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The Senate met at 8:556 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
SHERROD BROWN, a Senator from the
State of Ohio.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Infinite and merciful God, we mag-
nify and exalt Your Name, for You are
great and worthy of our praise. Your
splendor, glory, and majesty inspire us.
You bless us beyond imagination.
Nothing is too challenging for You.

Today, rule in the lives of our law-
makers. Empower them by Your power-
ful presence and instruct them by Your
mighty words. Sustain their health as
they seek to solve the problems of our
time. Rescue and protect them from
seen and unseen dangers. God, who is
like You—majestic in holiness, awe-
some in power, working wonders and
miracles before us each day?

We glorify Your Name. Amen.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SHERROD BROWN led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 7, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable SHERROD BROWN, a

Senate

Senator from the State of Ohio, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.
Mr. BROWN thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the good
news is that we have accomplished a
great deal this week. We have had a
number of late nights, but we have
completed what we needed to do, and
today we are going to complete a very
important piece of legislation that will
certainly make it unnecessary that we
be in late today and certainly not to-
morrow.

As I indicated to everyone, we are
going to have some votes before noon
on Monday. But today, everyone should
understand that at 10:15 a.m., we will
have a vote. There will be no extending
that time. Senator KENNEDY and Sen-
ator ENZI have expressed the desire
that if people want to speak about this
legislation—the vote will take 15 to 20
minutes—Members will have ample op-
portunity to speak as long as they
want to speak on this very important
measure.

I look forward to the debate being
completed, the vote being completed at
10:15 a.m., and I congratulate both
Democrats and Republicans for the
work we have been able to accomplish
this week.

———————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

COLLEGE COST REDUCTION AND
ACCESS ACT—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the conference report to accompany
H.R. 2669, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Conference report to accompany H.R. 2669,
an act to provide for reconciliation pursuant
to section 601 of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 2008.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there is
75 minutes of debate remaining on the
conference report, with the time equal-
ly divided between the chairman and
the ranking member.

Who yields time?

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time
under the quorum be equally divided.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I
understand from the previous agree-
ment, we have approximately an hour,
probably an hour and 12 minutes, that
will be equally divided prior to the
time of a vote on what has been labeled
the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act; am I correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, first of all, I want to
express appreciation to my friend and
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colleague from Wyoming, Senator
ENzI, and to thank all of the members
of our committee for the work they
have done on this legislation. This
truly is a bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion that is focused on improving op-
portunity and improving quality of life
for millions of Americans in our edu-
cation system.

We worked very closely together
when Senator ENzI was chair, and we
have worked very closely together
since I have had the opportunity to
chair the committee. And now we have
this legislation which is going to make
an enormous difference for so many. 1
will discuss it in detail after the vote
and explain it in greater detail in the
record for both our colleagues and oth-
ers who are interested in this legisla-
tion and what we have accomplished.
But at the outset, I think all of us on
this side of the aisle know that without
strong cooperation and assistance from
Senator ENZI and both sides of the
aisle, we wouldn’t be where we are
today with this legislation, and we
would not have successfully passed the
reauthorization legislation in the Sen-
ate that has a number of very impor-
tant items in it. I will describe those
later on in the day as well.

We are also very grateful to the
staffs of our committee, who have done
a really extraordinary job during this
period of time.

Mr. President, education is the en-
gine of hope and opportunity for people
of this country, and it has been recog-
nized as such from the earliest days of
the Republic. In my State of Massachu-
setts, our State constitution, written
by John Adams in 1780, spells out in
great detail the responsibilities of our
State, of our commonwealth, to try to
make a commitment to educational op-
portunities for the people of our State.
And it has been replicated, that lan-
guage or something similar has been
replicated in all of the State constitu-
tions.

Education is really the key. We have
seen the progress and the changes that
have taken place over the period of
years, and we will have a chance to re-
view that history a little later in the
morning. But I am mindful today that
establishing a benchmark is important
in recognizing that this assistance to
students and to families is the greatest
assistance that will have been provided
for the American family since the GI
bill, the GI bill that was so successful
at the end of World War II.

It has been estimated that for every
dollar that was invested in the GI bill,
$7 was returned in taxes to the General
Treasury. Historians will point out
that it helped establish the middle
class, the middle class which has been
the strength of our Nation over the last
60 or 70 years. There is no question
about it. We built the middle class on
the pillars of education, on the pillars
of educational opportunity.

In this legislation, we invest $20 bil-
lion—$20 billion—and not a nickel of it
comes as an additional burden on tax-
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payers. It comes from the Ilenders.
They will be able to continue to pro-
vide opportunities for students through
their lending agencies, and this $20 bil-
lion will provide direct assistance to
the neediest children in this country.
It will provide help and relief for fami-
lies that have real debt in terms of in-
terest rates.

Most interestingly, Mr. President, is
the fact that it will encourage young
people in this country to involve them-
selves in public service and public life
through their communities. None of us
can visit schools and colleges across
the country and not be overwhelmingly
impressed by the desire of young people
to make a difference in helping to solve
the problems and the challenges we are
facing today.

We can look as recently as this week
at the cover of Time magazine out-
lining this tremendous surge of young
people wanting to participate in solv-
ing problems in their communities in a
variety of different ways.

We have understood that, Mr. Presi-
dent, and we are saying to those young
people: Yes, we know the cost of edu-
cation has gone up. Yes, we know we
have not kept pace in providing assist-
ance to you to keep up with the cost of
education. Yes, we understand your
parents have been working hard, and
still the middle class has been holding
on by its teeth in terms of battling the
problems of inflation and no wage in-
creases. Yes, it has been more chal-
lenging for middle-class families to go
on to college. And, yes, if they go on to
school they will end up with a great
deal of debt, which means they will not
be able to go into the kinds of fields of
service, service to the community, that
they might like to. But that is going to
change, and change dramatically, with
this legislation.

There are many different provisions
in the legislation, and we will come to
grips with those as the morning goes
on, but this is saying to the young peo-
ple: If you finish up in school and col-
lege and you have debt and you want to
become a schoolteacher, you want to
work in the criminal justice system,
you want to work with special needs
children, you want to work for a non-
profit, you will never pay more than 15
percent of your income in repayment of
your debt. And after a period of years,
a 10-year period of time, your debt will
be forgiven in full—completely.

This is an incentive for young people
to be able to go into public service and
serve their community. I think it is
enormously important and responsive
to the time. I will have a chance later
to go through this legislation in great-
er detail, but this is a matter of enor-
mous importance. It is a matter of
enormous consequence. It reflects the
best judgment of those on this Edu-
cation Committee who have worked
long and hard on this legislation.

We are grateful for the fact the Presi-
dent has indicated that he is going to
support this legislation. At a time of
great divisiveness on so many things,
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we have taken an issue of fundamental
importance to families in this country
and we are saying: Help is on its way.
That is effectively what this legisla-
tion will do. We will spend a good deal
of the morning going over the details
of it and how those general concepts I
have outlined this morning will be im-
plemented in the form of the legisla-
tion.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The senior Senator from Wyo-
ming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield my-
self whatever time I take, and I do rise
to speak in support of the conference
report under consideration today.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts and his staff for their participa-
tion and the way they kept us informed
during the conference. I have to say
“kept informed” because we were not
at the conference, except for the one
kind of superficial meeting we had
where we got to make speeches, but
they did a good job of keeping us in-
formed. This seems to be the way that
reconciliation happens. I know when
the Republicans were in the majority
that is the way it happened, so I am
not surprised that when the Democrats
are in the majority that is the way it
happened. But it was very helpful to be
kept informed on what was happening.

There are quite a few things that the
reconciliation bill does, but I have to
mention that without the reauthoriza-
tion package it is very incomplete. We
are urging the House to hurry and do
the reauthorization part so that we
truly have a higher education package.
Without that, there are a lot of things
that are left out, and I will go into that
a little bit this morning in more detail
following the vote.

This isn’t the first time we have re-
duced the subsidies to lenders and pro-
vided greater benefits to students. Two
years ago, in the conference that I was
referring to, we produced a report that
found billions in savings by further re-
ducing subsidies to lenders and applied
those savings to increased grants for
low-income students, expanded Iloan
forgiveness, and reduced interest rates
on undergraduate subsidized loans.

We all agree if there is an excess sub-
sidy in the student loan program, it
should be eliminated. The key question
is how much excess there is and how to
eliminate it. There are no clear-cut an-
swers to these questions. One approach
included in this conference report is
the reduction of the special allowance
payments to the lenders.

I am pleased that we retained the
provisions that recognize the unique
role that our not-for-profit lenders
have in providing information and
services to students and their families.
Not-for-profit lenders focus on commu-
nities and they serve students locally.
For this reason, we maintained the 15-
basis-point differential cut in the spe-
cial allowance payments between for-
profit and not-for-profit lenders. The
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cut in the special allowance payments
to for-profit lenders is 55 basis points,
and for not-for-profit lenders it is 40
basis points.

Now, we took a first step in this con-
ference report toward refining the way
those levels are determined by includ-
ing an auction pilot that lets the mar-
ketplace determine the appropriate
level for the Parent PLUS Program,
which is about 10 percent of the loans.

This conference report provides addi-
tional need-based grant aid which is a
critical component of increasing access
to and the affordability of college. Over
55 percent of the savings are dedicated
to increasing the Pell grant award. In
the next 5 years, low-income under-
graduate students will see the max-
imum Pell grant award increased by
more than $1,000. Additionally, we in-
crease the income protection allowance
so that students are not penalized for
working and saving for college, and we
raise the income threshold for auto-
matic eligibility for a maximum Pell
grant.

I am also pleased we were able to re-
tain the guarantee rate on student
loans at 97 percent for all lenders
through fiscal year 2012. In this way we
avoid the disruption in the student
loan market and ensure that students
have access to Federal student loans.
However, I wonder if we may be going
too far in cutting the support for the
largest Federal financial aid program,
the Federal Family Education Loan
Program. The challenge we face is that
we will not know until it is too late
whether cuts we have made have un-
dermined the stability of the program
and created hardships for the students
it serves.

Despite the emphasis on increased
grant aid, the claim of increased sav-
ings for borrowers has a hollow ring.
Reducing student loan interest rates is
a good sound bite. It doesn’t do any-
thing to help students pay tuition bills.

Further, in reality, cutting the inter-
est rate in half, to 3.4 percent, will help
only a small group of borrowers for the
loans they take out for 1 year of their
education, 4 years from now. Then the
benefit disappears. That is going to be
a surprise to a lot of people, and it has
already happened once. We were chas-
tised when we were doing the last rec-
onciliation for a raise in the interest
rates. That is because the interest rate
that had been lowered expired and
there was not the money to do the fur-
ther cut. This may well happen again.

A quick calculation of the real ben-
efit borrowers will receive shows that
at a cost of $6 billion to taxpayers, in-
dividuals, will see a savings of only $6
a month. That may be one latte; it
may be two lattes. It is kind of hard to
tell in today’s market in coffee. I am
astounded. I remember the days when
it was a nickel a cup. I would much
rather see the $6 billion go to help real
low-income students through a Pell
grant increase than just for a hollow
sound bite.

Finally, as an accountant and mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, I would
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be remiss if I didn’t point out that we

are debating a conference report on

reconciliation, and that is a process de-
signed to reduce the Federal deficit,
not to create new mandatory programs

and increase entitlement spending. I

am disappointed to say that the net

savings for deficit reduction in this
conference report is only $750 million.

I wish to remind my colleagues that
a few weeks ago, we considered rec-
onciliation and higher education reau-
thorization together. The Senate did it
right. We voted on reconciliation one
day, and the next voting day we had,
we covered reauthorization. Both bills
passed with strong bipartisan support
because we not only achieved savings
but we ensured the quality and effec-
tiveness of our Federal student aid pro-
grams. Therefore, my support for this
conference report is limited by the fact
that we are not also considering the
larger higher education reauthoriza-
tion package.

We have used this chart before when
we were debating the reauthorization.
This chart shows the pieces that are
left out when we do not do the reau-
thorization. I urge the House to finish
up this part of the package so that it
can accompany the reconciliation
package. It is not complete without
both.

I do have some comments by House
Ranking Member MCKEON, which is an
excerpt from the conference committee
when it was held. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the RECORD.

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

HOUSE RANKING MEMBER MCKEON EXCERPT
COMMENTS FROM THE ONE CONFERENCE COM-
MITTEE HELD
Nearly 6 months ago, the Budget Com-

mittee offered a budget resolution that

called for a lone, $75 million budget rec-
onciliation instruction to the Education and

Labor Committee. Eventually that figure

climbed to $750 million in required savings

over 5 years—a modest improvement, but
still a mere fraction of the savings generally
achieved through budget reconciliation.

It was as clear 6 months ago as it is today
that the reason for that instruction was not
to reduce the federal deficit. It was to push
through a series of changes to our Nation’s
college financial aid system—changes that
may or may not have been able to garner the
necessary votes outside the confines of a
budget bill.

Many of these changes are needed. Repub-
licans took the lead on making the student
loan program more efficient two years ago,
producing a full $12 billion in deficit reduc-
tion while increasing benefits to students. I
appreciate the efforts this year to build on
that success by demanding additional pro-
gram efficiencies and redirecting those re-
sources into the Pell Grant program. A
straightforward reform effort focused solely
on these two goals would surely have gar-
nered broad bipartisan support.

While I believe the intentions of the bill’s
sponsors are good, I have found the process
and the product to be disappointing. When
the FY 2008 budget resolution was being de-
bated, the Chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee cautioned that the budget rec-
onciliation process was in danger of being
abused as a ‘‘stalking horse’ for new entitle-
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ment spending. Yet despite his warnings,
that is exactly what happened in the bill.

That bill represented one of the largest ex-
pansions of higher education entitlement
spending in history, with the creation of
nine new entitlement programs. I understand
the majority is considering paring back the
new entitlement spending and creating fewer
new programs. While this is a modest im-
provement, it still represents a diversion of
approximately $1 billion that could have, and
dare I say should have, gone to low-income
students in the form of Pell Grants.

The legislation that passed the House also
included a temporary phase-down of the in-
terest rates on subsidized Stafford loans. The
Senate-approved bill did not include such a
proposal, instead focusing its resources on
the Pell Grant program. The conference re-
port includes some form of the House inter-
est rate proposal. This, despite the fact that
temporarily reducing interest rates on some
loans for some college graduates is a costly
diversion from Pell Grants, and does nothing
to assist students enrolled in school and
struggling with rising costs. Any proposal to
slowly phase-down the interest rate only to
have the rate immediately jump back up is
nothing more than false promises to bor-
rowers and taxpayers.

First, under this proposal, it will be impos-
sible for a borrower to save the highly-tout-
ed $4,400. In order to save that amount, a
borrower would have to take out loans all 4
years at the reduced rate of 3.4%—an impos-
sibility. Second, this proposal is also a false
promise to taxpayers and a budget gimmick.
If Congress decides to maintain the 3.4% in-
terest rate, the taxpayer will be on the hook
for a potential long-term cost of $32 billion.
Finally, this proposal does nothing to help
students pay for their education when the
tuition bill is due. While I understand that
this idea may test well in polls and may well
make for good politics, it’s bad policy. And
everyone here knows it.

I understand the conference report is to in-
clude cuts to the Federal Family Education
Loan Program (FFELP) similar in mag-
nitude to those proposed in both the House
and Senate Democratic plans. These figures
are based largely on the President’s budget
request for the upcoming fiscal year. How-
ever, I remain concerned that both cham-
bers—following the lead of the President—
may be going too far in cutting support for
the largest federal financial aid program.

The challenge is that we will not know if
we have cut too deeply until it is too late,
and the program and its students suffer.
Moreover, such deep program cuts could un-
dermine the stability of the FFELP and
upset the delicate balance between it and the
government-run Direct Loan program. While
I do not dispute that reforms to the student
loan program are urgently needed, I am
strongly opposed to any effort to give a leg-
up to the bureaucratic Direct Loan program
in an effort to squeeze out the private sector.

There are elements of the expected con-
ference agreement that I strongly support. I
am particularly pleased that those involved
in the negotiations recognized the impor-
tance of focusing on Pell Grants. I under-
stand the agreement may provide up to $11
billion in increased support for this critical
program. This level falls short of the ap-
proximately $15 billion proposed by the
President in his budget, but it is a great im-
provement over the legislation approved by
the House in July.

There was a proposal to reduce subsidies in
the student loan program and redirect those
resources to help low-income students
through increased Pell Grants. Period.

I believe that if such an approach were em-
braced here today, it would receive over-
whelming bipartisan support in both the
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House and Senate, and would be welcomed by
the President. This could be a missed oppor-
tunity of epic proportions.

Although I continue to harbor serious con-
cerns about the proposals before us, I would
be remiss if I did not thank Chairmen MIL-
LER and KENNEDY for their efforts, and ac-
knowledge their commitment to much-need-
ed reform. I said earlier—and I truly believe
this to be true—that the intentions driving
this process are good and worthy. While I re-
main disappointed that key opportunities
may be missed, I recognize that legislation is
rarely perfect and the best efforts of the
sponsors should be commended.

Mr. ENZI. It puts the emphasis on
some things that will be left out if we
do not do it and also some things that
I mentioned.

I want to add some more emphasis to
what is not before us today, and that is
the legislation that addresses the con-
cerns about rooting out the bad actors
in student lending. It doesn’t include
protecting students and families who
are borrowing money for college, and
ensuring that students and parents re-
ceive sound, honest advice about their
student loans. Students and parents
must have access to the information
they need to understand and manage
their debt. We must ensure that the in-
vestment our students and families
make in terms of time and money is a
good one, that they are confident there
will be financial aid to assist continued
access to a college education.

Further, it is the reauthorization bill
that contains the evaluation of the
auction pilot that will help determine
whether the auction model should be
used in the future to establish viable
special allowance rates. That is the
way to test it.

Higher education is the onramp to
success in the global economy, and it is
our responsibility to make sure every-
one can access that opportunity and
reach their goals. The choice of wheth-
er to pursue a postsecondary education
is no longer an option. We need to
make sure individuals have all the
tools they need to understand and
shape their future. This conference re-
port provides some important tools but
not nearly enough to complete the job.

We are only seeing a fraction of the
higher education picture by consid-
ering the conference report separately
from the larger reauthorization pack-
age. What is before us today focuses
only on a narrow slice of the Higher
Education Act, one piece which is de-
pendent on other foundational pro-
grams that are not part of the rec-
onciliation. You can see that on this
chart: Reconciliation takes care of a
little bit; reauthorization takes care of
the rest.

It takes important steps to increase
assistance for students seeking a col-
lege degree, but it is only a Band-Aid
without the important bipartisan re-
forms included in the reauthorization
bill. We are cutting the bottom line
without dealing with the quality and
substance of these important pro-
grams.

The American success story of higher
education is at risk of losing the very
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qualities that made it great—competi-
tion, innovation, and access for all. Our
challenge is to make higher education
more accessible, affordable, and ac-
countable. By considering only rec-
onciliation, we are not meeting this
challenge head-on. We are leaving the
job undone.

But we need the provisions in the re-
authorization bill—better college cost
information to help parents and stu-
dents make sound choices; year-round
Pell to reduce time-to-degree; and
FAFSA, which is the Free Application
for Federal Student Aid. It is a docu-
ment that has been rather intimidating
to students as they think about filling
out this form in order to qualify for fi-
nancial aid. The form itself has kept
people from applying. We have reduced
that in the reauthorization bill to a
one-page document.

I reiterate, it is the reauthorization
bill that contains all the reforms and
accountability provisions to address
the problems that have come to light
in the loan programs—the bad actors
with conflicts of interest, the lack of
useful, necessary information to enable
borrowers to make informed decisions
about loan provisions and repayment,
and the need for better controls over
access to the National Student Loan
Data System so borrowers’ privacy is
protected.

We know America’s ability to com-
pete in a global economy depends on
increasing the number of students en-
tering and completing college. But of
the 75 percent of high school seniors
who continue their study, only 50 per-
cent of them receive a degree in 5 years
after enrolling in college and only 25
percent of them receive a bachelor’s
degree or higher. These numbers are
even worse for students from low-in-
come families. It is important to en-
sure that more students enroll in col-
lege prepared to learn and that more
students have the support they need to
complete college with the knowledge
and skills to be successful. Low-income
students who are striving to attend
college need to know there is financial
aid available for them to access college
or career and technical education. It is
the reauthorization bill that has all
the support programs for first-genera-
tion and low-income students and the
institutional support programs for mi-
nority-serving institutions.

For years, institutions of higher edu-
cation and employers have expressed
their dissatisfaction about the fact
that our high school graduates need re-
medial help in order to do college-level
work or to participate in the work-
force. Nearly one-third of entering col-
lege freshmen take at least one reme-
dial course. Each year, taxpayers pay
an estimate $1 billion to $2 billion to
provide remedial education to students
at our public universities and commu-
nity colleges.

What will help this situation? Not
only do students need better guidance
selecting courses in high school that
will enable them to succeed in the
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postsecondary education, they need
better prepared teachers. It is the reau-
thorization bill that has the partner-
ship programs to support teacher prep-
aration so that all children have quali-
fied teachers to guide their learning
experiences. Also, to be competitive in
the global economy we need to be able
to communicate with people all over
the world. It is the reauthorization bill
that authorizes the programs that sup-
port foreign languages and inter-
national education.

I began my remarks by stating that I
am in support of the conference report.
It is clear that I am equally committed
to seeing that we reauthorize the High-
er Education Act. We need both pieces
to get it done right.

I thank Senator KENNEDY for his
commitment to moving the reauthor-
ization forward and including several
Republican priorities in this con-
ference report. While this report is not
perfect, taken as a whole and with its
emphasis on providing additional need-
based grant aid to low-income stu-
dents, I believe we have reached a rea-
sonable approach to helping students
pay for college.

I thank everyone who has been in-
volved in the process.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). The Senator from Ohio is yield-
ed 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I thank
Chairman KENNEDY, the Presiding Offi-
cer now, and Ranking Member ENZI,
William Jawando on my staff—the
committee’s Ohio staff and all of the
HELP Committee for their excellent
work on this legislation. This bill, of
course, as we know, invests in higher
education. The returns on that invest-
ment will not only accrue to students
and to the education system that
serves them but will accrue to the sta-
bility, prosperity, and security of our
Nation as a whole.

We know the problem. We know what
has happened in the last many years to
higher education in this country. Par-
ticularly in the last 5 or 6 years in my
home State of Ohio, the cost of attend-
ance at 4-year public institutions has
increased 53 percent. In 2001, if you
graduated from college versus going 4
years in 2007, you are paying almost
half again, this year, in this 4-year pe-
riod, than the 4-year period half a dec-
ade earlier. It has gone up almost 30
percent in the last 5 or 6 years at 4-
year private institutions. At the same
time, the median household income in
my State has increased only 3 percent.
So as college costs have gone up 30 per-
cent if you go to private schools, 50
percent if you go to a public 4-year uni-
versity, the average income in Ohio has
gone up only 3 percent. You can see the
gap.

The Federal Government has not
been able to fill that gap. Pell grants
haven’t been raised for years until this
legislation. The interest rates have
continued to go up. Federal loans have
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not kept pace, neither FFELP nor the
Direct Loan Program, so the chasm has
grown in terms of the kind of money
working-class kids and poor kids and
middle-class Kids need to go to college.

In the 2004-2005 school year, 66 per-
cent of students graduating from 4-
year institutions in my State of Ohio
graduated with student loan debt, and
that debt was an average of $20,000. So
two-thirds of Ohio students graduating
are burdened with an average of $20,000
in student loan debt. That makes a big
difference in career choice. That means
they sometimes cannot take the kind
of job they trained for, that they most
want, because it doesn’t pay the bills
as well as another job might.

A generation ago, it was very dif-
ferent. As Senator KENNEDY and I have
talked, I told him my wife a generation
ago graduated from Kent State Univer-
sity, a working-class kid, the first one
in her family to go to college. Her fa-
ther carried a union card at Cleveland
Electric Illuminating Company for 36
years as a utility worker, but she was
able to graduate from Kent State, get-
ting a bachelor’s degree in journalism
with grants, loans, and very little debt
when she graduated so she could pursue
the kind of opportunities she had cho-
sen to.

Looking from 30 years ago to today
and the difficulties that the middle-
class and working-class and poor Kkids
face going to college, that is why this
bill matters, the dramatic increase in
Pell grants, the lowering of interest
rates, the loan forgiveness which Sen-
ator KENNEDY has talked about at
length—what that means is assistance
for teachers and nurses and all kinds of
public servants to serve the commu-
nity.

This seems to be a generation of
idealism, and we will see those stu-
dents be able to pursue a career in pub-
lic service and be able to take those
jobs, sometimes—often—at lower pay,
but be able to relieve themselves of the
huge burden of debt they face. That is
why this bill matters so much.

This bill is a major step. We know we
have more work to do.

Senator ENZI has said several times
that we have got to pass the other leg-
islation with the reauthorization. He is
right about that. We all agree with
that. That will help on some issues
such as simplifying the loan form for
those prospective students filling out
their applications for student loans and
for grants.

We also know this growth in the cost
of college, as I said earlier, the cost in
State universities in Ohio has gone up
50 percent, wages have gone up for an
average family only 3 percent in this
decade. The Federal Government has
not kept up. That means an awful lot
more students have turned to the pri-
vate loan system and have had to face
interest rates of 10, 12, 15, sometimes as
high as 18 percent. They graduate from
college, private or public, with a huge,
even larger burden because of those
high interest rates. We need to address
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that in the future as the private loan
system has grown more and more and
more.

I close by thanking the entire com-
mittee, Senator KENNEDY, Senator
ENzI1, for taking up this extremely im-
portant legislation. All students should
be able to afford college in this coun-
try. This bill is a step, a major step in
that direction. I thank all the fellow
Senators who have been so involved in
this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
rise in support, strong support, of the
higher education reconciliation con-
ference report before us. The bill rep-
resents a remarkable achievement this
body, and this Congress, should be
proud of. The billions of grant aid in
this bill will make a tremendous dif-
ference for students across the Nation,
students who are struggling to stay
afloat because of the cost of college,
students who are saving every last
penny in the hopes they can achieve
their dreams of college.

The passage of this bill will make a
change in the tide in Congress. It
proves to students that when we say we
will work to make college more afford-
able, we mean it. This bill shows them
that when we say we understand the
obstacles they face to finance a college
education, we are not throwing words
around.

This bill will confirm that when we
say student loans should work for stu-
dents, we mean it. This Democratically
led Congress laid out strong principles
for how we should improve access to a
college education. With this piece of
landmark legislation, we are putting
those principles into action. This bill is
no small feat. Not since the passage of
the GI bill has a piece of education leg-
islation made this big of an investment
in students’ aid.

Now, this historic moment could not
have been possible without the leader-
ship of Senator KENNEDY, who has once
again stood up for the Nation’s stu-
dents by engineering and moving this
bill forward. I also wish to thank Sen-
ator ENZI as the Republican leader on
the committee who worked so quickly
to finalize this important bill.

The bill could not come at a more
critical time. Nationwide, the lowest
income students at 4-year colleges face
roughly $5,800 in unmet need after a
standard financial aid package, after
their loans, and after the amount their
families contribute. To put it simply,
for the neediest students all across the
country, current aid has not kept up.

Students of my home State of New
Jersey are no stranger to the sky-
rocketing cost of a college education.
In fact, within the past 5 school years,
the cost of attendance, including tui-
tion, fees, room and board at 4-year
public colleges in New Jersey has in-
creased by almost 50 percent.

Unfortunately, family household in-
comes have not kept up with these ris-
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ing costs. Even after financial aid is
taken into account, nearly 40 percent
of median family income in New Jersey
is needed to pay for 1 year of college at
4-year public colleges. It is simply un-
bearable for our students. The result is
some of our Nation’s brightest students
are locked out of a college education
simply because they cannot afford it.

I am pleased this legislation will re-
verse that troubling trend for all our
students and families across the coun-
try by adding billions into new grant
aid. Next year alone, New Jersey stu-
dents will see more than $40 million in
new grant aid. Over the next 5 years,
students in my State will have access
to more than 400 million Federal grant
dollars because of this bill. Grant dol-
lars equal access for many of today’s
college students.

The bill reduces subsidies to student
lenders and gives it back to our stu-
dents. It is about time. For far too
long, students struggling to afford col-
lege have seen their grants shrink,
their loan rates go up and their debt
explode after graduation. More than 60
percent of New Jersey students grad-
uate with loan debt that averages
$16,000. That is not a manageable
amount of debt for a 21-year-old college
graduate. It is an unfair burden.

That is why I am proud of the bill,
because it will help lessen the burden
on our students. It will put money di-
rectly where it is most needed, into
Pell grants and other critical financial
assistance that benefits our Nation’s
students. From here on, millions of
young people across the Nation will
have the opportunity to see their
dream of a college degree come true.

They will have access to the key that
will unlock their own economic em-
powerment, build a successful career,
and succeed in a global economy.
Today we have an opportunity to move
critical legislation forward to be signed
into law, so the doors to college will be
open for all students. In the global
economy we live in today, we clearly
cannot afford as a nation to have our
students priced out of a college edu-
cation.

As someone who grew up poor, the
son of immigrants, the first in my fam-
ily to go to college, I know the power
of the programs we are ready soon to
vote on. I would never have attended
St. Peters College, I would have never
gone to Rutgers Law School without
the power of key Federal grant pro-
grams such as Pell and Perkins, I cer-
tainly would not be standing with you
today on the floor of the Senate had it
not been for Federal financial aid.

I wish to ensure that is a birthright
for all our students across the Nation,
regardless of the happenstance of
where they were born in life.

I urge my colleagues to support the
bill.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire.
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Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the bill
before us today from a policy stand-
point does some things which are ex-
tremely positive. It adjusts, I think ap-
propriately, the cost of the amount of
subsidy that is going into the system
relative to higher education loans and
takes savings from that subsidy, which
was going to lenders, and moves it over
to assist people who need assistance,
especially under the Pell Grant Pro-
gram.

So it is, from a policy standpoint,
moving in the right direction in many
ways. In addition, as the Senator from
Wyoming has pointed out, there needs
to be tied to this a Higher Education
Reauthorization Act, which unfortu-
nately is not in this bill and needs to
be in this bill in order to complete the
package. That is critical to this whole
undertaking in making sure we signifi-
cantly improve our ability to support
people who are going to college, mak-
ing sure the loans which these people
get are properly disclosed and that the
money does not end up, as we increase
the Pell grants, being taken away by
increasing tuitions which are tied to
our Pell grant increases.

So there are good things about this
bill. There is also a big part of this bill
that is missing, which is the Higher
Education Reauthorization Act, and
certainly the Senator from Wyoming
made an eloquent statement on that.

What I wished to talk about, how-
ever, was the fact that this bill comes
to the floor in an inappropriate way,
using the wrong vehicle, and as a result
deems serious harm to the budget proc-
ess we have in the Congress. This bill
comes under what is known as rec-
onciliation. Reconciliation is a very
unique vehicle which we have in the
Senate, the purpose of which is to
avoid filibusters and allow legislation
to move, which is going to be used on
the spending side of the ledger, at
least, to reduce entitlement spending.

It was created out of the 1974 Budget
Act. It has been used over the years for
the purposes of reconciliation, of re-
ducing entitlement spending. In fact,
in 1990, it reduced entitlement spend-
ing—it was used to reduce about $480
billion in entitlement spending over a
10-year period; in 1993, about $433 bil-
lion; in 1995, about $337 billion; in 1997,
about $118 billion; and then in 2006,
about $36 billion. Why do we use this
mechanism? Well, every year we have
two different types of spending in the
Federal Government. We have discre-
tionary spending, which means it oc-
curs on an annual basis and is appro-
priated, it goes through the Appropria-
tions Committee. That represents
about a third of the Federal Govern-
ment spending. Then we have entitle-
ment spending, which is spending that
occurs where the Federal Government,
as a result of laws, has an obligation to
pay money to somebody.

Agriculture programs are, for exam-
ple, entitlement programs, where if
you plant a certain amount of fields or
do not plant a certain amount of fields,
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you have a right to obtain payment
from the Federal Government under
the law. Medicare is an entitlement
program. We have a lot of education
programs which are arguably entitle-
ment programs and a lot that are dis-
cretionary programs.

But the problem is, when you have an
entitlement program, you cannot ad-
just it annually through the appropria-
tions process. The only way you can
adjust it is by changing the law which
affects that program and creates sav-
ings or more spending. So the Budget
Act recognized this and also recognizes
it is extremely hard to do that in the
context of the Senate because the Sen-
ate has the filibuster, where you can
basically tie anything up without 60
votes. It also requires 60 votes to pass
just about anything.

So this very unique and very power-
ful instrument was given to the budg-
eting process called reconciliation,
where there is a limited amount of
time to debate a bill, in this case 10
hours as a result of a conference re-
port, no filibuster can apply, and it
only takes 51 votes to pass the bill.

But this whole concept of giving this
very strong power to the Budget Com-
mittee and to the committees of juris-
diction was to allow us to reduce the
rate of growth of entitlement spending
in order to make the budget more man-
ageable.

What has happened, however, has
been to reverse that, to actually do the
exact opposite using reconciliation,
with the representation that we are
going to save, I believe it is $7560 mil-
lion, which is minuscule—remember
that over the years we have been sav-
ing billions of dollars through rec-
onciliation—with the representation
that we are going to save $750 million.
We have a chart which reflects this.
These are savings which we have re-
ceived under reconciliation when we
have used it in the past: $428 billion;
$433 billion; up until 2006, we did $39
billion.

This year, this reconciliation bill,
saves less than $1 billion net. So it is
not a savings vehicle at all. In fact,
what it does is it uses that $93 billion
savings to mask an almost $21 billion
spending event.

It takes the reconciliation—as long
as you get a net savings, you are al-
lowed to use reconciliation—and uses it
to dramatically increase spending. In
fact, the amount of new spending in
this reconciliation bill exceeds the
amount of savings by 2,900 percent. In
other words, the spending in this bill is
29 times larger than the savings in this
bill, which totally undermines and
makes a joke out of the budget process
and reconciliation, and it is totally in-
appropriate to have done this, to use
reconciliation in this manner.

It could be effectively argued the
proposals that have been brought for-
ward under this bill would easily pass
this Congress with 60 votes, with or
without reconciliation. But by using
reconciliation, they allowed them-
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selves to eliminate all amendments, for
all intents and purposes of any signifi-
cance, and they have this b5l-vote rule,
and as a result of spending 2,900 times
more than they save, they essentially
make a mockery of the budget process.

Not only do they make a mockery of
the budget process on the issue of rec-
onciliation, they make a mockery of
the budget process by the manner in
which they score the bill itself. This
bill is set up so the Pell grants will in-
crease, which is what the goal of the
bill is, to $5,400 per person, but the
spending on the Pell grants will also
increase rather dramatically over the
next few years because we are taking a
subsidy which is now going to lenders
and putting it into Pell spending.

But in the year 2013, under this bill,
we are going to go back to zero, essen-
tially zero dollars being spent on Pell
grants. That is what this bill calls for
in 2013, zero dollars essentially will be
spent on Pell grants.

