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It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1162, DEFICIT REDUCTION
LOCK BOX ACT OF 1995

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-243) on the resolution (H.
Res. 218) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 1162) to establish a deficit
reduction trust fund and provide for
the downward adjustment of discre-
tionary spending limits in appropria-
tion bills, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1670, FEDERAL ACQUISITION
REFORM ACT OF 1995

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-244) on the resolution (H.
Res. 219) providing for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1670) to revise
and streamline the acquisition laws of
the Federal Government, to reorganize
the mechanisms for resolving Federal
procurement disputes, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1655, INTELLIGENCE AU-
THORIZATION ACT, 1996

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 216 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 216

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXII1, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1655) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 1996 for
intelligence and intelligence-related activi-
ties of the United States Government, the
Community Management Account, and the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and
Disability System, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. Points of order against consid-
eration of the bill for failure to comply with
section 302(f), 308(a), or 401(b) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
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rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence now printed
in the bill, modified by the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight now printed in
the bill and by an amendment striking title
VII. The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as modified, shall be
considered by title rather than by section.
The first section and each title shall be con-
sidered as read. Points of order against the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as modified, for failure to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI, clause 5(a) of rule
XXI1, or section 302(f) or section 401(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived.
No amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as modi-
fied, shall be in order unless printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXII1. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as modified. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
wihtout intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON], pending which | yield myself
such time as | may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, House Reso-
lution 216 provides for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1655, the Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996.
The Rules Committee met last week to
grant this rule, which was requested
jointly by the chairman of the commit-
tee, Mr. ComMBEST, and the ranking
member, Mr. Dicks. As has been cus-
tomary in the Intelligence Committee,
of which | am proud to be a new mem-
ber, bipartisan cooperation was appar-
ent in the rule request. | am pleased
that our Rules Committee was able to
grant the committee’s reasonable re-
quest by providing an open amendment
process while injecting a small point of
caution for the sensitivity of the sub-
ject matter by including a preprinting
requirement.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides 1
hour of general debate equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking member of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence. The
rule waives sections 302(f), 308(a) and
401(b) of the Budget Act against consid-
eration of the bill, waivers that are all
related to the issue of new entitlement
authority. Our committee is most ap-
preciative of the detailed and com-
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prehensive explanation the Intelligence
Committee provided to us in support of
these waiver requests. Section 305 of
the bill allows a spouse who fully co-
operates in a Federal investigation of
his wife or her husband to receive
spousal benefits upon a determination
by the Attorney General that the
spouse has fully cooperated with the
Government’s investigation and pros-
ecution of national security offenses.
Section 601 makes a technical correc-
tion to clarify that a retired military
officer who is appointed as Director or
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence
can receive pay at the appropriate
level of the Executive schedule. Al-
though we technically have new enti-
tlements, in both cases we are talking
about very small amounts of money. In
fact, the Budget Committee, which
generally plays ‘‘budget cop’” in in-
stances where Budget Act waivers are
requested, has reviewed these requests
without complaint.

This rule makes in order as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
the Intelligence Committee’s amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute now
printed in the bill, as modified by the
Government Reform and Oversight
Committee amendment striking sec-
tion 505 now printed in the bill and by
an amendment striking title VII.

Although we generally try to avoid
self-executing amendments such as
this, this change in the reported bill re-
flected a compromise agreement
worked out among the committees of
jurisdiction. There was legitimate con-
cern in the Government Reform and
Oversight Committee about the provi-
sion the Intelligence Committee had
included in section 505, waiving the 2
percent retirement annuity reduction
that NSA employees normally incur
when expecting early retirement. This
is a pilot program at NSA that raised
concerns among our colleagues on the
Government Reform Committee and we
respect their conclusion that it should
not be included in this bill. The second
matter deleted from the bill by this
rule is title VII, which addressed a con-
solidation issue within the State De-
partment. This provision had raised
some red flags with the Committee on
International Relations, and hence
agreement was reached to remove it.
All in all, I am proud of the level of
communication and cooperation among
all the committees in agreeing to this
consensus product.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides that
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as modified, shall
be considered by title with the first
section and each title considered as
read. The rule also waives clause 7 of
rule 17 prohibiting nongermane amend-
ments against the committee sub-
stitute as modified. In addition, the
rule waives clause 5(a) of rule 21 pro-
hibiting appropriations in a legislative
bill against the committee substitute
as modified. And, as | discussed earlier,
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the rule waives section 302(f) and sec-
tion 401(b) against the committee sub-
stitute as modified for the same rea-
sons that made the waivers necessary
for consideration of the bill.

