June 28, 2006

CARPER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1353, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Amyotrophic Lateral
Sclerosis Registry.
S. 1603
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1603, a bill to establish a National
Preferred Lender Program, facilitate
the delivery of financial assistance to
small businesses, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1687
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1687, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to provide waiv-
ers relating to grants for preventive
health measures with respect to breast
and cervical cancers.
S. 1864
At the request of Mr. TALENT, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1864, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to treat certain
farming business machinery and equip-
ment as 5-year property for purposes of
depreciation.
S. 1934
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. SALAZAR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1934, a bill to reauthorize the
grant program of the Department of
Justice for reentry of offenders into
the community, to establish a task
force on Federal programs and activi-
ties relating to the reentry of offenders
into the community, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 2388
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2388, a bill to establish a Na-
tional Commission on the Infrastruc-
ture of the United States.
S. 2566
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2666, a bill to provide for coordina-
tion of proliferation interdiction ac-
tivities and conventional arms disar-
mament, and for other purposes.
S. 2585
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2585, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to permit
military death gratuities to be contrib-
uted to certain tax-favored accounts.
S. 2644
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2644, a bill to harmonize
rate setting standards for copyright li-
censes under sections 112 and 114 of
title 17, United States Code, and for
other purposes.
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S. 2663
At the request of Mr. DODD, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN), the Senator from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER), and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2663, a bill to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to establish grant programs to provide
for education and outreach on newborn
screening and coordinated followup
care once newborn screening has been
conducted, to reauthorize programs
under part A of title XI of such Act,
and for other purposes.
S. 2018

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2918, a bill to provide access to news-
papers for blind or other persons with
disabilities.

S. 3500

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3500, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
protect and preserve access of Medicare
beneficiaries in rural areas to health
care providers under the Medicare pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

S. 3519

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3519, a bill to reform the
State inspection of meat and poultry in
the United States, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 3521

At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3521, a bill to establish a new budget
process to create a comprehensive plan
to rein in spending, reduce the deficit,
and regain control of the Federal budg-
et process.

S. CON. RES. 9%

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Con. Res. 96, a concurrent resolution
to commemorate, celebrate, and reaf-
firm the national motto of the United
States on the 50th anniversary of its
formal adoption.

S. RES. 507

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
CoOLLINS), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR), and the Senator from
Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 507, a resolution
designating the week of November 5
through November 11, 2006, as ‘‘Na-
tional Veterans Awareness Week’ to
emphasize the need to develop edu-
cational programs regarding the con-
tributions of veterans to the country.

S. RES. 508

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 508, a resolution des-
ignating October 20, 2006 as ‘‘National
Mammography Day’’.
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S. RES. 513

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOoXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 513, a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent should designate the week begin-
ning September 10, 2006, as ‘‘National
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities Week’’.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and
Ms. MIKULSKI):

S. 35688. A Dbill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize capita-
tion grants to increase the number of
nursing faculty and students, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
request the Chair to inform me when I
have used 6 minutes of the 10 minutes
I have requested.

We have a lot of bipartisan battles in
the Senate. I am going to try to bring
an issue to the consideration of the
Senate and to their attention which I
believe is very bipartisan. It affects the
State of Alaska, the State of North Da-
kota, the State of Illinois, and the
State of Maine. It affects us all. What
I am speaking to is the shortage of
nurses in America.

We face a critical shortage of nurses.
The U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services looked at all of the 1li-
censed nurses and found that in the
year 2000, this country was 110,000
nurses short of what was necessary to
provide adequate health care. By 2005,
the shortage had doubled to 219,000
nurses. By 2020, we will be more than 1
million nurses short of what is nec-
essary to maintain quality health care
in America.

To avoid this shortage which the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices projects, we have to substantially
increase the number of nursing grad-
uates and those entering the workforce
each year. Just to replace the nurses
who are retiring, we need to increase
student enrollment by at least 40 per-
cent. The baseline supply for nurses—
as you can see on this chart—in our
country, for the current time and
through the year 2020, is on a steady
downward flow, whereas demand goes
up dramatically. If we had 90 percent
more nursing graduates, we still would
not reach the projected demand in
America as baby boomers reach the
point where they need help and many
others need quality nursing.

The problem is that there are not
enough teachers at schools of nursing.
That is what it comes down to. Last
year, nursing schools across America
denied admission to 35,000 qualified
students because there just weren’t
enough teachers.

In my home State of Illinois, schools
of nursing are denying qualified stu-
dents admittance because of the short-
age of teachers. This is an indication
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here. These are B.A. and graduate nurs-
ing programs in Illinois. These are the
enrollees and these are the numbers
turned away. As you can see, from the
year 2002 to the present time, we are up
to 2000 potential nursing graduates who
are turned away each year despite
their qualifications because, sadly, we
can’t keep up with teaching them.

The American Association of Col-
leges of Nursing surveyed more than
400 schools of nursing this last year.
Two-thirds of the schools, represented
by the blue part of this pie chart—69
percent reported vacancies on their
faculty. An additional 15 percent said
that they were fully staffed but still
needed more faculty.

Statistics paint a bleak picture for
the availability of nursing faculty now
and into the future. Take a look at the
age of full-time nursing faculty across
America. Unfortunately, that reflects
an older population now teaching in
our nursing schools, soon to retire. The
median age of a doctoral-prepared
nursing faculty member in America is
52. The average age of retirement for
faculty is 62. It is expected that 200 to
300 doctorally prepared faculty will be
eligible for retirement each year from
2005 to 2012, reducing even more the
faculty available to train the nurses we
need.

We think help should be on the way,
and it should start in the Senate. Our
leader on the Democratic side of the
aisle is Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI of
Maryland. She has been the strong
voice for nurses as long as she has
served in the Senate. I am happy today
to join her in introducing the Nurse
Education Expansion and Development
Act. The Act would provide schools of
nursing with grants to hire and retain
new faculty, purchase educational
equipment, enhance clinical labora-
tories and expand and repair infra-
structure. This bill would also require
the Government Accountability Office,
the GAO, to report on ways to increase
participation in the nurse faculty pro-
fession.

Nurses care for our Kkids, our
grandkids, our parents—people whom
we love. We know the difference they
make in everyone’s life and increas-
ingly we are noticing the difference
when we do not have enough nurses,
these dedicated men and women, when
we need them the most. We must take
deliberate action now to solve this crit-
ical health care problem. I urge all my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this Mikulski-Durbin legisla-
tion. I think this is an important step
in the direction toward quality health
care for generations to come.