What a farce. I mean, really. In order
for them to take advantage of rec-
onciliation and the protection of rec-
onciliation, they had to put in place a
program which goes from almost $5 bil-
lion in the year 2012, down to zero in
2013. Talk about truth in budgeting or
integrity in budgeting. How can any-
body vote for this who believes we
should have an honest budget and
claim that they are being honest?

There is $9 billion of Pell grant,
which one could realistically argue
over the next 10 years is going to have
to be spent, which isn’t accounted for.
It is sort of, well, it will appear from
the sky, I guess. One would think that
would be enough; that basically the
proposal makes a mockery of the rec-
onciliation process in the budget,
makes a mockery of the baseline by
going back to zero spending in 2013.
But then we get to pay-go; pay-go, the
sacred cow of fiscal discipline from the
other side of the aisle that we hear so
much about. We are going to stand by
pay-go in order to discipline Federal
Government spending. We heard that
incessantly in the last Congress from
the other side of the aisle. We heard it
incessantly from people running for of-
fice from the other side of the aisle.
But it has become Swiss cheese as bill
after bill after bill has been brought to
the floor which has waived pay-go
when it came to spending. What a sur-
prise. The Democratic majority waives
pay-go when they want to spend
money.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 3 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. GREGG. Then they claim they
are using pay-go to discipline the Fed-
eral Government. It has happened time
and time again. The most recent egre-
gious event prior to this one was
SCHIP, where they added $41 billion of
new spending waiving pay-go. This $6
billion down here that was a pay-go
violation has now grown to be about
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$20 billion under this bill. So the little
hole in the Swiss cheese should be a
great big hole.

Anyone who comes to this floor and
claims they are using pay-go to dis-
cipline the Federal budget at any time
for the rest of this Congress will have
to have a sanity test given to them be-
cause they certainly can’t defend that
on the basis of any facts.

The problem with this bill isn’t the
policy. In fact, quite honestly, I would
have probably used a more aggressive
policy. I would have been willing to
auction all these accounts to get to the
real number as to what the subsidy is.
We might have saved a lot more money
and put more money into Pell. The
problem is, this bill, in the manner in
which it is brought to the floor, basi-
cally puts a stake through the heart of
the budget process. It takes reconcili-
ation, which is the most significant
tool of the budget process, and makes a
joke out of it by using it to increase
spending 2,900 times more than it cre-
ates savings. It takes the baseline and
makes a joke out of it by reducing Pell
grants in 2013 to zero spending, when
we know we are going to be spending
$5.5 billion on Pell grants in 2013. It
takes pay-go, which is alleged to be a
disciplining mechanism, waives it, and
then spends $21 billion that would have
been subject to it.

My point is obviously one of frustra-
tion, as former chairman of the Budget
Committee. I would like to see us have
a budget that means something. We
didn’t pass a budget. The Democratic
Party passed a budget; I congratulated
them for that. I didn’t agree with it,
but at least they passed it. But if they
are going to pass it, they ought to have
a purpose for it, and they ought to live
by it. The purpose should not be to ex-
pand spending, to make a joke of the
baseline, and to basically put holes in
the pay-go mechanism which they
claim is the essence of their fiscal dis-
cipline.

From a public policy standpoint, the
bill may have good policy in it, but
from the standpoint of managing the
fiscal house of this country, it is doing
fundamental harm to the budget proc-
ess.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts
has 17 minutes 49 seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 8 minutes to
the Senator from Illinois.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The assistant majority leader is
recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. I say to my friend from
New Hampshire, who is leaving the
Chamber, I am sorry he is leaving. This
water is put on our desks by our loyal,
dutiful pages every day. Sometimes I
want to check this water because I
think perhaps imbibing it leads to po-
litical amnesia. The longer you drink
the water on the floor of the Senate,
the more you tend to forget reality and
forget what has happened.
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I just listened to a speech by the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire talking
about deficits and reconciliation bills.
The bill we have before us today, the
most dramatic increase in student aid
ever in the history of the United
States, does not add to the deficit. We
pay for it. What the Senator from New
Hampshire, whom I respect and like
very much, fails to acknowledge is that
when he was chairing the Budget Com-
mittee, when these reconciliation bills
would come to the floor, they would
add dramatically to the deficit every
yvear. In fact, we have totaled it up.
Over the last several years—2001, 2003,
2005—the Republican reconciliation
bills added $1.7 trillion to the deficit.
Now they come and rail against the
deficits.

This bill before us today is a bill that
is paid for. It is paid for by taking sub-
sidies away from student loan compa-
nies. Do you know what happened the
last round in reconciliation? They
ended up taking about $12 billion in
help away from students and giving it
to the wealthiest people in America in
tax cuts. Talk about reverse Robin
Hood, not only adding to the deficit
but taking money away from students,
raising the cost of their loans, and then
giving that money in tax cuts to the
wealthiest people. That was the poli-
tics that was rejected in the last elec-
tion.

My friends and colleagues are mak-
ing speeches believing that we don’t
have this written down somewhere
about what actually happened, but we
do. I am afraid my colleague has for-
gotten some of the most important
things that happened under his watch
and their watch, which was to add, in
three reconciliation bills, $1.7 trillion
to the deficit.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. I will when I have fin-
ished. This may be the single most im-
portant bill we pass. Most of us realize
if there is one thing in America that
gives you a chance to succeed, it is
education. We can’t guarantee to our
children that they will be successful or
wealthy or happy in life, but we can
give them a chance. The best chance
we can give them is to let them go to
school and progress along and go to the
best schools they can attend.

I happen to be standing here today
because 50 years ago, somebody in the
United States House of Representatives
decided that because the Russians had
launched Sputnik and frightened us
with the prospect of losing the war in
space, we needed to give more young
kids a chance to go to college. So col-
lege, which had been kind of an elite
opportunity for the wealthy and the
sons and daughters of those who grad-
uated from colleges in the past, was
now expanded and democratized.

In the 1960s, kids, such as myself,
from east St. Louis, IL, had a chance
to go to great universities such as the
one in town that I went to named
Georgetown. I didn’t have any money. I
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borrowed it from the National Defense
Education Act. What a deal. Pay it
back over 10 years after you graduate,
and at a 3-percent interest rate. It
worked. I got my college degree and
my law degree. I paid back my loans,
and the money was there for the next
generation.

Now what has happened to the cost of
college education? It has gone through
the roof. I just sat down with a couple
kids from colleges in Chicago. I said to
a junior and a senior: How much debt
will you have when you graduate? The
junior said: I am at $35,000 right now.
The senior said: I will be at $45,000
when I graduate.

Those figures, unfortunately, are not
unique. More and more students are
ending up with debt.

I say to Senator KENNEDY and to my
good friend and close colleague,
GEORGE MILLER of California, they
have done a great favor for America
and for America’s families. What they
have done with this bill is to expand
Pell grants, which are basic grants to
kids whose families don’t have a lot of
money, for the first time in 5 years.
For 5 years these Pell grants have been
frozen. Now they are going up. Then
they have come up with unique ways to
reduce the burden of student loans so
that young people who sign on the dot-
ted line so they can go through another
year of school, never thinking what
this means 10 or 20 years from now, are
going to pay dramatically less in inter-
est.

GEORGE MILLER and I introduced a
bill that cut the interest rate on stu-
dent loans from 6.8 percent to 3.4 per-
cent. It is included in this important
bill we are going to pass today. Think
about that for a minute. If you think of
it in terms of your home mortgage,
what if you could cut your interest
rate in half, from 6.8 to 3.4. You are
going to pay off that loan sooner. You
will pay less in interest.

They have another provision in here
that is dramatic and ingenious. If a
young person coming out of college
with student debt agrees to take a job
as a nurse or a teacher or a social
worker, things we need more young
people to dedicate their lives to, we are
going to forgive their loans more
quickly. We are going to limit the
amount of money they have to pay
back each year on the loan. Then in 10
years, the student loan is erased, if
they will go into teaching. This is a
dramatic commitment we have made
to young people to go into jobs and
professions that are so important for
our future.

We give a lot of speeches here about
how much we love this country and
how much we want to see it succeed.
The real test is whether we are pre-
pared to invest in our children. This
bill invests in our kids. This bill takes
money that might otherwise have gone
for tax cuts for the richest people in
America, which was the pattern that
was building around Congress, and in-
stead invests in working families and
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their kids. It says to a child: If you are
good enough to get in a good univer-
sity, if you will work hard and succeed
and get a degree, even if you have debt,
at the end of the day, we are going to
stand by you. We are going to give you
a chance to pay that debt off in a rea-
sonable way and to pick the career and
life that you want. Don’t take the job
that pays the most money because you
can pay off your debt. Take the job
that your heart is attached to.

I remember running into a science
teacher in the suburbs of Chicago, a
young woman fresh out of college. She
was S0 happy to be teaching math at
this great high school. I said: Is this
what you wanted to do? She said: No. I
wanted to teach in an inner-city
school, but I couldn’t do it because
they don’t pay as much money. I have
student loans, you know. They pay me
more out here in the suburbs, and I can
pay off my loans and buy a car. So I
made that choice. I wish I didn’t have
to, but I made that choice.

Repeat that story a thousand times,
see that teachers who could have gone
into areas where they are desperately
needed now have a chance to succeed.

I tell my colleagues, as I look back
on the things that made a difference in
my life, laws that were passed that
really changed my life, when this Con-
gress made a commitment to loans to
kids from families such as my own, at
that point in time they gave me a
chance. I stand in this Senate today be-
cause of it. Senator KENNEDY, Senator
ENzI, Congressman MILLER, and others
are going to provide those opportuni-
ties for thousands of young American
kids.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. Who yields time?

Mr. ENZI. I yield an additional 3
minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. I appreciate the Senator
from Wyoming yielding to me. I know
the Senator from Illinois would have
yielded for a question, but his state-
ment carried him away. Please note, I
have no water on my desk—not by
choice but I suspect that they don’t
trust me with it. I was glad to learn
that it is the water that has caused the
dysfunctionality of the Senate. I had
been beginning to think maybe it was
the Democratic leadership, since the
change of hands. But getting this clari-
fied is very important.

I do want to make this simple point:
Pell grants were expanded through
SMART grants when we did the last
reconciliation, when I was chairman of
the Budget Committee. We put $8 bil-
lion in the SMART grants, which
helped kids, especially freshman and
sophomores. We eliminated the origi-
nation fees, and we also increased the
auto zero to $20,000, and we increased
the asset protection allocation. So we
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did make these decisions. But at the
same time we reduced the funds to
lenders and put a significant amount of
it into deficit reduction, $40 billion
into deficit reduction.

The Senator from Illinois takes the
position that when we cut taxes, we
were having the same impact on the
budget as when they increased spend-
ing. That is the difference between the
parties. It is fundamental. We believe
when we leave people’s dollars in their
pockets and they get to spend it them-
selves—because it is their money to
begin with—that is not necessarily ag-
gravating the Federal budget situation.
They believe when you take the money
out of people’s pockets and expand the
size of the Government—in this case,
2,900 times more than you save in the
area of spending reduction—that is
good, because there is a philosophical
difference here.

The philosophical difference, quite
simply, is the Democratic Party be-
lieves it knows better how to spend
people’s money than the people know
how to spend their money. We believe
the people know how to better spend
their money better than the Federal
Government does. That is the dif-
ference.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Well, Mr. President,
first I would like to complete my
thought on this point because I think
it is critical. The budget reconciliation
process was not set up to be a stalking-
horse for dramatic expansion in the
size of Federal Government entitle-
ment programs. That was not the pur-
pose of the reconciliation structure. It
was set up for the purposes of being
able to control the rate of growth of
entitlement programs.

Now, we can debate whether the
budget process was set up for the pur-
poses of allowing us to return more tax
dollars to taxpayers with reasonable
tax rates, but certainly on the issue of
spending, there is no question but that
reconciliation was not intended to ex-
pand entitlement spending.

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask my friend, the senior
Senator from Massachusetts, for clari-
fication of language in the conference
report. On page 60, the report refers to
the definition of an independent stu-
dent for purposes of determining finan-
cial aid eligibility. The current law
was amended to allow students who are
orphans, in foster care or wards of the
court or who were orphans, in foster
care or wards of the court any time
after the age of 13 to be considered
independent students. I would like to
ask the Senator to clarify that individ-
uals who were orphans, in foster care
or wards of the court when they were 13
years of age or older but no longer or-
phans in foster care or wards of the
court when applying for college will
still be considered independent stu-
dents.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, the
senior Senator from Louisiana is abso-
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lutely correct. The conference report
does indeed make that change in the
law. And I can assure the senior Sen-
ator from Louisiana that we will fur-
ther clarify this language in the up-
coming conference report for the High-
er Education Amendments of 2007—S.
1642.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I appreciate that
clarification. I believe we should mod-
ify the language to be more clear on
this point. I believe it should read ‘‘(B)
is an orphan, in foster care, or a ward
of the court, or was an orphan, in fos-
ter care, or a ward of the court at any
time when the individual was 13 years
of age or older;”’.

Mr. KENNEDY. I agree and I assure
the senior Senator from Louisiana that
we will make this change in the con-
ference report for the Higher Education
Amendments of 2007, S. 1642.

DEFINITION OF NOT-FOR-PROFIT LENDER

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues, especially Sen-
ators KENNEDY and ENZzI, as well as
their staff, in working together during
discussions on the College Cost Reduc-
tion and Access Act to recognize the
work of nonprofit loan providers and
the services they provide to students
and States.

I would like to clarify with my col-
leagues the committee’s intent regard-
ing one of the provisions that relates
to these nonprofit loan providers. It is
my understanding that nonprofit enti-
ties that use eligible lender trustees to
provide Federal loans to students—
such as the one in my State, EdSouth—
will benefit from the special allowance
payment for not-for-profit holders in
this bill. The language in this bill al-
lows an eligible lender trustee acting
on behalf of a nonprofit entity to be el-
igible to receive this payment on be-
half of the nonprofit entity, as long as
such nonprofit entity was acting as the
beneficial owner of Federal student
loans on the date of enactment. I ask
Senator KENNEDY and Senator ENZI
whether my understanding of the pro-
vision is, in fact, what was intended by
the bill.

Our staff has all worked carefully on
the language to ensure that the legiti-
mate efforts of nonprofits can con-
tinue, without opening up loopholes
that would allow for-profit entities to
benefit from the special allowance pay-
ment differential.

I thank my friends for their time
today and again appreciate their ef-
forts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Tennessee. As I
have stated previously, this bill re-
flects the priority of several of our
Members by recognizing that nonprofit
lenders in their States make important
contributions in their States. My col-
league is correct, it is the intent of this
legislation to allow nonprofit entities
that provide Federal student loans
through an eligible lender trustee to
benefit from the differential special al-
lowance payment, as long as the non-
profit pays no more than reasonable
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and customary fees to the trustee that
holds the loans in trust for the benefit
of the nonprofit entity and as long as
the nonprofit was the sole owner of the
beneficial interest in the loans on the
date of enactment. I commit to con-
tinue to work with my friend in the fu-
ture to make any necessary clarifica-
tions with respect to this provision.

Mr. ENZI. I, too, thank Senator AL-
EXANDER for his commitment to stu-
dents in his State and across the coun-
try, and to the public purpose mission
of nonprofits, such as EdSouth and, in
my home State of Wyoming, the Wyo-
ming Student Loan Corporation. I ap-
preciate him taking the time to clarify
this issue. I, too, agree with my col-
league regarding his explanation of the
intent of the bill with regard to non-
profit entities that provide Federal
student loans through eligible lender
trustees. And I join Chairman KENNEDY
in his commitment to make any fur-
ther clarifications necessary to ensure
that existing nonprofit loan providers
that use eligible lender trustees will be
able to benefit from the differential
special allowance payment.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
® Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I
would like to thank Majority Leader
REID, HELP Committee Chairman KEN-
NEDY and ranking member ENZzI for
their leadership in increasing college
access for millions of students and en-
suring America stays competitive in
the global economy. I am proud to join
them in this effort.

This legislation comes at a time
when the rising cost of college is mak-
ing it tougher for all students who
want to go to college to attend. Those
who do attend college are borrowing
twice what they would have borrowed
10 years ago. That is why I am pleased
this legislation will increase Pell
grants up to $5,400 in the next 5 years,
providing hundreds of millions in in-
creased grant aid to New York students
over the next 5 years. It is no secret to
anyone that the purchasing power of
the Pell grant has declined dramati-
cally in recent years. This package not
only provides a dramatic increase in
the Pell grant, but also raises the auto-
matic-zero expected family contribu-
tion threshold to $30,000, making more
students from needy families eligible
to receive the maximum grant award.
This conference report cuts the inter-
est rate for certain student loans in
half from 6.8 percent to 3.4 percent,
saving our student borrowers hundreds
each year on their student loans.

The mathematics of rising college
costs are simple. More students are
taking on more debt. I am pleased to
join my colleagues in taking these crit-
ical steps to increase college afford-
ability and access for all students. I am
thrilled to support a conference report
that will help low- and middle-income
students meet the cost of college. Last
November, Democrats made a promise
to reduce the cost of college for our
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student borrowers and today we have
delivered on that promise.

Under the management of Chairmen
KENNEDY and MILLER, the House and
Senate have reached an agreement that
provides $20.2 billion in student aid,
nearly $3 billion more than the original
Senate Reconciliation package passed
in July of this year. I am very pleased
the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act tackles an issue addressed in legis-
lation I sponsored The Student Bor-
rower’s Bill of Rights by providing pro-
tections for student borrowers while
they repay their loans. It does so by
capping monthly loan payments at 15
percent of the borrower’s discretionary
income and providing several impor-
tant protections to members of the
Armed Forces and public service em-
ployees during repayment. Under this
provision, for example, a starting
teacher in New York with the state av-
erage student loan debt can have his or
her monthly payments reduced by 21
percent. This savings will prove crit-
ical to helping students manage their
debt, especially in the first few years
after they graduate.

I hear from many young people in
New York and around the country, who
want to be teachers, police officers,
nurses, social workers and public de-
fenders, but sadly are so straddled with
debt, such careers are not an option for
them. This is the wrong policy; and
today, we send the message that we
want to encourage more young people
to go into lower paying public service
jobs. I am pleased this bill creates a
new loan forgiveness plan through the
direct loan program for public service
employees. Under the loan forgiveness
program the remaining loan balance on
a loan is forgiven for a borrower who
has been employed in a public sector
job and making payments on such loan
for 10 years. Under the loan forgiveness
for public service employees provision,
a public school teacher in my State
with $19,000 in student loan debt will
not only have his loan repayment
capped at 15 percent, but could save
nearly $8,000 on his loan after teaching
for 10 years. I strongly believe this pro-
gram will help to fill the void in public
service our nation will soon face as our
baby boomer generation sets to retire
by providing an incentive for college
graduates to pursue lower paying, but
vital professions.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act helps make higher education
more affordable, and that is good eco-
nomic policy, good social policy, and
good budgetary policy. I am proud Con-
gress has chosen to make this
groundbreaking investment in our stu-
dents.e

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 2669,
the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act of 2007.

This important legislation, which I
helped craft as a member of the Senate
Education Committee and as a con-
feree, will make a substantial Federal
investment in need-based grant aid for
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low-income students, and will signifi-
cantly help middle-class students and
families pay down and manage their
loan debt.

Under this bill, the maximum Pell
grant for eligible students will be in-
creased by $500 next year and to $5,400
by 2012. This means that Rhode Island
students will receive $7.8 million in ad-
ditional grant aid next year and nearly
$85 million over the next 5 years, in-
creasing the average Pell grant in
Rhode Island by $360 in 2008 to $2,880.

H.R. 2669 also includes provisions to
stem the increasing numbers of middle-
class families falling further into debt
to finance a college education. As such,
this bill phases in a lower interest rate
on new subsidized Stafford loans to un-
dergraduate students, reducing the
rate in half over 4 years on such loans
from 6.8 percent to 3.4 percent; helps
students manage their debt by capping
monthly Federal student loan pay-
ments at 15 percent of a borrower’s dis-
cretionary income; and provides loan
forgiveness for borrowers who continue
in public service careers for 10 years,
including nurses, teachers, and librar-
ians.

I am especially pleased that this leg-
islation includes provisions from my
FAFSA Act—S. 939—to increase the in-
come level at which a student is auto-
matically eligible for the maximum
Pell grant, ensuring that all students
from families with incomes of $30,000 or
less receive the maximum Pell grant.
This automatic-eligibility level would
also be tied to the Consumer Price
Index to ensure that the benefit keeps
pace with inflation and does not be-
come diluted.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act of 2007 also includes provisions
I authored to double the income pro-
tection allowance for dependent stu-
dents from $3,000 to $6,000 over 4 years
and increase the income protection al-
lowance for independent students, in-
cluding adult learners and veterans, by
50 percent over 4 years. These increases
will protect students who have to work
during college so they can earn more
without having it count against their
financial aid.

This is significant Ilegislation for
families in Rhode Island and across the
Nation, and I strongly urge its passage.
I want to thank Senators KENNEDY and
ENzI, and their staffs, for their work on
this bill. I also look forward to building
on this legislation by working with my
colleagues in the House to craft a final
Higher Education Act reauthorization
bill in the coming weeks that would,
among other key components, include
provisions I authored in the Senate
version of the reauthorization bill to
improve the Leveraging Educational
Assistance Partnership or LEAP pro-
gram; simplify the financial aid proc-
ess and forms; and strengthen college
teacher preparation programs. These
two bills combined will tackle the twin
goals of access and affordability for
students and families and help ensure
that our Nation remains competitive in
today’s global economy.
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Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of the con-
ference report to accompany the Col-
lege Cost Reduction and Access Act
now before the Senate. The conference
report and the underlying bill make ex-
traordinary progress on one of the
most critical challenges before this
Congress: making college affordable for
all our Nation’s deserving students.

We all know that education plays a
crucial role in helping people pursue
the American dream. That term was
first used by James Truslow Adams in
his book ‘“The Epic of America,” which
he wrote in 1931 during the Great De-
pression. He wrote:

The American Dream is that dream of a
land in which life should be better and richer
and fuller for everyone, with opportunity for
each according to ability or achievement.
. . . It is not a dream of motor cars and high
wages merely, but a dream of social order in
which each man and each woman shall be
able to attain to the fullest stature of which
they are innately capable, and be recognized
by others for what they are, regardless of the
fortuitous circumstances of birth or posi-
tion.

Congress passed the Higher Edu-
cation Act in 1965 to help all Ameri-
cans ‘‘attain to the fullest stature of
which they are innately capable.” Mil-
lions of students have gained access to
higher education due to the financial
assistance programs, including Pell
grants, this historic legislation cre-
ated.

The problem now is that tuition
costs are rising rapidly, wages are stag-
nant, and Congress hasn’t kept up in
terms of providing the funding nec-
essary to bridge the gap. In my home
State of Maryland, for example, in the
5 years between the 2000-2001 and 2005—
2006 school years, the cost of attending
4-year public colleges increased 36 per-
cent, from $10,846 to $14,793. But the
median household income in Maryland
increased just 11 percent. Even after fi-
nancial aid is taken into account, 32
percent of the median family income in
Maryland is needed to pay for just 1
year at a 4-year public college.

The effects of this disparity between
college costs and family income are
devastating. Each year, more than
400,000 talented, qualified, hopeful stu-
dents cannot attend a 4-year college
because, they cannot afford it. When I
was a young man, such a person might
have had other viable options for mak-
ing a decent wage and pursuing a ful-
filling career. But today, 60 percent of
new jobs require some postsecondary
education, compared to just 15 percent
of new jobs when I was a student.

Those students who do go on to col-
lege are becoming more and more de-
pendent on private loans which carry
high interest rates to finance their
education. In 1986-1987, the maximum
Pell grant covered 39 percent of the av-
erage public 4-year college tuition in
Maryland; in 2005-2006 it covered only
27 percent. This decline is due, in part,
to a shift of a great portion of Federal
spending on student aid from grants to
loans: 30 years ago, 77 percent of Fed-
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eral aid to students was in the form of
grants, and only 20 percent was in the
form of loans. By the 2005-2006 school
year, this distribution pattern had
been reversed, to 73 percent of aid tak-
ing the form of loans and 20 percent
coming in grants.

Just 15 years ago, fewer than half of
all students took out loans to finance
their education. That number must
seem incredible to today’s students and
parents struggling to finance a college
education because today more than
two-thirds of students borrow for col-
lege. In Maryland, 53 percent of stu-
dents graduating from 4-year institu-
tions in 2005 graduated with debt. The
average student graduating from a 4-
year college in Maryland that year
owed $14,822 in student loan debt.

The growing barriers to higher edu-
cation also have a profound effect on
our national economy. We do not have
enough highly skilled workers in this
country. We recruit overseas to find
engineers, computer programmers, and
scientists. Nor can we fill essential so-
cial service positions. More and more
students avoid critically important ca-
reer paths such as teaching, nursing,
social work, and law enforcement.
These are some of the most important
professions in our country but lower
starting salaries are a distressingly
powerful disincentive: nationally, near-
ly a quarter of public 4-year college
graduates and over a third of private 4-
year college graduates have too much
debt to afford a starting teacher’s sal-
ary. Over half of those graduating from
private colleges have too much debt to
enter the social work profession. Debt
levels are also causing graduates to
delay buying a home or a car and post-
pone marriage and having children.
Such decisions have important rami-
fications not just for the individuals
involved, but for society as a whole.

As a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I worked hard with my col-
leagues to make more money available
for grant aid. We allocated $9.2 billion
for education and training over and
above the President’s budget request to
be invested, in part, in Pell grants. We
believe such an investment will make
college more affordable so that all eli-
gible students can gain the knowledge,
skills, and experience they need to suc-
ceed, and to ensure that employers
have the workforce they need to com-
pete in a fiercely competitive, global
marketplace.

The important legislation before us
today takes essential steps to reverse
our current course. The College Cost
Reduction and Access Act will make
college more affordable by: Increasing
access for low-income students by in-
creasing the maximum Pell grant from
$4,310 to $4,910 next year and to $5,400
by 2012, and simplifying the financial
aid process for low-income students by
increasing the income level at which a
student is automatically eligible for
the maximum Pell grant; easing the
burden on borrowers by cutting student
loan interest rates in half, from 6.8 per-
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cent to 3.4 percent for undergraduate
students with subsidized student loans;
protecting borrowers by capping
monthly Federal loan payments at 15
percent of discretionary income; pro-
tecting working students and ensuring
they are not penalized by increasing
the amount of student income that is
sheltered from the financial aid proc-
ess; and encouraging public service by
providing Federal loan forgiveness for
public service employees.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act would increase access to and
preparation for college by both restor-
ing funding for Upward Bound, a key
college access program, and creating
college access challenge grants to in-
crease college outreach activities in
every State.

The legislation strengthens minority
serving institutions with an additional
$5600 million investment. Despite tre-
mendous challenges and limited re-
sources, minority serving institutions
are responsible for educating many of
our Nation’s minority students who
would not otherwise obtain a degree.
Increasing Federal investment will
allow these institutions to provide a
better education to more students.

But it is not enough to offer more
aid. Recent investigations have shown
that private lenders have been exploit-
ing the student loan system, to the
detriment of the students the system is
meant to serve. The College Cost Re-
duction and Access Act will ensure
that the student loan system works for
students and saves taxpayer dollars by
directing unnecessary lender subsidies
to student aid and injecting competi-
tion into the loan program.

In addition, this legislation will help
ensure that more students are prepared
for college by helping to provide good
teachers to the schools where they are
needed most. According to research,
teacher quality is the schooling factor
with the most profound effect on stu-
dent achievement. Good teachers can
make up to a full year’s difference in
learning growth for students and over-
whelm the impact of any other edu-
cational investment, including smaller
class sizes. Unfortunately, our edu-
cational system pairs the children
most behind with teachers who, on av-
erage, have less experience, less edu-
cation, and less skill than those who
teach other children. We will only
close student achievement gaps when
we improve teacher quality and experi-
ence. We must make obtaining ad-
vanced training and experience in
teaching more accessible and teaching
at-risk students more desirable. I have
introduced a bill, S. 1282, which Sen-
ators SNOWE and DURBIN have cospon-
sored, to encourage the establishment
of a class of ‘‘Master Teachers” with
extensive experience and training. If
they are willing to teach for an ex-
tended period of time in a school that
is not meeting adequate yearly
progress goals, then they would be re-
warded under my bill with a 25-percent
Federal tax exemption on their salary.
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While my Master Teachers bill has not
been incorporated into the legislation
before us, I hope the Senate will pass it
soon.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act also creates incentives for
good teachers to teach in high-need
schools by establishing new TEACH
grants. These grants will provide schol-
arships of $4,000 per year for high-
achieving undergraduate and graduate
students who commit to teaching a
high-need subject in a high-need
school.

This legislation contains the biggest
increase in Federal student aid since
the original G.I. bill. This is how our
country should be investing its money:
helping to open the door to our chil-
dren’s dreams, not just for their ben-
efit, but for the benefit of our commu-
nities, our economy, our Nation, and
all of humanity. I am proud that this
Congress realizes that increasing ac-
cess to postsecondary education serves
both as a gateway to the American
dream for our Nation’s students and a
pathway to our economic success and
security as a Nation.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my support for the
conference report to H.R. 2669, the Col-
lege Cost Reduction and Access Act of
2007. As you know, the cost of college
has tripled in the last 20 years.

In my State of New Mexico, the cost
of attendance at 4-year public colleges
has increased by 35 percent since 2000-
2001. Unfortunately, the median house-
hold income in New Mexico only in-
creased by 11 percent in that same time
frame, considerably lower than the
rate of increase at public colleges.

Each year, there are hundreds of
thousands of students who are prepared
to attend a 4-year college, but do not
do so because of financial barriers. Fur-
ther, an increasing number of students
have to rely on loans to finance their
education. In fact, in New Mexico,
more than half of all students grad-
uating from 4-year institutions grad-
uate with debt. And the average stu-
dent in New Mexico now graduates
from 4 years of college with more than
$16,000 in debt.

The conference report to H.R. 2669,
the College Cost Reduction and Access
Act of 2007, is critical to addressing the
skyrocketing costs of college, and
making college more accessible to stu-
dents across the country.

This legislation will actually in-
crease student aid by more than $20 bil-
lion over the next 5 years, without in-
creasing the national debt. It is paid
for by cutting excessive Federal sub-
sidies to lenders participating in the
student loan program.

This legislation will increase the
maximum Pell grant by $500 next year
and to $5,400 by 2012. In addition, the
bill: simplifies the financial aid process
for low-income students by increasing
the income level at which a student is
automatically eligible for the max-
imum Pell; protects working students,
increasing the amount of student in-
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come that is sheltered from the finan-
cial aid process; expands eligibility for
financial aid so more students will
qualify for more assistance; eases the
burden of student debt by cutting stu-
dent loan interest rates in half to 3.4
percent for undergraduate students
with subsidized student loans; caps
monthly loan payments at 15 percent
of discretionary income so that grad-
uates with significant loan debt can
better manage their payments, particu-
larly those in lower paying jobs or
those supporting children; and forgives
the student debt for those who commit
to public service for a period of 10
years.

This student aid package could mean
as much as $200 million over the next 5
years in financial aid to help New
Mexico’s students and families beat
back the rising costs of college.

In addition, I am pleased that the
conference report will restore critical
funding for Upward Bound, a key col-
lege access program.

Further, the legislation will provide
scholarships of $4,000/year for high-
achieving undergraduate and graduate
students who commit to teaching a
high-need subject, such as math,
science, special education, foreign lan-
guages, or bilingual education, in a
high-need school.

Moreover, the conference report pro-
vides critical support to minority serv-
ing institutions. Despite tremendous
growth in racial and ethnic minority
enrollment at the nation’s colleges and
universities in recent years, Hispanics,
African Americans, and Native Ameri-
cans continue to lag behind their non-
minority peers in college enrollment.
The College Cost Reduction and Access
Act will invest an additional $500 mil-
lion in these institutions, including:
$200 million in funding for Hispanic
serving institutions—HSIs—to increase
the number of students attaining de-
grees in science, technology, engineer-
ing, or math, and to facilitate transfers
for students from 2-year HSIs to 4-year
HSIs; and $60 million in funding to
strengthen tribal colleges and univer-
sities.

I am particularly pleased that the
conference report contains language I
authored that would create and fund a
program for Native American serving
institutions. The legislation will pro-
vide $10 million to fund and help create
a program for Native American serving
institutions, those nontribal colleges
and universities that serve large Na-
tive American student populations.

This conference report is critical to
helping American families meet the in-
creasing burden of sending their chil-
dren to college, and also meets some
very important national priorities. I
urge my colleagues to support this con-
ference report.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the College Cost Re-
duction and Access Act of 2007, a bipar-
tisan piece of legislation that will in-
crease student aid by billions of dollars
through cutting Federal subsidies to
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private banks and lenders. This is a
significant victory for students around
the country and in my State of Wis-
consin, which is estimated to receive
over $260 million in new need-based
grant aid in the next 5 years and over
$115 million in additional loan assist-
ance over in the next 5 years. Wis-
consin has a world-class higher edu-
cation system and I am pleased to sup-
port this much-needed legislation that
will help open the doors to college for
more students in my State.

Access to a higher education is in-
creasingly important in the competi-
tive, global environment of the 21st
century and is one of the most impor-
tant investments our Federal Govern-
ment can make to advance our coun-
try’s economic growth. But while the
importance of attending college con-
tinues to increase, the cost of attend-
ing college also continues to increase,
which often causes financial strain on
students and their families as they
seek to finance the cost of higher edu-
cation.

I am concerned about the continued
educational attainment gap between
rich and poor students and the fact
that access to higher education too
often depends on access to financial re-
sources. The ability of a student to at-
tain a higher education should not de-
pend on that student’s financial back-
ground, but rather on a student’s desire
to obtain a higher education. Expand-
ing need-based grant aid is one of the
best ways that the Federal Govern-
ment can expand access to higher edu-
cation for low income students and I
am pleased the conference report we
will adopt today does just that.

This conference report contains a sig-
nificant boost in funding for the Pell
grant program, ensuring that the max-
imum Pell grant award will reach
$5,400 by 2012. I have long supported
and led efforts in Congress to increase
funding for the Pell grant program, a
program dedicated to expanding access
to college for low income students. I
was pleased to join with my colleagues
in February to pass a significant in-
crease in the maximum Pell Grant
award to $4,310 from $4,050, the first in-
crease in 4 years. Earlier this year, I
also joined with my colleagues Sen-
ators KENNEDY, COLLINS, and COLEMAN
to lead letters to both the Budget and
Appropriations Committees that advo-
cated for the highest possible increase
in funding for Pell grants. This sub-
stantial increase in the Pell program
will benefit millions of students during
their higher education careers.

