner that works for them by restoring
year-round Pell grant availability and pro-
viding flexibility so students can study at
their own pace. Both provisions would enable
them to complete college sooner.

Discourages over-borrowing by limiting
the amount a student is able to borrow based
on enrollment. For example, a part-time stu-
dent would be able to take out a part time
loan only.

Simplifies repayment options by stream-
lining complicated repayment programs and
creates two simple plans, an income based
plan and a 10-year repayment plan.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer for the time, I thank my
fellow Senators, and I yield for the
final words of the Senator from Colo-
rado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I again
say thank you to the chairman of the
HELP Committee for all his leadership
and his work dealing with this form.
We have been after this for about 1
year.

This might be a quiet bill, as Senator
KING said earlier, but in my travels
around the State I can’t find anybody
who is unhappy with this legislation
except for the people who have already
filled out the form, who are asking:
Where were you 5 years ago when I was
having to do this for my students or
where were you when I was having to
fill this out for my college education?

It makes absolutely no sense. I am
sure many of these questions are well
intentioned, but what we have learned
in the hearings we have had, in the tes-
timony, is they are not necessary. If
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they are not necessary, we shouldn’t be
asking them. Our students would be a
lot better off spending their time fig-
uring out what college they want to at-
tend, figuring out what course of study
they want to undertake than spending
their time with this bureaucratic
nightmare.

I am enormously optimistic that we
are going to get this passed with the
chairman’s leadership, and I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on
that. I would like to thank the Senator
from New Jersey again for signing on
as one of the original cosponsors.

With that, I yield the floor.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 21—MAKING

MAJORITY PARTY APPOINT-
MENTS FOR THE 114TH CON-
GRESS

Mr. MCCONNELL submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to:

S. RES. 21

Resolved, That the following be the major-
ity membership on the following committees
for the remainder of the 114th Congress, or
until their successors are appointed:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY: Mr. Cochran, Mr. McConnell,
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr.
Perdue, Mrs. Ernst, Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse, Mr.
Grassley, Mr. Thune.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Mr. Coch-
ran, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Alex-
ander, Ms. Collins, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Gra-
ham, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Blunt, Mr. Moran, Mr.
Hoeven, Mr. Boozman, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Cas-
sidy, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr.
McCain (Chairman), Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Ses-
sions, Mr. Wicker, Ms. Ayotte, Mrs. Fischer,
Mr. Cotton, Mr. Rounds, Mrs. Ernst, Mr.
Tillis, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Lee, Mr. Graham,
Mr. Cruz.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Shelby, Mr. Crapo, Mr.
Corker, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Kirk,
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cotton,
Mr. Rounds, Mr. Moran.

COMMITTEE ON BUDGET: Mr. Grassley, Mr.
Enzi, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Graham,
Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Johnson, Ms.
Ayotte, Mr. Wicker, Mr. Corker, Mr. Perdue.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Thune, Mr. Wicker,
Mr. Blunt, Mr. Rubio, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Cruz,
Mrs. Fischer, Mr. Moran, Mr. Sullivan, Mr.
Johnson, Mr. Heller, Mr. Gardner, Mr.
Daines.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Murkowski (Chairman), Mr.
Barrasso, Mr. Risch, Mr. Lee, Mr. Flake, Mr.

Daines, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Gardner, Mr.
Portman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. Alexander, Mrs.
Capito.

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS: Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Barrasso,
Mrs. Capito, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Boozman, Mr.

Sessions, Mr. Wicker, Mrs. Fischer, Mr.
Rounds, Mr. Sullivan.
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Hatch, Mr.

Grassley, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Roberts, Mr. Enzi,
Mr. Cornyn, Mr. Thune, Mr. Burr, Mr. Isak-
son, Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Coats,
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr.
Corker, Mr. Risch, Mr. Rubio, Mr. Johnson,
Mr. Flake, Mr. Gardner, Mr. Perdue, Mr.
Isakson, Mr. Paul, Mr. Barrasso.
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COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS: Mr. Enzi, Mr. Alexander, Mr.
Burr, Mr. Isakson, Mr. Paul, Ms. Collins, Ms.
Murkowski, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Scott, Mr. Hatch,
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Cassidy.

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. McCain, Mr.
Johnson, Mr. Portman, Mr. Paul, Mr.
Lankford, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi, Mrs. Ernst,
Mr. Sasse.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Hatch,
Mr. Grassley, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Graham, Mr.
Cornyn, Mr. Lee, Mr. Cruz, Mr. Vitter, Mr.
Flake, Mr. Perdue, Mr. Tillis.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION:
Mr. Alexander, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Cochran,
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Blunt, Mr.
Cruz, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Wicker.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Vitter, Mr. Risch, Mr.
Rubio, Mr. Paul, Mr. Scott, Mrs. Fischer, Mr.
Gardner, Mrs. Ernst, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr.
Isakson, Mr. Moran, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hell-
er, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Rounds, Mr. Tillis, Mr.
Sullivan.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr.
McCain, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Barrasso, Mr.
Hoeven, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines, Mr.
Crapo, Mr. Moran.

COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mr. Roberts, Mr.
Isakson, Mr. Risch.

COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mr. Burr, Mr.
Risch, Mr. Coats, Mr. Rubio, Ms. Collins, Mr.
Blunt, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Cotton.

COMMITTEE ON AGING: Ms. Collins, Mr.
Hatch, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Flake, Mr. Scott, Mr.
Corker, Mr. Heller, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Perdue,
Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse.

JOINT EcoNoMIC COMMITTEE: Mr. Coats, Mr.
Lee, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cruz, Mr.
Cassidy.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 22—TO CON-
STITUTE THE MINORITY PAR-
TY'S MEMBERSHIP ON CERTAIN
COMMITTEES FOR THE ONE HUN-
DRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS,
OR UNTIL THEIR SUCCESSORS
ARE CHOSEN

Mr. DURBIN (for Mr. REID) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 22

Resolved, That the following shall con-
stitute the minority party’s membership on
the following committees for the One Hun-
dred Fourteenth Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION,
AND FORESTRY: Ms. Stabenow (Ranking), Mr.
Leahy, Mr. Brown, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. Ben-
net, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Donnelly, Ms.
Heitkamp, Mr. Casey.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Ms. Mikul-
ski (Ranking), Mr. Leahy, Mrs. Murray, Mrs.
Feinstein, Mr. Durbin, Mr. Reed, Mr. Tester,
Mr. Udall, Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Merkley, Mr.
Coons, Mr. Schatz, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Murphy.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. Reed
(Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mrs. McCaskill, Mr.
Manchin, Mrs. Shaheen, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr.
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Hirono, Mr.
Kaine, Mr. King, Mr. Heinrich.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Brown (Ranking), Mr.
Reed, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Menendez, Mr.
Tester, Mr. Warner, Mr. Merkley, Ms. War-
ren, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Donnelly.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Nelson (Ranking), Ms.
Cantwell, Mrs. McCaskill, Ms. Klobuchar,
Mr. Blumenthal, Mr. Schatz, Mr. Markey,
Mr. Booker, Mr. Udall, Mr. Manchin, Mr.
Peters.
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COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Cantwell (Ranking), Mr.
Wyden, Mr. Sanders, Ms. Stabenow, Mr.
Franken, Mr. Manchin, Mr. Heinrich, Ms.
Hirono, Mr. King, Ms. Warren.

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS: Mrs. Boxer (Ranking), Mr. Carper,
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Whitehouse,
Mr. Merkley, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Booker,
Mr. Markey.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Wyden (Rank-
ing), Mr. Schumer, Ms. Stabenow, Ms. Cant-
well, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Menendez, Mr. Carper,
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Brown, Mr. Bennet, Mr.
Casey, Mr. Warner.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr.
Menendez (Ranking), Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Cardin,
Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Coons, Mr. Udall, Mr.
Murphy, Mr. Kaine, Mr. Markey.

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS: Mrs. Murray (Ranking), Ms.
Mikulski, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Casey, Mr.
Franken, Mr. Bennet, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms.
Baldwin, Mr. Murphy, Ms. Warren.

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. Carper (Rank-
ing), Mrs. McCaskill, Mr. Tester, Ms. Bald-
win, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Booker, Mr. Peters.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mrs.
Feinstein (Ranking), Mr. Wyden, Ms. Mikul-
ski, Mr. Warner, Mr. Heinrich, Mr. King, Ms.
Hirono and Mr. Reed (ex officio).

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Leahy
(Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr. Schumer, Mr.
Durbin, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr.
Franken, Mr. Coons, Mr. Blumenthal.

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET: Mr. Sanders
(Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr. Wyden, Ms.
Stabenow, Mr. Whitehouse, Mr. Warner, Mr.
Merkley, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Kaine, Mr. King.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION:
Mr. Schumer (Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr.
Durbin, Mr. Udall, Mr. Warner, Mr. Leahy,
Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. King.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Cardin (Ranking), Ms.
Cantwell, Mrs. Shaheen, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr.
Markey, Mr. Booker, Mr. Coons, Ms. Hirono,
Mr. Peters.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr.
Blumenthal (Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr.
Sanders, Mr. Brown, Mr. Tester, Ms. Hirono,
Mr. Manchin.

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING: Mrs. McCas-
kill (Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mr. Casey, Mr.
Whitehouse, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr.
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Warren, Mr.
Kaine.

JOINT EcONOMIC COMMITTEE: Ms. Klobuchar
(Ranking), Mr. Casey, Mr. Heinrich, Mr.
Peters.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mrs. Boxer
(Co-Chair), Mr. Coons, and Mr. Schatz.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Tester

(Ranking), Ms. Cantwell, Mr. Udall, Mr.
Franken, Mr. Schatz, and Ms. Heitkamp.
———

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 1—EXPRESSING THE SENSE
OF CONGRESS THAT A CARBON
TAX IS NOT IN THE ECONOMIC
INTEREST OF THE  UNITED
STATES

Mr. VITTER submitted the following
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance:

S. CoN. REs. 1

Whereas a carbon tax is regressive in na-
ture and would unfairly burden those vulner-
able individuals and families in the United
States that are already struggling with in-
creasing electricity rates and a slow eco-
nomic recovery;

Whereas a carbon tax would increase the
cost of every good manufactured in the
United States;
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