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

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

S. 3588

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Nurse Edu-
cation, Expansion, and Development Act of
2006°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:

(1) While the Nurse Reinvestment Act
(Public Law 107-205) helped to increase appli-
cations to schools of nursing by 175 percent,
schools of nursing have been unable to ac-
commodate the influx of interested students
because they have an insufficient number of
nurse educators. It is estimated that—

(A) in the 2005-2006 school year—

(i) 66 percent of schools of nursing had both
1 to 16 vacant faculty positions and needed
additional faculty; and

(ii) an additional 15.7 percent of schools of
nursing needed additional faculty, but
lacked the resources needed to add more po-
sitions; and

(B) 41,683 eligible candidates were denied
admission to schools of nursing in 2005, pri-
marily due to an insufficient number of fac-
ulty members.

(2) A growing number of nurses with doc-
toral degrees are choosing careers outside of
education. Over the last few years, there has
been a 12 percent increase in doctoral nurs-
ing graduates seeking employment outside
the education profession.

(3) The average age of nurse faculty at re-
tirement is 62.5 years. With the average age
of doctorally-prepared professors currently
at 57.5 years, a wave of retirements is ex-
pected within the next 10 years.

(4) Master’s and doctoral programs in nurs-
ing are not producing a large enough pool of
potential nurse educators to meet the pro-
jected demand for nurses over the next 10
yvears. While graduations from master’s and
doctoral programs in nursing rose by 10.5
percent and 1.5 percent, respectively, in the
2005-2006 school year, projections still dem-
onstrate a shortage of nurse faculty. Given
current trends, there will be at least 2,616 un-
filled faculty positions in 2012.

(5) According to the November 2005 Month-
ly Labor Review from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, more than 1,200,000 new and re-
placement nurses will be needed by 2014.

SEC. 3. CAPITATION GRANTS TO INCREASE THE
NUMBER OF NURSING FACULTY AND
STUDENTS.

(a) GRANTS.—Part D of title VIII of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 296p) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 832. CAPITATION GRANTS.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (b), the Secretary, act-
ing through the Health Resources and Serv-
ices Administration, shall award a grant
each fiscal year in an amount determined in
accordance with subsection (c¢) to each eligi-
ble school of nursing that submits an appli-
cation in accordance with this section.

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—A funding agreement for a
grant under this section is that the eligible
school of nursing involved will expend the
grant to increase the number of nursing fac-
ulty and students at the school, including by
hiring new faculty, retaining current fac-
ulty, purchasing educational equipment and
audiovisual laboratories, enhancing clinical
laboratories, repairing and expanding infra-
structure, or recruiting students.

““(c) GRANT COMPUTATION.—

‘(1) AMOUNT PER STUDENT.—Subject to
paragraph (2), the amount of a grant to an el-
igible school of nursing under this section
for a fiscal year shall be the total of the fol-
lowing, as determined by the Secretary:

““(A) Not to exceed $1,800 for each full-time
or part-time student who is enrolled at the
school in a graduate program in nursing
that—

‘(i) leads to a master’s degree, a doctoral
degree, or an equivalent degree; and
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‘‘(ii) prepares individuals to serve as fac-
ulty through additional course work in edu-
cation and ensuring competency in an ad-
vanced practice area.

‘“(B) Not to exceed $1,405 for each full-time
or part-time student who—

‘(i) is enrolled at the school in a program
in nursing leading to a bachelor of science
degree, a bachelor of nursing degree, a grad-
uate degree in nursing if such program does
not meet the requirements of subparagraph
(A), or an equivalent degree; and

‘‘(ii) has not more than 3 years of academic
credits remaining in the program.

“(C) Not to exceed $966 for each full-time
or part-time student who is enrolled at the
school in a program in nursing leading to an
associate degree in nursing or an equivalent
degree.

“4(2) LIMITATION.—In calculating the
amount of a grant to a school under para-
graph (1), the Secretary may not make a
payment with respect to a particular stu-
dent—

“(A) for more than 2 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(A) who is enrolled in a graduate program
in nursing leading to a master’s degree or an
equivalent degree;

‘“(B) for more than 4 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(A) who is enrolled in a graduate program
in nursing leading to a doctoral degree or an
equivalent degree;

‘“(C) for more than 3 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
(1)(B); or

‘(D) for more than 2 fiscal years in the
case of a student described in paragraph
1)(©).

*“(d) EL1GIBILITY.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘eligible school of nursing’
means a school of nursing that—

‘(1) is accredited by a nursing accrediting
agency recognized by the Secretary of Edu-
cation;

‘“(2) has a passage rate on the National
Council Licensure Examination for Reg-
istered Nurses of not less than 80 percent for
each of the 3 school years preceding submis-
sion of the grant application; and

‘“(3) has a graduation rate (based on the
number of students in a class who graduate
relative to, for a baccalaureate program, the
number of students who were enrolled in the
class at the beginning of junior year or, for
an associate degree program, the number of
students who were enrolled in the class at
the end of the first year) of not less than 80
percent for each of the 3 school years pre-
ceding submission of the grant application.

‘‘(e) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary may
award a grant under this section to an eligi-
ble school of nursing only if the school gives
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary
that, for each school year for which the
grant is awarded, the school will comply
with the following:

‘(1) The school will maintain a passage
rate on the National Council Licensure Ex-
amination for Registered Nurses of not less
than 80 percent.

‘“(2) The school will maintain a graduation
rate (as described in subsection (d)(3)) of not
less than 80 percent.

“(3)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (B) and
(C), the first-year enrollment of full-time
nursing students in the school will exceed
such enrollment for the preceding school
year by 5 percent or 5 students, whichever is
greater.

‘“(B) Subparagraph (A) does not apply to
the first school year for which a school re-
ceives a grant under this section.

‘“(4) Not later than 1 year after receipt of
the grant, the school will formulate and im-
plement a plan to accomplish at least 2 of
the following:
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‘“‘(A) Establishing or significantly expand-
ing an accelerated baccalaureate degree
nursing program designed to graduate new
nurses in 12 to 18 months.

‘““(B) Establishing cooperative intradis-
ciplinary education among schools of nurs-
ing with a view toward shared use of techno-
logical resources, including information
technology.

‘(C) Establishing cooperative interdiscipli-
nary training between schools of nursing and
schools of allied health, medicine, dentistry,
osteopathy, optometry, podiatry, pharmacy,
public health, or veterinary medicine, in-
cluding training for the use of the inter-
disciplinary team approach to the delivery of
health services.

‘(D) Integrating core competencies on evi-
dence-based practice, quality improvements,
and patient-centered care.