My colleagues and I have long fought
against the declining purchasing power
of the Pell grant by supporting sub-
stantial increases in the maximum
grant award. According to data from
the Department of Education, the max-
imum Pell grant covered half the cost
of tuition, fees, room and board at pub-
lic, 4-year colleges 20 years ago, but
only covered a third of these same
costs during the 2005-2006 period. The
declining power of the Pell has im-
pacted my State of Wisconsin as well.
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In 1986-1987, the $2,100 maximum Pell
grant covered 58 percent of college
costs for Wisconsin students. In 2005-
2006, the $4,050 maximum Pell grant
only covered 38 percent of college costs
in Wisconsin.

I have been a proud supporter of the
Pell grant program for many years and
I will continue to strongly advocate for
increases in Pell funding in the annual
appropriations process to provide the
highest, fiscally responsible increase in
the Pell program in the coming years.
While this legislation is an important
first step, we have more to do to help
ensure the Pell program can ade-
quately cover the costs of college at-
tendance for low income students.

In addition to the declining pur-
chasing power of need-based aid like
Pell, the availability of such need-
based grant aid does not come close to
meeting the demand for it. As a result,
an increasing number of students turn
to Federal and private loans to finance
their education. According to the Col-
lege Board, in the late 1970s, over
three-fourths of the Federal aid to stu-
dents were grants, while 20 percent of
Federal student aid were loans. Recent
data from the College Board indicates
that the breakdown between grant aid
and loans had switched by 2006, with
grant aid only making up twenty per-
cent of the Federal student aid.

Students in my State of Wisconsin,
like students in other parts of the
country, are greatly affected by the
Federal Government’s increased reli-
ance on student loans at the expense of
grant aid. The Project on Student Debt
reports that more than 60 percent of
Wisconsin graduates in 2005 graduated
with debt and the average student who
graduated from a 4-year college in my
State in 2005 owed over $17,000. This
legislation seeks to help alleviate the
debt burden that some students face
upon graduation by cutting the student
loan interest rates in half by 2011 for
undergraduate students who have sub-
sidized student loans.

Higher levels of debt can also influ-
ence the decisions students make about
whether or not to take a job in the pub-
lic interest sector or in the more lucra-
tive private sector after graduation.
We have all heard about students who
are interested in working in areas like
teaching, law enforcement, legal aid,
or State and local government but who
decide against taking these public in-
terest jobs because of their high debt
loads. It is unfortunate that so many
students are forced to consider their
debt loads when deciding which jobs to
take or pursue. The loan forgiveness
provision of this legislation will help
those graduating students in Wisconsin
and around the country who want to
pursue careers in public service.

While I applaud much of the policy
included in this measure, I am dis-
appointed that we are again seeing the
reconciliation process used to advance
legislation that is not primarily a def-
icit reduction package. While there are
better arguments for using reconcili-
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ation to consider this particular bill
than there were for the reconciliation
protection proposed for past legislation
to open up the Alaska National Wild-
life Refuge to drilling, I am still trou-
bled by the use of this extraordinary
procedure as a way to advance a sig-
nificant policy change that is not pri-
marily a deficit reduction package.
Thanks to the efforts of our Budget
Committee Chairman, Senator CONRAD,
the days when the reconciliation proc-
ess could be totally subverted to ad-
vance legislation that actually wors-
ened the deficit are over. I also com-
mend Chairman CONRAD for insisting
during the conference discussions on
the budget resolution that this par-
ticular reconciliation instruction move
closer to a more reasonable qualifying
threshold of deficit reduction than was
initially proposed. I hope that in future
budget resolutions, we can further
tighten the use of reconciliation to en-
sure that it is used for what it was in-
tended, namely to advance significant
deficit reduction.

Passage of the College Cost Reduc-
tion and Access Act of 2007 represents a
great victory for students in my State
of Wisconsin and around the country. I
believe everyone deserves fair and
equal access to a higher education and
adoption of this bill moves us closer to-
ward that vision. I look forward to
working with my colleagues in the
coming months and years to continue
to expand the Pell grant program and
other mneed-based programs so that
hard-working students will be able to
take advantage of the full opportuni-
ties that access to a higher education
offers.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
bill that we are debating today comes
at a critical time for our country.

As the connected world has brought
about new competition from nations
across the globe, the need for more
Americans to be armed with a college
education has become essential to the
future of our economy.

And as a new generation enters a
work world that demands highly
skilled, highly trained workers, a col-
lege degree is necessary to open the
door to a successful career.

But for too long the deck has been
stacked against students seeking to
build their careers and grow our econ-
omy.

College has become more expensive,
interest rates have grown, and those
students who are able to attend college
often graduate saddled with debt and
unable to buy a car or a house.

Today we have the opportunity to
turn the tide in favor of students and
ensure a stronger future for our coun-
try.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act puts students first, makes col-
lege more affordable, cuts interest
rates, helps recent graduates, and en-
courages public service.

It also helps to ensure that students
today have the same opportunities that
I had growing up.
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When I was growing up, my family
didn’t have a lot. The only way I was
able to attend college was through Pell
grants and student loans. In fact, be-
cause of Pell grants and student loans,
all seven kids in my family were able
to get a college education.

Today those seven kids are a school
teacher, a lawyer, a firefighter, a
homemaker, a computer programmer,
a sports writer, and a U.S. Senator. In
my book that was a great investment.

This bill helps a new generation at-
tend college and realize their dreams in
a variety of ways.

First, this bill raises the maximum
Pell grant by 25 percent over 4 years to
$5,400 per student. That will make a
real difference for students in my home
State of Washington.

In Washington state, 20 years ago,
the maximum Pell grant covered 53
percent of the costs at a public, 4-year
college. Today it only covers 33 percent
of those costs. By raising the max-
imum Pell grant, this bill will help stu-
dents in Washington State and across
the country attend college.

For Washington State, this bill will
make another $30 million available in
need-based grants next year alone.
Over 5 years, the bill will provide an
additional $333 million for low-income
students.

This bill will also ensure that college
graduates are not trapped by high loan
payments after college. This bill cuts
the interest rate on Federal loans in
half to 3.4 percent for students with
subsidized loans.

It also guarantees that borrowers
will not have to pay more than 15 per-
cent of their monthly income in stu-
dent loan payments. This will bring
immediate relief to students who are
burdened with excessive loans.

Another problem with high student
loan debt is that it limits the career
choices of college graduates.

Many can’t afford to take a job in
public service and pay back their loans
at the same time.

This bill encourages public service by
providing loan forgiveness for grad-
uates who pursue careers in these
areas.

As a former teacher, I am also ex-
tremely pleased that the TEACH grant
program has been included in this bill.

This program will provide $4,000
grants to students who commit to
teaching in high-need subjects at high-
need schools.

It is past time that we reward stu-
dents who are willing to embrace the
challenge of working with our coun-
try’s students who are the most in-
need.

I am also pleased that we were able
to increase funding for the Upward
Bound program which helps more low-
income students prepare for and attend
college. This program is so important
for assisting students who may be the
first ones in their family to go to col-
lege.

And I am pleased that minority-serv-
ing institutions will see funding in the
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form of a $500 million investment con-
tained in this bill.

And finally I am especially proud
that this bill contains two provisions I
worked hard to include that help
groups that face other unique problems
in the college aid process.

For our brave men and women in uni-
form, I worked to include a provision
that will allow them to defer their stu-
dent loan payments during their de-
ployments and as they transition out
of service.

Currently, the law limits how long
servicemembers can defer their pay-
ments to just 3 years.

As we all know, those who are serv-
ing our country have enough to worry
about these days.

With deployments as long as 15
months in Iraq, and young dependent
families left at home, our servicemem-
bers are already facing real financial
challenges.

Paying back student loans should not
be something weighing on their minds
as they serve us overseas or as they
transition back into civilian life.

So this bill lifts this 3-year limit and
makes more servicemembers eligible
for student loan deferment and relief.

I am also pleased that this bill im-
proves college access for homeless and
foster care students.

These vulnerable students face tre-
mendous barriers in their education—
especially those who don’t have a par-
ent or guardian who is able to guide
them through the process.

In this bill, I joined with my col-
leagues to simplify the student aid ap-
plication process and made homeless
and foster students eligible for higher
levels of assistance.

I really want to thank Senator KEN-
NEDY for his leadership in moving this
bill forward and making sure it does
right by our students. He is a tireless
champion for our young people, and his
work is allowing so many more of them
to achieve the American dream.

To me, this is simple. If we want our
economy to grow, our people to suc-
ceed, and our country to be strong, we
have to help more students get a col-
lege education. This bill will do just
that, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I
rise to laud the passage of the College
Cost Reduction and Access Act con-
ference report, which is a strong sym-
bol of our commitment to higher edu-
cation access and affordability. This
bill includes key tools and resources to
enable students and families across our
Nation to attain the American dream
of a quality education.

I would like to thank Chairman KEN-
NEDY, Ranking Member ENZI and their
staff for their hard work on this impor-
tant legislation. Their tireless efforts
have succeeded in making higher edu-
cation a reality for millions more
young people.

Specifically, a key component of this
legislation is the increase in college
aid by roughly $20 billion over the next
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b5 years, including the much needed in-
crease in the maximum Pell grant
award. For many years now, one of my
top education priorities has been to in-
crease the Pell grant award for college
students with the greatest financial
need.

Twenty years ago, the maximum Pell
Grant covered 40 percent of costs for
attending a 4-year college in Cali-
fornia. Today, it covers just 30 percent.
This bill helps our students when they
start out by increasing the maximum
Pell grant award from $4,300 today to
$5,100 in fall of 2008 and $5,400 in fall of
2011. This provision is particularly im-
portant to California, which has over
584,680 Pell grant recipients—more
than any other State in the country.

The bill also includes a provision
which I introduced with Senator FEIN-
STEIN that would remove a barrier,
known as the tuition sensitivity
clause, in the Pell grant system that
unfairly prevented students who attend
lower-tuition colleges from receiving
the maximum grant. According to the
Congressional Research Service, the
elimination of the tuition sensitivity
clause will benefit approximately 96,000
students in the next academic year and
would provide an average Pell grant
scholarship increase of over $110 per
student.

The bill also tackles the problem of
student loan debt upon graduation.
Currently, 46 percent of seniors at 4-
year colleges in California graduate
with debt, owing on average $15,000 in
student loans. This bill helps students
by capping Federal student loan pay-
ments at 15 percent of a borrower’s dis-
cretionary income. The bill also en-
courages public service by rewarding
those who choose to work in nursing,
teaching, or law enforcement for 10
years by forgiving their remaining debt
after that time period.

I also want to thank Senators KEN-
NEDY and ENzI for the consideration
and adoption of my amendment regard-
ing Upward Bound. Upward Bound
seeks to capture potential, first-gen-
eration college students—many of
whom are low-income youth—and pre-
pare them for the rigors of college. Up-
ward Bound is a fantastic tool for
America’s youth. These programs pro-
vide mentoring, academic tutoring,
summer classes, and other services to
youth across our Nation to provide
them with the resources and skills
they need to be successful in college.

In my home State of California, we
have 73 Upward Bound programs that
serve approximately 5,600 students a
year. Due to funding shortfalls, 186 pro-
grams nationwide are in jeopardy of
being cut, including 11 programs in
California. Four of these programs are
in San Bernardino, a low-income area
in southern California. These four pro-
grams were cut, not because of per-
formance—they actually have proved
to be very successful and have high
program scores—but because of a lack
of funding.

The conference report also includes
the creation of an Asian American and
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Pacific Islander (AAPI) Higher Edu-
cation Serving Institution designation,
a provision that I and Senator AKAKA
have championed in past. This designa-
tion would allow grants and other Fed-
eral assistance to be awarded to insti-
tutions that have a student enrollment
of at least 10 percent Asian American
and Pacific Islander and has a signifi-
cant enrollment of financially needy
students. The additional funding would
help AAPI-designated institutions to
fulfill their missions to assist students
to meet their educational goals. The
AAPI designation would apply to ap-
proximately 86 colleges and univer-
sities nationwide, and would apply to
approximately 40 schools in California
alone.

I am pleased to strongly support the
passage of the College Cost Reduction
and Access Act Conference Report.

No one should be denied the oppor-
tunity to go to college simply because
of cost. This landmark legislation will
help ensure that students and families
across the country have the oppor-
tunity and freedom to attend the col-
lege of their choice. I strongly believe
an investment in college aid is an in-
vestment in our Nation’s future—and
this bill advances this vision.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-

lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to herald the passage of the Col-
lege Cost Reduction and Access Act.
This bill not only helps students and
families better afford higher education,
it will ultimately ensure that our
country stays competitive in a global
economy. I thank my colleagues Sen-
ators KENNEDY and ENzI for their ef-
forts on this important legislation and
congratulate them on bringing addi-
tional dollars into the student finan-
cial aid system. I also look forward to
completing the rest of the Higher Edu-
cation Reauthorization package later
this year.

The College Cost Reduction and Ac-
cess Act makes significant steps to as-
sist students in several important
ways: by increasing student aid, espe-
cially the Pell grant; by addressing col-
lege debt; by increasing college access
and expanding college preparation pro-
grams; by providing incentives for
teachers to go to the neediest schools;
by reforming the student loan system
to benefit students; and by strength-
ening minority serving institutions.
We have accomplished all of this with-
out increasing the Federal deficit and
actually providing $750 million in def-
icit reduction. We recapture $20 billion
by reforming the student lending sys-
tem in order to invest additional re-
sources into preparing our students for
the global economy.

The annual cost of college is stag-
gering at roughly $13,000 a year to at-
tend a public university and $30,000 on
average for a private university. In
Connecticut, 33 percent of family me-
dian income is needed to pay for a pub-
lic college. Thirty three percent even
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after financial aid is received! At a
time when costs for other household
necessities are rising and incomes are
not keeping up, families and students
are getting priced out of their oppor-
tunity to attend college.

This year alone, it is estimated that
400,000 high school graduates who are
prepared and ready to go to a 4-year
college will be unable to go because
their families cannot afford it. If
America is to remain the land of oppor-
tunity, then we must ensure that col-
lege is available to all of our citizenry.

Not only is paying for an education a
daunting task, but the debt incurred to
complete a higher education is as-
tounding. In Connecticut, 58 percent of
graduating seniors are leaving school
with debt, at an average of $19, 440 per
graduate. For low-income and mod-
erate income students the thought of
being saddled with a burden of debt
prevents them from pursuing higher
education at all. Aside from the Fed-
eral loan program, practices in the pri-
vate lending system have been dem-
onstrated to dig our students deeper
and deeper into debt.

In this bill, we have also strength-
ened our commitment to recruit Amer-
icans to public oriented sectors—public
service employees, childcare workers,
and many others will be offered loan
forgiveness on their direct Federal
loans after 10 years of payments. By
capping the repayments of Federal
loans at 15 percent of one’s discre-
tionary income, this bill will also en-
sure that students can choose jobs that
best suit them, rather than jobs that
only pay the bills. Borrowers are also
assisted by the interest rates on sub-
sidized student loans being cut in half.
Over four years, this rate will be re-
duced from 6.8 percent to 3.4 percent.
Students will be enabled to pay off debt
sooner with less interest due to this
provision in the conference report.

Students in most need of assistance
are the critical focus of this bill. I am
pleased that minority serving institu-
tions receive an additional $5610 million
to ensure that their students graduate.
The Upward Bound program also re-
ceives an additional $285 million to pre-
pare low-income students for a higher
education. In order to ensure that all
students are ready to go onto college,
the new TEACH program provides in-
centives for students who agree to
teach in high-poverty schools or teach
high-need subjects.

This bill will also allow additional
low-income families to automatically
claim zero expected family contribu-
tions when filling out financial aid
forms. This change will allow students
of these from lower-income families to
be eligible for increased Pell grants.
Financial forms themselves will be-
come more user-friendly to provide ad-
ditional assistance for low-income fam-
ilies in accessing student aid.

I am very pleased with the increase
in the Pell grant provided in this bill.
The maximum Pell grant will be raised
to $5,100, in 2008 and up to $5,400 by the
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yvear 2012. I wish it were much higher,
considering the small portion of the
cost of public education that a Pell
grant provides today. The grant used
to cover 80 percent of the average tui-
tion, fees, room and board at a public
university. Today the Pell grant covers
an average of 29 percent. While I con-
tinue to advocate for even greater in-
creases in the Pell grant, I commend
my colleagues for taking steps to get
us back to the 80-percent tuition cov-
erage we achieved in 1975.

I would be remiss if I did not take a
moment to talk about the private stu-
dent lending market. Until we reach
the goal of 80 percent of students’ tui-
tion being covered by Pell grants and
other forms of Federal financial aid,
many students have been, and will con-
tinue to be forced to turn to private
and direct consumer and student loans,
which are not guaranteed by the Fed-
eral Government and are not subject to
loan limits.

Private student loans are now the
fastest growing segment of the $85 bil-
lion student loan industry due to rising
college cost, Federal financial aid re-
maining stagnant and increased de-
mand for a college education. This con-
cerns me for several reasons.

The underwriting for private loans is
similar to that used for other forms of
consumer credit. This means that stu-
dent borrowers, who usually have little
or no credit history, poor credit scores,
or no parental cosigner, or whose par-
ents have poor credit histories, will
typically pay higher rates than those
with good credit histories and those
with parental cosigners with good cred-
it. This model runs counter to the
longstanding Federal purpose of stu-
dent aid, which is targeting low-cost fi-
nancial assistance to students with the
greatest needs, one of the great success
stories of our country dating back to
the G.I. bill in 1944.

Earlier this year, at a hearing I con-
vened within the Senate Banking Com-
mittee, committee members listened to
testimony that detailed aggressive and
questionable marketing practices and
other unseemly industry practices,
ranging from conflicts of interest to
kickback schemes to consumer fraud,
that have been unveiled by congres-
sional and State investigations into
the private student loan industry. The
issues uncovered at that hearing led to
legislation, ‘‘The Private Student Loan
Transparency and Improvement Act of
2007, which was marked up and ap-
proved overwhelmingly by the Senate
Banking Committee prior to Congress
adjourning for the August recess.

The ability to pursue a higher edu-
cation is a fundamental element of the
American dream. We must ensure that
Americans have options to be able to
pay for college, and I believe that pri-
vate lending should be one of them.
But students should have full and time-
ly access to all of the information they
need regarding the terms and condi-
tions of private student loans in order
to make a well-informed decision re-
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garding the financing of their edu-
cational needs. Conflict-driven indus-
try practices like revenue sharing and
cobranding must be prohibited and stu-
dent loan underwriting should occur in
a manner that does not have a dis-
parate or discriminatory impact on mi-
nority borrowers.

The legislation we passed within the
Banking Committee would accomplish
many of these important objectives. It
requires lenders to provide more accu-
rate and timely information to their
customers about the interest rates,
terms, and conditions of their prod-
ucts, thereby helping students better
understand their financial options and
obligations. It prohibits documented
practices that have harmed students
and families in obtaining the most
competitive and affordable student
loans and requires a government re-
view into the extent to which private
student loan underwriting practices
may disparately impact student bor-
rowers and colleges on the basis of fac-
tors including race and income levels.

I believe it is imperative that as we
consider inclusion of the private lend-
ing legislation as a complimentary
component to the Higher Education
Act. We should ensure that this fast-
growing market is well regulated and
remains accessible and affordable as an
alternative source of higher education
funding for students who need them. I
look forward to working with the man-
agers of this bill towards that impor-
tant goal.

The legislation before us will make
college more affordable for students
and their families. Reinvigorating our
commitment to higher education as we
do in this conference report keeps our
country moving in the right direction.
I urge my colleagues to further invest
in our future by completing the Higher
Education Act reauthorization before
the end of September.

Again, I congratulate Senators KEN-
NEDY and ENzI and all of my col-
leagues, including Representative MIL-
LER, for providing the most significant
assistance to our students since the
G.1. bill.e

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming con-
trols 3 minutes 44 seconds, and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 9 minutes
25 seconds remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
to be notified by the Chair when I have
3 minutes left.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will be notified.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for
those who have been watching this de-
bate and discussion, we just want to
underline one fundamental and very
important concept and principle: that
the $20 billion which is included in this
legislation—which is going to be used
in the ways we have described earlier
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today, with the Pell grants, with the
loan forgiveness for students who want
to go into public service careers, for
some relief for the middle class—not a
nickel of that is taxpayers’ money.
That comes out of the lenders’ pot of
resources, which many of us believe is
overly generous to the lenders. That is
another issue. When we have time after
the vote at 10:15, we will have some op-
portunity to develop that issue. But
this is a transfer of $20 billion from the
lenders for help and assistance to the
students. There is no question about
any of that. That is No. 1.

Importantly, as we are coming close
now to the time where we are going to
be voting on this issue, I am very
mindful of those magnificent words of
Nelson Mandela, one of the great he-
roes of the century, certainly of our
generation. On the occasion he was
asked about education, he said the
most important weapon for change in
the world is education. That is some-
thing those of us who are strong sup-
porters of this proposal believe in. It
was said, in my time, by President
Kennedy, and also by President Lyndon
Johnson, that no American, no quali-
fied student should be denied—should
be denied—a college education because
of cost.

That is a concept. That is a value. I
would think all of us on this side of the
aisle believe that very deeply, and
many on the other side of the aisle. We
would not have made the progress we
have made over recent years unless we
had that kind of a commitment.

We have drifted from that kind of
commitment, that ideal that was set
by Mandela, that was understood by
John Adams when he wrote of the im-
portance of educating the common citi-
zenry in the Constitution of Massachu-
setts. No state constitution has a more
detailed ideal established in its con-
stitution about educating the public
than the Massachusetts Constitution,
written by one of the greatest of our
Founding Fathers.

It was understood by Horace Mann
when he established the public school
system—the importance of education,
the importance of education in terms
of opportunity and promise and hope.
It was understood by Abraham Lincoln
in the height of the Civil War when he
established the land-grant colleges to
help and assist the education of citi-
zens all over this Nation. It was under-
stood by Abraham Lincoln, understood
by Dwight Eisenhower, when this Na-
tion was challenged by Sputnik in the
late 1950s and the development of the
National Defense Education Act, un-
derstood by Franklin Roosevelt with
the GI bill that has been available for
more than 60 years starting with a gen-
eration that fought in World War II.

If you take the total cost of that GI
bill that was expended—and as most
economists have pointed out, there was
a $7 return for every $1 invested in edu-
cation, $7 returned for the cost of edu-
cation. Talk about expending re-
sources, talk about national priorities,
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this was the program that built the
middle class in this country. This was
the program that made America great.

Now we have the opportunity again
to follow the wise counsel and judg-
ment of some of the great philoso-
phers—Nelson Mandela and John
Adams—in our time and in our genera-
tion to renew that commitment. This
bill is a downpayment for it.

I agree with my friend from Wyo-
ming, we have to go ahead and do the
reauthorization. We will do it. We are
strongly committed to doing it. We
have passed a bill here in the Senate,
and the chairman of the House com-
mittee has committed that the House
committee will do it, and then we will
finish it together.

But this is an opportunity. This is
the downpayment. This is not going to
be the only action that is going to be
taken by us in our continued march to-
ward progress in terms of the edu-
cation and hope for young people. Not
all the problems are going to be re-
solved. Not all the problems are going
to be solved. This is a downpayment.

When we look at the priorities of
education at other times, we have to
wonder why we are even having a de-
bate on this issue—and why we are just
talking about $20 billion. If you take
what was expended on education, on in-
vesting in the GI bill over the period of
the GI bill, it was a third of the total
budget. If we spent now on education
what we spent then, we would be spend-
ing 130 billion dollars—not $20 billion.
Imagine that. $130 billion it would be,
and we are only talking about $20 bil-
lion. We were spending at that time all
of that—for what?—for educating the
young people. Is there anyone in here
who would say that was a mistake?
Find the Members of the Congress or
the Senate who said we have spent too
much in terms of investing in the edu-
cation of the children in our country.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 3 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Find me that person.
I remember being on the floor of the
Senate when we had strong voices in
opposition to the Pell grants, to Staf-
ford loans back in the early 1960s. I do
not hear those voices today. I do not
hear those voices today. Why? Because
we know when it is done well, and it is
done right—and it has not always been,
but in this case it is, in terms of the
Pell grants, in terms of the loan for-
giveness, in terms of some help and as-
sistance and relief for middle-class
families—it will make an important
difference.

When we hear the eloquence of some
of our colleagues and about the dif-
ference it has made for their edu-
cation—whether it is DICK DURBIN,
whether it is MARIA CANTWELL, who
talks about the difference it has made
in her family, whether it is PATTY
MURRAY, who said all seven members of
her family had help and assistance in
terms of student loans, and all of those
people are professional people today,
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paying taxes, repaying whatever those
kinds of loans are.

Let’s think about what this issue is
about. This is about hope. This is about
our future. This is about progress in
America.

Finally, this is the kind of invest-
ment we need if we are going to deal
with the challenges and problems of
global competition. We will have a
chance to go into this in greater detail
after the vote this morning, but we
need these kinds of investments, and
the kind of investments we have in the
reauthorization bill in terms of teach-
ers and the kinds of investments we
had in the COMPETE Act that was
passed in a bipartisan way earlier this
year. We need this in order to stay
competitive in the global economy, to
make sure America’s economy is the
strongest. We need this investment in
terms of our national security to make
sure we are going to have the men and
women who are going to be able to de-
fend this Nation and use the various
kinds of technologies that are devel-
oped.

Finally, we need this investment in
order to have a well-trained and edu-
cated citizenry who are going to be
able to breathe life into the institu-
tions our Framers established. That is
what we are talking about. We are not
going to achieve all of that with this
legislation, but it is going to be a
meaningful and ongoing and con-
tinuing commitment, and one that all
of us who are supporting this proposal
recognize as something that must be
followed up on and strengthened and
shaped as we move forward.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

The senior Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield my-
self the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I am always a little
disconcerted that what the American
public gets to watch is the debate on
the Senate floor. This is not where we
get most of the work done. This is not
where there is agreement. This is
where there is the disagreement and
the branding of the different parties. It
is important, but it is not what gets
things done.

We have a bill before us today, and
the Senate-passed reconciliation bill
had a vote of 78 to 18. And we had some
of these same discussions. Those dis-
cussions are important. As the only ac-
countant in the Senate, I am appalled
by the way we score bills around here,
the way we come up with the different
provisions, the different arguments
that get made on the floor. But I would
say the provisions of this conference
report closely parallel many of the pro-
visions in the Senate-passed bill.

There were clearly compromises
made in reaching agreement on the
conference report. We can point to
things in the conference report that
are there because of Republican and
Democratic sponsors. In the end, it is a
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product where the benefits to students
outweigh the reservations that some of
us may have.

Over 55 percent of the savings are
dedicated to increasing the Pell grant
award. In the next 5 years, low-income
undergraduate students will see the
maximum Pell grant award increase by
more than $1,000. We will see who all
takes credit for that, but that is what
the bill does, and it will take people
from both parties to get it passed. We
increase the income protection allow-
ance so students are not penalized for
working and saving for college. The
unique role that our not-for-profit
lenders have in providing information
and services to students has been rec-
ognized.

But at the end of the day, we must
still reauthorize the Higher Education
Act. Reconciliation is such a small
part, and we cannot leave out the other
part or we will close the door on our
students. We have to reauthorize the
Higher Education Act that provides the
FAFSA  simplification, year-round
Pell, financial and economic literacy,
better college cost information, and
improvements in outreach and student
support service programs such as
GEAR UP and TRIO, in which all of us
have an interest.

We have passed eight extensions of
the Higher Education Act, starting in
2004. The current extension expires on
October 31. How much longer do we
have to wait? My goal is to not have a
ninth extension on the Higher Edu-
cation Act. My goal is to debate and
pass a higher education reauthoriza-
tion conference report. I look forward
to working with Senator KENNEDY and
the House to get this accomplished, or
else no matter how you slice it, the
biggest piece of higher education is left
undone.

I will have more comments to make
on the accounting on these different
things as we get into further debate
after the vote. We did agree to a 10:15
vote, and I want to stick to that. I have
a lot of people I would like to thank. I
will also save that for later. I believe
my time has expired.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.
All time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
conference report.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN),
the Senator from New York (Mrs. CLIN-
TON), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DoDD), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mrs. LINCOLN), and the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. OBAMA) are nec-
essarily absent.
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I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) would each
vote ‘‘yea.”

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. McCAIN), and the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS).

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 79,
nays 12, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 326 Leg.]

YEAS—T9
Akaka Ensign Murray
Alexander Enzi Nelson (FL)
Barrasso Feingold Nelson (NE)
Baucus Feinstein Pryor
Bayh Grassley Reed
Bennett Harkin Reid
Bingaman Hatch Rockefeller
Boxer Hutchison Salazar
Brown Inouye Sanders
Brownback Isakson
Schumer
Byrd Johnson .
Cantwell Kennedy Sessions
Cardin Klobuchar She}by
Carper Kohl Smith
Casey Kyl Snowe
Chambliss Landrieu Specter
Cochran Lautenberg Stabenow
Coleman Leahy Stevens
Collins Levin Sununu
Conrad Lieberman Tester
Corker Lott Thune
Cornyn Lugar Voinovich
Crapo Martinez Warner
Dole McCaskill Webb
Domenici Menendez Whitehouse
Dorgf?m Mikulski ) Wyden
Durbin Murkowski
NAYS—12
Allard Coburn Hagel
Bond DeMint Inhofe
Bunning Graham McConnell
Burr Gregg Vitter
NOT VOTING—9
Biden Dodd McCain
Clinton Kerry Obama
Craig Lincoln Roberts

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts
is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that on Monday, Sep-
tember 10, at 10 a.m., the Senate pro-
ceed to executive session to debate en
bloc Executive Calendar Nos. 238, 239,
and 241; that there be 60 minutes for de-
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bate on the nominations equally di-
vided between Senators LEAHY and
SPECTER or their designees; that at 11
a.m., the Senate proceed to vote on
Calendar No. 238, followed by a vote on
Calendar No. 239, followed by a vote on
Calendar No. 241; that the motions to
reconsider be laid upon the table, the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action, and the Senate
then return to legislative session; that
Senator BARRASSO be recognized to
speak in morning business—as a side
note, this is his maiden speech in the
Senate—for up to 30 minutes, following
which the Senate begin consideration
of H.R. 3074, the Transportation appro-
priations bill.

I will also say, while the distin-
guished Republican leader is present,
we are going to complete the Transpor-
tation bill next week. The last vote
next week will be at about 1 o’clock, no
later than 1 o’clock because of the be-
ginning of the Jewish holiday at sun-
down.

I have talked with the distinguished
Republican leader, and we have some
items we are going to look to on Sep-
tember 17 and 18. On September 17,
there will be no votes. On September
18, there will be votes. We are going to
try to develop—we have not done it
yvet; I have had a number of conversa-
tions with the Republican leader—as to
how we proceed on the Iraq matters.
We need to finish the Defense author-
ization bill. We want to make sure
there is time to adequately debate that
measure. But we also want to again ad-
dress the Iraq situation. We have peo-
ple, as I speak, trying to work out
something that will be different from
what we have done in the past. I hope
that can be done, something on a bipar-
tisan basis. We still may have to do the
partisan matters. But, hopefully, Sen-
ators working together can come up
with some way we can proceed on that
issue. We are not there yet.

I want to alert everyone that during
the week of September 17, we are going
to have to do a lot of work on Defense
authorization and also the Iraq mat-
ters. We hope we can complete the bill
that week. Again, we are not at a point
where we are near able to work out a
unanimous consent agreement on that
measure, but I have kept the minority
advised about every step we have taken
in this regard.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. MCcCCONNELL. Reserving the
right to object, and I will not be object-
ing, I want to underscore that the
speech to which the majority leader re-
ferred will be the maiden speech of our
new Senator from Wyoming, Mr.
BARRASSO. That will be Monday. I look
forward to hearing what he has to say.

Also, the majority leader indicated
we will be discussing the way forward
on our next Iraq debate, how to struc-
ture it in a way that is fair to all inter-
ested parties. The majority leader and
I will be continuing to discuss that
matter in the coming days.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Who yields time? The senior Senator
from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish
to take a few moments, first, to thank
all of our colleagues for the over-
whelming, bipartisan support for the
conference report. This exceeded the
vote we had earlier on our education
measures, and we also had a number of
absentees today who indicated favor-
able support for the legislation. This is
a very important statement about
where we are as a country in terms of
the education issue. This ought to be
reassuring for the students, parents,
and families of our country.

Again, I am immensely grateful to
my colleague and friend, Senator ENZI.
Without his strong support in the shap-
ing of both the reauthorization legisla-
tion and this legislation, we certainly
would not be here. He spoke very elo-
quently and well about the importance
of the reauthorization. It is a view-
point which I share for the reasons he
has outlined. The simplicity of the fi-
nancial aid application is key. We have
400,000 young people who are qualified
for college but who do not go to col-
lege. Many do not go to college because
they cannot work their way through
those ten pages of an extremely com-
plex, difficult questionnaire, and they
do not have the support systems to as-
sist them. This reauthorization will as-
sist not only in the simplification of
the FAFSA that Senator ENZI person-
ally took a great deal of time with, as
well as Senator REED, but also with re-
gard to teachers in underserved areas
and the transparency provisions that
will help parents understand the costs
of various universities.

The legislation has a number of note-
worthy features that the Senator out-
lined in his statement. With this
strong vote, we want to give assurance
that we look forward to working ea-
gerly with the House to make sure we
have a successful passage; doing so will
maximize the impact of this legislation
we just passed.

We will certainly work on the issue
of college cost reduction and higher
education access. And we have a num-
ber of other education issues we are
working on as well. We understand the
importance of the reauthorization of
the Head Start Act and the provisions
dealing with early education. We un-
derstand the importance of reforms of
K-12, the importance of tying in kin-
dergarten into the early grades. We un-
derstand the importance of getting
well-trained teachers in underserved
areas, the importance of parental in-
volvement, the challenges out there
with regard to disabled students, the
challenges so many students are facing
in terms of limited English-speaking
capabilities, and the issues around ac-
countability and growth models. There
are a lot of complex issues, but we cer-
tainly want to wrestle with those and
eventually have, as a result of working
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together in our committee, a seamless
web of progress in the education sys-
tems in our country. That is certainly
our intention. We are well down the
road with the actions that have been
taken today.

I wish to mention a few of these
items we have in the legislation. Be-
fore I do, I wish to personally mention
the individuals who worked long and
hard on this measure. I failed to do it
during the earlier presentation when
we were under more limited time, but,
as I think Senator ENZI knows very
well, we have been blessed with an ex-
traordinary group of individuals who
work long and hard. Much of the legis-
lation—the authorization and also the
general format of a good deal of what
we have done today—has been in the
works for a number of years. It did not
just happen this year. The authoriza-
tion legislation we passed basically had
the name of Senator ENZI on it before
the changes that took place in the elec-
tions. We have been working very hard.
We have been enormously blessed by an
extraordinary group of men and women
who have worked with us. These are
complex, difficult issues with incred-
ible implications.

We have on our Education Com-
mittee a membership that is very in-
volved and engaged on education
issues. All of them have ideas. One of
the things that makes that committee
so interesting is that we have an enor-
mous number of ideas and suggestions,
and it has taken a good deal of time to
try to work with our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle and then with
the House. That was achieved.