In addition, the rule requires that all
amendments be preprinted in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, an important pro-
vision to assist the committee in pro-
tecting the security of classified mat-
ters contained within this bill, while
protecting the rights of Members by
guaranteeing an open amendment proc-
ess. Finally, the rule provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, | know my friend from
California, Mr. BEILENSON, who served
his country admirably as chairman of
the Intelligence Committee, under-
stands the important of this subject
matter. The paradox of the intelligence
business is that successes, by their
very nature, go unremarked and often
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unknown to most people. That is be-
cause intelligence success stories gen-
erally prevent bad things from happen-
ing. So the public picture presented of
intelligence is generally skewed toward
the negative, the problems, the times
when things go wrong and the sensa-
tional.

Clearly, the Ames case and the re-
cent flareup over Guatemala provide
two examples of this phenomenon. It is
the duty of the members of the select
committee, and today of all Members
of this House, to see the whole picture
and ensure that our intelligence com-
munity has the necessary resources
and oversight to fulfill its mission. As
Members know, there are currently
several comprehensive reviews being
undertaken to assess the roles and ca-
pabilities of our intelligence services. |
am privileged to be working on two of
those efforts: IC 21, led by Chairman
CoMBEST, and the Aspin Commission,
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now led by Harold Brown. It is nec-
essary to reassess where we are and
where we want to be in world events,
and then to determine what type of in-
formation is needed and how to best
ensure that such information is avail-
able. In the meantime, | believe H.R.
1655 offers a responsible level of fund-
ing for intelligence activities, while
setting appropriate priorities for how
that money should be spent. As | have
grown fond of saying to those who be-
lieve the end of the cold war provides a
good time to slash funding for intel-
ligence, it hardly makes sense to turn
off the radar just as you are sailing the
ship of State into the fog, in unfamiliar
waters, without a reliable chart. | urge
my colleagues to support this rule and
the bill.

The Speaker, | include material from
the Committee on Rules for the
RECORD, as follows:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,* 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of September 12, 1995]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2
Modified Closed 3

Closed 4

Total:

46 44 43 73
49 47 14 24
9 9 2 3
104 100 59 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type

Bill No. Subject

Disposition of rule

PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)

A: voice vote (7/20/95)

PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95)

A: voice vote (7/24/95)
A: voice vote (7/25/95)

A: 230-189 (7/25/95)

A: voice vote (8/1/95)
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A: voice vote (9/12/95)

H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996
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H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil

H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 H.R. 2099 VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996

H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S. 21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996

H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC H.R. 1555 Communications Act of 1995

H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) 0 H.R. 2127 Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996

H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) 0 H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted | its
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) MO H.R. 1655 Intelligence Authorization FY 1996

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take a
moment to commend our friend the
gentleman from Florida for his good
work on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence and on intel-
ligence legislation, and to point out to
our colleagues that we should feel for-
tunate in having him on the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence
because of his wide experience in the
intelligence community before he be-
came a Member of the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, we support this modi-
fied open rule for the consideration of
the Intelligence Authorization Act for
fiscal year 1996. Our only concern about
the rule is the preprinting requirement
which the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Goss] just recently outlined, which we
are not convinced is necessary in this
instance.

The chairman of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on intelligence, the
distinguished and most able gentleman
from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], testified
that having the opportunity to review
amendments, some of which might in-
volve sensitive matters, would be help-
ful to the committee in avoiding the
disclosure of classified information.

| hasten to add that those of us who
were in the majority in recent past
years are aware of the fact that we
granted the same type of request for
the consideration of the last year’s in-
telligence authorization bill, although
not for any earlier ones. Nonetheless,
evidently none of the anticipated
amendments this year are sensitive,
and in fact the two that were filed do
not deal with any classified or sen-
sitive matter.

Since the intelligence authorization
bill is not particularly controversial
this year, we argued in the Committee
on Rules that, especially given the fact
that objections of other committees to
several provisions in the bill had been
resolved before our committee met, the
preprinting requirement was not need-
ed this year. Nonetheless, it is in there
and it is certainly okay and we can cer-
tainly live with it.

We felt that while perhaps easing the
work of the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence, it could end up
being a hindrance to other Members,
shutting them out of the debate when
they discovered, too late, that amend-

ments they would like to offer were not
permitted.

The gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Goss] has explained several waivers the
rule provides. There was no objection
to those waivers from the minority on
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence and we do not oppose
them. They are perfectly reasonable
waivers.

O 2000

Mr. Speaker, we are also concerned
about several provisions of the bill it-
self, which obviously will be debated
and voted on tomorrow.