“(E) Increasing admissions, enrollment,
and retention of qualified individuals who
are financially disadvantaged.

“(F) Increasing enrollment of minority and
diverse student populations.

‘(G) Increasing enrollment of new grad-
uate baccalaureate nursing students in grad-
uate programs that educate nurse faculty
members.

‘“‘(H) Developing post-baccalaureate resi-
dency programs to prepare nurses for prac-
tice in specialty areas where nursing short-
ages are most severe.

“(I) Increasing integration of geriatric
content into the core curriculum.

‘“(J) Partnering with economically dis-
advantaged communities to provide nursing
education.

“(K) Expanding the ability of nurse man-
aged health centers to provide clinical edu-
cation training sites to nursing students.

¢“(5) The school will submit an annual re-
port to the Secretary that includes updated
information on the school with respect to
student enrollment, student retention, grad-
uation rates, passage rates on the National
Council Licensure Examination for Reg-
istered Nurses, the number of graduates em-
ployed as nursing faculty or nursing care
providers within 12 months of graduation,
and the number of students who are accepted
into graduate programs for further nursing
education.

¢“(6) The school will allow the Secretary to
make on-site inspections, and will comply
with the Secretary’s requests for informa-
tion, to determine the extent to which the
school is complying with the requirements of
this section.

“(f) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary
shall evaluate the results of grants under
this section and submit to the Congress—

(1) not later than 18 months after the date
of the enactment of this section, an interim
report on such results; and

‘(2) not later than the end of fiscal year
2009, a final report on such results.

‘(g) APPLICATION.—To seek a grant under
this section, a school nursing shall submit
an application to the Secretary at such time,
in such manner, and containing such infor-
mation and assurances as the Secretary may
require.

““(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For the costs of carrying
out this section (except the costs described
in paragraph (2)), there are authorized to be
appropriated $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2007,
$85,000,000 for fiscal year 2008, and $95,000,000
for fiscal year 2009.

‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—For the costs
of administering this section, including the
costs of evaluating the results of grants and
submitting reports to the Congress, there are
authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary for each of fiscal years
2007, 2008, and 2009.”".

(b) GAO STUDY.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall conduct a study and submit a report to
the Congress on ways to increase participa-
tion in the nurse faculty profession.

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall include the fol-
lowing:

(A) A discussion of the master’s degree and
doctoral degree programs that are successful
in placing graduates as faculty in schools of
nursing.

(B) An examination of compensation dis-
parities throughout the nursing profession
and compensation disparities between higher
education instructional faculty generally
and higher education instructional nursing
faculty.

By Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. CHAFEE, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. OBAMA):

S. 3591. A bill to improve efficiency in
the Federal Government through the
use of high-performance green build-
ings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works,

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, it is
with great pleasure that I rise today to
introduce the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2006. This bipartisan
bill will go far to further expand Fed-
eral green building initiatives and en-
sure our Federal buildings and schools
are safe, efficient and good for the en-
vironment.

I would like to thank all of the bill’s
cosponsors for working with me in a bi-
partisan manner to introduce this im-
portant legislation and implore my col-
leagues to join us in moving this legis-
lation forward. Not only will this bill
improve Federal building efficiency
and employee health and productivity,
it also demonstrates the leadership of
the Federal Government on high-per-
formance green buildings. This bill
seeks to codify existing green building
initiatives outlined in memorandums
of understanding or executive orders,
and further enhances ongoing green
building programs all across the Fed-
eral Government, including the White
House. I commend the past and current
leadership of the White House Office of
the Federal Environmental Executive
for all they have done within the ad-
ministration.

Preliminary studies are showing that
high-performance green buildings gen-
erate huge savings in utility costs due
to their efficient operating systems.
These studies have also demonstrated
that high-performance green buildings
provide a healthier work environment
for the occupants, resulting in fewer
absences due to illness. This in turn in-
creases worker productivity and en-
sures fewer health related costs. All of
these savings are generated, while sus-
taining very little impact on sur-
rounding environments.

According to the Department of En-
ergy, throughout the United States
buildings account for 39 percent of
total energy use, 70 percent of elec-
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tricity consumption, 38.1 percent of
greenhouse gas emissions, and 30 per-
cent of raw materials use. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency reports
that building related construction and
demolition debris account for nearly 37
percent of the total nonindustrial
waste, generating 136 million tons of
waste in a single year. Building occu-
pants also consume 12 percent of pota-
ble water consumption. Why not build
buildings that strive to conserve our
precious resources, reduce the harmful
pollutants that are damaging to the
environment and utilize recycled build-
ing materials?

In an era of great security concern,
green buildings have reduced energy re-
quirements and may use renewable
sources of energy that are off the elec-
tricity grid. Green buildings also use
less water and some even collect rain-
water to use throughout the building.
Should there be a terrorist act that
damages or destroys our Nation’s re-
sources, these buildings could assist in
keeping our government up and run-
ning.

There is no downside to utilizing
high-performance buildings. This ini-
tiative is taking off in the private sec-
tor. According to the U.S. Green Build-
ing Council, there are 500 certified
green buildings across the TUnited
States with 3,000 in the pipeline. This
legislation would ensure that the Fed-
eral Government is keeping pace with
the real world and doing its part to
protect the environment and provide a
safe workplace for its employees.

In my home State of Vermont, envi-
ronmental quality and economic oppor-
tunity are inextricably linked and
green buildings are a visible represen-
tation of this connection. The design,
construction, and functioning of green
buildings will not only enhance envi-
ronmental quality, worker produc-
tivity, and student learning, but will
also contribute to the enhancement of
a new economy. Environmental tech-
nologies and applications represent a
new value added area of economic
growth that is both efficient and effec-
tive.

The Federal Government can learn
from progressive policies being imple-
mented in the private sector, State
government and our Nation’s univer-
sities. For example, the University of
Vermont, understanding the positive
environmental, economic, and human
resources benefits, recently adopted a
green building policy for its campus
that would ensure that all new con-
struction and major renovations be at
the certified level of the U.S. Green
Building Council’s, USGBC, Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design,
LEED, green building rating system.
This policy is both responsible and af-
fordable.

In the 108th Congress, I introduced S.
2620, the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2004. This new bill up-
dates that earlier version and includes
a few new provisions. This legislation
will coordinate the efforts within the
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Federal Government to promote high-
performance green buildings, provide
public outreach, and expand existing
research.