I will certainly mention some of
those who have done such an extraor-
dinary job, and we are very much in
their debt. Obviously, we are all hon-
ored to serve as Members of this insti-
tution, but those who have worked on
this legislation should take a great
deal of satisfaction in the difference
they have made though shaping this
legislation, because they have played
an indispensable role, and we value
very much their continued contribu-
tion.

On my staff I would like to thank Mi-
chael Myers, who has been the chief of
staff of our HELP Committee, Carey
Parker, a longtime friend and legisla-
tive assistant, Carmel Martin, Missy
Rohrbach, Erin Renner, and J.D.
LaRock. We have Emma Vadehra, Nick
Bath, David Johns, Raquel Alvarenga,
Liz Maher, Lily Clark, Jennifer Fay,
Ches Garrison, Scott Fay, Melissa Wag-
oner, Dave Ryan, and Jay McCarthy.

This has been a bipartisan process all
the way. I would also like to thank
Senator ENzI's wonderful staff, specifi-
cally Katherine McGuire, Ilyse
Schuman, Greg Dean, Beth Buehlmann,
Ann Clough, Adam Briddell, Amy
Shank, and Kelly Hastings.

I also thank MaryEllen McGuire,
Taneisha Woods, and Jeremy Sharp of
Senator DoDD’s staff; Rob Barron,
Ellen Murray, and Mark Laisch of Sen-
ator HARKIN’s staff; Robin Juliano and
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Chris Fick of Senator MIKULSKI's staff;
Michael Yudin of Senator BINGAMAN’S
staff; Kathryn Young of Senator MUR-
RAY’s staff; Seth Gerson of Senator
REED’s staff; Mildred Otero and LaToya
Johnson of Senator CLINTON’s staff;
Steve Robinson of Senator OBAMA’s
staff; Huck Gutman of Senator SAND-
ER’s staff; and Will Jawando of Senator
BROWN’s staff.

I would also like to thank Senator
REID’s staff, Randy DeValk, Gary
Mpyrick, and Jason Unger, and his out-
standing floor staff without whom none
of us could do our jobs, Marty Paone,
Lula Davis, Tim Mitchell, and Trisha
Engle.

I thank especially Senator CONRAD
and his staff. Without them, there is no
way we could have completed this bill.
So thank you, Mary Naylor, Joan
Huffer, Lisa Konwinski, and Robin
Hiestand.

And I would like to thank Liz Engel
of the Democratic Policy Committee.

I would also like to thank David
Cleary of Senator ALEXANDER’S staff;
Allison Dembeck of Senator GREGG’S
staff; Celia Sims of Senator BURR’S
staff; Glee Smith of Senator ISAKSON’s
staff; Karen McCarthy of Senator MUR-
KOWSKI’s staff; Juliann Andreen of Sen-
ator HATCH’s staff; Suzanne Singleterry
of Senator ALLARD’s staff; Alison
Anway of Senator ROBERTS’ staff; and
Matt Blackburn of Senator COBURN’S
staff, all of whom put in many hours to
make this bill a reality.

As always, we worked closely with
Chairman MILLER’s staff, and I would
like to thank them as well. Mark
Zuckerman, Alex Nock, Gaby Gomez,
Julie Radocchia, Jeff Appel, and Steph-
anie Moore all worked tremendously
hard, and Chairman MILLER is lucky to
have them.

I would also like to thank the Parlia-
mentarian, Alan Frumin, and Assistant
Parliamentarians Elizabeth MacDon-
ough, Peter Robinson, and Leigh
Hildebrand for their assistance
throughout the process.

More than most, this bill has re-
quired significant help and assistance
from the Congressional Budget Office,
and I would like to give them a special
thanks. Paul Cullinan, Deborah
Kalcevic, and Justin Humphrey have
put in tremendous work—nights and
weekends and everything in between—
to model and estimate the budgetary
effects of the complex provisions in
this bill, and all the many iterations
and changes that the committee con-
sidered. I don’t know what we would do
without them. We certainly wouldn’t
have been able to move this legislation
as expeditiously as we did.

I would also like to thank Mark
Koster, Kristin Romero, and Amy
Gaynor in the Senate Legislative Coun-
sel’s Office, as well as Steve Cope and
Molly Lothamer in the House Legisla-
tive Counsel’s Office, who also worked
nights and weekends to assist in draft-
ing the language and working out tech-
nical issues in the bill.
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Finally, I would like to thank mem-
bers of the education team at the Con-
gressional Research Service—Adam
Stoll, Charmaine Mercer, Jeff Kuenzi,
and Dave Smole, whose expertise was
invaluable throughout this process.

I wish to take a few moments to
highlight briefly, once again, in greater
detail, what the conference report will
do. I outlined in the earlier presen-
tation the highlights and the reasons
for the legislation, but for a few min-
utes I wish to once again remind those
who are interested in the benefits the
legislation provides for all the bor-
rowers.

It is a historic increase in the need-
based grant aid—the greatest increase
since the GI bill. That helps the need-
iest students. We talked earlier about
how we should set as a goal not to let
a single qualified student lose the op-
portunity to get a college education be-
cause of cost. We still have a long way
to go. We recognized earlier in the de-
bate that the cost of college has gone
up extraordinarily. But at the same
time, grant assistance has basically
stabilized or gone down in real terms,
and the earning power of the middle
class has been level or has fallen slight-
ly over the period of recent years.

So in this legislation we have tried to
provide real assistance on the issue of
burden in the percentage of repayment.
We have done, I think, a first-rate job
in setting better repayment options
that cap a borrower’s monthly pay-
ment at 15 percent of their monthly
discretionary income. We have in-
cluded loan forgiveness for borrowers
in public service jobs, and protection
for working students by not penalizing
their earnings. So many of these stu-
dents go out and work, and work hard,
to earn a little money, and yet then
they are outside the eligibility to ben-
efit from some of important grants in
terms of assistance. So we have ad-
dressed that issue. And we have pro-
vided matching grants to States to im-
prove college access.

We cut interest rates—I was referring
to that earlier—on new undergraduate
subsidized loans from 6.8 to 3.4 percent
by 2011.

We provide for scholarships of $4,000
per year for high-achieving students
who commit to teaching high-need sub-
jects in high-need schools. We didn’t
emphasize or stress that during the
early presentation. This is one of the
great and important provisions in this
legislation. I think we all understand
we need a well-trained teacher in every
classroom in America, and we need
well-trained teachers in particular in
inner-city schools and also in rural and
underserved communities. We need
them to have the skills to serve, so we
provide some important assistance to
that end.

Senator ENZI mentioned in the reau-
thorization that we provide other kinds
of incentives for schools and colleges
to also move in that direction.

We support the Historic Black Col-
leges and other minority-serving insti-
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tutions, such as Hispanic serving insti-
tutions and tribal colleges and univer-
sities. We increase funding for the Up-
ward Bound Program to provide tutor-
ing and other support to help disadvan-
taged students prepare for, apply to,
and succeed in college. I will show why
that measure is so important in a mo-
ment.

And we provide these benefits—all of
these benefits—at no cost to the tax-
payer by reforming the student loan in-
dustry so that it works for students
and not the banks. That is the basic
concept.

As we mentioned during the course of
the earlier discussion, we provide loan
forgiveness to graduates in public serv-
ice. This chart mentions the various
professions in which individuals can be
involved to gain that kind of oppor-
tunity. They can be in public safety,
law enforcement, public education,
early childhood education, child care,
public health—with all the Public
Health Service agencies; or they can be
working with special needs children
and the disabled community, which is
enormously important; the elderly, and
the frail elderly—increasingly a chal-
lenge for our country; public interest
law—these are all the public defenders
and legal services attorneys, as well as
prosecutors; public libraries; nonprofit
organizations; or teaching full time at
a tribal college or university.

I mentioned earlier the article in
Time magazine this week that talks
about the attitudes of students in col-
leges all over this country, and that it
is the desire of so many of these young
people to be involved in public service
and to help respond to the needs in
their communities. They want to be
part of the solution, not part of the
problem. So often, because of their in-
debtedness, they have to choose careers
in order to deal with the indebtedness.
So this legislation will open up or help
us take advantage of that idealism
that is out there. We are giving them a
pathway to making a difference in
terms of the future of our country, and
I think that is enormously important.
That is one of the most important
parts of this legislation. We have tried
to work on it, and I think it will be
very important.

I might give a quick example of how
the loan forgiveness works. A starting
teacher in my State, making a salary
of $35,400, has an average debt of about
$18,100. Under the 1loan forgiveness
plan, where he or she would not pay
more than 15 percent of their dispos-
able income, they will save $730. If they
continue to work as a public educator,
more than half of their indebtedness
will be forgiven after the required pe-
riod of their service.

If you take a similar situation, this
is a police sergeant with a child in Ar-
kansas, making an annual salary of
$28,200, with a debt of $17,000. This will
help save him or her $1,100 a year in
terms of repayment. At the end, if he
or she stays in law enforcement for ten
years, $14,800 of the $17,000 debt will be
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forgiven. $14,800 of the $17,000 debt if
they stay working in law enforcement.

So this gives you a good illustration
about the loan forgiveness.

As was mentioned earlier, the higher
education reauthorization bill, which
Senator ENZI referred to, addresses ris-
ing costs by requiring colleges to pub-
licize college cost information. This is
a real problem. Parents have a difficult
time understanding what the real costs
are. There are fees and more fees—tui-
tion, room and board. I was absolutely
startled when the daughter of a very
good friend of mine, attending one of
our finest colleges, indicated to me the
cost of the schoolbooks for going on to
college—over $100 for a freshman
schoolbook in a rather general subject
matter. These are surprises that you
are faced with; the several hundred dol-
lars additionally that people are un-
aware of.

I know some of our colleagues have
talked about this and we are certainly
aware of this challenge and so we are
going to try to see what we can do to
help provide some assistance there.

Reforms to the student loan system
will ensure that colleges are recom-
mending lenders based on the best in-
terest of their students. Those are the
ethical provisions we have added as a
result of the investigations received
broad support in this from the colleges
and universities. Many of them were
stunned by what has been happening,
and they have been enormously cooper-
ative and helpful.

And I want to talk about simplifying
the financial aid form. I give great
credit to Senator ENzI and Senator
REED on this. They have simplified this
form from an enormously complicated
ten pages of questions to just two
pages of essential questions. That will
make a big difference.

This strengthens GEAR-UP and TRIO
to improve preparation for higher edu-
cation. The record of these programs
has been extraordinary in terms of pro-
viding the bridge for many of those
who come from disadvantaged back-
grounds to get them started into col-
lege, and in terms of giving them the
assistance and the followup so they
will need complete their higher edu-
cation.

Then, also, the reauthorization re-
forms and improves our teacher prepa-
ration programs. Teachers are the
backbones of our schools, and the bill
will promote high-quality teacher
preparation programs, and recruit good
teachers to teach in high-need
schools—where they are needed most.

So those are some of the essential
elements in the reauthorization.

As we said earlier, we are investing
more here in the Pell grant. Here, 1
have the chart of what has happened in
terms of the failure to increase the Pell
grant to keep up with the cost of col-
lege. This demonstrates where we are
going with one very important aspect,
and that is the assistance in the Pell
program. It has remained flat in the
past. You can look from 2002 all the
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way to 2006, and now we will go to
$5,400 by 2012.

There has been talk that there had
been some increase in Pell, all of which
is true, but that was because there was
an increasing number of poor students
who were eligible for the Pell grant. We
have nearly 5 million more people liv-
ing in poverty today than in 2000. So
we put more money into Pell to cover
more students, but that did not keep
up with the growth needs for the grant
amount. The point being, this is a very
important increase in terms of the
cost. As the Chair, Senator BROWN,
pointed out, an increase in the cost of
universities, a failure to provide an in-
crease in grants, and the leveling of
salaries of people have made it very
difficult for many to pay for college.

In my full statement, I point out in a
more dramatic form, what is happening
in terms of the need for many of these
students and that what we are seeing
currently in our education system is
the increasing divide of America. I
think all of us believe, or should be-
lieve, that if we are going to be one
country, with one history and one des-
tiny, we don’t want education adding
to the separation of a divided nation. It
ought to be bringing the country to-
gether—based upon ability, based upon
hard work and enterprise and a willing-
ness to work and to achieve and accom-
plish. What we have found in our edu-
cation system now, for a number of
reasons, though unintended, it is work-
ing to divide the country. It should not
be. That is a very important issue that
we have tried to address in a number of
different ways in this legislation. I be-
lieve it is very important to do so. We
have not emphasized it, stressed it that
much in our earlier comments, but it is
an underlying commitment we have.

In my more complete statement, I
have reviewed the different ways we
tried to do this. We are going to con-
tinue to work at it.

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

As 1 said when we began our debate this
morning, our Nation has always looked to
education as the pathway to progress and
prosperity. After John Adams recognized
education as a fundamental right in the Mas-
sachusetts constitution, we embraced this
view in my home state by creating the first
college and first public school in the nation.
A few decades later, legendary reformers
such as Horace Mann, first recognized that
public schools would be the ‘‘great equal-
izer” that delivers opportunity for all to ful-
fill their potential.

At the height of the Civil War, Abraham
Lincoln signed the legislation creating the
land-grant colleges and made a commitment
on behalf of the nation to the education of
the children of our country. During the In-
dustrial Revolution, we rose to the challenge
once again. We established free public
schools. At the turn of the last century, we
founded public high schools to enable the na-
tion to move forward. And after the Second
World War, we passed the GI Bill to enable
those who served in war to rebuild their lives
at home. For every dollar we invested, the
Greatest Generation returned $7 for our eco-
nomic growth.
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The landmark success of the GI Bill shows
us what a difference higher education makes.
The bill granted World War II veterans up to
$500 each term—the equivalent of $5,600
today. It swung the gates to college wide
open—and half of all veterans went through
those gates determined to create a new life
for themselves and their families. More than
five million veterans received vocational
education or job training, and more than two
million attended college.

In 1940, the average GI was just 26 years old
and had attended only one year of high
school. The bill even enabled many of these
GIs, who had served the country so magnifi-
cently, to become professionals. In 1957, we
were called to action once again. The Soviet
Union began a new Space Age with the
launch of Sputnik. We rose to the challenge
by passing the National Defense Education
Act, and by inspiring the nation to land on
the moon. We doubled the Federal invest-
ment in education.

Today, we need a similar bold new commit-
ment to enable the current generation of
Americans to rise to the global challenges
we face. The Higher Education Conference
Report we consider today makes that com-
mitment. Today, we’ll help millions of stu-
dents achieve the American dream by pro-
viding $20 billion in new college aid—the big-
gest increase in student aid since the GI Bill.

Just a few weeks ago, the Senate over-
whelmingly voted to approve this bill. Let’s
look at what the Senate bill did:

It provided a historic increase in need-
based grant aid, by raising the maximum
Pell Grant by almost $1,100 over the next 5
years, to $5,400 from $4,310 today.

It provided new student loan repayment
options that allow borrowers to cap their
loan payments at 15 percent of their monthly
discretionary income.

It offered loan forgiveness to borrowers
who work for 10 years in a variety of public
service jobs. This includes public school
teachers, law enforcement and emergency
management professionals, social workers,
librarians, prosecutors and public defenders,
public health doctors and nurses, and child
care workers.

It protected working students by not pe-
nalizing their earnings, by raising the ‘‘in-
come protection allowance’ from $3,000 to
$6,000 for dependent students, and increasing
it by 50 percent for independent students.

It initiated a new program that provides
matching grants to states so they can pro-
vide more college access activities to stu-
dents.

Our Senate bill provided all these benefits
at no cost to the taxpayer—by cutting the
outrageous subsidies the government gives
to lenders. We gave that money to the stu-
dents, where it belongs. The Conference Re-
port we consider today maintains all these
benefits to students. But it does even more
for students. In addition to the benefits I've
just described, the College Cost Reduction
and Access Act:

Cuts interest rates on new subsidized Staf-
ford loans for undergraduates from 6.8 per-
cent to 3.4 percent by 2011—a step which will
help millions of students manage their stu-
dent loan debt more effectively.

It provides scholarships of $4,000 per year
to high-achieving college students who com-
mit to teaching high-need subjects like math
and science in high-need schools.

It provides more than $500 million to sup-
port Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities, Hispanic Serving Institutions, and
other colleges that serve minority students.

It increases funding for the Upward Bound
program by more than $200 million, which
will help provide tutoring and other support
services to help disadvantaged high school
students prepare for, apply to, and succeed in
college.
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This is the bold commitment that our stu-
dents and families deserve, and it couldn’t
come at a better time. We all know that a
college education is more important than
ever, but it’s never been more expensive. The
cost of college has tripled in the last 20
years. Yet, family incomes are not keeping
up with rapidly-rising college prices. Last
week, the Census Bureau released new data
showing that median household income in
America increased just seven-tenths of one
percent last year. Meanwhile, the cost of col-
lege increased 6 percent.

In fact, over the last twenty years, the cost
of college has increased more than twice as
fast as median household income. Since 1986,
costs have increased by 216 percent at public
colleges, and 208 percent at private colleges.
But median household income has gone up
just 93 percent over that same time. During
the same period, grant aid has not kept up
pace with increasing costs.

Twenty years ago, the maximum Pell
Grant covered 55 percent of costs at a public
4-year college. Today, it covers only a third
of those costs. The gap between the max-
imum Pell grant and the cost of attendance
at 4-year public colleges has increased al-
most $3,5600 since 2001-2002. Today the gap is
$8,746. For years, under Republican control
of Congress, the maximum Pell Grant was
stuck near $4,000. Earlier this year, Demo-
crats increased the maximum grant to $4,310.
But that’s far from enough.

Increasing costs and stagnant grant aid are
closing the doors to college for many middle-
income and low-income students and fami-
lies.

The lowest income students on average
have an unmet need of $5,800. Each year,
400,000 students don’t attend a 4-year college
because they can’t afford to do so. It’s
shameful that low-income students—even
those who have worked hard and done well in
high school—are less likely to attend and
complete college than high-income students.
Just one fifth of low-income eighth graders
will graduate from college. But 68 percent of
high-income students will do so.

That’s unacceptable.

By providing the biggest increase in stu-
dent aid since the passage of the G.I. Bill,
our bill will help close these gaps. Of the $20
billion in college aid that our bill provides
overall, $11.4 billion is allocated for addi-
tional grant aid. Our bill immediately in-
creases the maximum Pell grant by $500 next
year, to $4,800 from $4,310. By 2012, the max-
imum Pell Grant will increase to $5,400.

Who will be helped by this bill? It will help
students like Sara, who was a first-genera-
tion college student. She graduated from
Norfolk State University and earned her
Master’s degree with the help of the Pell
Grant and other aid programs. Sara says
that the Pell program helped her family
know that a better day was coming for them.
This bill will help students like Natalie,
from Massachusetts, who’s a single mother
enrolled in college for the first time. She
says that without Pell grants, she ‘“‘would be
stuck in this way of life, with no ‘light’ to
look forward to . . . knowledge is power and
education is key.” More than 5 million stu-
dents rely on the Pell grant—>5 million.

This bill provides the help and assistance
that millions of Americans need in order to
access and afford a college education. This
increase in aid is long overdue. But we can-
not stop there. Students and families also
need our help to manage the crushing burden
of student loan debt. As the cost of college
continues to rise, the crisis of student loan
debt is growing worse. In 1993, fewer than
half of all students took out loans to finance
their education. But today, more than two-
thirds of students borrow for college. Today,
the average student leaves college with more
than $19,000 in student debt.
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This mountain of debt is distorting the
basic life choices of countless Americans.
It’s forcing them to delay getting married,
delay buying a home, and delay starting a
family. It’s discouraging many young people
from choosing careers in fields such as teach-
ing, social work and law enforcement—the
low-paying but vital jobs that bring large
benefits to our society. No student should
have to mortgage their future in order to
pay for higher education. That is why our
bill also cuts interest rates in half—to 3.4
percent from 6.8 percent—on new subsidized
Stafford Loans for undergraduates, which
goes to the neediest students.

By cutting the rates in half, we reduce the
interest rate on these loans to some of the
lowest levels ever in the history of the fed-
eral student loan program. These reductions
will provide much-needed help to the 5.5 mil-
lion students who take out subsidized stu-
dent loans each year. Reducing interest rates
will clearly help students. Under a standard
10-year repayment plan, a borrower with
$18,000 in subsidized loans will have their in-
terest payments reduced by 35 percent, from
almost $6,900 to less than $4,500. That stu-
dent will save almost $2,400 in interest pay-
ments. Borrowers who consolidate their sub-
sidized loans will save even more. For exam-
ple, a borrower with $13,800 in subsidized stu-
dent loan debt—the average amount—will
save $4,400 over the life of their loan.

Our income-based repayment plan—which
gives borrowers the option of capping their
loan payments at 15 percent of their monthly
discretionary income—will help save bor-
rowers even more. And when it’s combined
with our public service loan forgiveness plan,
the help we’ll provide to students will be
truly remarkable. Teachers, emergency man-
agement technicians, law enforcement pro-
fessionals, public health doctors, nurses, so-
cial workers, librarians, public interest law-
yers, early childhood teachers—and many
others—will be eligible for loan forgiveness.
Take, for example a starting teacher in Mas-
sachusetts who makes a salary of $35,421:

If that teacher graduated with the average
loan debt for the State—$18,169—he or she
will have a monthly payment of $209.

Under the income-based repayment plan,
that monthly payment would be reduced to
$148 instead—$61 less.

Over the course of the year, that teacher
would pay $732 less than under the standard
repayment plan.

If the teacher stays in the job for 10 years,
the remaining debt would be cancelled alto-
gether—in this case, a benefit of over $10,000.
Or let’s consider a starting legal services at-
torney, who makes $36,000 a year:

If that student graduated with the average
loan debt for lawyers for the State—$51,056—
he or she will have a monthly loan payment
of $588.

Under the income-based repayment plan,
those monthly payments would be $259—
that’s $329 less.

Over the course of the year, that legal aid
attorney would pay $3,948 less than he or she
would have paid under the standard repay-
ment plan.

And if the legal aid lawyer stayed in the
job for 10 years, the remaining debt would be
cancelled—in this case, a benefit of over
$50,000. Or let’s consider the example of a po-
lice sergeant with a child in Arkansas, who
makes $28,289 a year:

If that sergeant graduated with the aver-
age loan debt for students for the Arkansas—
$17,000—he or she will have a monthly loan
payment of $196.

Under the income-based repayment plan,
because the sergeant is supporting a child,
those monthly payments would be reduced to
$97.

Over the course of the year, the sergeant
would pay $1,185 less than he or she would
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have paid under the standard repayment
plan. And if he or she stayed in law enforce-
ment for 10 years, the remaining debt would
be cancelled—in this case, a benefit of over
$14,800.

Our bill pays for these valuable measures,
not by increasing the burden on taxpayers,
but by reducing unnecessary subsidies for
lenders who take part in the federal student
loan programs.

Today, thousands of lenders offer college
loans. The largest, Sallie Mae, is so profit-
able that a group of investors recently of-
fered to buy it for $25 billion—more than 40
percent above the value of its stock.

The lenders claim that if Congress reduces
their subsidies, it won’t be profitable for
them to make student loans anymore, and
they’ll leave the business. But when Con-
gress has reduced subsidies in the past, the
lenders’ profits have still gone up, not down.
Here’s a chart that Sallie Mae itself pro-
duced. It shows that even though Congress
has reduced subsidies several times in the
past, the company’s profits have continued
to go up and up. In 2006, Sallie Mae made $1.1
billion in overall profits. Obviously, there’s
still plenty of room to reduce lender sub-
sidies further.

Lenders also claim that if we reduce their
subsidies, they’ll be forced to reduce the ben-
efits they offer to borrowers on student
loans. But what they don’t tell you is that
many of the benefits they offer are phantom
benefits that few borrowers ever receive. Ac-
cording to an independent analysis by
Finaid.org, the average borrower saves only
$118 through borrower benefits offered by pri-
vate lenders.

By contrast, the Pell grant increase in our
bill will provide an additional $2,360 in grant
aid over the next four years, which trans-
lates to $3,260 in lower loan payments. When
fully phased in, the increase will provide an
additional $4,360 per student, which means
over $6,000 less in loan payments over the life
of the loan. If lenders wanted to offer a com-
parable benefit, they would have to provide
over 40 times the level of benefits they now
provide.

Finally, lenders claim that if we cut their
subsidies, small lenders will be forced out of
the FFEL program, restricting borrower
choice and leaving only the big banks in
business. Smaller lenders have made this ar-
gument before. But when Congress has made
sensible cuts in the past, the number of lend-
ers has risen, not fallen. Right now, more
than 3,500 lenders make federal student
loans—the highest number ever in the his-
tory of the student loan program. Let’s be
clear about what smaller lenders typically
do. Most of them simply sell the loans to the
larger lenders, soon after the loans are made.
That’s why the biggest lenders hold so many
loans.

Lenders will no doubt continue to com-
plain that the cuts in this bill are too deep,
but the reality is that our bill restores the
balance to this grossly unfair student loan
system by directing funds to the students,
not to the banks. It will also encourage long-
term reform of the student loan system by
creating a pilot program in which an auction
will be used to see what subsidies are nec-
essary to keep banks involved in the student
loan program.

For years, the federal government has used
auctions to determine prices on everything
from broadcast spectrum rights, timber-cut-
ting rights, oil and gas drilling rights—even
the price of infant formula delivered through
the WIC program. There’s no doubt we can
use auctions to operate the student loan pro-
grams more efficiently. The money we save
through this pilot program will be sent back
to where it is needed most—to increase ac-
cess to college for students through a state
matching grant program.
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I also want to reiterate my commitment to
the Higher Education Reauthorization bill.
Just a few weeks ago the Senate voted
unanimously for this bill. It’s critical that
we complete work on it this year.

The reauthorization bill takes steps to en-
sure that the student loan system is working
in the best interest of students, by pursuing
needed ethics reforms in the student loan in-
dustry.

It simplifies the federal financial aid appli-
cation and delivery process, to ensure that
this complex system does not work as a bar-
rier to access for low-income students.

It demands that colleges do their part to
keep college costs down. If we do our part to
provide needed student aid, they must do
their part to keep their tuition and fees rea-
sonable.

And it reforms and improves our teacher
preparation system. Teachers are the back-
bone of our schools. The reauthorization bill
promotes high-quality teacher preparation
programs, and helps recruit and retain high-
quality teachers in high-need schools.

The Higher Education Reauthorization bill
goes hand in hand with the legislation before
us today. Senator ENZzI and I look forward to
working with our colleagues in the House to
ensure that it is also enacted before the end
of this session. For many years, Congress
was guided by one clear principle with re-
spect to higher education—that no qualified
student should be denied the opportunity to
attend college because of the cost. I know
how important that principle was for Presi-
dent Kennedy. My brother believed very
strongly that if you work hard, study hard,
and are accepted to college, you should be
able to attend the college of your choice—
without regard to cost. That view resonated
powerfully with students and families, and it
helped create the groundswell that led to the
creation of the Higher Education Act of 1965.

We’ve lost sight of that principle in recent
years, but with this bill, we will renew it
once again. I'm grateful to my colleague
Senator ENZI, and to all the Members of our
Committee who helped shape this important
legislation. Because of their able work, the
Senate approved the legislation earlier this
summer with a resounding bipartisan vote,
and I look forward to final passage of this
bill by a similar strong bipartisan majority.

I again thank all of our colleagues
and staff and yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The senior Senator from Wyo-
ming is recognized.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY, for his
great explanation of what is in the bill
we just passed. As the debate on this
conference report comes to a close, it
is necessary to thank those who
worked long and hard to get us to this
point. It has been a lot of people. I ap-
preciate the extensive list that Senator
KENNEDY had.

Chairman KENNEDY has done a mar-
velous job of pulling everybody to-
gether, covering very diverse topics,
some of them very controversial, and
working through them. What I always
like to point out to people is that is
not always a compromise. Sometimes
it is a third way. What we are trying to
do is get to a goal. This bill goes a long
way toward getting to that goal. I
thank him for his commitment to not
only moving forward with this bill but
to joining me in pressing for the com-
prehensive higher education reform
bill.
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I would also like to thank everyone
on my staff who has worked to get us
to this point. In particular, I would
like to thank Katherine McGuire, who
directs the whole operation, all of the
different bills we are working on. There
are actually about 55 in the process,
covering health, education, labor, and
pensions.

I would 1like to thank Beth
Buehlmann, who has been the edu-
cation guru on our side, who has led
the team that I have that has helped
put together these different packages
in the education area. I have to say,
our committee covers everything from
birth to death because we start with
preschool and then we have elementary
and secondary education, then we have
higher education, then we have con-
tinuing education. In this day and age,
it is important for people not just to
graduate from college, it is important
for them to continue to learn. Of
course, there is a direct relationship
between how long you continue to
learn and how long you live. But it is
going to be even more important as the
baby boomers are retiring that we en-
courage a lot of them to continue in
the workforce—perhaps in different
jobs than they have ever done before.
So we have a lot of things we need to
get done yet that we have been work-
ing on.

Head Start is one of those preschool
programs we have. We actually handle
69 preschool programs. We need to do
some condensing on that so we elimi-
nate some duplication, some excess,
and some spending. But Head Start has
already passed the Senate, it has al-
ready passed the House. We are work-
ing very carefully to get that finished
up now with a conference report, and I
think we are making good progress on
that.

On No Child Left Behind, the House
has informed us they now have their
draft proposal ready to discuss. We
have been working on that in a very bi-
partisan way for a long period of time
now, going back into the last session of
Congress and now into this one. Again,
I congratulate Senator KENNEDY for
the way he has held coffees to bring in
experts who can clear up, in a more
casual atmosphere, some of the dif-
ficulties, give us a better under-
standing and share with us some of
their ideas on how that can be
achieved. It has been extremely help-
ful. We have had meetings with Chair-
man MILLER and Ranking Member
MCcKEON from the House along with the
President and First Lady and the Sec-
retary of Education on numerous occa-
sions. Those have been very bipartisan.

I would be very remiss if I failed to
mention the commission that has been
working on No Child Left Behind that
provided us with a number of pro-
posals, suggestions, advice on what
needs to be done to make that even
more effective. Those have been, again,
worked on in a very bipartisan way to
see which fit with all the other ideas
we have. I think we will come up with
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a plan for that which will improve the
system. It will eliminate some of the
feeling that it is just about evaluating
teachers and will give them more tools
to know what their students are lack-
ing so we do not leave whole groups of
children, or individual children, with-
out an education. That is the whole
purpose of the program.

We are also trying to work in the
high school area, where we can elimi-
nate dropouts and eliminate some of
that remedial work which is needed
when they get to college. That reme-
dial education costs billions of dollars
to parents and to taxpayers.

Another important piece to this puz-
zle that we need to do is continuing
education. We have passed unani-
mously through the Senate, twice over
the last 3% years, the Workforce In-
vestment Act. This is an act which
would train 900,000 people for higher
skilled jobs or different jobs than they
have held before, so they can retire and
do something different and still be a
contributing part of the workforce and
continue to have revenue coming in.
But we have never been able to con-
ference that bill. I think that is a
crime. We need to get it through once
again, through the Senate, and get it
conferenced.

I know some of the concerns were
what might happen in conference. Now
it is our side that should have the con-
cerns about what could happen in con-
ference because, as we have seen in
conference, actually the minority can
be left out of the process. I hope that
would not be the case. But there is a
lot of devilment that could be done,
and that is why we didn’t get to con-
ference the Workforce Investment Act.
I kept assuring that would not happen
in conference, but now the other side
should know for sure that anything
they were worried about the Repub-
licans doing in conference will not hap-
pen. I will try to convince the Repub-
licans that the Democrats will show
equal courtesy and we will not have to
worry about what they might do in
that bill and we will wind up with
something that will actually train peo-
ple to higher skilled jobs so we don’t
have to outsource those jobs to other
countries. That is what is happening
now. We don’t have this training proc-
ess to the level of flexibility where it
really serves the people in the new oc-
cupations that are coming up.

The kids in school now will undoubt-
edly have more than a dozen different
careers. Not different employers; that
is real easy—you just quit one, move to
an another, work essentially the same
kind of job. That is not what I am talk-
ing about. I am talking about moving
to a new career. Why is that essential?
Because a lot of the jobs that are avail-
able today will not be available in the
future. Out of those 14 different occu-
pations that a person will probably
have, 9 of them haven’t even been in-
vented yet. That is how the world is
changing. We have to be sure that the
whole education process, from pre-
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school to death, conforms to the new
economy so people in the TUnited
States, citizens of the United States
are the ones getting the good jobs; that
we are not sending them, with the new
technology, to other parts of the world.
We can do it. We are a very innovative
country.

This bill we have done today will go
a long way to helping in higher edu-
cation, but what we focused mostly on
was just the financing. There are a lot
of pieces of higher education which go
beyond that and which the chairman
and I have been emphasizing to the
House that they need to get done, and
we are hoping to have some very firm
dates on when they will get that done.
This could get into a Presidential elec-
tion situation if it goes much longer.
That probably would not be productive
for higher education or our kids, so we
need to get it done right away.

I have mentioned numerous times
the things that have been left out of
the reconciliation bill. I will not go
back through all of those again, al-
though I have some great charts, but I
would emphasize again that needs to be
done.

I will mention one area again because
this goes back to a story from my ear-
lier days. My first child was applying
for college. I had to face this formi-
dable form as an accountant. As an ac-
countant, I have trouble understanding
not only parts of the form but parts of
the worksheet. This is a typical Gov-
ernment thing. They give you a work-
sheet to be able to fill in a blank of the
final form, and the worksheet is almost
as difficult as the form. As an account-
ant, it is a little tough sometimes to
know what is even supposed to go into
the blanks, but that is OK because the
Government always provides extensive
instructions on how you can interpret
the blanks you are supposed to fill in.
Hopefully on the new one-page form we
have they will not have to refer to ex-
tensive explanations.

I think it is pretty clear what we
have on the new omnes. It is supple-
mented. Instead of taking pieces off of
your income tax form to report on, you
already have the form done, so the
form can be submitted with it, and
that has greater explanation than try-
ing to do all of the math Worksheet B
calls for. So we have simplified that
greatly. But that is besides the fact
that now it is very formidable, and
that keeps a lot of people from ever ap-
plying for financial aid.

I had the opportunity to fill out one
of these when my first child was get-
ting ready to go to college and was
picking a fairly expensive college, and
I thought maybe we can qualify for
help, and the financial officer said: Yes,
I think you probably can; you just have
to fill out this little form.

We filled it out. We were in the shoe
business. We had a single shoe store. It
was a family shoe store. My wife and I
both worked there, and the Kkids
worked there some of the time, and we
had other people who worked for us,
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too. We were going through all the cri-
ses that small businesses today have to
deal with, like, how do you afford the
insurance for your people? It is not fair
to buy insurance for yourself unless
you buy insurance for the people who
work for you. We were going through a
number of those crises. Anybody in
small business knows there are those
times when you wake up in the middle
of the night with an “O my word, how
am I going to pay the bills today?”’