The minority on the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence out-
lined its views on them in Minority and
Additional Views, which we commend
to our colleagues for their attention.

Those views point out the con-
troversy about the way the committee
handles certain National Reconnais-
sance Office, NRO, activities. Because
of their classified status, those prob-
lems cannot be discussed in detail, but
Members should be aware that the
chairman described those changes as
the only major departure in the bill
from the administration’s request for
the National Foreign Intelligence Pro-
gram.

The minority on the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence ex-
pressed the hope that the reservations
about the NRO will be addressed in the
conference on this legislation with the
Senate.

We are also concerned about the
limit the committee placed on spend-
ing for the prospect of carrying out the
President’s Executive order of April 17
of this year that prescribes a uniform
system for classifying and declassify-
ing national security information.

The President has properly recog-
nized the need to ensure that Ameri-
cans know more about the activities of
their Government when it is possible to
make that information public. As the
minority wrote, and | quote them,
“* * * we believe that a carefully pre-
scribed system for declassifying those
documents which remain classified for
no other reason than inertia is long
overdue.”

The debate in the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence over the
cost of compliance with the Executive
order will not, we hope, delay the im-
plementation of that Executive order.

Lastly, the committee agreed to con-
tinuation of the Environmental Task

Force, which has been successful in
making environmental information de-
rived from intelligence more accessible
to the general public and to the sci-
entific community.

We are, however, concerned about the
level of funding for the task force; the
$5 million in the bill is disappointing.
We would have preferred something
closer to the $17.6 million requested by
the President.

The work of the task force, which
was established in 1993, has been very
impressive. | commend to my col-
leagues the information in the Minor-
ity Views that describe some of the
outstanding accomplishments associ-
ated with it.

This initiative is another way to
bring the information that is collected
by intelligence assets, and that is prop-
er to share, to policymakers and to sci-
entists. It promises to help us better
understand the consequences of long-
term environmental change, and to
help us better manage crisis situations
involving natural and ecological disas-
ters.

There is no doubt that the informa-
tion will benefit science and the envi-
ronment for the well-being of all of our
citizens, and we hope that the commit-
tee will be able to provide the task
force with more funding in the future.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill
that recognizes the significant chal-
lenges that the U.S. intelligence com-
munity continues to face in adapting
to the new post-cold-war world.

We have a new Director of Central In-
telligence who, we hope, will be able to
reinforce the intelligence community’s
proficiencies and continue the reexam-
ination of the overall roles of the intel-
ligence agencies. Obviously, the intel-
ligence community has been struggling
in the past few years and needs to de-
fine its mission carefully, and properly
size itself for the future.

The Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence has recommended a mod-
est increase in the intelligence budget,
which some Members will welcome and
others decry. Obviously, there are dif-
ferent perspectives on what the level of
spending should be; especially now,
with the cuts in domestic spending, we
will hear strong arguments that this is
not the time for increases in the intel-
ligence budget.

But, we all want to ensure that the
United States maintains the ability to
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provide timely and reliable intelligence
to its policymakers and military com-
manders, and we commend the new
chairman of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks], for their
cooperation and excellent work in de-
veloping this year’s intelligence budg-
et.

Despite the demise of the Soviet
Union, the world remains an unpredict-
able and dangerous place; we have only
to pick up our morning newspapers or
listen to a newscast to be aware of
that. There is a need for effective intel-
ligence, especially in light of the
worldwide reduction of U.S. military
spending and personnel.

The intelligence community should
continue to be encouraged to review
their operations, discarding those that
are no longer necessary and strength-
ening those that remain important. We
except that we shall hear arguments
over whether the intelligence commu-
nity had been adequately realigned to
deal with new international realities.
The appropriate missions of an intel-
ligence agency will always be a con-
troversial and most appropriate subject
in a nation founded on democratic
principles.

The debate on these issues will con-
tinue, and we appreciate the majority’s
recognition of the importance of the
discussions of those controversial is-
sues by providing for this modified
open rule.

In closing, | again congratulate the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST],
the chairman of the committee, and
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks], ranking minority member, for
bringing this bill to the floor today and
their excellent work in general in lead-
ing this important committee.

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, we support
this rule. We urge its adoption, so that
we may proceed first thing tomorrow
with consideration of the intelligence
authorization bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from California for his per-
sonally kind remarks and | assure him
he has won my admiration, and the ad-
miration of all colleagues, for his
steady hand at the helm of oversight
and intelligence for so many years.