The General Services Administra-
tion, GSA, is the largest civilian land-
lord in the United States, with over
8,900 buildings in their current inven-
tory. This legislation creates an office
within GSA to oversee the green build-
ing efforts of agencies within the gov-
ernment. The GSA is a natural leader
to focus on our Federal buildings and
ensure that they are safe, healthy, and
efficient. The GSA is working to pro-
vide quality work environments for
Federal workers through green initia-
tives and is currently conducting re-
search on how best to increase work-
place effectiveness and occupant com-
fort. This bill will strengthen what
they have already started.

The bill creates a green building ad-
visory committee to advise the office
within GSA. The committee will be
comprised of key representatives from
each relevant agency, State, and local
governments, green building associa-
tions, experts within the building com-
munity, and environmental health ex-
perts for both adults and children. This
committee will enable the Federal
Government to stay up to date with
technology and the latest advance-
ments to ensure that high-performance
green buildings operate with the max-
imum  efficiency and ©provide a
healthier environment for their occu-
pants.

In addition, research efforts will be
expanded to focus on buildings and the
impact their systems have on human
health and worker productivity. We
just don’t know enough about the im-
pact of the built environment on its oc-
cupants. Take natural daylight for in-
stance. Studies are showing that a sim-
ple thing like exposure to daylight ac-
tually makes employees more produc-
tive and reduces absences due to ill-
ness. I would like to pursue this fur-
ther, as well as an indoor air quality
program for all Federal facilities. We
need to not only ensure the safety of
working employees for existing build-
ings, but also during construction and
renovation of facilities.

The High-Performance Green Build-
ings Act also requires that a good hard
look be taken at the budget process we
have used for years and explore ways to
improve the approval process for gov-
ernment projects. We need to grow
with the times and ensure that our
budget process allows us to take full
advantage of life-cycle costing. This
means that we allow our financial ex-
perts to factor in savings that green
buildings generate over time, and not
just look at the upfront cost of a build-
ing. It has been documented that high-
performance green buildings recover
any initial upfront costs from incor-
porating efficient systems within the
first few years of operation. The aver-
age life of a Federal building is over 50
years. In the times of soaring budget
deficits, it is imperative the Federal
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Government pursue all cost-saving op-
tions.

High-performance green buildings are
not just for Federal buildings, but in-
volve any type of building, including
schools. This legislation focuses on
providing healthier, more efficient
school facilities for our children. The
Government Accountability Office re-
ported years ago that over 14 million
children have their health affected by
poor conditions in schools. The
Healthy Schools Network is now re-
porting 32 million children are at high
risk of getting sick from their school
facility. It is unacceptable to stand by
and let the Nation’s children become ill
from preventable causes. This bill
takes a modest step forward and pro-
vides $10 million in grants to state and
local education agencies for technical
assistance and the implementation of
Environmental Protection Agency’s,
EPA, programs to address environ-
mental conditions of our schools like
the Tools for Schools Program and the
Healthy Schools Environmental As-
sessment Tool, Healthy SEAT. The bill
will help schools develop plans to focus
on the design, construction, and ren-
ovation of school facilities, and look at
systematic improvements for school
siting, indoor air quality, reducing con-
taminants, and other health issues.
This legislation also encourages re-
search to study the effects these sys-
tems are having on student health and
productivity. Our children deserve to
learn in an environment that is safe
and conducive to learning.

This bill will also promote leadership
within the Federal Government by re-
quiring all new construction and acqui-
sition be green, that leases for Federal
employees be energy efficient facilities
and include green design features, and
that guidelines be issued on how to
best renegotiate existing leases to
adopt these principles. Leadership is
also promoted through Federal incen-
tives for government agencies to build
high-performance green buildings, as
well as expanding the monitoring of
each Federal agency’s performance in
meeting green building requirements
and initiatives. It also creates a clear-
inghouse to keep individuals and enti-
ties, including the Federal Govern-
ment, informed on the information and
services that the office would provide.

Finally, by supporting this legisla-
tion, we will advance our under-
standing of green building technologies
and implications and simultaneously
advance our society. We have the ca-
pacity. This legislation provides the
Federal leadership to convert our aca-
demic buildings to integral compo-
nents of the curriculum rather than to
just facilities that house programs. As
learning centers and demonstration fa-
cilities, these green buildings will be
an example to all of us to be environ-
mentally responsible citizens.

I strongly encourage your support of
the High-Performance Green Buildings
Act of 2006 and ask unanimous consent
that the text of the High-Performance
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Green Buildings Act of 2006 be printed
in the RECORD, as well as the attached
letters of support for the bill.

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

S. 3591

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘High-Performance Green Buildings Act
of 2006”°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
TITLE I—OFFICE OF HIGH-
PERFORMANCE GREEN BUILDINGS
Sec. 101. Oversight.
Sec. 102. Office of High-Performance Green
Buildings.

Green Building Advisory Com-

mittee.

Public outreach.

Research and development.

Budget and life-cycle costing and

contracting.

Authorization of appropriations.
TITLE II-HEALTHY HIGH-
PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS
201. Definitions.

202. Grants for healthy school environ-
ments.

203. Federal guidelines for siting of
school facilities.

Sec. 204. Environmental health program.

Sec. 205. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE III—STRENGTHENING FEDERAL
LEADERSHIP

Sec. 301. Incentives.

Sec. 302. Federal procurement.

Sec. 303. Federal green building perform-

ance.

TITLE IV—DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
Sec. 401. Coordination of goals.

Sec. 402. Authorization of appropriations.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’” means the Administrator of General
Services.

(2) COMMITTEE.—The term ‘‘Committee’”’
means the Green Building Advisory Com-
mittee established under section 103(a).

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’ means
the individual appointed to the position es-
tablished under section 101(a).

(4) FEDERAL FACILITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Federal facil-
ity”’ means any building or facility the in-
tended use of which requires the building or
facility to be—

(i) accessible to the public; and

(ii) constructed or altered by or on behalf
of the United States.

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Federal facil-
ity”’ does not include a privately-owned resi-
dential or commercial structure that is not
leased by the Federal Government.

() HIGH-PERFORMANCE GREEN BUILDING.—
The term ‘‘high-performance green building”’
means a building that, during its life-cycle—

(A) reduces energy, water, and material re-
source use;

(B) improves indoor environmental quality
including, reducing indoor pollution, improv-
ing thermal comfort, and improving lighting
and acoustic environments that affect occu-
pant health and productivity;

(C) reduces negative impacts on the envi-
ronment throughout the life-cycle of the
building, including air and water pollution
and waste generation;

Sec. 103.
104.
105.
106.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 107.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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(D) increases the use of environmentally
preferable products, including biobased, re-
cycled content, and nontoxic products with
lower life-cycle impacts;

(E) increases reuse and recycling opportu-
nities;

(F) integrates systems in the building;

(G) reduces the environmental and energy
impacts of transportation through building
location and site design that support a full
range of transportation choices for users of
the building; and

(H) considers indoor and outdoor effects of
the building on human health and the envi-
ronment, including—

(i) improvements in worker productivity;

(ii) the life-cycle impacts of building mate-
rials and operations; and

(iii) other factors that the Office considers
to be appropriate.