Aside from that, I filled out the form
and got the results back and they said:
You really don’t qualify. There are two
essential reasons. One is, if you sold off
a fourth of your inventory each year,
you wouldn’t need the help. If you sell
off a fourth of your inventory and your
child makes it through school in 4
years—which is not standard, but I do
want to say all three of my kids did
graduate in 4 years—but if you sell off
one-fourth of your inventory each year,
you can afford to send your child to
college without any financial help.

I had to point out to them that if I
sold off one-fourth of my inventory
each 4 years, I would be out of business
by the time my child graduated.

That is not quite fair, and hopefully
we have made some corrections so that
we won’t be putting people out of busi-
ness in order to get their kids through
college, but we will be expecting them
to make contributions to the expense
of their education.

The other surprise was we had made
our kids work. We made them save a
substantial piece of what they earned
when they worked so they could pay
part of their way to college. This same
financial officer said to me: You know,
she would have been better off if she
had bought a car because that wouldn’t
count against her.

What kind of incentive is that for the
kids in this country? They really will
appreciate their education more if they
participate in their education. So I
think if we can get that reauthoriza-
tion part through, we will protect and
incentivize kids to actually work to-
ward their college education, so it will
mean more to them as they go
through, and that will probably cut
down a little bit on how long it takes
them to get through school because
part of that money is theirs. I would
like to see every kid be able to get an
education and have some money left
over when they get their education,
not a whole bunch of loans. We will be
able to help with that by passing this
reconciliation conference report.

I do have some concerns, as every-
body does when they pass a bill. I am
the only accountant in the Senate, so
when we look at some of this stuff and
the way we score things, I do have
some difficulties with it. We need to be
aware of them because these are going
to come back to bite us later.

One is the chart the Senator from
New Hampshire used earlier, which
shows how scoring works around here,
and that is that you can provide bene-
fits, and then if you can end the scor-
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ing at a particular point, you can drop
off to a zero and show that you fully
funded it.

It is not going to work that way in
reality. I do not know who is going to
be in the majority when we get to 2012.
Nobody does. But whoever is in the ma-
jority at 2012 has to figure out how to
fill the gap of the dip in the chart, as
well as take care of the inflation that
has happened in the meantime, and,
hopefully, greater Pell grants as a
whole, in reality, at that point in time.

Why am I concerned about this? Well,
we have done some things with interest
rates over a period of time that have
had some of these same effects on stu-
dents. We always try to figure out how
we can get the lowest interest rate for
kids who are going to college. And that
is important. And a number of Sen-
ators, including the Presiding Officer,
have pointed out the importance of
that.

Well, we got involved in interest
rates actually when President Carter
was in office, and interest rates rose to
18 percent and were going higher, and
did go higher. We had no idea how
much higher. We had no idea whether
they would ever come down again.

So Congress got involved with stu-
dent loans and said: 6.8 percent is the
highest that anybody is going to pay
while they go to college, and we did
kind of put some ends on that. In the
meantime, of course, interest rates
came back down. We went to variable
rates, which allowed the Government
to fluctuate more on interest rates.
But each time, it becomes a problem
for whoever is in the majority because
you can pin the difficulty on them and
say: ‘You have got to solve it. And no
matter what solution you come up
with, we are not going to like it, and
we are going to make it into a cam-
paign issue.’

Well, T hope we do not do that all of
the time. But it is important for people
to realize that we are cutting the inter-
est rates in this reconciliation bill we
just did, and we are going to get them
down to 3.4 percent. But that is over a
period of time. So students who are in
college and just heard the discussion
should not expect to go get a loan—or
as soon as the President signs the bill—
at 3.4 percent. That gets phased in. It
will get down to 3.4 percent. But then
it ends, and we run into the same situ-
ation that I pointed out a minute ago;
that one party or the other is going to
be in the majority at that time, and
they are going to have to solve that
problem of how we keep the interest
rate at 3.4 percent or lower, or match
up to higher rates, because they all
have a cost.

Now, how does that cost get handled?
Well, it does not make a whole lot of
difference to the banks because we sub-
sidize them up to a level, and we
change that from time to time too. The
subsidy is what we have been talking
about in this reconciliation bill. You
can offer this lower rate to the stu-
dents, and then we will provide a sub-
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sidy so that you make a reasonable
rate of return. Now, we always have a
little trouble deciding what that rea-
sonable rate of return is, and that is
what we are talking about.

Two years ago, we cut that subsidy,
and we cut it pretty severely and made
billions in savings off of cutting that
corporate subsidy.

Now, at that time what we did is put
half of the savings in the subsidy,
which actually comes from the tax-
payers,—You have got to understand
that it is from the taxpayers that we
are doing this—but we took half of that
and we put it to deficit reduction,
which is kind of a return to the tax-
payers.

We took the other half and did a
number of things for students. We de-
creased loan origination fees to 0 per-
cent. We put $8 billion into specialized
kinds of Pell grants, which were the
SMART and American Competitiveness
Grants for science, technology, engi-
neering, math, and some critical for-
eign languages. That is a real need for
this country.

If we do not address that need, we are
going to have some difficult economic
times in this country. So we said we
have to get more young people involved
in science, technology, engineering,
and math. And we took care of the col-
lege portion of that, encouraging them
with a smaller amount their freshman
year, and then a little bit bigger in
sophomore year, and a lot bigger in
their junior and senior years if they
would do science, technology, engineer-
ing, and math. That came to $8 billion.

We also increased loan limits for
freshmen and sophomores. We in-
creased asset protection, and we in-
creased auto zero to $20,000. That is the
income level up to which you auto-
matically get a full Pell grant. So we
did a number things with the money
for students. At that point in time we
were criticized for a lot of things we
did not do for students that could have
been done, just as there will be criti-
cism with this bill for things that
could or could not be done.

I do think we arrived at a good solu-
tion, one that will work, one that I am
hopeful and pretty sure the President
is going to sign, that will make a dif-
ference for young people. But I do want
to emphasize that we do need to finish
that reauthorization package. Without
that, a lot of this does not work. It
sounds good, but it does not work. So
let’s get the whole job done.

Since 2004, we have extended the
Higher Education Act eight different
times. We have said: ‘What we have
now is good enough, so we cannot reach
any other kind of a decision. So let’s
just extend it again.’ I do not want to
have a ninth extension. I want to get
the job done.

There are some great things. We have
hundreds of pages. The bill is that
thick, for reauthorization, that does
good things for students. This is the
part we are talking about we have not
done yet. This has stuff in it that needs
to be done, and we can do it.
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The agreement in the Senate on this
was 95 to 0. You don’t get more bipar-
tisan than 95 to 0. I am pretty sure if
the other five people would have been
here, it would been 100 to 0. That is
agreement. That is because this des-
perately needs to be done. I am glad
the House is going to take a look at it.
In fact, the chairman told me that they
would be using this bill as a blueprint.

I assured him if he used that as a
blueprint and took the wording that
goes with it, it can be done reasonably.
Around here we usually do not do that
sort of thing, though, because each of
us has to get a fingerprint on every-
thing, and that slows down the process
sometimes. But I suspect it will be fair-
ly close to what we have done here. It
needs to be done as soon as possible.

Now, I began my thank-yous earlier.
I want to finish my thank-yous and my
speech. Besides Katherine McGuire and
Beth Buehlmann on my staff, I wanted
to thank Ann Clough, Adam Briddell,
Amy Shank, Ilyse Schuman, Greg
Dean, and Kelly Hastings.

I would be very remiss if I did not
thank the members of Senator KEN-
NEDY’s staff for their hard work and co-
operation: Michael Myers, Carmel Mar-
tin, JD LaRock, Missy Rohrbach, and
Erin Renner.

Finally, I would like to thank all of
the members of the HELP Committee
and their staffs for their hard work
throughout this process. This has been
one of the most contentious commit-
tees in years past. When we are work-
ing on education and health, this is one
of the most cooperative committees in
the Senate.

We do intend to make progress in all
four of the areas that we work in. We
got the pensions area pretty well
wrapped up last year. There has been a
little technical correction portion that
we have to get done yet.

There are always different things in
the pension area. But we made some
significant changes in the labor area
last year, too, that have come to light
in recent weeks with the first change,
the biggest change in mine safety in 28
years. We will be reviewing the tragedy
that happened in Utah to see how that
fits in with what we did or did not get
accomplished and will look at future
changes.

But it took us 28 years to make the
first major change. It will not hurt if it
gets to 24 or 28 months before we get
the reports in that help us to analyze
any other changes that we need to
make.

Once again, I thank my colleague
from Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY,
for his tremendous effort, his tremen-
dous knowledge, his capabilities to ex-
plain and come through with the ideas,
sometimes compromises, but quite
often a third way of doing things. It
makes a huge difference in the result.

I yield the floor.

——
TRIBUTE TO PAUL CAHILL AND
WARREN PAYNE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 1
pause for a moment today, with thou-
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sands from across the country who
have gathered in Boston, to remember
the lives of two of our Massachusetts
firefighters, Paul Cahill and Warren
Payne, who were laid to rest yesterday
and today in West Roxbury and Dor-
chester. A week ago, Warren and Paul,
lost their lives in heroically combating
a 4-alarm fire in West Roxbury. We
proudly honor the memory of these two
heroes who gave their lives so coura-
geously and unselfishly in the line of
duty. We are deeply grateful for their
service, and we mourn their loss.

Paul Cahill was 55 and a father of
three children. He had previously
served in the U.S. Navy and he joined
the Boston Fire Department in 1993.

Warren Payne was 53, and a father of
two children. He had been a firefighter
for 19 years, and was not scheduled to
be on call that night, but he had agreed
to help a friend.

Both Paul and Warren were men of
immense bravery and dedication, and
were committed to the lives and the
well-being of their community. Each
day they served our city, they were
ready to place themselves on the front
lines, and the people of Boston will
never forget their outstanding service
and the difference they made.

My heart is in Boston today with the
firefighters from across the country,
and especially those from Engine 30,
Ladder 25 in West Roxbury. They did
the job they loved to do. May God bless
Paul and Warren, and all of their fam-
ily and friends who have gathered in
Boston to grieve for them.

———
TRIBUTE TO JOHN WARNER

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is
with a touch of sadness that I speak
about my friend, the senior Senator
from Virginia, JOHN WARNER, who an-
nounced last week that he will not
seek a sixth term and will return to
the Commonwealth he loves so well fol-
lowing the conclusion of the 110th Con-
gress. We will miss our friend, our col-
league, and one of our finest and most
respected members.

JOHN WARNER is a true American pa-
triot, who has spent his life serving the
public good. From volunteering to
serve in World War II at the age of 17,
to his service as Secretary of the Navy
and his years among us in the Senate,
his life has been defined by a commit-
ment of service to others.

First and foremost a Virginia gen-
tleman, JOHN WARNER is also one of the
greatest advocates our fighting men
and women have ever had in the U.S.
Senate, consistently supporting their
interests regardless of the prevailing
winds.

He was an extraordinary chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, where
he helped transform the Committee
from a Cold War posture to a new focus
on emerging threats, rapid techno-
logical changes, and asymmetric war-
fare. The changes he made helped usher
the committee into the 21st Century.
As his colleague on the committee for
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a quarter century, I can attest to the
unrivalled depth of his understanding
of our Nation’s military, and was
grateful to have the opportunity to call
upon him innumerable times over the
years for his wise counsel.

In addition to his commitment and
dedication to our military and to a
strong national defense, JOHN WARNER
is also the embodiment of the finest
traditions of the Senate. Deliberate,
thoughtful, and principled, over the
past 28 years he has shown us all that
we can disagree without being dis-
agreeable, and that the demands of
party must yield to the demands of the
American people that we do our very
best to support our armed forces in
their all-important missions for our
country and our future.

Time after time, he has dem-
onstrated his courage, decency and
high principles in the Senate, whatever
the partisan passions of the moment.
That is who JOHN WARNER is—someone
who thinks long and hard about impor-
tant decisions, and then does what he
feels is right.

I am sure he and Jeanne thought long
and hard about the decision to retire
from the Senate, and I know it wasn’t
an easy call. He will leave enormous
shoes to fill for the next person elected
to serve the people of Virginia in this
body.

I will miss serving side by side with
JOHN WARNER in the next Congress, but
I am grateful we will have him here in
the Senate for the coming year, espe-
cially, as we work to find answers to
the extraordinarily complex and dan-
gerous situation we confront in the
Middle East. I am sure that all of us
admire him for his statesmanship and
leadership.

And we are especially grateful for his
friendship, which extended to my
brothers Jack and Bobby as well.

We will miss him very much.

——

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The senior Senator from Oregon is
recognized for 10 minutes.

——————

ADMIRATION FOR SENATOR
KENNEDY

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor, we have seen with
Chairman KENNEDY over the last 2 min-
utes why he is so admired by Senators
on both sides of the aisle. We have seen
how he has engineered critically im-
portant bipartisan legislation that
helps our working families in the edu-
cation area. We have heard him speak
eloquently about fallen firefighters. We
admire them so tremendously in Bos-
ton and across the country. Of course,
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once again, when we think of Senator
WARNER—I will have more to say about
him in the days ahead—Senator KEN-
NEDY has spoken for all of us this
morning as he talked about how much
we value Senator WARNER’s counseled
insight. I want him to know how much
I appreciate his leadership and how
much I value his counsel in the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I know
we are in morning business. I ask unan-
imous consent to speak on the health
care issue for up to 20 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

HEALTH CARE

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, Senator
BENNETT of Utah and I have brought to
the Senate the first bipartisan uni-
versal health care coverage legislation
in more than 13 years. I thought today
I would open my remarks on health
care in something of a light fashion.
There is a brand new study that has re-
cently found Americans are no longer
the tallest people in the world. Over
the past 50 or so years, the U.S. popu-
lation has lost that status and now
ranks among the shortest among in-
dustrialized countries. The Netherlands
now holds the honor for the tallest na-
tion. The authors of this new study
speculate this change may stem from
the fact that most other affluent coun-
tries have health care systems that
cover their entire population and that
particularly healthy lifestyles and
healthy diets are also significant fac-
tors.

Senator BENNETT is 6 foot 6. I am 6
foot 4. We would like our country to
get its rightful position back as the
leader among nations in the height de-
partment. We think part of what is
going to be necessary to do that, in all
seriousness, to make our health poli-
cies more health focused rather than
just spending on health care, is to
adopt some fresh policies. We have
been particularly interested this week
because the Wall Street Journal, which
colleagues know displays a preference
for private health care sector solu-
tions, has written a fascinating front
page article this week on the special
accomplishments in Holland with re-
spect to health care. I have long been
of the view that as we look finally to
accomplishing what this country has
not been able to do for 70 years, which
is to get all Americans good quality,
affordable health care, we are going to
have to devise our own system. It is
not going to be possible to import some
other country’s system of health care
to our Nation and pretty much plop it
down on the United States and say:
This is the way to go.

But as the Wall Street Journal said
in their article this week, there are
some important lessons to learn as it
relates to the experience of other coun-
tries.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD this front page article from
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the Wall Street Journal with respect to
health care.

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

IN HOLLAND, SOME SEE MODEL FOR U.S.

HEALTH-CARE SYSTEM
(By Gautam Naik)

THE HAGUE.—The Netherlands is using
competition and a small dose of regulation
to pursue what many in the U.S. hunger to
achieve: health insurance for everyone, cou-
pled with a tighter 1lid on costs.

Since a new system took effect here last
year, cost growth is projected to fall this
year to about 3% after inflation from 4.5% in
2006. Waiting lists are shrinking, and private
health insurers are coming up with innova-
tive ways to care for the sick.

The Dutch system features two key rules:
All adults must buy insurance, and all insur-
ers must offer a policy to anyone who ap-
plies, no matter how old or how sick. Those
who can’t afford to pay the premiums get
help from the state, financed by taxes on the
well-off.

The system hinges on competition among
insurers. They are expected to cut premiums,
persuade consumers to live healthier lives,
and push hospitals to provide better and
lower-cost care.

Some are already taking unusual steps.
The insurance company Menzis has opened
three of its own primary-care centers to
serve the patients it insures, and plans to
open dozens more in a move to lower costs.
Rival UVIT offers discount vouchers to cus-
tomers who buy low-cholesterol versions of
yogurt, butter and milk.

To prevent insurers from seeking only
young, healthy customers, the government
compensates insurers for taking on higher-
risk patients. Insurers get a ‘‘risk-equali-
zation” payment for covering the elderly and
those with certain conditions such as diabe-
tes. to pay her back about $676 for gym mem-
bership—provided Ms. Boel lost 7.5% of her
weight in 15 months.

The 45-year-old, who lives in the town of
Tilburg, says she stopped eating french fries
and pizza and took up an intensive regimen
of walking, cycling and rowing. She met her
weightloss target and used the gym-member-
ship rebate to buy some new clothes.

Ms. Boel now hopes to manage her diabetes
more efficiently and lose more weight. I
don’t like exercising,’”’ she says, ‘‘but at least
I can now walk without a stick.” That’s wel-
come news to UVIT. Says spokesman Bert
Rensen, ‘‘Once she stops using insulin, which
we pay for, it will save us £900 [about $1,200]
a year.”

LIKELY OPPOSITION

What works in the Netherlands, a small
country of 16.6 million people, may not read-
ily apply to America. A Dutch-style scheme
would likely raise opposition among U.S.
doctors and Republicans who are cautious
about higher taxes. But many U.S. states are
similar in size, and one, Massachusetts, is al-
ready experimenting with a universal-cov-
erage scheme.

“The lesson for America is that this is
what we ought to do,” says Alain Enthoven,
a professor at Stanford University.

Three decades ago, Prof. Enthoven pub-
lished a pioneering proposal for what he
called ‘“‘managed competition,” a version of
which the Dutch have now adopted.

The Enthoven plan partly inspired the
Clinton administration’s failed health-care
overhaul effort in the 1990s. It has now come
full circle. Last October, an economist from
the Dutch health ministry was invited to de-
scribe his country’s new approach to about 50
Massachusetts politicians and policy makers
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in Boston, as the state was developing its
own plan for mandatory health insurance.

After being sidelined for more than a dec-
ade, health care is once again a hot issue on
the U.S. political agenda. Two leading Demo-
cratic presidential candidates, Sen. Barack
Obama of Illinois and former Sen. John Ed-
wards of North Carolina, have backed the
idea of universal coverage and suggested
ways to achieve it. California Gov. Arnold
Schwarzenegger, a Republican, has pushed a
proposal to require all state residents to ob-
tain health insurance, but he hasn’t been
able to strike a deal with state legislators to
enact a plan.

The notion of competition among insurers
is nothing new to Americans. Most Ameri-
cans under 65 get insurance via their em-
ployer, which can compare plans and pick
the one that it thinks offers the best cov-
erage for the money. To cut costs, U.S. in-
surers bargain with doctors for discounted
rates and try to weed out overbilling and
frivolous treatments.

The system has failed to stop U.S. health
costs from shooting up, and it has left many
doctors complaining that their medical judg-
ment is being second-guessed by bean
counters. It isn’t clear that a Dutch-style
system, also centered on insurer competi-
tion, could do any better. Dutch doctors
were among the most vociferous opponents
of an overhaul and many remain skeptical.

Still, there are some differences in the
Dutch way that may work to its advantage.
One is the emphasis on individuals buying
coverage. In the U.S., employers tend to be
poor buyers of health care. They’re unfa-
miliar with the needs of the people actually
using the health care—their employees—and
it is difficult for a large company to switch
insurers.

By putting the onus on consumers, Dutch
officials hope that more people will get the
coverage they need. The ‘‘risk equalization”
that helps Dutch insurers cover sicker people
is also critical. In the U.S., competition
among insurers often means competition to
find the healthiest customers, especially in
the individual market.

The Netherlands began to overhaul its
health system in 1987 after a government
committee concluded that the best approach
was ‘‘managed competition,” the idea first
proposed by Prof. Enthoven of Stanford.

The task was enormous. The country had
four different coverage schemes. The
wealthiest third of the population was re-
quired to get health insurance without gov-
ernment assistance. Some in this group re-
ceived help from employers in paying pre-
miums, while others paid the whole bill
themselves. The bulk of the Dutch popu-
lation was covered under a compulsory state-
run health-insurance scheme financed by de-
ductions from wages. Civil servants and
older people were insured under two separate
plans within this state-run scheme.

The government closely regulated hospital
budgets and doctors’ fees, but provided few
incentives to cut costs. When hospitals lost
money on a particular kind of care, they ra-
tioned it. Many patients ended up on waiting
lists.

People in line for heart transplants were
particularly affected. In the mid-1990s, fewer
than three Dutch people per million received
such transplants. By comparison, a study of
12 European countries showed that only
Greece had a lower rate of such operations.
In the U.S., there were about nine heart
transplants per million people.

In 1999, waiting lists increased by 2%, de-
spite a $54 million initiative to reduce them.
“Dead on the waiting list,”” read one cover
story of Vrij Nederland, a weekly magazine
that, like other Dutch media, relentlessly
criticized the country’s health system.
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“We felt frustrated,” recalls Hans
Hoogervorst, who was the health minister
from 2003 to early 2007 and a major force in
pushing through the overhaul.

Though the Dutch still enjoyed better
health than the residents of many developed
countries, standards were slipping. Between
1960 and 2000, the increase in Dutch life ex-
pectancy was 4.5 years, while its neighbors,
Germany and Belgium, showed far better in-
creases of 8.1 and 7.1 years, respectively, ac-
cording to the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development. In the U.S.,
the increase was nearly seven years.

As in the U.S., medical costs began to in-
crease, driven by an aging population and
the increased use of expensive new tech-
nology. Between 2000 and 2004, Dutch health
spending as a share of gross domestic prod-
uct shot up to 10% from 8%.

In late 2004, the Dutch House of Represent-
atives passed a law to usher in mandatory
health insurance and switch people on state-
run insurance to private carriers. But family
doctors fretted that it would allow insurers
to interfere in medical decisions, for example
by pushing cheaper drugs.

The following May, thousands of Dutch
general practitioners went on a three-day
strike. Some tied their hands together with
rope to symbolize their helplessness. In re-
sponse, Mr. Hoogervorst promised to provide
some protections for doctors in the new leg-
islation. One of them was that patients
wouldn’t bear a big financial cost if they
chose to go to a doctor not under contract
with their insurer. Soon after, the senate ap-
proved the new plan.

It took effect on Jan. 1, 2006. Despite pre-
dictions of chaos, the changeover was sur-
prisingly smooth. The government set up a
Web site where consumers could analyze in-
surers’ offerings. Consumers were allowed to
switch insurers once a year. As 2006 ap-
proached, the health ministry predicted that
only 5% would bother. Instead, nearly 20% of
people switched, either to get a better price
or because they were dissatisfied with their
insurer.

PREMIUM WAR

Consumers also benefited from a premium
war as insurers made a grab for market
share. The Dutch health ministry had pre-
dicted that insurers in 2006 would price the
annual mandatory premium at an average of
£1,106, or about $1,500. Instead, market forces
set it at £€1,028, 7.6% lower. This year, it has
risen to £1,103, partly because of an easing in
the price war. That’s still less than the £1,134
the government predicted for 2007.

Included in the overhaul was a deal the
government negotiated with generic-drug
makers to cut prices by about 40%. The ge-
neric-drug makers made up for some of their
lost revenue by reducing the rebates and bo-
nuses they provided to pharmacists to rec-
ommend their drugs to customers. From 2004
through 2006, annual drug spending grew at
an average annual rate of 2.8%, down from
9% annual growth earlier in the decade.

Insurers have taken a hit, though. UVIT,
which has more than four million customers,
was forced to open a 200-person call center to
help consumers switch between plans. In
2005, UVIT had total revenue of about $7.6
billion and made a profit of about $202 mil-
lion from health insurance, which is its main
business. Last year, the company’s health
business posted a loss of $30 million. UVIT
expects to return to profitability this year,
partly by negotiating lower prices with hos-
pitals.

In most European countries, consumers
have no idea what their health insurance
costs because they are covered by national
health-insurance schemes financed by pay-
roll taxes, as used to be the case in the Neth-
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erlands. On a visit to Germany last year, Mr.
Hoogervorst boasted that thanks to his
country’s switch to private insurance paid
by individuals, ‘‘no other European country
has a population so keenly aware of the costs
of their health-care insurance.”

Now that they see the bills more clearly,
some consumers feel their payments have
gone up. In one survey mainly of labor-union
members, about 70% said they were finan-
cially worse off in some ways.

Insurers get risk-equalization payments
for patients with about 30 major diseases.
They can use these to offer discounted pre-
miums and programs tailored to those with
heart disease, diabetes and other ailments.

One shortcoming is that many diseases
aren’t subject to risk equalization. The ex-
cluded diseases—such as migraine head-
aches—are harder to diagnose and their
treatment costs are harder to predict. ‘“‘Seen
from the side of migraine patients, this is
highly unfair,” says Peter Vriezen, president
of the Dutch Headache Patients Association.

The real test of the Dutch approach is yet
to come: Can insurers push hospitals to
lower their costs and improve their quality?
Insurers have clout because they can direct
large numbers of patients toward particular
hospitals. But, in a holdover from the old
system, insurers can currently negotiate
prices * * *, The figure will rise to 20% by
the end of this year, and continue to go up.

Because Dutch hospitals used to receive
fixed prices for their services, and got more
money for more service regardless of quality,
they had little incentive to improve their
care. Under the new system, insurers should
be providing that incentive, but Mr.
Hoogervorst acknowledges, ‘‘Thee’s still a
long way to go to increase competition
among hospitals.”

MARKET INCENTIVES

One concern is the potential for overcon-
centration among insurers. UVIT, for exam-
ple, is the result of a merger between four in-
surers. ‘‘If eventually you have only three or
five insurers, you might wonder how many
market incentives will remain,” says Niek
Klazinga, professor of social medicine at the
University of Amsterdam.

Last fall, Prof. Enthoven delivered a
speech to health economists in Rotterdam.
He congratulated the Dutch for being ‘‘in the
lead” in health-care change. However, he
cautioned, ‘‘you still have considerable work
ahead of you to transform your present suc-
cess with insurance’ into a system that de-
livers improving care.

Some insurers are taking unusual steps to
get there. Menzis rewards doctors with bo-
nuses if they prescribe generics instead of
more expensive branded drugs. UVIT ranks
hospitals based on the quality of care.

To put pressure on Dutch hospitals, some
insurers let patients go to other countries
where high-level care for certain ailments
costs less. Thea Gerits, 71, went to Germany
for a hip replacement and spent four weeks
in a rehabilitation center there, receiving
physical therapy and enjoying yoga, mas-
sages and mud baths.

UVIT paid the $19,000 bill. It says the same
amount in the Netherlands would buy only
the surgery and basic therapy. Ms. Gerits
came home happy, and soon was riding her
bicycle again. ‘I got lots of attention,” she
says. * * *,

Mr. WYDEN. I am going to read one
paragraph at the outset of the article:

Since a new system took effect here last
year, cost growth is projected to fall this
year to about 3 [percent] after inflation from
4.5 [percent] in 2006. Waiting lists are shrink-
ing, and private health insurers are coming
up with innovative ways to care for the sick.

What struck Senator BENNETT and I
is, there is an awful lot of comparison
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between our bipartisan legislation and
the experience of the Dutch. For exam-
ple, both in Holland and in the United
States under our proposal, there would
be a requirement that individuals
would have to purchase their own
health insurance. Insurers under our
proposal, as in Holland, would not be
able to discriminate against individ-
uals who have had illnesses. We saw in
the movie ‘‘Sicko” that wonderful
scene with the “Star Wars’” music de-
scribing all the various conditions that
individuals might have that would ex-
clude them from insurance coverage.
That would be illegal under what Sen-
ator BENNETT and I are advocating. It
is illegal, according to the Wall Street
Journal, in the Netherlands.

Finally, in the Netherlands and
under our legislation, there is a sharp
and specific focus on prevention and
wellness. The tragedy in our country
is, we don’t have health care at all.
What we largely have is sick care.
Medicare shows this probably more
clearly than anything else. Medicare
Part A will pay huge expenses for sen-
ior citizens’ hospital bills. The check
goes from the Government to the hos-
pital. But Medicare Part B, on the
other hand, will pay for virtually noth-
ing for prevention and Kkeeping people
well. Senator BENNETT and I seek to
change that. For the first time under
our legislation, Medicare would be au-
thorized to discount the premiums for
seniors who lower their blood pressure,
lower their cholesterol, practice good
health in their individual lives. I am
struck by this Wall Street Journal ar-
ticle, where insurers in Holland are
adopting much the same Kkind of ap-
proach. The article states on the front
page that insurers now are offering dis-
counts to customers who buy low cho-
lesterol versions of yogurt, butter, and
milk.

The point is, worldwide the message
is getting out. Prevention works.
Wellness, a new focus on personal re-
sponsibility, and keeping our citizens
healthy makes sense. They are doing it
in Holland. The Wall Street Journal de-
scribes the positive benefits there. I
and Senator BENNETT, along with our
cosponsors, Senators BILL NELSON,
LAMAR ALEXANDER, and JUDD GREGG,
are trying to build a bipartisan coali-
tion in the Senate to do exactly the
same.

Our legislation, the Healthy Ameri-
cans Act, would require that everyone
not on Medicare or in the military
would have to purchase private health
insurance. But to make sure that is do-
able, we fix the broken marketplace.
Under our legislation, private insur-
ance companies wouldn’t be able to
cherry-pick. They wouldn’t be able to
take just healthy people and send sick
people over to Government programs
more fragile than they are. They
couldn’t discriminate against those
with illnesses. They would have to
spread risks through large groups of
people. Right now essentially much of
the private insurance business is about
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filtering out those people who have ill-
nesses and finding a way to cover just
those who are healthy. Our legislation
would change that.

We also take critical steps to make
sure that if you are going to require
that people purchase coverage, you
have generous subsidies for folks with
modest incomes. What Senator BEN-
NETT and I propose—and apparently
they are doing something along these
lines in Holland—is to subsidize those
up to 100 percent of poverty completely
and for those between 100 percent of
poverty and 400 percent of poverty,
there would be a partial subsidy. The
most generous subsidies of any pro-
gram anywhere in our country would
be offered under this legislation that
we are offering, with Senators ALEX-
ANDER, GREGG, and NELSON of Florida.

How do we pay for it? The Lewin
Group, which is kind of the gold stand-
ard for looking at health policies,
scored the administration’s ap-
proaches, many of the States and ours
and said we can find a lot of the sav-
ings under our legislation through an
administrative process that establishes
that once you sign up in Ohio, once you
sign up in Oregon or anywhere else in
the country, you are in for life. You
don’t have to sign up again and again
and again. In my State, my guess is it
is very similar to the situation in Ohio,
if you are on Medicaid, there is some-
thing like 31 or 32 categories of cov-
erage. A poor person has to try to
squeeze themselves into one of those
boxes in order to get coverage. It is de-
grading to the poor and a big waste of
money.

What Senator BENNETT and I have of-
fered is a one-stop process so you sign
up once, and everything else from that
point on is essentially accomplished
through the magical world of elec-
tronic transfers. An individual’s con-
tribution would be taken out of their
paycheck while they are working. Ours
is fully funded.

There is an opportunity for bipar-
tisan cooperation, particularly should
the Bush administration want to assist
in this effort. For example, every sin-
gle economist who has come before the
Finance Committee, before the Budget
Committee, has talked about the Tax
Code as it relates to health care dis-
proportionately favoring the most af-
fluent and rewarding inefficiency at
the same time. To put it another way,
if you are a high-flying CEO in the
United States, if you want to go out
and get a designer smile put on your
face, you can write off the cost of that
service on your taxes. But if you are a
hard-working woman without any
health plan and a local furniture store,
you get nothing. So I and Senator BEN-
NETT redirect the current tax expendi-
tures. They are the biggest part of pri-
vate health care spending.

The Lewin Group establishes in their
analysis of our report that would en-
sure we could expand coverage over the
next few years without any additional
cost to taxpayers. The Lewin Group
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has said the proposal now being spon-
sored by five Members of the Senate
would slow the rate of growth in health
care spending by $1.5 trillion.

I know the distinguished Presiding
Officer has a great interest in health.
We are so pleased he is here because we
have worked together on these issues
often. It is clear this is the premier do-
mestic issue of our time. A combina-
tion of today’s demographics with a
rapidly aging population, escalating
costs, the huge increase in chronic ill-
ness, our current health care system is
not sustainable. It is not one we can
put on automatic pilot and say: Let us
run it this way for years and years in
the future.

The tragedy is with all the wonderful
doctors and hospitals and nurses in
Ohio and Oregon, all across the coun-
try, we are spending enough money on
health care to do this job. We are sim-
ply not spending it in the right places.

To give an idea of how out of whack
American health care spending is, for
the amount of money we are spending
today, $2.3 trillion, 300 million of us in
the country, you divide 300 million into
$2.3 trillion, and you could go out and
hire a doctor for every seven families
in the United States and say: Doctor,
your job will be for this year to take
care of seven families, and we will pay
you $200,000 a year.

My experience, I say to the Acting
President pro tempore, is that when I
bring this up to physicians at home in
Oregon, they say: Ron, where do I go to
get my seven families? It sounds pretty
good to be able to get back into the
business of practicing medicine again
and advocating for my patients rather
than going through all this paperwork
and bureaucracy and redtape.

So we are spending enough on health
care today. We are not spending it in
the right places. That is what they
have begun to change in Holland, ac-
cording to the Wall Street Journal this
week. That is what I and Senator BEN-
NETT and our colleagues on both sides
of the aisle are seeking to do in the
Senate.

One last comment, Mr. President. I
know there is a hectic schedule for all
Senators, and certainly the Senator
from Ohio.

The question is whether there should
be action now or the Congress should
simply wait for another Presidential
election. Here are the consequences of
waiting for several more years. The
Census Bureau reported last week that
2.2 million additional Americans were
without health insurance between 2005
and 2006. If this Congress waits a cou-
ple of years more, we can expect that
number to increase and the number
without coverage in this country to
hemorrhage further.

That is a moral abomination, No. 1;
and it is going to be costly to tax-
payers, No. 2, because those people
very often will have to go to hospital
emergency rooms to get their coverage.
Of course, those bills will be passed on
to businesses in Ohio and Oregon and
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across the country and to our tax-
payers. So the costs of delay are very
direct and immediate.

Second, with respect to employer-
based coverage, the new numbers indi-
cate the number of employers offering
coverage has now fallen below 60 per-
cent. It is pretty easy to see why, with
these double-digit premium hikes,
Price Waterhouse says health costs are
going to average, this year, a little
over 11 percent. A lot of our employers
want to do the right thing by their
workers and simply cannot offer cov-
erage.

If this Congress decides to stand
down on the question of overhauling
health care and say, ‘‘Let’s just wait
until 2009,” you are going to see more
businesses in Ohio, in Oregon, and
across this country lose coverage. I do
not think we ought to sit by and just
let our coverage continue to melt away
along the lines of these statistics that
I mentioned.