And it is my honor to yield such time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. CoMBEST], the distin-
guished chairman of the Permament
Select Committee on Intelligence.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
thank the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Goss], my friend and very able col-
league on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON], the continuing very able and
former member and chairman of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, for their support of the rule.

Mr. Speaker, we think it is a good
rule. We think it is one which will give
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us the opportunity to have full and
open debate, and yet protect any clas-
sified material problems that we might
have in open debate on the floor of the
House. | would certainly commend it to
my colleagues and urge its passage and
thank the committee very much for its
assistance in crafting a rule that was
so strongly supported by the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid upon
the table.

CONSEQUENCES OF THE REPUB-
LICAN’S FUNDING CUTS ON EDU-
CATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I am
here tonight because | think it is im-
perative that the American public in
general and the people of New Jersey
specifically, understand the details and
consequences of the Republican’s plan
to slash funding for Federal student as-
sistance programs. Indeed, while | sup-
port efforts to balance the Federal
budget, | believe attempting to do so
by restricting the average citizen’s ac-
cess to institutions of higher education
is unequivocally a step in the wrong di-
rection.

I have to day, Mr. Speaker, that | am
perplexed at the logic behind the cuts
the Republicans have already approved.
Like so many of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, | benefited from stu-
dent assistance programs when | was in
college. But unlike my Republican col-
leagues, | think it is grossly unfair for
my generation to call for an end to stu-
dent assistance programs after we used
them to get to where we are today.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to use Rut-
gers University as an example of the
negative impact of the Republican pro-
posals. As a former student of Rutgers
Law School who now represents the
main campus of Rutgers University in
Congress, | am deeply troubled about
the impact these cuts will have on the
6,500 plus low-income and middle-class
New Jersey students who used them to
secure a Rutgers education.

As part of the 1996 Education appro-
priations bill, Republicans have elimi-
nated all capital contributions for Per-
kins loans, which are designed to spe-
cifically assist low-income students
and received $158 million in fiscal year
1995. If finalized, such a cut would have
a dramatic impact on the more than
3,100 low-income Rutgers students who
are provided with nearly $5 million in
Perkins loans this year.

The bill also attacks Pell grants, lim-
iting the maximum award to $2,400 and
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eliminating assistance to students who
qualify for grants of less than $600.
This cut would prevent some 7,000 stu-
dents at Rutgers, and some 360,000 of
their cohorts at universities across the
Nation, from receiving Federal edu-
cation assistance.

The Republican assault on education,
moreover, is hardly contained entirely
within the fiscal year 1996 appropria-
tions bill. Looming on the horizon is an
attack on the interest subsidy on Fed-
eral direct subsidized Stafford loans as
part of the reconciliation bill. One sce-
nario is a complete elimination of the
interest subsidy for graduate students.
But with a targeted student loan re-
duction of a staggering $10.2 billion
over 7 years, it seems likely the Repub-
licans will not reach their goal without
raiding undergraduate Stafford loans
as well.

Elimination of this Federal subsidy
could increase the average undergradu-
ate student’s indebtedness by as much
as 20 or even 30 percent. For those who
wish to go on to graduate schools, the
increase could be as much as 40 percent
with monthly payments on a 10-year
plan rising to a whopping $753 per grad-
uate student.

With the Department of Education
projecting that 89 percent of the jobs
being created in the United States will
require post-secondary training, the
Republican inclusion of student assist-
ance programs in the fiscal year 1996
budget belies their claim that the leg-
islation is what’s best for the American
economy. Attempting to foster eco-
nomic growth by limiting the very
means which serves as its engine is,
pure and simple, bad public policy.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Govern-
ment recently began experimenting
with a direct university loan program
instead of the traditional bank loan
subsidized with Federal dollars.

In addition to the upcoming dissec-
tion of Federal interest subsidies, there
is also likely to be a Republican at-
tempt to terminate the direct loan pro-
gram where the university is sub-
stituted for a bank lender. This ap-
proach to dispersing student loans not
only saves the taxpayers billions of
dollars, but cuts through redtape at a
much more rapid pace than the old
bank system, thereby allowing schools
to process more applications in a short-
er time period. In its first year of im-
plementation at Rutgers, the direct
loan program enabled the schools’ fi-
nancial aid office to process loans for
15,295 students with term bills being
credited to their accounts immediately
by the week those term bills were due.
The year before the implementation of
direct funding, the schools’ financial
aid office processed only 3,283 loans
during the same period.

This expedited process made excess
funds available earlier for over 12,000
Rutgers students, and thousands on
campuses across the country, facilitat-
ing their ability to buy books, pay
rent, and keep on top of other school
related expenses.
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