(6) LIFE-CYCLE.—The term ‘‘life-cycle’’,
with respect to a high-performance green
building, means all stages of the useful life
of the building (including components,
equipment, systems, and controls of the
building) beginning at conception of a green
building project and continuing through site
selection, design, construction, landscaping,
commissioning, operation, maintenance, ren-
ovation, deconstruction or demolition, re-
moval, and recycling of the green building.

(7) LIFE-CYCLE ASSESSMENT.—The term
“life-cycle assessment’” means a comprehen-
sive system approach for measuring the envi-
ronmental performance of a product or serv-
ice over the life of the product or service, be-
ginning at raw materials acquisition and
continuing through manufacturing, trans-
portation, installation, use, reuse, and end-
of-life waste management.

(8) LIFE-CYCLE COSTING.—The term ‘‘life-
cycle costing’’, with respect to a high-per-
formance green building, means a technique
of economic evaluation that—

(A) sums, over a given study period, the
costs of initial investment (less resale
value), replacements, operations (including
energy use), and maintenance and repair of
an investment decision; and

(B) is expressed—

(i) in present value terms, in the case of a
study period equivalent to the longest useful
life of the building, determined by taking
into consideration the typical life of such a
building in the area in which the building is
to be located; or

(ii) in annual value terms, in the case of
any other study period.

(9) OFFICE.—The term ‘‘Office’” means the
Office of High-Performance Green Buildings
established under section 102(a).

TITLE I—OFFICE OF HIGH-PERFORMANCE
GREEN BUILDINGS
SEC. 101. OVERSIGHT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
establish within the General Services Ad-
ministration, and appoint an individual to
serve as Director in, a position in the career-
reserved Senior Executive service, to—

(1) establish and manage the Office in ac-
cordance with section 102; and

(2) carry out other duties as required under
this Act.

(b) COMPENSATION.—The compensation of
the Director shall not exceed the maximum
rate of basic pay for the Senior Executive
Service under section 5382 of title 5, United
States Code, including any applicable local-
ity-based comparability payment that may
be authorized under section 5304(h)(2)(C) of
that title.
SEC. 102. OFFICE OF HIGH-PERFORMANCE
GREEN BUILDINGS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall es-
tablish within the General Services Adminis-
tration an Office of High-Performance Green
Buildings.
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(b) DUTIES.—The Director shall—

(1) ensure full coordination of high-per-
formance green building information and ac-
tivities within the General Services Admin-
istration and all relevant agencies, includ-
ing, at a minimum—

(A) the Environmental Protection Agency;

(B) the Office of the Federal Environ-
mental Executive;

(C) the Office of Federal Procurement Pol-
1cy;

(D) the Department of Energy;

(E) the Department of Health and Human
Services;

(F') the Department of Defense; and

(G) such other Federal agencies as the Di-
rector considers to be appropriate;

(2) establish a senior-level Federal green
building advisory committee, which shall
provide advice and recommendations in ac-
cordance with section 103;

(3) identify and biennially reassess im-
proved or higher rating standards rec-
ommended by the Committee;

(4) establish a national high-performance
green building clearinghouse in accordance
with section 104, which shall provide green
building information through—

(A) outreach;

(B) education; and

(C) the provision of technical assistance;

(5) ensure full coordination of research and
development information relating to high-
performance green building initiatives under
section 105;

(6) identify and develop green building
standards that could be used for all types of
Federal facilities in accordance with section
105;

(7) establish green practices that can be
used throughout the life of a Federal facil-

ity;
(8) review and analyze current Federal
budget practices and life-cycle costing

issues, and make recommendations to Con-
gress, in accordance with section 106; and

(9) complete and submit the report de-
scribed in subsection (c).

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, and bien-
nially thereafter, the Director shall submit
to Congress a report that—

(1) describes the status of the green build-
ing initiatives under this Act and other Fed-
eral programs in effect as of the date of the
report, including—

(A) the extent to which the programs are
being carried out in accordance with this
Act; and

(B) the status of funding requests and ap-
propriations for those programs;

(2) identifies within the planning, budg-
eting, and construction process all types of
Federal facility procedures that inhibit new
and existing Federal facilities from becom-
ing high-performance green buildings as
measured by—

(A) a silver rating, as defined by the Lead-
ership in Energy and Environmental Design
Building Rating System standard established
by the United States Green Building Council
(or an equivalent rating); or

(B) an improved or higher rating standard,
as identified by the Committee;

(3) identifies inconsistencies, as reported
to the Committee, in Federal law with re-
spect to product acquisition guidelines and
high-performance product guidelines;

(4) recommends language for uniform
standards for use by Federal agencies in en-
vironmentally responsible acquisition;

() in coordination with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, reviews the budget
process for capital programs with respect to
alternatives for—

(A) restructuring of budgets to require the
use of complete energy- and environmental-
cost accounting;
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(B) using operations expenditures in budg-
et-related decisions while simultaneously in-
corporating productivity and health meas-
ures (as those measures can be quantified by
the Office, with the assistance of universities
and national laboratories);

(C) permitting Federal agencies to retain
all identified savings accrued as a result of
the use of life-cycle costing for future high-
performance green building initiatives; and

(D) identifying short- and long-term cost
savings that accrue from high-performance
green buildings, including those relating to
health and productivity;

(6) identifies green, self-sustaining tech-
nologies to address the operational needs of
Federal facilities in times of national secu-
rity emergencies, natural disasters, or other
dire emergencies;

(7) summarizes and highlights develop-
ment, at the State and local level, of green
building initiatives, including executive or-
ders, policies, or laws adopted promoting
green building (including the status of im-
plementation of those initiatives); and

(8) includes, for the 2-year period covered
by the report, recommendations to address
each of the matters, and a plan for imple-

mentation of each recommendation, de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (6).
(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Office shall

carry out each plan for implementation of

recommendations under subsection (¢)(7).

SEC. 103. GREEN BUILDING ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Director shall establish a committee to
be known as the ‘“Green Building Advisory
Committee”.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall be
composed of representatives of, at a min-
imum—

(1) each agency referred to in section
102(b)(1); and

(2) other relevant entities, as determined
by the Director, including at least 1 rep-
resentative of each of the following:

(A) State and local governmental green
building programs.