Finally, on the question of preven-
tion and what Holland is doing, and
what we are seeking to do in the
Healthy Americans Act, there is a very
significant cost with respect to chronic
illness as it relates to doing nothing to
change our policies. The new numbers
with respect to chronic illness indicate
that in 31 States over the last year obe-
sity has risen once again; of course,
there is a direct link here between
heart and stroke and diabetes and so
many illnesses. Not one State—mot
one—experienced a decline.

So if the Congress says: Well, we will
pass on overhauling American health
care until 2009, we can expect to have
missed another opportunity—yet an-
other opportunity—for doing some-
thing about enacting health care poli-
cies that put a new focus on prevention
and wellness.

So this question of waiting for 2 more
years and saying: Let’s just spend our
time looking at what the various can-
didates for President from both polit-
ical parties are saying about health
care—certainly it is getting a lot of at-
tention in terms of debates on TV and
all of us trying to look at the various
merits of the candidates’ proposals;
and they are good people; and they
have good suggestions—but I want to
make it clear to the Senate there are
very real costs of waiting to fix health
care.

I think the question of fixing health
care is so urgent we ought to get on
with it, and we ought to get on with it
in a bipartisan way, which is what I
and Senator BENNETT are trying to do.
We are very proud to have been able to
get the support of business and labor
leaders.

When we offered the initial proposal,
Andy Stern, the president of the Serv-
ice Employees International Union,
stood on one side of me, and Steve
Burd, the CEO of the Safeway com-
pany, a very large Fortune 500 com-
pany, stood on the other side. We had
individuals such as Ron Pollack, of
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Families USA, and advocates for com-
passionate end-of-life health care with
us as well.

The last time Congress looked at
this—and the Acting President pro
tempore, I think, remembers this—dur-
ing a period in the early 1990s, the peo-
ple who stood with me for the kickoff
of the Healthy Americans Act were
spending millions to pretty much beat
each other’s brains out. That was the
last time the Congress and the Presi-
dent, during the Clinton years, debated
health care.

So this is a different climate, cer-
tainly a different climate for busi-
nesses in Ohio and Oregon. What I hear
from businesses at home—unlike in
1993, the Clinton years, when they said:
We cannot afford fixing health care—
they are now saying: We cannot afford
the status quo. That is why they are
joining Senator BENNETT and I and oth-
ers on these proposals.

My hope is as Congress looks at the
evidence, whether it is the Wall Street
Journal reporting on promising devel-
opments—very often people think of
Europe and socialized countries—the
Wall Street Journal is putting on the
front page of the paper—a publication
that clearly favors private health care
coverage—an example of a country in
Europe where they seem to be making
great progress.

So as we devise our own system, one
that is uniquely American, I and Sen-
ator BENNETT want to work with every
Member of the Senate—I think I can
speak for Senators BILL NELSON,
LAMAR ALEXANDER, JUDD GREGG, and
the others we have been talking to—
that we think this is the premier do-
mestic issue of our time. Certainly, the
conflict in Iraq is the premier national
security issue. But the premier domes-
tic issue at home is fixing American
health care.

I think based on the evidence that
comes in every day, we know what
needs to be done. Now the question is
making sure there is the political will
to go forward. I look forward to work-
ing with the Acting President pro tem-
pore, who has a great interest in these
matters, and all our colleagues.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

TUBERCULOSIS

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, every
day an estimated 4,400 lives are lost
around the world to tuberculosis—day
in, day out, yesterday, today, and to-
morrow. Fifteen lives will be lost,
roughly, in the few minutes of my re-
marks.
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Tuberculosis is an urgent global cri-
sis that demands our attention and our
response. Two billion people—two bil-
lion people—one-third of the world’s
population, carry around with them
the tuberculosis bacterium. As many
as 10 million to 15 million in the United
States alone are infected with the TB
bacterium. Most will not get sick, but
many of them are in some jeopardy.

Nine million people, practically the
population of my State of Ohio, become
sick with active tuberculosis every
year, and 1.6 million people will die.

We struggle with many diseases that
are beyond our scientific under-
standing, but tuberculosis is not one of
them. These deaths are preventable.
TB is the greatest curable infectious
killer worldwide.

Much of the good work of the legisla-
tion this Senate passed last night will
be undermined if we do not do a better
job of controlling tuberculosis. Our in-
vestments in development will do little
to improve economic conditions if en-
tire populations—as are so many in Af-
rica, especially, and India, especially—
are reeling from this disease.

Combating TB is fundamental to sus-
taining economic development in poor
countries. My colleagues know this.

Congress—following the leadership of
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee
Chairman, PAT LEAHY, and ranking
member, JUDD GREGG—has made great
strides in investing greater resources
in global health. Diseases such as HIV
and malaria have received tremendous
increases over the past several years,
and I hope this trend will continue.

Last night, the Senate did something
about this. The amendment I offered
last night, with Senators BROWNBACK,
DURBIN, BOXER, and SMITH, added $90
million in funding for our international
efforts against tuberculosis, bringing
total spending to $200 million. Un-
doubtedly, that will save lives.

Combating TB must go hand in hand
with the fight against HIV. Up to 50
percent of people who are HIV positive
develop tuberculosis. As many as half
the deaths from HIV in Africa actually
are deaths from tuberculosis. It is the
leading cause of death among people
who are HIV positive all over the
world.

HIV infection weakens a person’s im-
mune system, making it 50 times more
likely that person will develop active
tuberculosis. So if someone is carrying
the TB bacterium in their body—as is a
third of the world’s people—if they get
infected with HIV or have some other
disease or weakness—from malnutri-
tion or something else—they are much
more likely to develop active tuber-
culosis.

To compound that, unchecked, drug-
resistant tuberculosis, including deadly
XDR-TB, threatens to reverse progress
made against AIDS and TB worldwide.
In today’s world, extensively drug-re-
sistant TB—so-called XDR-TB—poses a
grave public health threat never more
than a plane ride away.

This past June, we got a wakeup call
when an American boarded a plane to
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Europe while infected with drug-resist-
ant tuberculosis. Luckily, his was not
the most virulent strain. But his exam-
ple shows us clearly that this disease
does affect America and that more re-
sources for TB are needed to prevent,
identify, treat, and control extensively
drug-resistant tuberculosis.

We need to heed that wakeup call and
act before it is too late. It is within our
power. There is no mystery here. We
know what to do. We know how to
treat and cure regular so-called garden-
variety tuberculosis. We know how to
treat and cure multidrug-resistant tu-
berculosis in an overwhelming major-
ity of cases. And we know how to treat,
generally, extensively drug-resistant—
XDR-TB—tuberculosis and cure people
of that. It is within our means. Treat-
ing regular, garden-variety TB costs
only $20 per person. It is a small price
to pay to save our lives.

I thank my colleagues, including the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania for
his support of this issue. Last night
was a victory for people in the devel-
oping world who are so often victims of
tuberculosis, who so often suffer from
that. It is also a victory for people in
our country, a few of whom have TB,
but most—but the many more people
who are a plane ride away or are poten-
tially exposed to this tuberculosis bac-
teria.

I thank my colleagues.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose coercive abortion or
involuntary sterilization, and was
pleased that the fiscal year 2008 For-
eign Operations Appropriations bill in-
cluded a provision prohibiting U.S.
funds from going to any organization
or program that directly supports such
horrific practices. Unfortunately, the
amendment offered by Senator
BROWNBACK undermined this provision
by allowing the President to deny
funds to any organization or program
that he claims supports such practices.
This administration has misused simi-
lar language to deny resources to the
United Nations Population Fund sim-
ply because this agency has programs
in China, where the government prac-
tices coercive abortions to enforce its
one child policy. In fact, however, the
UNFPA’s program in China is specifi-
cally designed to pressure the Chinese
to end the use of coercive tactics, and
this amendment would undermine the
good work that the UNFPA does.

(At the request of Mr. REID, the fol-
lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
® Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, as we
consider legislation to provide funding
for our important international devel-
opment and assistance programs, I
would like to take the opportunity to
highlight the issue of quality basic
education and the ways in which in-
creasing access to basic education can
improve social, economic, and health
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outcomes
world.

We cannot underestimate the impor-
tance of efforts by our Government and
its partners around the globe to pro-
vide access to education for girls and
boys around the world. Basic education
is the cornerstone for success in sus-
tainable development. It has a pro-
found impact on the future of indi-
vidual children, their families, commu-
nities, and nations.

A population that can read, write,
and think critically is far more likely
to achieve democracy, economic
growth, and improved health. A 2004 re-
port by Barbara Herz and Gene
Sperling from the Center on Universal
Education at the Council on Foreign
Relations detailed the benefits that re-
sult from investments in education,
particular for girls and women. A sin-
gle year of primary education cor-
relates with a 10 to 20 percent increase
in women’s wages later in life, and a
study of South Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa found that from 1960 to 1992,
equality in education between men and
women could have led to nearly 1 per-
cent higher annual per capita GDP
growth.

Nor is there any doubt that edu-
cation saves lives. Educated children
are less likely to contract HIV/AIDS
and other deadly diseases. Oxfam esti-
mates that if all children completed
primary education, 700,000 new cases of
HIV/AIDS in young people could be pre-
vented each year, totaling 7 million
cases in a decade.

I would like to commend the Senate
for its efforts to significantly increase
U.S. investments in basic education in
the developing world. Over the last 15
to 20 years, there has been dramatic
progress, particularly for girls, in
school enrollment around the world.

In 2000, our Nation made a commit-
ment to the goal of achieving universal
basic education by 2015. Through some
of the initiatives and partnership in
which our Government is participating
with its international partners, such as
the Education for All Fast Track Ini-
tiative, we have made progress. Since
the Fast Track Initiative was launched
in 2002, approximately 4 million chil-
dren each year—both boys and girls—
have gained access to school.

But much more needs to be done. We
are not on track to meet our 2015 goal.
In order to do so, we would need to help
millions more children enter school
each year requiring a global financial
commitment of more than $7 billion
every year. Of the 77 million children
who are not in school, three-fifths are
girls. Forty-three percent of all out-of-
school children are in countries af-
fected by conflict and are often the
hardest to reach. Approximately half of
the school-age children who start pri-
mary school do not complete it. And
there are hundreds of millions more
children who are denied the oppor-
tunity to complete a secondary school
education to become the next genera-
tion of doctors, nurses, lawyers, sci-

in countries around the
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entists, and teachers. These statistics
represent an unconscionable misuse of
human potential—a misuse that we can
and must remedy.

I have introduced legislation—the
Education for All Act—that would en-
able the U.S. Government to make a
significant commitment to reach the
2015 goal and help children in devel-
oping countries, particularly areas ex-
periencing conflict or humanitarian
emergencies, have access to a quality
basic education. But I would also en-
courage my colleagues to support in-
creased appropriations for basic edu-
cation programs, and as this legisla-
tion moves forward, I will work with
my colleagues to ensure that the
United States is in the strongest posi-
tion to meet its 2015 goal and make
education for all a reality. This is not
only the right thing to do for the
world’s children; it is right thing and
the smart thing to do for this country.e

————

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION ACT

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the fiscal year 2008
Military Construction, Veterans Af-
fairs and Related Agencies Appropria-
tion Act. The bill includes funding for
critical renovations and repairs to
military facilities and military family
housing. The brave men and women of
our Armed Forces are serving honor-
ably under intense strains in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan and elsewhere. We must take
care of them and their families while
they serve and when they return. This
bill reverses a disturbing trend in re-
cent years by finally providing suffi-
cient funds to care for our Nation’s
veterans. I hope that we will have the
chance soon to vote for a conference re-
port reflecting the priorities in this
bill so that there will be no delay—as
there has been in recent years—in get-
ting the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs urgently needed funds. And I will
continue working to make sure that
this bill is only the beginning of a last-
ing commitment to providing veterans
the best health care and benefits avail-
able.

I was particularly pleased that the
Senate adopted my amendment requir-
ing that the Government Account-
ability Office, GAO, study how the VA
can best care for the mental health
needs of female veterans. I decided to
introduce this amendment after hear-
ing concerns directly from Wisconsin
veterans about insufficient mental
health services for women. The number
of women in the Armed Forces has
grown rapidly, as has their exposure to
combat. While the VA has taken im-
portant steps to establish services for
women, there is little data on how VA
mental health care funds are being
used to address the needs of women. In-
deed, mental health experts recently
testified before the Congress that the
VA does not have the capacity to ad-
dress the needs of women veterans.

September 7, 2007

This study will help ensure that the
Veterans Administration dedicates the
funds needed to care for women vet-
erans.

I was pleased to support Senator
BROWN’s amendment to ensure that the
Veterans Administration abides by ex-
isting law which prohibits unnecessary
studies on the privatization of VA
functions and requires public-private
competitions before outsourcing gov-
ernment jobs. This bill also includes
additional funds for the Beneficiary
Travel Program, an important VA pro-
gram that benefits numerous Wis-
consin veterans who live far from VA
medical facilities.

The bill includes $15 million for fund-
ing for gulf war illnesses research. I
strongly support research into treat-
ments for these debilitating illnesses.
Nearly 200,000 gulf war veterans—one
in four of those who served—suffer
from chronic multisymptom illness as
a result of serving in the gulf, accord-
ing to the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs most recent study. These illnesses
combine debilitating headaches, wide-
spread muscle and joint pain, severe fa-
tigue, cognitive problems, and other
abnormalities. Current and future
American military forces, as well as ci-
vilians, are also at risk of similar expo-
sure.

Yet according to members of the Re-
search Advisory Committee on Gulf
War Veterans Illnesses, of all the
money spent on research in this area—
over $300 million over the past 12
years—only two studies have been done
on treatments. It is time to accept that
these are serious neurological illnesses
and shift research to the identification
of treatments. A promising pilot pro-
gram to identify treatments and diag-
nostic tests was initiated last year by
the Department of Defense Congres-
sionally Directed Medical Research
Program. I call on the Department to
dedicate the funds appropriated in this
act to the identification of treatments
for these illnesses.

I understand that concerns have been
expressed about the Veterans Adminis-
tration leasing property at the West
Los Angeles VA Medical Facility to
private enterprises that are inappro-
priate for the hallowed grounds of a
soldier’s home. I supported Senator
DEMINT’s unsuccessful amendment to
delete language from the bill prohib-
iting the VA from leasing excess prop-
erty at the West Los Angeles medical
facility under any circumstances be-
cause I do not believe that this lan-
guage is in the best interests of vet-
erans.

The GAO has reported that, histori-
cally, the VA has spent as many as 1 in
4 of its health care dollars on main-
taining its facilities and land, includ-
ing properties that are no longer fit for
the provision of medical services and
are no longer in use. In order to better
capitalize on its assets, the VA has
conducted a nationwide review and pre-
pared a plan to make the best use of its
property. This plan is supported by a
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broad coalition of veterans service or-
ganizations, and Congress should take
care before carving out exceptions to
this policy. This does not mean, how-
ever, that just any lease will do. The
VA must incorporate the views of local
veterans groups whenever it makes de-
cisions about how to utilize its prop-
erty and any lease must preserve the
integrity of the VA grounds.

This bill includes over $1 billion for
National Guard and Reserve construc-
tion. For too long, the needs of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve have not
been adequately funded even while
their responsibilities at home and
abroad have grown exponentially. This
bill increases funds for the National
Guard and Reserve commensurate with
their growing responsibilities.

I am concerned that the Department
of Defense, according to the report of
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
has ‘“‘yet to provide a comprehensive
plan detailing the scope and cost of the
total military construction require-
ment’”’ associated with the increase in
end strength of the Army and Marine
Corps. Nor has the Defense Department
properly accounted for the tremendous
increase in the cost of realigning its
force structure. And I am concerned
that the Defense Department is pro-
ceeding with major new construction
at Camp Lemonier in Djibouti even be-
fore the new AFRICOM commander has
been confirmed, thereby undermining
the stated goal of creating a more co-
hesive and coordinated approach to se-
curity in Africa. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on African Affairs of
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, I am committed to ongoing
oversight of the role of our Armed
Forces in the overall U.S. strategy to-
wards the African continent.

In conclusion, I am pleased that the
Senate voted today to support the
needs of members of the Armed Forces,
the Reserves, veterans and their fami-
lies. They have served our Nation self-
lessly and deserve our enduring sup-
port.

——————

RETIREMENT OF ALEXIS T. LUM

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would
like to recognize a great American and
a remarkable man, who has an excep-
tional record of public service. He has
honorably served our country with dis-
tinction for over 43 years of active duty
and National Guard Service, as well as
16 years of service as my executive as-
sistant.

GEN Alexis Lum retired in February
1991 as the adjutant general for the
State of Hawaii Army National Guard.
His military service began in 1945,
when he was drafted shortly after grad-
uating from Roosevelt High School in
Honolulu. He served as an enlisted man
in the Pacific, attaining the rank of
staff sergeant. When discharged in 1947,
he became a student at the University
of Hawaii where he received his bach-
elor of science degree in civil engineer-
ing and a ROTC commission as a sec-
ond lieutenant.
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He was recalled to active duty in
April 1951 for the Korean conflict and
served as an infantry platoon leader.
Released from active duty in 1954, he
then joined the Hawaii Army National
Guard as a first lieutenant. As a major,
he was part of the National Guard call-
up in 1968 and served in the Republic of
Vietnam, initially as the executive of-
fice of an engineer battalion. Promoted
to lieutenant colonel while on this
tour, he served his last 4 months in
Vietnam as commander of the same
battalion.

His National Guard service included
varied command and staff positions. He
was promoted to brigadier general in
1980 and was assigned as the assistant
adjutant general, Army. In 1982 he was
appointed as the adjutant general, Ha-
waii by Governor George Ariyoshi and
was promoted to the rank of major
general. He attended many military
service schools including the Army’s
Command, General Staff College, and
the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces. His military decorations in-
clude the Distinguished Service Medal,
the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star
Medal, the Meritorious Service Medal
with cluster, the Army Commendation
Medal, and numerous service medals.

In his civilian life, between tours of
active duty, he was an engineer with
the Navy Civil Service at the Naval
Ammunition Depot, Lualualei, Oahu.
He started as a junior engineer in 1954
when he was released from active duty.
He progressed to the director of the en-
gineering division and deputy public
works officer for the Naval Ammuni-
tion Depot. He retired from Federal
civil service in 1982, when he was ap-
pointed the adjutant general.

His wife is Leimomi—Momi—
Mookini Lum. She served for 32 years
with the Honolulu Police Department,
as a police investigator, and retired in
1982. Her last 20 years of police service
involved working in the juvenile crime
prevention division of the Police De-
partment. Together they have three
children, Mrs. Angela Thomas, Mrs.
Alexia Carvalho, and Mr. Oliver Lum,
and four granddaughters.

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his
secretaries.

———————

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
and a withdrawal which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate
proceedings.)

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:
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By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 1692. A bill to grant a Federal charter to
Korean War Veterans Association, Incor-
porated.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. SANDERS:

S. 2031. A bill to amend the Social Security
Act to provide grants and flexibility through
demonstration projects for States to provide
universal, comprehensive, cost-effective sys-
tems of health care coverage, with simplified
administration; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and Ms.
CANTWELL):

S. 2032. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out a competitive grant
program for the Puget Sound area to provide
comprehensive conservation planning to ad-
dress water quality; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and
Mr. ROCKEFELLER):

S. 2033. A bill to provide for greater disclo-
sure to, and empowerment of, consumers
who have entered into a contract for cellular
telephone service; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr.
VITTER):

S. Res. 310. A resolution commending the
city of Lafayette, Louisiana , for engaging in
a year-long celebration of the 250th anniver-
sary of the birth of Marie-Joseph-Paul-Yves-
Roch-Gilbert Du Motier, commonly known
as the Marquis de Lafayette; considered and
agreed to.

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mrs.
DOLE, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. WYDEN):

S. Res. 311. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month; considered and agreed to.

——————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 206

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 206, a bill to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to repeal the
Government pension offset and wind-
fall elimination provisions.

S. 415

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 415, a bill to amend the
Revised Statutes of the United States
to prevent the use of the legal system
in a manner that extorts money from
State and local governments, and the
Federal Government, and inhibits such
governments’ constitutional actions
under the first, tenth, and fourteenth
amendments.
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S. 940
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 940, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently
extend the subpart F exemption for ac-
tive financing income.
S. 988
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 988, a bill to extend the termi-
nation date for the exemption of re-
turning workers from the numerical
limitations for temporary workers.
S. 1145
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1145, a bill to amend title 35,
United States Code, to provide for pat-
ent reform.
S. 1150
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1150, a bill to enhance the State in-
spection of meat and poultry in the
United States, and for other purposes.
S. 1161
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1161, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to au-
thorize the expansion of medicare cov-
erage of medical nutrition therapy
services.
S. 1175
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1175, a bill to end the use of child
soldiers in hostilities around the world,
and for other purposes.
S. 1316
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1316, a bill to establish and
clarify that Congress does not author-
ize persons convicted of dangerous
crimes in foreign courts to freely pos-
sess firearms in the United States.
S. 1494
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1494, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to reauthor-
ize the special diabetes programs for
Type I diabetes and Indians under that
Act.
S. 1621
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1621, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
treat certain farming business machin-
ery and equipment as 5-year property
for purposes of depreciation.
S. 1944
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is-
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land (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1944, a bill to provide
justice for victims of state-sponsored
terrorism.
S. RES. 292

At the request of Mr. THUNE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 292, a resolution designating the
week beginning September 9, 2007, as
‘““National Assisted Living Week”’.

————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

S. 1692. A bill to grant a Federal charter to
Korean War Veterans Association, Incor-
porated.

————————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself and
Ms. CANTWELL):

S. 2032. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to carry out a
competitive grant program for the
Puget Sound area to provide com-
prehensive conservation planning to
address water quality; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent 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. 2032

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 ‘‘Puget Sound
Watershed Comprehensive Conservation
Project Act of 2007"°.

SEC. 2. COMPREHENSIVE CONSERVATION PLAN-
NING FOR PUGET SOUND AREA.

(a) GRANT PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (referred to in this Act as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) shall carry out a competitive grant
program for the Puget Sound area to provide
comprehensive conservation planning to ad-
dress water quality.

(2) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall enter into cooperative agree-
ments with State and local governments, In-
dian tribes, or nongovernmental entities
with a history of working with agricultural
producers to carry out projects under the
program.

(b) ASSISTANCE.—In carrying out the pro-
gram, the Secretary may—

(1) provide project demonstration grants
and technical assistance and carry out infor-
mation and education programs to improve
water quality in the Puget Sound area by re-
ducing soil erosion and improving sediment
control; and

(2) provide a priority for projects and ac-
tivities that directly reduce soil erosion or
improve water quality.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2008 through 2012 to carry out the program.
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SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 310—COM-
MENDING THE CITY OF LAFAY-
ETTE, LOUISIANA, FOR ENGAG-
ING IN A YEAR-LONG CELEBRA-
TION OF THE 250TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE BIRTH OF MARIE-
JOSEPH-PAUL-YVES-ROCH-GIL-
BERT DU MOTIER, COMMONLY
KNOWN AS THE MARQUIS DE LA-
FAYETTE

Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr.
VITTER) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. REs. 310

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette was
born on September 6, 1757, and occupies an
important place in the history of the United
States;

Whereas Lafayette demonstrated consider-
able military skill, valor, and dedication as
he fought alongside American revolutionary
fighters during their struggle for independ-
ence, and was voted by Congress the rank
and commission of major general in the Con-
tinental Army;

Whereas Lafayette’s military service was
invaluable to General George Washington
during many Revolutionary War battles,
earning him his reputation as ‘‘the soldier’s
friend”’;

Whereas Lafayette’s leadership and mili-
tary ingenuity during the Battle of York-
town, Virginia, led to the defeat of British
General Lord Charles Cornwallis and subse-
quently the successful end to the American
Revolutionary War;

Whereas Lafayette’s advocacy in France on
behalf of the United States fostered positive
diplomatic relations and allowed for the
Louisiana Purchase;

Whereas Lafayette’s status as a native
French speaker, in combination with his
dedication to democracy in America,
prompted Thomas Jefferson to request that
the Marquis serve as the Governor of Lou-
isiana;

Whereas Lafayette symbolizes the assist-
ance America received from Europe during
the struggle for independence;

Whereas United States aid to France dur-
ing the World Wars of 1917-1918 and 1941-1945
stemmed in part from shared values of de-
mocracy and freedom, which Lafayette
strongly supported;

Whereas the friendship between the people
of the United States and France has not di-
minished;

Whereas continued relationships between
the United States and France are important
to the success of our global partnerships;

Whereas the town of Vermilionville, Lou-
isiana, was renamed Lafayette in 1884 in
honor of the Marquis de Lafayette; and

Whereas the city of Lafayette, Louisiana,
in the heart of the Acadiana region, exhibits
a rich French heritage: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) honors the Marquis de Lafayette on the
250th anniversary of his birth; and

(2) commends the city of Lafayette, Lou-
isiana, for engaging in a year-long celebra-
tion of this anniversary.

———
SENATE RESOLUTION  311—SUP-
PORTING THE GOALS AND

IDEALS OF NATIONAL OVARIAN
CANCER AWARENESS MONTH

Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mrs.
DOLE, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. MENENDEZ,
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Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. WYDEN) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was considered and agreed to:

S. REs. 311

Whereas ovarian cancer is the deadliest of
all gynecological cancers, and the reported
incidence of ovarian cancer is increasing
over time;

Whereas ovarian cancer is the 5th leading
cause of cancer deaths among women in the
United States;

Whereas all women are at risk for ovarian
cancer, and 90 percent of women diagnosed
with ovarian cancer do not have a family
history that puts them at higher risk;

Whereas the Pap smear is sensitive and
specific to the early detection of cervical
cancer, but not to ovarian cancer;

Whereas there is currently no reliable and
easy-to-administer screening test used for
the early detection of ovarian cancer;

Whereas many people are unaware that the
symptoms of ovarian cancer often include
bloating, pelvic or abdominal pain, difficulty
eating or feeling full quickly, and urinary
symptoms, among several other symptoms
that are easily confused with other diseases;

Whereas due to the lack of a reliable early
screening test, 75 percent of cases of ovarian
cancer are detected at an advanced stage,
when the 5-year survival rate is only 50 per-
cent, a much lower rate than for many other
cancers;

Whereas if ovarian cancer is diagnosed and
treated at an early stage before the cancer
spreads outside of the ovary, the treatment
is potentially less costly, and the survival
rate is as high as 90 percent;

Whereas there are factors that are known
to reduce the risk for ovarian cancer and
play an important role in the prevention of
the disease;

Whereas awareness and early recognition
of ovarian cancer symptoms are currently
the best way to save women’s lives;

Whereas the Ovarian Cancer National Alli-
ance, during the month of September, holds
a number of events to increase public aware-
ness of ovarian cancer; and

Whereas a National Ovarian Cancer Aware-
ness Month should be designated to increase
the awareness of the public regarding the
cancer: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate supports the
goals and ideals of National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month.

———

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Friday, September 7, at 9
a.m. in open session, and possibly
closed session, to receive a report on
the Government Accountability Of-
fice’s assessment of 18 Iraq bench-
marks.

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

————

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent
that Ann Clough, a detailee in my of-
fice, be granted the privilege of the
floor for the remainder of the debate on
the conference report for H.R. 2669, the
College Cost Reduction and Access Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Lily Clark, a
fellow in my office, be granted the
privilege of the floor for the remainder
of this session.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———————

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND
VETERANS AFFAIRS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008

On Thursday, September 6, 2007, the
Senate passed H.R. 2642, as amended, as
follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:

That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for military construction, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2008, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY

For acquisition, construction, installation,
and equipment of temporary or permanent pub-
lic works, military installations, facilities, and
real property for the Army as currently author-
ized by law, including personnel in the Army
Corps of Engineers and other personal services
necessary for the purposes of this appropriation,
and for construction and operation of facilities
in support of the functions of the Commander in
Chief, $3,928,149,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2012: Provided, That of this
amount, not to exceed $317,149,000 shall be
available for study, planning, design, architect
and engineer services, and host nation support,
as authorized by law, unless the Secretary of
Defense determines that additional obligations
are necessary for such purposes and notifies the
Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of
Congress of the determination and the reasons
therefor.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY AND MARINE

CORPS

For acquisition, construction, installation,
and equipment of temporary or permanent pub-
lic works, naval installations, facilities, and real
property for the Navy and Marine Corps as cur-
rently authorized by law, including personnel in
the Naval Facilities Engineering Command and
other personal services necessary for the pur-
poses of this appropriation, $2,168,315,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2012: Pro-
vided, That of this amount, not to exceed
$115,258,000 shall be available for study, plan-
ning, design, and architect and engineer serv-
ices, as authorized by law, unless the Secretary
of Defense determines that additional obliga-
tions are necessary for such purposes and noti-
fies the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress of the determination and the
reasons therefor.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE

For acquisition, construction, installation,
and equipment of temporary or permanent pub-
lic works, military installations, facilities, and
real property for the Air Force as currently au-
thorized by law, $1,048,518,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That of
this amount, not to exceed $64,958,000 shall be
available for study, planning, design, and ar-
chitect and engineer services, as authorized by
law, unless the Secretary of Defense determines
that additional obligations are mnecessary for
such purposes and notifies the Committees on
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress of
the determination and the reasons therefor.
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE-WIDE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For acquisition, construction, installation,
and equipment of temporary or permanent pub-
lic works, installations, facilities, and real prop-
erty for activities and agencies of the Depart-
ment of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as currently authorized by law,
$1,758,755,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2012: Provided, That such amounts of
this appropriation as may be determined by the
Secretary of Defense may be transferred to such
appropriations of the Department of Defense
available for military construction or family
housing as the Secretary may designate, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes, and for the same time period, as the
appropriation or fund to which transferred:
Provided further, That of the amount appro-
priated, not to exceed $154,728,000 shall be avail-
able for study, planning, design, and architect
and engineer services, as authorized by law, un-
less the Secretary of Defense determines that ad-
ditional obligations are necessary for such pur-
poses and notifies the Committees on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress of the deter-
mination and the reasons therefor.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD

For construction, acquisition, exrpansion, re-
habilitation, and conversion of facilities for the
training and administration of the Army Na-
tional Guard, and contributions therefor, as au-
thoriced by chapter 1803 of title 10, United
States Code, and Military Construction Author-
ication Acts, $478,836,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2012.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD

For construction, acquisition, exrpansion, re-
habilitation, and conversion of facilities for the
training and administration of the Air National
Guard, and contributions therefor, as author-
ized by chapter 1803 of title 10, United States
Code, and Military Construction Authorization
Acts, $3228,995,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2012.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE

For construction, acquisition, expansion, re-
habilitation, and conversion of facilities for the
training and administration of the Army Re-
serve as authorized by chapter 1803 of title 10,
United States Code, and Military Construction
Authorization Acts, $138,424,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2012.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY RESERVE

For construction, acquisition, exrpansion, re-
habilitation, and conversion of facilities for the
training and administration of the reserve com-
ponents of the Navy and Marine Corps as au-
thorized by chapter 1803 of title 10, United
States Code, and Military Construction Author-
ication Acts, 359,150,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2012.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE RESERVE
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS)

For construction, acquisition, expansion, re-
habilitation, and conversion of facilities for the
training and administration of the Air Force Re-
serve as authoriced by chapter 1803 of title 10,
United States Code, and Military Construction
Authorization Acts, $27,559,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2012: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated for “Military Construc-
tion, Air Force Reserve’’ under Public Law 109-
114, $3,100,000 are hereby rescinded.

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION
SECURITY INVESTMENT PROGRAM

For the United States share of the cost of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization Security In-
vestment Program for the acquisition and con-
struction of military facilities and installations
(including international military headquarters)
and for related expenses for the collective de-
fense of the North Atlantic Treaty Area as au-
thorized by section 2806 of title 10, United States
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Code, and Military Construction Authorization
Acts, $201,400,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

FAMILY HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, ARMY

For expenses of family housing for the Army
for construction, including acquisition, replace-
ment, addition, expansion, extension, and alter-
ation, as authoriced by law, $419,400,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2012.

FAMILY HOUSING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
ARMY

For expenses of family housing for the Army
for operation and maintenance, including debt
payment, leasing, minor construction, principal
and interest charges, and insurance premiums,
as authorized by law, $742,920,000.

FAMILY HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, NAVY AND

MARINE CORPS

For expenses of family housing for the Navy
and Marine Corps for construction, including
acquisition, replacement, addition, expansion,
extension, and alteration, as authorized by law,
$288,329,000, to remain available until September
30, 2012.

FAMILY HOUSING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

For expenses of family housing for the Navy
and Marine Corps for operation and mainte-
nance, including debt payment, leasing, minor
construction, principal and interest charges,
and insurance premiums, as authorized by law,
$371,404,000.

FAMILY HOUSING CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE

For expenses of family housing for the Air
Force for construction, including acquisition,
replacement, addition, expansion, extension,
and alteration, as authoriced by law,
$362,747,000, to remain available until September
30, 2012.

FAMILY HOUSING OPERATION AND M AINTENANCE,
AIR FORCE

For expenses of family housing for the Air
Force for operation and maintenance, including
debt payment, leasing, minor construction, prin-
cipal and interest charges, and insurance pre-
miums, as authorized by law, $688,335,000.
FAMILY HOUSING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,

DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of family housing for the activi-
ties and agencies of the Department of Defense
(other than the military departments) for oper-
ation and maintenance, leasing, and minor con-
struction, as authorized by law, $48,848,000.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FAMILY HOUSING

IMPROVEMENT FUND

For the Department of Defense Family Hous-
ing Improvement Fund, $500,000, to remain
available until expended, for family housing ini-
tiatives undertaken pursuant to section 2883 of
title 10, United States Code, providing alter-
native means of acquiring and improving mili-
tary family housing and supporting facilities.

CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION CONSTRUCTION,

DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of construction, not otherwise
provided for, necessary for the destruction of
the United States stockpile of lethal chemical
agents and munitions in accordance with sec-
tion 1412 of the Department of Defense Author-
ieation Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C. 1521), and for the
destruction of other chemical warfare materials
that are not in the chemical weapon stockpile,
as currently authorized by law, $104,176,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2012, which
shall be only for the Assembled Chemical Weap-
ons Alternatives program.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE
ACCOUNT 1990

For deposit into the Department of Defense
Base Closure Account 1990, established by sec-
tion 2906(a)(1) of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990 (10 U.S.C. 2687 note),
$320,689,000, to remain available until expended.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE
ACCOUNT 2005

For deposit into the Department of Defense
Base Closure Account 2005, established by sec-
tion 2906A(a)(1) of the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990 (10 U.S.C. 2687
note), $8,174,315,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That funds made available
under this heading for the construction of facili-
ties are subject to the notification and re-
programming requirements applicable to military
construction projects under section 2853 of title
10, United States Code, and section 0703 of the
Department of Defense Financial Management
Regulation of December 1996, including the re-
quirement to obtain the approval of the congres-
sional defense committees prior to executing cer-
tain reprogramming actions.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. None of the funds made available in
this title shall be expended for payments under
a cost-plus-a-fired-fee contract for construction,
where cost estimates exceed $25,000, to be per-
formed within the United States, except Alaska,
without the specific approval in writing of the
Secretary of Defense setting forth the reasons
therefor.