(B) Independent green building associa-
tions or councils.

(C) Building experts, including architects,
material suppliers, and construction con-
tractors.

(D) Security advisors focusing on national
security needs, natural disasters, and other
dire emergency situations.

(E) Children and adult environmental
health experts.

(c) MEETINGS.—The Director shall establish
a regular schedule of meetings for the Com-
mittee, which shall convene a minimum of 6
times each year.

(d) DUTIES.—The Committee shall provide
advice and expertise for use by the Director
in carrying out the duties under this Act, in-
cluding such recommendations relating to
Federal activities carried out under sections
104 through 106 as are agreed to by a major-
ity of the members of the Committee.

(e) FACA EXEMPTION.—The Committee
shall not be subject to the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (6 U.S.C. App.).

SEC. 104. PUBLIC OUTREACH.

The Director, in coordination with the
Committee, shall carry out public outreach
to inform individuals and entities of the in-
formation and services available Govern-
ment-wide by—

(1) establishing and maintaining a national
high-performance green building clearing-
house, including on the Internet, that—

(A) identifies existing similar efforts and
coordinates activities of common interest;
and

(B) provides information relating to high-
performance green buildings, including
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hyperlinks to Internet sites that describe the
activities, information, and resources of—

(i) the Federal Government;

(ii) State and local governments;

(iii) the private sector (including non-
governmental and nonprofit entities and or-
ganizations); and

(iv) international organizations;

(2) identifying and recommending edu-
cational resources for implementing high-
performance green building practices, in-
cluding security and emergency benefits and
practices;

(3) providing access to technical assistance
on using tools and resources to make more
cost-effective, energy-efficient, health-pro-
tective, and environmentally beneficial deci-
sions for constructing high-performance
green buildings, particularly tools available
to conduct life-cycle costing and life-cycle
assessment;

(4) providing information on application
processes for certifying a high-performance
green building, including certification and
commissioning; and

(6) providing technical information, mar-
ket research, or other forms of assistance or
advice that would be useful in planning and
constructing high-performance green build-
ings; and

(6) using such other methods as are deter-
mined by the Director to be appropriate.

SEC. 105. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director, in co-
ordination with the Committee, shall—

(1)(A) survey existing research and studies
relating to high-performance green build-
ings; and

(B) coordinate activities of common inter-
est;

(2) develop and recommend a high-perform-
ance green building research plan that—

(A) identifies information and research
needs, including the relationships between
health, occupant productivity, and each of—

(i) pollutant emissions from materials and
products in the building;

(ii) natural day lighting;

(iii) ventilation choices and technologies;

(iv) heating, cooling, and system control
choices and technologies;

(v) moisture control and mold;

(vi) maintenance, cleaning, and pest con-
trol activities;

(vii) acoustics; and

(viii) other issues relating to the health,
comfort, productivity, and performance of
occupants of the building; and

(B) promotes the development and dissemi-
nation of high-performance green building
measurement tools that, at a minimum, may
be used—

(i) to monitor and assess the life-cycle per-
formance of facilities (including demonstra-
tion projects) built as high-performance
green buildings; and

(ii) to perform life-cycle assessments;

(3) assist the budget and life-cycle costing
functions of the Office under section 106;

(4) study and identify potential benefits of
green buildings relating to security, natural
disaster, and emergency needs of the Federal
Government; and

(5) support other research initiatives deter-
mined by the Office.

(b) INDOOR AIR QUALITY.—The Director, in
consultation with the Committee, shall de-
velop and implement a comprehensive indoor
air quality program for all Federal facilities
to ensure the safety of Federal workers and
facility occupants—

(1) during new construction and renovation
of facilities; and

(2) in existing facilities.

SEC. 106. BUDGET AND LIFE-CYCLE COSTING AND
CONTRACTING.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director, in co-

ordination with the Committee, shall—
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(1) identify, review, and analyze current
budget and contracting practices that affect
achievement of high-performance green
buildings, including the identification of bar-
riers to green building life-cycle costing and
budgetary issues;

(2) develop guidance and conduct training
sessions with budget specialists and con-
tracting personnel from Federal agencies
and budget examiners to apply life-cycle cost
criteria to actual projects;

(3) identify tools to aid life-cycle cost deci-
sionmaking; and

(4) explore the feasibility of incorporating
the benefits of green buildings, such as secu-
rity benefits, into a cost-budget analysis to
aid in life-cycle costing for budget and deci-
sion making processes.

SEC. 107. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $4,000,000 for each of fis-
cal years 2007 through 2012, to remain avail-
able until expended.

TITLE II—HEALTHY HIGH-PERFORMANCE
SCHOOLS
SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) HIGH-PERFORMANCE SCHOOL.—The term
“‘high-performance school” has the meaning
given the term ‘‘healthy, high-performance
school building”’ in section 5586 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7277e).

(2) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
‘‘local educational agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7801).

(3) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term
‘‘State educational agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 7801).

SEC. 202. GRANTS FOR HEALTHY SCHOOL ENVI-
RONMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education
and the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, may provide grants to State and
local educational agencies for use in—

(1) providing technical assistance for pro-
grams of the Environmental Protection
Agency (including the Tools for Schools Pro-
gram and the Healthy School Environmental
Assessment Tool) to schools for use in ad-
dressing environmental issues; and

(2) development of State school environ-
mental quality plans, in partnership with
the Environmental Protection Agency, that
include—

(A) standards for healthy high-performance
school building design, construction, and
renovation;

(B) identification of ongoing school build-
ing environmental problems in the State, in-
cluding assessment of information on the ex-
posure of children to environmental hazards
in school facilities, as provided by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency;

(C) proposals for the systematic improve-
ment (including benchmarks and timelines)
of environmental conditions in schools
throughout the State, including—

(i) school building siting, construction, and
maintenance;

(ii) indoor air quality;

(iii) pest control;

(iv) radon contamination;

(v) lead contamination;

(vi) environmentally preferable purchasing
of products for classroom instruction and for
maintenance;

(vii) hazard identification and remediation;
and

(viii) modes of transportation available to
students and staff;
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(D) recommendations for improvements in
the capacity of the State to track child and
adult health complaints relating to schools;
and

(E) plans for operation as an emergency,
self-sustaining evacuation center.

(b) OTHER GRANTS.—The Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency may
provide grants to qualified, nonprofit organi-
zations to assist in community and public
education on healthy school environments.