SEC. 102. Funds made available in this title for
construction shall be available for hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles.

SEC. 103. Funds made available in this title for
construction may be used for advances to the
Federal Highway Administration, Department
of Transportation, for the construction of access
roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23,
United States Code, when projects authorized
therein are certified as important to the na-
tional defense by the Secretary of Defense.

SEC. 104. None of the funds made available in
this title may be used to begin construction of
new bases in the United States for which spe-
cific appropriations have not been made.

SEC. 105. None of the funds made available in
this title shall be used for purchase of land or
land easements in excess of 100 percent of the
value as determined by the Army Corps of Engi-
neers or the Naval Facilities Engineering Com-
mand, except: (1) where there is a determination
of value by a Federal court; (2) purchases nego-
tiated by the Attorney General or the designee
of the Attorney General; (3) where the estimated
value is less than $25,000; or (4) as otherwise de-
termined by the Secretary of Defense to be in
the public interest.

SEC. 106. None of the funds made available in
this title shall be used to: (1) acquire land; (2)
provide for site preparation; or (3) install utili-
ties for any family housing, except housing for
which funds have been made available in an-
nual Acts making appropriations for military
construction.

SEC. 107. None of the funds made available in
this title for minor construction may be used to
transfer or relocate any activity from one base
or installation to another, without prior notifi-
cation to the Committees on Appropriations of
both Houses of Congress.

SEC. 108. None of the funds made available in
this title may be used for the procurement of
steel for any construction project or activity for
which American steel producers, fabricators,
and manufacturers have been denied the oppor-
tunity to compete for such steel procurement.

SEC. 109. None of the funds available to the
Department of Defense for military construction
or family housing during the current fiscal year
may be used to pay real property tares in any
foreign nation.

SEC. 110. None of the funds made available in
this title may be used to initiate a new installa-
tion overseas without prior notification to the
Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of
Congress.

SEC. 111. None of the funds made available in
this title may be obligated for architect and en-
gineer contracts estimated by the Government to
exceed $500,000 for projects to be accomplished
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in Japan, in any North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation member country, or in countries bor-
dering the Arabian Sea if that country has not
increased its defense spending by at least 3 per-
cent in calendar year 2005, unless such con-
tracts are awarded to United States firms or
United States firms in joint venture with host
nation firms.

SEC. 112. None of the funds made available in
this title for military construction in the United
States territories and possessions in the Pacific
and on Kwajalein Atoll, or in countries bor-
dering the Arabian Sea, may be used to award
any contract estimated by the Government to ex-
ceed $1,000,000 to a foreign contractor: Provided,
That this section shall not be applicable to con-
tract awards for which the lowest responsive
and responsible bid of a United States con-
tractor exceeds the lowest responsive and re-
sponsible bid of a foreign contractor by greater
than 20 percent: Provided further, That this sec-
tion shall not apply to contract awards for mili-
tary construction on Kwajalein Atoll for which
the lowest responsive and responsible bid is sub-
mitted by a Marshallese contractor.

SEC. 113. The Secretary of Defense is to inform
the appropriate committees of both Houses of
Congress, including the Committees on Appro-
priations, of the plans and scope of any pro-
posed military exercise involving United States
personnel 30 days prior to its occurring, if
amounts expended for construction, either tem-
porary or permanent, are anticipated to exceed
3750,000.

SEC. 114. Not more than 20 percent of the
funds made available in this title which are lim-
ited for obligation during the current fiscal year
shall be obligated during the last two months of
the fiscal year.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 115. Funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Defense for construction in prior years
shall be available for construction authorized
for each such military department by the au-
thorizations enacted into law during the current
session of Congress.

SEC. 116. For military construction or family
housing projects that are being completed with
funds otherwise expired or lapsed for obligation,
expired or lapsed funds may be used to pay the
cost of associated supervision, inspection, over-
head, engineering and design on those projects
and on subsequent claims, if any.

SEC. 117. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any funds made available to a military
department or defense agency for the construc-
tion of military projects may be obligated for a
military construction project or contract, or for
any portion of such a project or contract, at any
time before the end of the fourth fiscal year
after the fiscal year for which funds for such
project were made available, if the funds obli-
gated for such project: (1) are obligated from
funds available for military construction
projects; and (2) do not exceed the amount ap-
propriated for such project, plus any amount by
which the cost of such project is increased pur-
suant to law.

SEC. 118. (a) The Secretary of Defense, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State, shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress, by February 15 of each
year, an annual report on actions taken by the
Department of Defense and the Department of
State during the previous fiscal year to encour-
age host countries to assume a greater share of
the common defense burden of such countries
and the United States.

(b) The report under subsection (a) shall in-
clude a description of—

(1) attempts to secure cash and in-kind con-
tributions from host countries for military con-
struction projects;

(2) attempts to achieve economic incentives of-
fered by host countries to encourage private in-
vestment for the benefit of the United States
Armed Forces;
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(3) attempts to recover funds due to be paid to
the United States by host countries for assets
deeded or otherwise imparted to host countries
upon the cessation of United States operations
at military installations;

(4) the amount spent by host countries on de-
fense, in dollars and in terms of the percent of
gross domestic product (GDP) of the host coun-
try; and

(5) for host countries that are members of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
the amount contributed to NATO by host coun-
tries, in dollars and in terms of the percent of
the total NATO budget.

(c) In this section, the term ‘‘host country’
means other member countries of NATO, Japan,
South Korea, and United States allies bordering
the Arabian Sea.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 119. In addition to any other transfer au-
thority available to the Department of Defense,
proceeds deposited to the Department of Defense
Base Closure Account established by section
207(a)(1) of the Defense Authorization Amend-
ments and Base Closure and Realignment Act
(10 U.S.C. 2687 mnote) pursuant to section
207(a)(2)(C) of such Act, may be transferred to
the account established by section 2906(a)(1) of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1990 (10 U.S.C. 2687 note), to be merged with,
and to be available for the same purposes and
the same time period as that account.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 120. Subject to 30 days prior notification
to the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress, such additional amounts as
may be determined by the Secretary of Defense
may be transferred to: (1) the Department of De-
fense Family Housing Improvement Fund from
amounts appropriated for construction in ‘‘Fam-
ily Housing’’ accounts, to be merged with and to
be available for the same purposes and for the
same period of time as amounts appropriated di-
rectly to the Fund; or (2) the Department of De-
fense Military Unaccompanied Housing Im-
provement Fund from amounts appropriated for
construction of military unaccompanied housing
in “Military Construction”’ accounts, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes and for the same period of time as
amounts appropriated directly to the Fund: Pro-
vided, That appropriations made available to
the Funds shall be available to cover the costs,
as defined in section 502(5) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, of direct loans or loan guar-
antees issued by the Department of Defense pur-
suant to the provisions of subchapter IV of
chapter 169 of title 10, United States Code, per-
taining to alternative means of acquiring and
improving military family housing, military un-
accompanied housing, and supporting facilities.

SEC. 121. (a) Not later than 60 days before
issuing any solicitation for a contract with the
private sector for military family housing the
Secretary of the military department concerned
shall submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress the notice de-
scribed in subsection (b).

(b)(1) A notice referred to in subsection (a) is
a notice of any guarantee (including the making
of mortgage or rental payments) proposed to be
made by the Secretary to the private party
under the contract involved in the event of—

(A) the closure or realignment of the installa-
tion for which housing is provided under the
contract;

(B) a reduction in force of units stationed at
such installation; or

(C) the extended deployment overseas of units
stationed at such installation.

(2) Each notice under this subsection shall
specify the nature of the guarantee involved
and assess the extent and likelihood, if any, of
the liability of the Federal Government with re-
spect to the guarantee.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 122. In addition to any other transfer au-

thority available to the Department of Defense,
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amounts may be transferred from the accounts
established by sections 2906(a)(1) and
2906 A(a)(1) of the Defense Base Closure and Re-
alignment Act of 1990 (10 U.S.C. 2687 note), to
the fund established by section 1013(d) of the
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop-
ment Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 3374) to pay for ex-
penses associated with the Homeowners Assist-
ance Program. Any amounts transferred shall be
merged with and be available for the same pur-
poses and for the same time period as the fund
to which transferred.

SEC. 123. Notwithstanding this or any other
provision of law, funds made available in this
title for operation and maintenance of family
housing shall be the exclusive source of funds
for repair and maintenance of all family hous-
ing units, including general or flag officer quar-
ters: Provided, That not more than $35,000 per
unit may be spent annually for the maintenance
and repair of any general or flag officer quar-
ters without 30 days prior notification to the
Committees on Appropriations of both Houses of
Congress, except that an after-the-fact notifica-
tion shall be submitted if the limitation is ex-
ceeded solely due to costs associated with envi-
ronmental remediation that could not be reason-
ably anticipated at the time of the budget sub-
mission: Provided further, That the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Comptroller) is to report an-
nually to the Committees on Appropriations of
both Houses of Congress all operation and main-
tenance expenditures for each individual gen-
eral or flag officer quarters for the prior fiscal
year: Provided further, That nothing in this sec-
tion precludes the Secretary of a military de-
partment, after notifying the congressional de-
fense committees and waiting 21 days, from
using funds derived under section 2601, chapter
403, chapter 603, or chapter 903 of title 10,
United States Code, for the maintenance or re-
pair of general and flag officer quarters at the
military service academy under the jurisdiction
of that Secretary: Provided further, That each
Secretary of a military department shall provide
an annual report by February 15 to the congres-
sional defense committees on the amount of
funds that were derived under section 2601,
chapter 403, chapter 603, or chapter 903 of title
10, United States Code, in the previous year and
were obligated for the construction, improve-
ment, repair, or maintenance of any military fa-
cility or infrastructure.

SEC. 124. Amounts contained in the Ford Is-
land Improvement Account established by sub-
section (h) of section 2814 of title 10, United
States Code, are appropriated and shall be
available until expended for the purposes speci-
fied in subsection (i)(1) of such section or until
transferred pursuant to subsection (i)(3) of such
section.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 125. None of the funds made available in
this title, or in any Act making appropriations
for military construction which remain available
for obligation, may be obligated or expended to
carry out a military construction, land acquisi-
tion, or family housing project at or for a mili-
tary installation approved for closure, or at a
military installation for the purposes of sup-
porting a function that has been approved for
realignment to another installation, in 2005
under the Defense Base Closure and Realign-
ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public
Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note), unless such a
project at a military installation approved for
realignment will support a continuing mission
or function at that installation or a new mission
or function that is planned for that installation,
or unless the Secretary of Defense certifies that
the cost to the United States of carrying out
such project would be less than the cost to the
United States of cancelling such project, or if
the project is at an active component base that
shall be established as an enclave or in the case
of projects having multi-agency use, that an-
other Government agency has indicated it will
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assume ownership of the completed project. The
Secretary of Defense may not transfer funds
made available as a result of this limitation from
any military construction project, land acquisi-
tion, or family housing project to another ac-
count or use such funds for another purpose or
project without the prior approval of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of both Houses of
Congress. This section shall not apply to mili-
tary construction projects, land acquisition, or
family housing projects for which the project is
vital to the national security or the protection of
health, safety, or environmental quality: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense shall no-
tify the congressional defense committees within
seven days of a decision to carry out such a
military construction project.

SEC. 126. Funds made available by this title
for the construction of facilities identified in the
State table of the report accompanying this Act
as “‘Grow the Force’ projects are subject to the
notification and reprogramming requirements
applicable to military construction projects
under section 2853 of title 10, United States
Code, and section 0703 of the Department of De-
fense Financial Management Regulation of De-
cember 1996, including the requirement to obtain
the approval of the congressional defense com-
mittees prior to erecuting certain reprogramming
actions.

TITLE II

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS PROGRAMS
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the payment of compensation benefits to
or on behalf of veterans and a pilot program for
disability examinations as authorized by law (38
U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18, 51, 53, 55, and
61); pension benefits to or on behalf of veterans
as authoriced by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 15, 51,
53, b5, and 61; 92 Stat. 2508); and burial benefits,
the Reinstated Entitlement Program for Sur-
vivors, emergency and other officers’ retirement
pay, adjusted-service credits and certificates,
payment of premiums due on commercial life in-
surance policies guaranteed under the provi-
sions of title IV of the Servicemembers Civil Re-
lief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 540 et seq.) and for other
benefits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107,
1312, 1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and
61; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45 Stat. 735; 76 Stat. 1198),
$41,236,322,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That not to exceed $28,583,000
of the amount appropriated under this heading
shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’ and ‘‘Medical administration’ for nec-
essary expenses in implementing the provisions
of chapters 51, 53, and 55 of title 38, United
States Code, the funding source for which is
specifically provided as the ‘‘Compensation and
pensions’”’ appropriation: Provided further,
That such sums as may be earned on an actual
qualifying patient basis, shall be reimbursed to
“Medical care collections fund’’ to augment the
funding of individual medical facilities for nurs-
ing home care provided to pensioners as author-
ieed.

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS

For the payment of readjustment and rehabili-
tation benefits to or on behalf of veterans as au-
thorizced by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 30, 31,
34, 35, 36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61), $3,300,289,000,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That expenses for rehabilitation program serv-
ices and assistance which the Secretary is au-
thorized to provide under section 3104(a) of title
38, United States Code, other than under sub-
section (a)(1), (2), (5), and (11) of that section,
shall be charged to this account.

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES

For military and naval insurance, national
service life insurance, servicemen’s indemnities,
service-disabled wveterans insurance, and vet-
erans mortgage life insurance as authorized by
title 38, United States Code, chapter 19; 70 Stat.



S11274

887; 72 Stat. 487, 341,250,000, to remain available
until expended.

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans,
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the
program, as authorized by subchapters I
through III of chapter 37 of title 38, United
States Code: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That dur-
ing fiscal year 2008, within the resources avail-
able, not to exceed $500,000 in gross obligations
for direct loans are authorized for specially
adapted housing loans.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan pro-
grams, $154,562,000.

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM

ACCOUNT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $71,000, as au-
thorized by chapter 31 of title 38, United States
Code: Provided, That such costs, including the
cost of modifying such loans, shall be as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974: Provided further, That funds made
available under this heading are available to
subsidize gross obligations for the principal
amount of direct loans not to exceed $3,287,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program,
$311,000, which may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General op-
erating expenses’’.

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out the
direct loan program authoriced by subchapter V
of chapter 37 of title 38, United States Code,
3628,000.

GUARANTEED TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOANS FOR
HOMELESS VETERANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the administrative exrpenses to carry out
the guaranteed transitional housing loan pro-
gram authorized by subchapter VI of chapter 37
of title 38, United States Code, not to exceed
3750,000 of the amounts appropriated by this Act
for “General operating expenses’ and ‘‘Medical
services’ may be exrpended.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION
MEDICAL SERVICES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for furnishing, as au-
thorized by law, inpatient and outpatient care
and treatment to beneficiaries of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and veterans described
in section 1705(a) of title 38, United States Code,
including care and treatment in facilities not
under the jurisdiction of the Department, and
including medical supplies and equipment, food
services, and salaries and expenses of health-
care employees hired wunder title 38, United
States Code, and aid to State homes as author-
ized by section 1741 of title 38, United States
Code; $28,979,220,000, plus reimbursements: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available under
this heading, not to exceed $1,350,000,000 shall
remain available until September 30, 2009: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall establish a priority for treatment for
veterans who are service-connected disabled,
lower income, or have special meeds: Provided
further, That, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall give priority funding for the provision of
basic medical benefits to veterans in enrollment
priovity groups 1 through 6: Provided further,
That, notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs may au-
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thorize the dispensing of prescription drugs from
Veterans Health Administration facilities to en-
rolled veterans with privately written prescrip-
tions based on requirements established by the
Secretary: Provided further, That the implemen-
tation of the program described in the previous
proviso shall incur no additional cost to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs: Provided further,
That for the Department of Defense/Department
of Veterans Affairs Health Care Sharing Incen-
tive Fund, as authorized by section 8111(d) of
title 38, United States Code, a minimum of
$15,000,000, to remain available until expended,
for any purpose authorized by section 8111 of
title 38, United States Code.
MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses in the administration
of the medical, hospital, nursing home, domi-
ciliary, construction, supply, and research ac-
tivities, as authorized by law; administrative ex-
penses in support of capital policy activities;
and administrative and legal expenses of the
Department for collecting and recovering
amounts owed the Department as authorized
under chapter 17 of title 38, United States Code,
and Federal Medical Care Recovery Act (42
U.S.C. 2651 et seq.): $3,642,000,000, plus reim-
bursements, of which $250,000,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2009.

MEDICAL FACILITIES

For necessary expenses for the maintenance
and operation of hospitals, nursing homes, and
domiciliary facilities and other necessary facili-
ties for the Veterans Health Administration; for
administrative expenses in support of planning,
design, project management, real property ac-
quisition and disposition, construction and ren-
ovation of any facility under the jurisdiction or
for the use of the Department; for oversight, en-
gineering and architectural activities not
charged to project costs; for repairing, altering,
improving or providing facilities in the several
hospitals and homes under the jurisdiction of
the Department, not otherwise provided for, ei-
ther by contract or by the hire of temporary em-
ployees and purchase of materials; for leases of
facilities; and for laundry services,
$4,092,000,000, plus reimbursements, of which
$350,000,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2009: Provided, That not less than
$350,000,000 for mon-recurring maintenance pro-
vided under this heading shall be allocated in a
manner not subject to the Veterans Equitable
Resource Allocation.

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For mecessary expenses in carrying out pro-
grams of medical and prosthetic research and
development as authorized by chapter 73 of title
38, United States Code, $500,000,000, plus reim-
bursements, to remain available until September
30, 2009.

NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the National Ceme-
tery Administration for operations and mainte-
nance, not otherwise provided for, including
uniforms or allowances therefor; cemeterial ex-
penses as authorized by law; purchase of one
passenger motor vehicle for use in cemeterial op-
erations; and hire of passenger motor vehicles,
$217,709,000, of which not to exceed $25,000,000
shall remain available until September 30, 2009.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For nmecessary operating expenses of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including administrative expenses in
support of Department-wide capital planning,
management and policy activities, uniforms or
allowances therefor; not to exceed $25,000 for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses;
hire of passenger motor vehicles; and reimburse-
ment of the General Services Administration for
security guard services, and the Department of
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Defense for the cost of overseas employee mail,
$1,612,031,000: Provided, That expenses for serv-
ices and assistance authoriced under para-
graphs (1), (2), (5), and (11) of section 3104(a) of
title 38, United States Code, that the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs determines are necessary to
enable entitled veterans: (1) to the maximum ex-
tent feasible, to become employable and to ob-
tain and maintain suitable employment; or (2) to
achieve maximum independence in daily living,
shall be charged to this account: Provided fur-
ther, That the Veterans Benefits Administration
shall be funded at not less than $1,329,044,000:
Provided further, That of the funds made avail-
able wunder this heading, mnot to exceed
$75,000,000 shall be available for obligation until
September 30, 2009: Provided further, That from
the funds made available under this heading,
the Veterans Benefits Administration may pur-
chase up to two passenger motor vehicles for use
in operations of that Administration in Manila,
Philippines.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For mnecessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General, to include information tech-
nology, in carrying out the provisions of the In-
spector General Act of 1978, $88,700,000, of
which $3,630,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2009.

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending and im-
proving any of the facilities including parking
projects under the jurisdiction or for the use of
the Department of Veterans Affairs, or for any
of the purposes set forth in sections 316, 2404,
2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122
of title 38, United States Code, including plan-
ning, architectural and engineering services,
construction management services, maintenance
or guarantee period services costs associated
with equipment guarantees provided under the
project, services of claims analysts, offsite utility
and storm drainage system construction costs,
and site acquisition, where the estimated cost of
a project is more than the amount set forth in
section 8104(a)(3)(4) of title 38, United States
Code, or where funds for a project were made
available in a previous major project appropria-
tion, $727,400,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be to make re-
imbursements as provided in section 13 of the
Contract Disputes Act of 1978 (41 U.S.C. 612) for
claims paid for contract disputes: Provided,
That except for advance planning activities, in-
cluding meeds assessments which may or may
not lead to capital investments, and other cap-
ital asset management related activities, such as
portfolio development and management activi-
ties, and investment strategy studies funded
through the advance planning fund and the
planning and design activities funded through
the design fund and CARES funds, including
needs assessments which may or may not lead to
capital investments, none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be used for any
project which has not been approved by the
Congress in the budgetary process: Provided
further, That funds provided in this appropria-
tion for fiscal year 2008, for each approved
project (except those for CARES activities ref-
erenced above) shall be obligated: (1) by the
awarding of a construction documents contract
by September 30, 2008; and (2) by the awarding
of a construction contract by September 30, 2009:
Provided further, That the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall promptly report in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress any approved major con-
struction project in which obligations are not
incurred within the time limitations established
above.
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CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending, and im-
proving any of the facilities including parking
projects under the jurisdiction or for the use of
the Department of Veterans Affairs, including
planning and assessments of needs which may
lead to capital investments, architectural and
engineering services, maintenance or guarantee
period services costs associated with equipment
guarantees provided under the project, services
of claims analysts, offsite utility and storm
drainage system construction costs, and site ac-
quisition, or for any of the purposes set forth in
sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108,
8109, 8110, 8122, and 8162 of title 38, United
States Code, where the estimated cost of a
project is equal to or less than the amount set
forth in section 8104(a)(3)(A) of title 38, United
States Code, $751,398,000, to remain available
until expended, along with unobligated balances
of previous ‘‘Construction, minor projects’ ap-
propriations which are hereby made available
for any project where the estimated cost is equal
to or less than the amount set forth in such sec-
tion for: (1) repairs to any of the nonmedical fa-
cilities under the jurisdiction or for the use of
the Department which are necessary because of
loss or damage caused by any natural disaster
or catastrophe; and (2) temporary measures nec-
essary to prevent or to minimize further loss by
such causes.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE EXTENDED

CARE FACILITIES

For grants to assist States to acquire or con-
struct State nursing home and domiciliary fa-
cilities and to remodel, modify or alter existing
hospital, nursing home and domiciliary facilities
in State homes, for furnishing care to veterans
as authorized by sections 8131-8137 of title 38,
United States Code, $250,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE VETERANS

CEMETERIES

For grants to aid States in establishing, ex-
panding, or improving State veterans cemeteries
as authorized by section 2408 of title 38, United
States Code, $100,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS

For necessary expenses for information tech-
nology systems and telecommunications support,
including developmental information systems
and operational information systems; including
pay and associated cost for operations and
maintenance associated staff; for the capital
asset acquisition of information technology sys-
tems, including management and related con-
tractual costs of said acquisitions, including
contractual costs associated with operations au-
thorized by section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code, $1,898,000,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2009: Provided, That none of these
funds may be obligated until the Department of
Veterans Affairs submits to the Committees on
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress, and
such Committees approve, a plan for expendi-
ture that: (1) meets the capital planning and in-
vestment control review requirements established
by the Office of Management and Budget; (2)
complies with the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs enterprise architecture; (3) conforms with
an established enterprise life cycle methodology;
and (4) complies with the acquisition rules, re-
quirements, guidelines, and systems acquisition
management practices of the Federal Govern-
ment: Provided further, That within 60 days of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs shall submit to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of both Houses of Congress a re-
programming base letter which provides, by
project, the costs included in this appropriation.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 201. Any appropriation for fiscal year
2008, in this Act or any other Act, for ‘“‘Com-
pensation and pensions’, ‘‘Readjustment bene-
fits”’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance and indem-
nities”’ may be transferred as necessary to any
other of the mentioned appropriations: Pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

vided, That before a transfer may take place,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall request
from the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress the authority to make the
transfer and an approval is issued, or absent a
response, a period of 30 days has elapsed.
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 202. Amounts made available for fiscal
year 2008, in this Act or any other Act, under
the ‘“‘Medical services’, ‘‘Medical Administra-
tion”’, and ‘‘Medical facilities’’ accounts may be
transferred between the accounts to the extent
necessary to implement the restructuring of the
Veterans Health Administration accounts: Pro-
vided, That before a transfer may take place,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall request
from the Committees on Appropriations of both
Houses of Congress the authority to make the

transfer and an approval is issued.
SEC. 203. Appropriations available in this title

for salaries and expenses shall be available for
services authorized by section 3109 of title 5,
United States Code, hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles; lease of a facility or land or both; and
uniforms or allowances therefor, as authorized
by sections 5901-5902 of title 5, United States
Code.

SEC. 204. No appropriations in this title (ex-
cept the appropriations for ‘‘Construction,
magjor projects’”’, and ‘‘Construction, minor
projects’’) shall be available for the purchase of
any Site for the construction of any new hos-
pital or home.

SEC. 205. No appropriations in this title shall
be available for hospitalization or examination
of any persons (except beneficiaries entitled
under the laws bestowing such benefits to vet-
erans, and persons receiving such treatment
under sections 7901-7904 of title 5, United States
Code or the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et
seq.)), unless reimbursement of cost is made to
the ““Medical services’ account at such rates as
may be fixed by the Secretary of Veterans Af-

fairs.

SEC. 206. Appropriations available in this title
for “Compensation and pensions’, ‘‘Readjust-
ment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance and
indemnities’’ shall be available for payment of
prior year accrued obligations required to be re-
corded by law against the corresponding prior
year accounts within the last quarter of fiscal
year 2007.

SEC. 207. Appropriations available in this title
shall be available to pay prior year obligations
of corresponding prior year appropriations ac-
counts resulting from sections 3328(a), 3334, and
3712(a) of title 31, United States Code, except
that if such obligations are from trust fund ac-
counts they shall be payable from ‘‘Compensa-
tion and pensions’’.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 208. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, during fiscal year 2008, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall, from the National Serv-
ice Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1920), the
Veterans’ Special Life Insurance Fund (38
U.S.C. 1923), and the United States Government
Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1955), reimburse
the ‘“‘General operating expenses’ account for
the cost of administration of the insurance pro-
grams financed through those accounts: Pro-
vided, That reimbursement shall be made only
from the surplus earnings accumulated in an in-
surance program in fiscal year 2008 that are
available for dividends in that program after
claims have been paid and actuarially deter-
mined reserves have been set aside: Provided
further, That if the cost of administration of an
insurance program exceeds the amount of sur-
plus earnings accumulated in that program, re-
imbursement shall be made only to the extent of
such surplus earnings: Provided further, That
the Secretary shall determine the cost of admin-
istration for fiscal year 2008 which is properly
allocable to the provision of each insurance pro-
gram and to the provision of any total disability
income insurance included in such insurance
program.

SEC. 209. Amounts deducted from enhanced-
use lease proceeds to reimburse an account for
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expenses incurred by that account during a
prior fiscal year for providing enhanced-use
lease services, may be obligated during the fiscal
year in which the proceeds are received.
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 210. Funds available in this title or funds
for salaries and other administrative expenses
shall also be available to reimburse the Office of
Resolution Management and the Office of Em-
ployment Discrimination Complaint Adjudica-
tion for all services provided at rates which will
recover actual costs but mot exceed $32,067,000
for the Office of Resolution Management and
$3,148,000 for the Office of Employment and Dis-
crimination Complaint Adjudication: Provided,
That payments may be made in advance for
services to be furnished based on estimated
costs: Provided further, That amounts received
shall be credited to ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’ for use by the office that provided the
service.

SEC. 211. No appropriations in this title shall
be available to enter into any new lease of real
property if the estimated annual rental is more
than $300,000 unless the Secretary submits a re-
port which the Committees on Appropriations of
both Houses of Congress approve within 30 days
following the date on which the report is re-

ceived.

SEC. 212. No funds of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs shall be available for hospital
care, nursing home care, or medical services pro-
vided to any person under chapter 17 of title 38,
United States Code, for a non-service-connected
disability described in section 1729(a)(2) of such
title, unless that person has disclosed to the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, in such form as the
Secretary may require, current, accurate third-
party reimbursement information for purposes of
section 1729 of such title: Provided, That the
Secretary may recover, in the same manner as
any other debt due the United States, the rea-
sonable charges for such care or services from
any person who does not make such disclosure
as required: Provided further, That any
amounts so recovered for care or services pro-
vided in a prior fiscal year may be obligated by
the Secretary during the fiscal year in which
amounts are received.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 213. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, at the discretion of the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs, proceeds or revenues derived from
enhanced-use leasing activities (including dis-
posal) may be deposited into the ‘‘Construction,
magjor projects’” and ‘‘Construction, minor
projects’ accounts and be used for construction
(including site acquisition and disposition), al-
terations and improvements of any medical fa-
cility under the jurisdiction or for the use of the
Department of Veterans Affairs. Such sums as
realized are in addition to the amount provided
for in “‘Construction, major projects’’ and ‘‘Con-
struction, minor projects’’.

SEC. 214. Amounts made available under
“Medical services’ are available—

(1) for furnishing recreational facilities, sup-
plies, and equipment; and

(2) for funeral expenses, burial expenses, and
other expenses incidental to funerals and bur-
tals for beneficiaries receiving care in the De-
partment.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 215. Such sums as may be deposited to
the Medical Care Collections Fund pursuant to
section 1729A of title 38, United States Code,
may be transferred to ‘‘Medical services’’, to re-
main available until expended for the purposes
of this account.

SEC. 216. Notwithstanding any other provision

of law, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall
allow veterans eligible under existing Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs medical care require-
ments and who reside in Alaska to obtain med-
ical care services from medical facilities sup-
ported by the Indian Health Service or tribal or-
ganizations. The Secretary shall: (1) limit the
application of this provision to rural Alaskan
veterans in areas where an existing Department
of Veterans Affairs facility or Veterans Affairs-
contracted service is unavailable; 2)



S11276

require participating veterans and facilities to
comply with all appropriate rules and regula-
tions, as established by the Secretary; (3) require
this provision to be consistent with Capital
Asset Realignment for Enhanced Services activi-
ties; and (4) result in no additional cost to the
Department of Veterans Affairs or the Indian
Health Service.
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 217. Such sums as may be deposited to
the Department of Veterans Affairs Capital
Asset Fund pursuant to section 8118 of title 38,
United States Code, may be transferred to the
“Construction, magjor projects’’ and ‘‘Construc-
tion, minor projects’’ accounts, to remain avail-
able until expended for the purposes of these ac-
counts.

SEC. 218. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used to implement any policy
prohibiting the Directors of the Veterans Inte-
grated Service Networks from conducting out-
reach or marketing to enroll new veterans with-
in their respective Networks.

SEC. 219. The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
shall submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress a quarterly re-
port on the financial status of the Veterans
Health Administration.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 220. Amounts made available under the
“Medical services’’, ‘“‘Medical Administration’,
“Medical facilities’’, ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’, and ‘“‘National Cemetery Administra-
tion” accounts for fiscal year 2008, may be
transferred to or from the ‘‘Information tech-
nology systems’’ account: Provided, That before
a transfer may take place, the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall request from the Committees
on Appropriations of both Houses of Congress
the authority to make the transfer and an ap-
proval is issued.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 221. For purposes of perfecting the fund-
ing sources of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs’ new ‘‘Information technology systems’
account, funds made available for fiscal year
2008, in this or any other Act, may be trans-
ferred from the ‘“‘General operating expenses’’,
“National Cemetery Administration’, and ‘“‘Of-
fice of Inspector General” accounts to the
“Medical services’ account: Provided, That be-
fore a transfer may take place, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall request from the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses of Con-
gress the authority to make the transfer and an
approval is issued.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 222. Amounts made available for the “In-
formation technology systems’ account may be
transferred between projects: Provided, That no
project may be increased or decreased by more
than $1,000,000 of cost prior to submitting a re-
quest to the Committees on Appropriations of
both Houses of Congress to make the transfer
and an approval is issued, or absent a response,
a period of 30 days has elapsed.

SEC. 223. None of the funds available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs, in this Act, or
any other Act, may be used to replace the cur-
rent system by which the Veterans Integrated
Services Networks select and contract for diabe-
tes monitoring supplies and equipment.

SEC. 224. Of the amounts made available for
fiscal year 2008, in this Act or any other Act,
under the ‘‘Medical Facilities’’ account for non-
recurring maintenance, not more than 20 per-
cent of the funds made available shall be obli-
gated during the last two months of the fiscal

ear.
v SEC. 225. PROHIBITION ON DISPOSAL OF DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS LANDS AND IM-
PROVEMENTS AT WEST LOS ANGELES MEDICAL
CENTER, CALIFORNIA. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs may not declare as
excess to the needs of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, or otherwise take any action to
exchange, trade, auction, transfer, or otherwise
dispose of, or reduce the acreage of, Federal
land and improvements at the Department of
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Veterans Affairs West Los Angeles Medical Cen-
ter, California, encompassing approximately 388
acres on the north and south sides of Wilshire
Boulevard and west of the 405 Freeway.

(b) SPECIAL PROVISION REGARDING LEASE
WITH REPRESENTATIVE OF THE HOMELESS.—Not-
withstanding any provision of this Act, section
7 of the Homeless Veterans Comprehensive Serv-
ices Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-590) shall re-
main in effect.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
8162(c)(1) of title 38, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by inserting “‘or section 225(a) of the Mili-
tary Construction and Veterans Affairs and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 2008 after
“‘section 421(b)(2) of the Veterans’ Benefits and
Services Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-322; 102
Stat. 553)”; and

(2) by striking ‘‘that section’ and inserting
“‘such sections’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section, including
the amendment made by this section, shall apply
with respect to fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal
year thereafter.

SEC. 226. The Department shall continue re-
search into Gulf War Iliness at levels not less
than those made available in fiscal year 2007,
within available funds contained in this Act.

SEC. 227. (a) ANONYMOUS REPORTING OF
WASTE, FRAUD, OR ABUSE.—Not later than 30
days after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Inspector General of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs shall establish and maintain on
the homepage of the Internet website of the Of-
fice of Inspector General a mechanism by which
individuals can anonymously report cases of
waste, fraud, or abuse with respect to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

(b) LINK TO OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
FROM HOMEPAGE OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS.—Not later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall establish and maintain
on the homepage of the Internet website of the
Department of Veterans Affairs a direct link to
the Internet website of the Office of Inspector
General of the Department of Veterans Affairs.

SEC. 228. (a) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSFER OF
FUNDS TO SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES TO TRAIN PSYCHOLOGISTS.—Upon a
determination by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs that such action is in the national interest,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs may transfer
not more than $5,000,000 to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services for the Graduate
Psychology Education Program to support in-
creased training of psychologists skilled in the
treatment of post-traumatic stress disorder,
traumatic brain injury, and related disorders.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF TRANSFERRED
FUNDS.—The Secretary of Health and Human
Services may only use funds transferred under
this section for the purposes described in sub-
section (a).

(c) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary of Veterans
Affairs shall notify Congress of any such trans-
fer of funds under this section.

SEC. 229. (a) REPORTS ON RECONSTRUCTION OF
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS MEDICAL
CENTER IN NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA.—(1) Not
later than October 1 and April 1 each year, the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to the
Committees on Appropriations a report on the
current status of the reconstruction of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center in
New Orleans, Louisiana. Each report shall in-
clude the following:

(A) The current status of the reconstruction of
the Medical Center, including the status of any
ongoing environmental assessments, the status
of any current construction, and an assessment
of the adequacy of funding necessary to com-
plete the reconstruction.

(B) If reconstruction of the Medical Center is
subject to any major delay—

(i) a description of each such delay;

(ii) an explanation for each such delay; and

(iii) a description of the action being taken or
planned to address the delay.
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(C) A description of current and anticipated
funding for the reconstruction of the Medical
Center, including an estimate of any additional
funding required for the reconstruction.

(2) The requirement in paragraph (1) shall
cease on the day that the reconstruction of the
Medical Center referred to in that paragraph is
completed.

(b) REPORT ON DESIGNATION OF DEPARTMENT
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS MEDICAL CENTER IN NEW
ORLEANS AS POLYTRAUMA REHABILITATION CEN-
TER OR POLYTRAUMA NETWORK SITE.—Not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations a report setting forth
the recommendation of the Secretary as to
whether or not the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs Medical Center being reconstructed in new
Orleans, Louisiana, should be designated as a
tier I polytrauma rehabilitation center or a

polytrauma network site.
SEC. 230. (a) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR MED-

ICAL SERVICES.—The amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by this title under the
heading ‘‘MEDICAL SERVICES’ 1is hereby in-

creased by $125,000,000.
(b) AVAILABILITY.—Of the amount appro-

priated or otherwise made available by this title
under the heading ‘‘MEDICAL SERVICES’, as in-
creased by subsection (a), $125,000,000 shall be
available for the Veterans Beneficiary Travel
Program. The amount available for the Veterans
Beneficiary Travel Program wunder this sub-
section is in addition to any other amounts
available for that program under this title.

(c) OFFSET.—The amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this title for the Vet-
erans Health Administration under the heading
“MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION’’ is hereby decreased

by 3125,000,000.
SEC. 231. (a) REPORT ON ACCESS TO MEDICAL

SERVICES PROVIDED BY DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS TO VETERANS IN REMOTE RURAL
AREAS.—Not later than six months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit to the appropriate committees of
Congress a report setting forth the following:

(1) A description of the following:

(A) The unique challenges and costs faced by
veterans in remote rural areas of contiguous
and non-contiguous States when obtaining med-
ical services from the Department of Veterans
Affairs.

(B) The need to improve access to locally-ad-
ministered care for veterans who reside in re-
mote rural areas.

(C) The need to fund alternative sources of
medical services—

(i) in areas where facilities of the Department
of Veterans Affairs are mot accessible to vet-
erans without leaving such areas; and

(ii) in cases in which receipt of medical serv-
ices by a veteran in a facility of the Department
requires transportation of such veteran by air
due to geographic and infrastructural con-
straints.

(2) An assessment of the potential for increas-
ing local access to medical services for veterans
in remote rural areas of contiguous and non-
contiguous States through strategic partner-
ships with other government and local private

health care providers.
(b) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS

DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-

priate committees of Congress’ means—
(1) the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs of the

Senate and the House of Representatives; and
(2) the Subcommittees referred to in section

07.

SEC. 232. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used during fiscal year 2008 to round down dol-
lar amounts to the mext lower whole dollar for
payments of the following:

(1) Disability compensation under section 1114
of 38, United States Code.

(2) Additional compensation for dependents
under section 1115(1) of such title.

(3) Clothing allowance under section 1162 of
such title.

(4) Dependency and indemnity compensation
to surviving spouse under subsections (a)
through (d) of section 1311 of such title.
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(5) Dependency and indemnity compensation
to children under sections 1313(a) and 1314 of
such title.

SEC. 233. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act or any
other Act for the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs may be used in a manner that is incon-
sistent with—

(1) section 842 of the Transportation, Treas-
ury, Housing and Urban Development, the Judi-
ciary, and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 2006 (Public Law 109-115; 119 Stat. 2506); or

(2) section 8110(a)(5) of title 38, United States
Code.

SEC. 234. LIEUTENANT COLONEL CLEMENT C.
VAN WAGONER DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS CLINIC. (a) DESIGNATION.—The Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs clinic located in
Alpena, Michigan, shall be known and des-
ignated as the ‘‘Lieutenant Colonel Clement C.
Van Wagoner Department of Veterans Affairs
Clinic™.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the Department of
Veterans Affairs clinic referred to in subsection
(a) shall be deemed to be a reference to the
“Lieutenant Colonel Clement C. Van Wagoner
Department of Veterans Affairs Clinic’’.

SEC. 235. The Secretary of Veterans Affairs
may carry out a major medical facility lease in
fiscal year 2008 in an amount not to exceed
$12,000,000 to implement the recommendations
outlined in the August, 2007 Study of South
Texas Veterans’ Inpatient and Specialty Out-
patient Health Care Needs.

TITLE III
RELATED AGENCIES

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS
COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, of the American Battle Monuments
Commission, including the acquisition of land or
interest in land in foreign countries; purchases
and repair of uniforms for caretakers of na-
tional cemeteries and monuments outside of the
United States and its territories and possessions;
rent of office and garage space in foreign coun-
tries; purchase (one-for-one replacement only)
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; not to ex-
ceed $7,500 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; and insurance of official motor
vehicles in foreign countries, when required by
law of such countries, $45,600,000, to remain
available until expended.

FOREIGN CURRENCY FLUCTUATIONS

For necessary exrpenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, of the American Battle Monuments
Commission, $11,000,000, to remain available
until expended, for purposes authorized by sec-
tion 2109 of title 36, United States Code.

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR
VETERANS CLAIMS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation of
the United States Court of Appeals for Veterans
Claims as authoriced by sections 7251-7298 of
title 38, United States Code, $24,217,000: Pro-
vided, That $1,120,000 shall be available for the
purpose of providing financial assistance as de-
scribed, and in accordance with the process and
reporting procedures set forth, under this head-
ing in Public Law 102-229.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by law,
for maintenance, operation, and improvement of
Arlington National Cemetery and Soldiers’ and
Airmen’s Home National Cemetery, including
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the purchase of two passenger motor vehicles for
replacement only, and not to exceed $1,000 for
official reception and representation expenses,
331,865,000, to remain available until expended.
In addition, such sums as may be necessary for
parking maintenance, repairs and replacement,
to be derived from the Lease of Department of
Defense Real Property for Defense Agencies ac-
count.

Funds appropriated under this Act may be
provided to Arlington County, Virginia, for the
relocation of the federally-owned watermain at
Arlington National Cemetery making additional
land available for ground burials.

ARMED FORCES RETIREMENT HOME
TRUST FUND

For expenses necessary for the Armed Forces
Retirement Home to operate and maintain the
Armed Forces Retirement Home—Washington,
District of Columbia and the Armed Forces Re-
tirement Home—Gulfport, Mississippi, to be paid
from funds available in the Armed Forces Re-
tirement Home Trust Fund, $55,724,000.

GENERAL FUND PAYMENT, ARMED FORCES
RETIREMENT HOME

For payment to the “Armed Forces Retirement
Home”’, 35,900,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION
SEC. 301. None of the funds in this title under
the heading ‘‘American Battle Monuments Com-
mission’’ shall be available for the Capital Secu-
rity Costs Sharing program.
TITLE IV
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless
expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 402. Such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 2008 pay raises for programs funded
by this Act shall be absorbed within the levels
appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 403. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be used for any program, project,
or activity, when it is made known to the Fed-
eral entity or official to which the funds are
made available that the program, project, or ac-
tivity is not in compliance with any Federal law
relating to risk assessment, the protection of pri-
vate property rights, or unfunded mandates.

SEC. 404. No part of any funds appropriated
in this Act shall be used by an agency of the ex-
ecutive branch, other than for normal and rec-
ognized executive-legislative relationships, for
publicity or propaganda purposes, and for the
preparation, distribution or use of any kit, pam-
phlet, booklet, publication, radio, television or
film presentation designed to support or defeat
legislation pending before Congress, except in
presentation to Congress itself.

SEC. 405. All departments and agencies funded
under this Act are encouraged, within the limits
of the existing statutory authorities and fund-
ing, to expand their use of ‘‘E-Commerce’’ tech-
nologies and procedures in the conduct of their
business practices and public service activities.

SEC. 406. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be transferred to any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United States
Government except pursuant to a transfer made
by, or transfer authority provided in, this Act or
any other appropriations Act.

SEC. 407. Unless stated otherwise, all reports
and notifications required by this Act shall be
submitted to the Subcommittee on Military Con-
struction, Veterans Affairs, and Related Agen-
cies of the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Subcommittee
on Military Construction, Veterans Affairs, and
Related Agencies of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the Senate.

SEC. 408. (a) ASSESSMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH
CARE SERVICES FOR FEMALE SERVICEMEMBERS
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AND VETERANS.—The Comptroller General of the
United States shall conduct an assessment of
the adequacy of the mental health care services
provided by the Department of Veterans Affairs
and the Department of Defense to female mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and female veterans to
meet the mental health care needs of such mem-
bers and veterans.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than September 1, 2008,
the Comptroller General shall submit to the Sub-
committees referred to in section 407 a report on
the assessment required by subsection (a).

SEC. 409. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to enter into a contract in an amount
greater than $5,000,000 or to award a grant in
excess of such amount unless the prospective
contractor or grantee certifies in writing to the
agency awarding the contract or grant that the
contractor or grantee has filed all Federal tax
returns required during the three years pre-
ceding the certification, has not been convicted
of a criminal offense under the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, and has not been notified of
any unpaid Federal tax assessment for which
the liability remains unsatisfied unless the as-
sessment is the subject of an installment agree-
ment or offer in compromise that has been ap-
proved by the Internal Revenue Service and is
not in default or the assessment is the subject of
a non-frivolous administrative or judicial ap-
peal.

SEC. 410. (a) In this section:

(1) The term ““City’’ means the City of Aurora,
Colorado.

(2) The term
deed—

(A) conveyed by the Secretary to the City; and
(B) dated May 24, 1999.
(3) The term ‘“‘non-Federal land’’ means—

“‘deed’ means the quitclaim

(A) parcel I of the Fitzsimons Army Medical
Center, Colorado; and

(B) the parcel of land described in the deed.

(4) The term ‘“‘Secretary’ means the Secretary
of the Interior.

(b)(1) In accordance with paragraph (2), and
subject to each term and condition required
under paragraph (3), to allow the City to convey
to the United States the non-Federal land to be
used by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs for the
construction of a veterans medical facility, the
Secretary may execute such instruments as de-
termined by the Secretary to be mecessary to
modify or release any condition under which the
non-Federal land would revert to the United
States.

(2) In carrying out paragraph (1), with respect
to the mon-Federal land, the Secretary shall
alter—

(A) each provision of the deed relating to a re-
versionary interest of the United States; and

(B) any other reversionary interest of the
United States.

To authorize the use of the property to include
use as a veteran’s facility in addition to use for
recreational purposes.

(3) The Secretary shall carry out paragraph
(1) subject to such terms and conditions as the
Secretary determines to be necessary to protect
the interests of the United States.

SEC. 411. For an additional amount
$100,000,000, with $50,000,000 each to the Cities
of Denver, Colorado, and St. Paul, Minnesota,
shall be available to the Department of Home-
land Security for State and local law enforce-
ment entities for security and related costs, in-
cluding overtime, associated with the Demo-
cratic National Convention and Republican Na-
tional Convention in 2008. The Department of
Homeland Security shall provide for an audit
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of all amounts made available under this sec-
tion, including expenditures by State and local
law enforcement entities. Amounts provided by
this section are designated as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 204 of S. Con.
Res. 21 (110th Congress).

SEC. 412. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used for any action that is related to or pro-
motes the expansion of the boundaries or size of
the Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site, Colorado.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Military Con-
struction and Veterans Affairs and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2008°°.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed en bloc to the consideration of
the following calendar items: Calendar
No. 342, S. Res. 134; Calendar No. 343, S.
Res. 282; Calendar No. 344, S. Res. 288;
Calendar No. 345, S. Res. 292; and Cal-
endar No. 346, S. Res. 301.

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

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolutions be agreed to
en bloc, the preambles be agreed to en
bloc, the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table en bloc, the consider-
ation of these items appear separately
in the RECORD, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed at
the appropriate place in the RECORD as
if read.

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

——

ADOPT A SCHOOL LIBRARY
MONTH

The resolution (S. Res. 134) desig-
nating September 2007 as ‘‘Adopt a
School Library Month,”” was considered
and agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REsS. 134

Whereas extensive research has dem-
onstrated a link between high-quality school
libraries and student achievement in the
classroom and on standardized tests, regard-
less of the level of poverty or family insta-
bility experienced by the student;

Whereas 37 percent of all fourth grade chil-
dren in the United States are reading at
below-basic reading levels;

Whereas the school libraries of the United
States are valuable tools that could be used
to inspire and enhance literacy for all chil-
dren;

Whereas, to become a lifelong reader, a
student must be exposed to adults who read
regularly and serve as positive reading role
models;

Whereas school librarians are—

(1) instrumental in helping teachers edu-
cate the students of the United States; and
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(2) through the use of books, computer re-
sources, and other resources, a necessary
component for expanding the curriculum of
the public schools of the United States;

Whereas the school libraries of the United
States are used as media centers to provide
students with opportunities to interact with
computers and other electronic information
resources;

Whereas the use of school library com-
puters helps students develop media and
technological skills, including—

(1) critical thinking;

(2) communication competency; and

(3) the ethical and appropriate use of tech-
nology information access, retrieval, and
production;

Whereas the school libraries of the United
States serve as a gathering place for stu-
dents of all ages, backgrounds, and interests
to come together to debate ideas;

Whereas only approximately $1,000,000,000
is allocated to school libraries each year,
which translates to $0.54 per student; and

Whereas numerous programs, including the
READesign program of the Heart of America
Foundation, are working to reestablish
school libraries as the hearts of the public
schools of the United States by—

(1) offering intensive care for school librar-
ies though efforts designed—

(A) to redecorate school libraries;

(B) to revitalize technology available to
school libraries; and

(C) to replenish the book shelves of
school libraries; and

(2) renewing community support and inter-
est for—

(A) enriching the lives of children; and
(B) helping students regain lost opportu-
nities for learning: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates September 2007 as ‘‘Adopt a
School Library Month” to raise public
awareness about the important role school
libraries play in the academic achievement
of children; and

(2) calls on the Federal Government,
States, local governments, schools, nonprofit
organizations, businesses, and the people of
the United States to observe the month with
appropriate ceremonies, programs, and other
activities.

———

NATIONAL POLYCYSTIC KIDNEY
DISEASE AWARENESS WEEK

The resolution (S. Res. 282) sup-
porting the goals and ideals of a Na-
tional Polycystic Kidney Disease
Awareness Week to raise public aware-
ness and understanding of polycystic
kidney disease and to foster under-
standing of the impact polycystic kid-
ney disease has on patients and future
generations of their families, was con-
sidered and agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 282

Whereas polycystic kidney disease (known
as “PKD”) is 1 of the most prevalent life-
threatening genetic diseases in the United
States, is a severe, dominantly inherited dis-
ease that has a devastating impact, in both
human and economic terms, on people of all
ages, and affects equally people of all races,
sexes, nationalities, geographic locations,
and income levels;

Whereas, based on prevalence estimates by
the National Institutes of Health, it is esti-
mated that about 600,000 patients in the
United States have a genetic inheritance
from 1 or both parents for polycystic kidney

September 7, 2007

disease, and that countless additional
friends, loved ones, spouses, and caregivers
must shoulder the physical, emotional, and
financial burdens that polycystic kidney dis-
ease causes;

Whereas polycystic kidney disease, for
which there is no treatment or cure, is the
leading genetic cause of kidney failure in the
United States and the 4th leading cause
overall;

Whereas the vast majority of polycystic
kidney disease patients reach kidney failure
at an average age of 53, causing a severe
strain on dialysis and kidney transplan-
tation resources and on the delivery of
health care in the United States, as the larg-
est segment of the population of the United
States, the ‘‘baby boomers’, continues to
age;

Whereas end stage renal disease is one of
the fastest growing components of the Medi-
care budget, and polycystic kidney disease
contributes to that cost by an estimated
$2,000,000,000 annually for dialysis, kidney
transplantation, and related therapies;

Whereas polycystic kidney disease is a sys-
temic disease that causes damage to the kid-
ney and the cardiovascular, endocrine, he-
patic, and gastrointestinal organ systems
and instills in patients a fear of an unknown
future with a life-threatening genetic disease
and apprehension over possible genetic dis-
crimination;

Whereas the severity of the symptoms of
polycystic kidney disease and the limited
public awareness of the disease cause many
patients to live in denial and forego regular
visits to their physicians or to avoid fol-
lowing good health management which
would help avoid more severe complications
when kidney failure occurs;

Whereas people who have chronic, life-
threatening diseases like polycystic kidney
disease have a predisposition to depression
and its resultant consequences due to their
anxiety over pain, suffering, and premature
death;

Whereas the Senate and taxpayers of the
United States desire to see treatments and
cures for disease and would like to see re-
sults from investments in research con-
ducted by the National Institutes of Health
(NIH) and from such initiatives as the NIH
Roadmap to the Future;

Whereas polycystic kidney disease is a
verifiable example of how collaboration,
technological innovation, scientific momen-
tum, and public-private partnerships can
generate therapeutic interventions that di-
rectly benefit polycystic kidney disease suf-
ferers, save billions of Federal dollars under
Medicare, Medicaid, and other programs for
dialysis, kidney transplants,
immunosuppressant drugs, and related
therapies, and make available several thou-
sand openings on the kidney transplant wait-
ing list;

Whereas improvements in diagnostic tech-
nology and the expansion of scientific
knowledge about polycystic kidney disease
have led to the discovery of the 3 primary
genes that cause polycystic kidney disease
and the 3 primary protein products of the
genes and to the understanding of cell struc-
tures and signaling pathways that cause cyst
growth that has produced multiple poly-
cystic kidney disease clinical drug trials;

Whereas there are thousands of volunteers
nationwide who are dedicated to expanding
essential research, fostering public aware-
ness and understanding of polycystic kidney
disease, educating polycystic kidney disease
patients and their families about the disease
to improve their treatment and care, pro-
viding appropriate moral support, and en-
couraging people to become organ donors;
and
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Whereas these volunteers engage in an an-
nual national awareness event held during
the 3rd week of September, and such a week
would be an appropriate time to recognize
National Polycystic Kidney Disease Aware-
ness Week: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates the week of September 9-16,
2007, as ‘‘National Polycystic Kidney Disease
Awareness Week’’;

(2) supports the goals and ideals of a na-
tional week to raise public awareness and
understanding of polycystic kidney disease
(known as ‘“PKD”’);

(3) recognizes the need for additional re-
search into a cure for polycystic kidney dis-
ease; and

(4) encourages the people of the United
States and interested groups to support Na-
tional Polycystic Kidney Disease Awareness
Week through appropriate ceremonies and
activities, to promote public awareness of
polycystic kidney disease and to foster un-
derstanding of the impact of the disease on
patients and their families.

—————

NATIONAL PROSTATE CANCER
AWARENESS WEEK

The resolution (S. Res. 288) desig-
nating September 2007 as ‘‘National
Prostate Cancer Awareness Month,”
was considered and agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 288

Whereas countless families in the United
States live with prostate cancer;

Whereas 1 in 6 men in the United States
will be diagnosed with prostate cancer in his
lifetime;

Whereas over the past decade, prostate
cancer has been the most commonly diag-
nosed non-skin cancer and the second most
common cause of cancer-related deaths
among men in the United States;

Whereas, in 2007, according to estimates
from the American Cancer Society, over
218,890 men in the United States will be diag-
nosed with prostate cancer and 27,050 men in
the United States will die of prostate cancer;

Whereas 30 percent of new diagnoses of
prostate cancer occur in men under the age
of 65;

Whereas a man in the United States turns
50 years old about every 14 seconds, increas-
ing his odds of developing cancer, including
prostate cancer;

Whereas African-American males suffer a
prostate cancer incidence rate up to 65 per-
cent higher than White males and double the
mortality rates;

Whereas obesity is a significant predictor
of the severity of prostate cancer and the
probability that the disease will lead to
death;

Whereas if a man in the United States has
1 family member diagnosed with prostate
cancer, he has double the risk of prostate
cancer, if he has 2 family members with such
diagnoses, he has 5 times the risk, and if he
has 3 family members with such diagnoses,
he then has a 97 percent risk of prostate can-
cer;

Whereas screening by both a digital rectal
examination (DRE) and a prostate specific
antigen blood test (PSA) can diagnose the
disease in earlier and more treatable stages
and reduce prostate cancer mortality;

Whereas ongoing research promises further
improvements in prostate cancer prevention,
early detection, and treatments; and

Whereas educating people in the United
States, including health care providers,
about prostate cancer and early detection
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strategies is crucial to saving the lives of
men and preserving and protecting families:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates September 2007 as ‘‘National
Prostate Cancer Awareness Month’’;

(2) declares that the Federal Government
has a responsibility—

(A) to raise awareness about the impor-
tance of screening methods for, and treat-
ment of, prostate cancer;

(B) to increase research funding that is
commensurate with the burden of the disease
so that the screening and treatment of pros-
tate cancer may be improved, and so that
the causes of, and a cure for, prostate cancer
may be discovered; and

(C) to continue to consider ways for im-
proving access to, and the quality of, health
care services for detecting and treating pros-
tate cancer; and

(3) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation calling on the people of the United
States, interested groups, and affected per-
sons—

(A) to promote awareness of prostate can-
cer;

(B) to take an active role in the fight to
end the devastating effects of prostate can-
cer on individuals, their families, and the
economy; and

(C) to observe National Prostate Cancer
Awareness Month with appropriate cere-
monies and activities.

————

NATIONAL ASSISTED LIVING
WEEK

The resolution (S. Res. 292) desig-
nating the week beginning September
9, 2007, as ‘‘National Assisted Living
Week,” was considered and agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 292

Whereas the number of elderly and dis-
abled citizens of the United States is increas-
ing dramatically;

Whereas assisted living is a long-term care
service that fosters choice, dignity, inde-
pendence, and autonomy in the elderly and
disabled across the United States;

Whereas the National Center for Assisted
Living created National Assisted Living
Week;

Whereas the theme of National Assisted
Living Week 2007 is ‘‘Legacies of Love’’; and

Whereas this theme highlights the privi-
lege, value, and responsibility of passing the
legacies of the lives of the elderly and dis-
abled of the United States down through the
generations that care for and love them:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates the week beginning Sep-
tember 9, 2007, as ‘‘National Assisted Living
Week’’; and

(2) urges all people of the United States—

(A) to visit friends and loved ones who re-
side at assisted living facilities; and

(B) to learn more about assisted living
services, including how assisted living serv-
ices benefit communities in the United
States.

———

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF DESEGRE-
GATION IN LITTLE ROCK, AR-
KANSAS

The resolution (S. Res. 301) recog-
nizing the 50th anniversary of the de-
segregation of Little Rock Central
High School, one of the most signifi-
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cant events in the American civil
rights movement, was considered and
agreed to.
The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:
S. REs. 301

Whereas the landmark 1954 Supreme Court
decision in Brown v. Board of Education of
Topeka established that racial segregation
in public schools violated the Constitution of
the United States;

Whereas, in September 1957, 9 African-
American students (Minnijean Brown, Eliza-
beth Eckford, Ernest Green, Thelma
Mothershed, Melba Pattillo, Gloria Ray, Ter-
rence Roberts, Jefferson Thomas, and
Carlotta Walls), known as the ‘“‘Little Rock
Nine’’, became the first African-American
students at Little Rock Central High School;

Whereas the Little Rock Nine displayed
tremendous strength, determination, and
courage despite enduring verbal and physical
abuse;

Whereas Little Rock Central High School
was listed in the National Register of His-
toric Places on August 19, 1977, and was des-
ignated a National Historic Landmark on
May 20, 1982;

Whereas, on November 6, 1998, Congress es-
tablished the Little Rock Central High
School National Historic Site in the State of
Arkansas (Public Law 105-356), which is ad-
ministered in partnership with the National
Park Service, the Little Rock Public School
System, the City of Little Rock, and other
entities;

Whereas, in 2007, Little Rock Central High
School and the Little Rock Central High
School Integration 50th Anniversary Com-
mission will host events to commemorate
the 50th anniversary of the Little Rock Nine
entering Little Rock Central High School;

Whereas these events will include the
opening of a new visitors’ center and mu-
seum, which will feature exhibits on the Lit-
tle Rock Nine and the road to desegregation;
and

Whereas Little Rock Central High School
continues to be regarded as one of the best
public high schools in the United States,
with students scoring above the national av-
erage on the ACT, PSAT, and PLAN tests
and receiving an average of $3,000,000 in aca-
demic scholarships each year: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) recognizes the extraordinary bravery
and courage of the Little Rock Nine, who
helped expand opportunity and equality in
public education in Arkansas and through-
out the United States by becoming the first
African-American students at Little Rock
Central High School;

(2) commemorates the 50th anniversary of
the desegregation of Little Rock Central
High School, one of the most significant
events in the American civil rights move-
ment;

(3) encourages all people of the United
States to reflect on the importance of this
event; and

(4) acknowledges that continued efforts
and resources should be directed to enable
all children to achieve equal opportunity in
education in the United States.

———

ESTABLISHMENT OF A MUSEUM
OF THE HISTORY OF AMERICAN
DIPLOMACY

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 243, S. Res. 253.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 2563) expressing the
sense of the Senate that the establishment of
a Museum of the History of American Diplo-
macy through private donations is a worthy
endeavor.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed in
the RECORD, without further inter-
vening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 2563

Whereas the role of diplomacy in the for-
eign policy of the United States deserves rec-
ognition;

Whereas the day-to-day efforts of Amer-
ican diplomats serving in overseas embassies
and in the United States also deserve rec-
ognition;

Whereas, in 1998, the Department of State
began to explore the feasibility of estab-
lishing a Museum of the History of American
Diplomacy (in this resolution referred to as
the “Museum’’);

Whereas the Foreign Affairs Museum
Council (in this resolution referred to as the
““Council”), a 501(c)(3) charitable foundation,
was created subsequently to raise funds for
the Museum through donations from private
sector organizations, former diplomats, and
concerned citizens;

Whereas no taxpayer funds will be used for
the establishment of the Museum;

Whereas former Secretaries of State Henry
Kissinger, Alexander Haig, George Schultz,
James Baker III, Lawrence Eagleburger,
Warren Christopher, Madeleine Albright, and
Colin Powell serve as Honorary Directors of
the Council;

Whereas experienced and noteworthy dip-
lomats and foreign policy experts, including
Elizabeth Bagley, Keith Brown, Frank Car-
lucci, Elinor Constable, Leslie Gelb, William
Harrop, Arthur Hartman, Herbert Hansell,
Stephen Low, Thomas Pickering, Richard
Solomon, and Terence Todman, serve on the
Board of Directors of the Council;

Whereas former members of the Senate, in-
cluding the Honorable Paul Sarbanes, and of
the House of Representatives, including the
Honorable Lee Hamilton, also serve on the
Board of Directors of the Council;

Whereas the Honorable Charles ‘‘Mac’ Ma-
thias, a former Senator and member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, is the Chairperson of the Board of Direc-
tors of the Council;

Whereas the Council has already raised
over $1,300,000 through private donations;
and

Whereas $300,000 has been spent to com-
plete an initial concept design for the Mu-
seum: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) the diplomats of the United States serv-
ing overseas and in the United States are in
many cases the front line of our national se-
curity policy;
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(2) the people of the United States deserve
a better understanding of the efforts of these
brave men and women;

(3) talented young people and their fami-
lies should be encouraged to consider careers
in foreign affairs as an important contribu-
tion to their country;

(4) the establishment of a Museum of the
History of American Diplomacy that high-
lights the work of these men and women
throughout the history of the United States
is a worthy endeavor; and

(5) the current plan of the Foreign Affairs
Museum Council to fund the museum
through private donations is appropriate and
deserves the support of the Department of
State.

——
COMMENDING LAFAYETTE,
LOUISIANA
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 310 submitted earlier
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 310) commending the
city of Lafayette, Louisiana, for engaging in
a year-long celebration of the 250th anniver-
sary of the birth of Marie-Joseph-Paul-Yves-
Roch-Gilbert Du Motier, commonly known
as the Marquis de Lafayette.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed in
the RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs. 310

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette was
born on September 6, 1757, and occupies an
important place in the history of the United
States;

Whereas Lafayette demonstrated consider-
able military skill, valor, and dedication as
he fought alongside American revolutionary
fighters during their struggle for independ-
ence, and was voted by Congress the rank
and commission of major general in the Con-
tinental Army;

Whereas Lafayette’s military service was
invaluable to General George Washington
during many Revolutionary War battles,
earning him his reputation as ‘‘the soldier’s
friend”’;

Whereas Lafayette’s leadership and mili-
tary ingenuity during the Battle of York-
town, Virginia, led to the defeat of British
General Lord Charles Cornwallis and subse-
quently the successful end to the American
Revolutionary War;

Whereas Lafayette’s advocacy in France on
behalf of the United States fostered positive
diplomatic relations and allowed for the
Louisiana Purchase;

Whereas Lafayette’s status as a native
French speaker, in combination with his
dedication to democracy in America,
prompted Thomas Jefferson to request that
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the Marquis serve as the Governor of Lou-
isiana;

Whereas Lafayette symbolizes the assist-
ance America received from Europe during
the struggle for independence;

Whereas United States aid to France dur-
ing the World Wars of 1917-1918 and 1941-1945
stemmed in part from shared values of de-
mocracy and freedom, which Lafayette
strongly supported;

Whereas the friendship between the people
of the United States and France has not di-
minished;

Whereas continued relationships between
the United States and France are important
to the success of our global partnerships;

Whereas the town of Vermilionville, Lou-
isiana, was renamed Lafayette in 1884 in
honor of the Marquis de Lafayette; and

Whereas the city of Lafayette, Louisiana,
in the heart of the Acadiana region, exhibits
a rich French heritage: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) honors the Marquis de Lafayette on the
250th anniversary of his birth; and

(2) commends the city of Lafayette, Lou-
isiana, for engaging in a year-long celebra-
tion of this anniversary.

—————

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF NATIONAL OVARIAN
CANCER AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 311, submitted earlier

today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 311) supporting the
goals and ideals of National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, this
resolution designates September as
‘““National Ovarian Cancer Awareness
Month.” I am pleased to be joined by
my colleagues, Senators DOLE and
CLINTON, to shed some light on this dis-
ease.

This year alone, ovarian cancer will
be diagnosed in an estimated 20,000
women, and approximately 15,000 more
women will die of this disease. Unfortu-
nately, ovarian cancer 1is usually
caught in an advanced stage, meaning
there is only a 29 percent survival rate
over five years. We must acknowledge
these statistics and overcome the chal-
lenges of diagnosing this deadly dis-
ease.

Earlier this year, I was fortunate to
have the opportunity to meet with
nine-year survivor Carolyn Benivegna
of Novi, Michigan. After being
misdiagnosed by a number of doctors,
Carolyn finally learned that she had
ovarian cancer. However, Carolyn is
not letting the cancer run her life. In-
stead, she has become an advocate for
the Survivors Teaching Students pro-
gram, which aims to enhance medical
students’ understanding of the symp-
toms and risk factors of ovarian cancer
to facilitate early diagnosis and detec-
tion when they begin practicing medi-
cine. I am proud that both Michigan
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State University and Wayne State Uni-
versity are starting Survivors Training
Students programs for their medical
students.

While there is no definitive screening
test, recent studies have shown com-
mon symptoms of ovarian cancer such
as bloating, abdominal pain, and dif-
ficulty eating. However, we must take
active steps to educate the community
and medical providers of the newest
discoveries in prevention, early diag-
nosis, and treatment of this disease.

Mr. President, by recognizing Sep-
tember as National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month, we can show our
support for ovarian cancer survivors
and their families and join the fight to
conquer this disease.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating thereto be printed in
the RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs. 311

Whereas ovarian cancer is the deadliest of
all gynecological cancers, and the reported
incidence of ovarian cancer is increasing
over time;

Whereas ovarian cancer is the 5th leading
cause of cancer deaths among women in the
United States;

Whereas all women are at risk for ovarian
cancer, and 90 percent of women diagnosed
with ovarian cancer do not have a family
history that puts them at higher risk;

Whereas the Pap smear is sensitive and
specific to the early detection of cervical
cancer, but not to ovarian cancer;

Whereas there is currently no reliable and
easy-to-administer screening test used for
the early detection of ovarian cancer;
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Whereas many people are unaware that the
symptoms of ovarian cancer often include
bloating, pelvic or abdominal pain, difficulty
eating or feeling full quickly, and urinary
symptoms, among several other symptoms
that are easily confused with other diseases;

Whereas due to the lack of a reliable early
screening test, 75 percent of cases of ovarian
cancer are detected at an advanced stage,
when the 5-year survival rate is only 50 per-
cent, a much lower rate than for many other
cancers;

Whereas if ovarian cancer is diagnosed and
treated at an early stage before the cancer
spreads outside of the ovary, the treatment
is potentially less costly, and the survival
rate is as high as 90 percent;

Whereas there are factors that are known
to reduce the risk for ovarian cancer and
play an important role in the prevention of
the disease;

Whereas awareness and early recognition
of ovarian cancer symptoms are currently
the best way to save women’s lives;

Whereas the Ovarian Cancer National Alli-
ance, during the month of September, holds
a number of events to increase public aware-
ness of ovarian cancer; and

Whereas a National Ovarian Cancer Aware-
ness Month should be designated to increase
the awareness of the public regarding the
cancer: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate supports the
goals and ideals of National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month.

———

ORDERS FOR MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 10, 2007

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand adjourned until 10 a.m. Monday,
September 10; that on Monday, fol-
lowing the prayer and the pledge, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the morning hour be deemed to
have expired, the time for the two lead-
ers be reserved for their use later in
the day, and the Senate then proceed
to executive session, as provided under
a previous order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 10, 2007, AT 10 A.M.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, if there
is no further business today, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand adjourned under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 12:29 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
September 10, 2007, at 10 a.m.

———

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

WALTER LUKKEN, OF INDIANA, TO BE CHAIRMAN OF
THE COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION, VICE
REUBEN JEFFERY IIL.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

TODD J. ZINSER, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, VICE JOHNNIE E.
FRAZIER, RESIGNED.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

VINCENT OBSITNIK, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE SLOVAK REPUBLIC.

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

HARVEY E. JOHNSON, JR., OF VIRGINIA, TO BE DEPUTY
ADMINISTRATOR AND CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER, FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, DEPART-
MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY. (NEW POSITION)

———

WITHDRAWAL

Executive Message transmitted by
the President to the Senate on Sep-
tember 7, 2007 withdrawing from fur-
ther Senate consideration the fol-
lowing nomination:

VINCENT OBSITNIK, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF SLO-
VENIA, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE ON JULY 25,
2007.
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