(c) COST SHARING.—

(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of a project or activity carried out
using funds from a grant under subsection
(a) shall not exceed 90 percent.

(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal
share of the cost of a project or activity car-
ried out using funds from a grant under sub-
section (a) may be provided in the form of
cash or in-kind goods and services.

(d) GRANT PRIORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In providing grants under
this section for use in carrying out the pro-
gram referred to in subsection (a)(1), the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, in consultation with the Secretary
of Education, shall give priority to school
districts with need for environmental im-
provement as identified in the school envi-
ronmental plans described in this section.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
AND STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—

(A) SCHOOL DISTRICTS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, and annually thereafter, each school
district that receives funds from the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to carry out a program described in
subsection (a) shall submit to the State edu-
cational agency with jurisdiction over the
school district a report that includes—

(i) a list of schools in the districts that, as
of the date of the report, have accepted funds
or other assistance from the Environmental
Protection Agency for use in carrying out
this section; and

(ii) an overview of the impact of the funds,
including—

(I) general data regarding measures of stu-
dent health and attendance rates before and
after grant intervention; and

(IT) descriptions of toxic or hazardous
cleaning, maintenance, or instructional
products eliminated or reduced in use as part
of the promotion or remediation of the in-
door air quality of schools within the school
district; and

(iii) basic information on the potential in-
fluence of other factors (such as the installa-
tion of carpet and HVAC systems and similar
activities) on air quality.

(B) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REPORTS.—
Not later than 180 days after the date on
which each State educational agency has re-
ceived the annual reports under subpara-
graph (A) from all participating school dis-
tricts, the State educational agency shall
submit to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and Congress a
consolidated report of all information re-
ceived from the school districts.

SEC. 203. FEDERAL GUIDELINES FOR SITING OF
SCHOOL FACILITIES.

The Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, in consultation with the
Secretary of Education and the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall develop
school site selection guidelines that account
for—

(1) the special vulnerability of children to
hazardous substances or pollution exposures
in any case in which the potential for con-
tamination at a potential school site exists,
as determined by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education;
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(2) modes of transportation available to
students and staff; and

(3) the potential use of a school at the site
as an emergency shelter.

SEC. 204. ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Education,
the Secretary of Health and Human Services,
and other relevant agencies, shall issue
guidelines for use by the State in developing
and implementing an environmental health
program for schools that—

(1) takes into account the status and find-
ings of Federal research initiatives estab-
lished under this Act and other relevant Fed-
eral law with respect to school facilities, in-
cluding relevant updates on trends in the
field, such as the impact of school facility
environments on student and staff—

(A) health, safety, and productivity; and

(B) disabilities or special needs;

(2) provides research using relevant tools
identified or developed in accordance with
section 105 to quantify the relationships be-
tween—

(A) human health, occupant productivity,
and student performance; and

(B) with respect to school facilities, each
of—

(i) pollutant emissions from materials and
products;

(ii) natural day lighting;

(iii) ventilation choices and technologies;

(iv) heating and cooling choices and tech-
nologies;

(v) moisture control and mold;

(vi) maintenance, cleaning, and pest con-
trol activities;

(vii) acoustics; and

(viii) other issues relating to the health,
comfort, productivity, and performance of
occupants of the school facilities;

(3) provides technical assistance on siting,
design, management, and operation of school
facilities, including facilities used by stu-
dents with disabilities or special needs;

(4) collaborates with federally funded pedi-
atric environmental health centers to assist
in on-site school environmental investiga-
tions;

(5) assists States and the public in better
understanding and improving the environ-
mental health of children; and

(6) provides to the Office a biennial report
of all activities carried out under this title,
which the Director shall include in the re-
port described in section 102(c).

(b) PUBLIC OUTREACH.—The Director shall
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable,
that the public clearinghouse established
under section 104 receives and makes avail-
able—

(1) information from the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency that
is contained in the report described in sub-
section (a)(6); and

(2) information on the exposure of children
to environmental hazards in school facili-
ties, as provided by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

SEC. 205. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this title $10,000,000 for the period
of fiscal years 2007 through 2012, to remain
available until expended.

TITLE III—STRENGTHENING FEDERAL

LEADERSHIP
SEC. 301. INCENTIVES.

As soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Director shall iden-
tify incentives to encourage the use of green
buildings and related technology in the oper-
ations of the Federal Government, including
through—

(1) the provision of recognition awards; and

(2) the maximum feasible retention of fi-
nancial savings in the annual budgets of Fed-
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eral agencies for use in reinvesting in future
green building initiatives.
SEC. 302. FEDERAL PROCUREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director of the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy, in consultation with the Direc-
tor and the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, shall
promulgate revisions of the applicable acqui-
sition regulations, to take effect as of the
date of promulgation of the revisions—

(1) to direct any Federal procurement ex-
ecutives involved in the acquisition, con-
struction, or major renovation (including
contracting for the construction or major
renovation) of any facility—

(A) to employ integrated design principles;

(B) to improve site selection for environ-
mental and community benefits;

(C) to optimize building and systems en-
ergy performance;

(D) to protect and conserve water;

(E) to enhance indoor environmental qual-
ity; and

(F) to reduce environmental impacts of
materials and waste flows; and

(2) to direct Federal procurement execu-
tives involved in leasing buildings, to give
preference to the lease of facilities that—

(A) are energy-efficient; and

(B) to the maximum extent practicable,
have applied contemporary high-perform-
ance and sustainable design principles during
construction or renovation.

(b) GUIDANCE.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of promulgation of the revised regu-
lations under subsection (a), the Director
shall issue guidance to all Federal procure-
ment executives providing direction and in-
structions to renegotiate the design of pro-
posed facilities, renovations for existing fa-
cilities, and leased facilities to incorporate
improvements that are consistent with this
section.

SEC. 303. FEDERAL GREEN BUILDING PERFORM-
ANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 31
of each of the 2 fiscal years following the fis-
cal year in which this Act is enacted, and at
such times thereafter as the Comptroller
General of the United States determines to
be appropriate, the Comptroller General of
the United States shall, with respect to the
fiscal years that have passed since the pre-
ceding report—

(1) conduct an audit of the implementation
of this Act; and

(2) submit to the Office, the Committee,
the Administrator, and Congress a report de-
scribing the results of the audit.

(b) CONTENTS.—An audit under subsection
(a) shall include a review, with respect to the
period covered by the report under sub-
section (a)(2), of—

(1) budget, life-cycle costing, and con-
tracting issues, using best practices identi-
fied by the Comptroller General of the
United States and heads of other agencies in
accordance with section 106;

(2) the level of coordination among the Of-
fice, the Office of Management and Budget,
and relevant agencies;

(3) the performance of the Office in car-
rying out the implementation plan;

(4) the design stage of high-performance
green building measures;

(5) high-performance building data that
were collected and reported to the Office;
and

(6) such other matters as the Comptroller
General of the United States determines to
be appropriate.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Director shall con-
sult with the Committee to enhance and as-
sist the implementation of the Environ-
mental Stewardship Scorecard announced at
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the White House Summit on Federal sustain-
able buildings in January 2006, to measure
the implementation by each Federal agency
of sustainable design and green building ini-
tiatives.

TITLE IV—DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
SEC. 401. COORDINATION OF GOALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall estab-
lish guidelines to implement a demonstra-
tion project to contribute to the research
goals of the Office.

(b) PROJECTS.—In accordance with guide-
lines established by the Director under sub-
section (a) and the duties of the Director de-
scribed in title I, the Director shall carry
out—

(1) for each of fiscal years 2008 through
2013, 1 demonstration project in a Federal
building selected by the Director in accord-
ance with relevant agencies and described in
subsection (¢)(1), that—

(A) provides for the evaluation of the infor-
mation obtained through the conduct of
projects and activities under this Act; and

(B) achieves a platinum rating, as defined
by the Leadership in Energy and Environ-
mental Design Building Rating System
standard established by the United States
Green Building Council (or equivalent rat-
ing); and

(2) no fewer than 4 demonstration projects
at 4 universities, that, as competitively se-
lected by the Director in accordance with
subsection (c)(2), have—

(A) appropriate research resources and rel-
evant projects to meet the goals of the dem-
onstration project established by the Office;
and

(B) the ability—

(i) to serve as a model for high-perform-
ance green building initiatives, including re-
search and education;

(ii) to identify the most effective ways to
use high-performance green building and
landscape technologies to engage and edu-
cate undergraduate and graduate students;

(iii) to effectively implement a high-per-
formance green building education program
for students and occupants;

(iv) to demonstrate the effectiveness of
various high-performance technologies in
each of the 4 climatic regions of the United
States described in subsection (¢)(2)(B); and

(v) to explore quantifiable and nonquantifi-
able beneficial impacts on public health and
employee and student performance.

(c) CRITERIA.—

(1) FEDERAL FACILITIES.—With respect to
the existing or proposed Federal facility at
which a demonstration project under this
section is conducted, the Federal facility
shall—

(A) be an appropriate model for a project
relating to—

(i) the effectiveness of high-performance
technologies;

(ii) analysis of materials, components, sys-
tems, and emergency operations in the build-
ing, and the impact of those materials, com-
ponents, and systems, including the impact
on the health of building occupants;

(iii) life-cycle costing and life-cycle assess-
ment of building materials and systems; and

(iv) location and design that promote ac-
cess to the Federal facility through walking,
biking, and mass transit; and

(B) possess sufficient technological and or-
ganizational adaptability.

(2) UNIVERSITIES.—With respect to the 4
universities at which a demonstration
project under this section is conducted—

(A) the universities should be selected,
after careful review of all applications re-
ceived containing the required information,
as determined by the Director, based on—

(i) successful and established public-pri-
vate research and development partnerships;
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(ii) demonstrated capabilities to construct
or renovate buildings that meet high indoor
environmental quality standards;

(iii) organizational flexibility;

(iv) technological adaptability;

(v) the demonstrated capacity of at least 1
university to replicate lessons learned
among nearby or sister universities, pref-
erably by participation in groups or con-
sortia that promote sustainability;

(vi) the demonstrated capacity of at least 1
university to have officially-adopted, insti-
tution-wide ‘‘green building’’ guidelines for
all campus building projects; and

(vii) the demonstrated capacity of at least
1 university to have been recognized by simi-
lar institutions as a national leader in sus-
tainability education and curriculum for stu-
dents of the university; and

(B) each university shall be located in a
different climatic region of the United
States, each of which regions shall have, as
determined by the Office—

(i) a hot, dry climate;

(ii) a hot, humid climate;

(iii) a cold climate; or

(iv) a temperate climate (including a cli-
mate with cold winters and humid summers).

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu-
ally thereafter through September 30, 2013—

(1) the Director shall submit to the Admin-
istrator a report that describes the status of
the demonstration projects; and

(2) each University at which a demonstra-
tion project under this section is conducted
shall submit to the Administrator a report
that describes the status of the demonstra-
tion projects under this section.

SEC. 402. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) FEDERAL DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out the Federal demonstration project
described in section 401(b)(1) $10,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2008 through 2013,
to remain available until expended.

(b) UNIVERSITY DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS.—There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the university dem-
onstration projects described in section
401(b)(2) $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 2008 through 2013, to remain available
until expended.

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

THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE
OF ARCHITECTS,
Washington, DC, June 15, 2006.
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: The American
Institute of Architects has identified ‘‘sus-
tainability” as the number one issue among
our 75,000 members nationwide. We are con-
cerned about the effects that America’s pat-
tern of energy use is having on the world’s
climate. And we are particularly concerned
about the adverse effects that thoughtlessly
designed buildings can have on the natural
environment.

We believe that it is currently possible to
design and operate buildings of all types in
ways that conserve resources and drastically
reduce their environmental impact. For that
reason, we strongly support incentives to
create more sustainable architecture.

The High Performance Green Buildings Act
of 2006, which you are sponsoring, is an ex-
cellent start toward moving the federal gov-
ernment in the direction of sustainable ar-
chitecture. The bill will create a specific Of-
fice of High Performance Green Buildings
within the General Services Administration
as well as an Advisory Committee of green
building experts to assist that office in ad-
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vancing the cause of sustainability within
the federal government.

The bill will also mandate the consider-
ation of life-cycle costing in the design and
procurement of federal buildings; a concept
long supported by the AIA. The bill will cre-
ate a grants program for high performance
and healthy schools, as well as health-based
guidelines for school construction. It is a
matter of great concern to the AIA that our
Nation’s school facilities are in a degraded
condition and that significant improvement
in student health and productivity could be
achieved through upgrading the structures
that now house our next generations.

The AIA is particularly supportive of the
provisions of the bill that call for revisions
to the Federal Acquisition Regulations to in-
corporate green design criteria into Federal
contracting for construction or renovation of
Federal buildings.

The AIA commends you for your leadership
in taking on these complex issues that are
closely intertwined with the Nation’s envi-
ronmental, energy and educational future.
The AIA supports your efforts, supports your
bill and would like to work with you to get
it passed into law.

Sincerely,
CHRISTINE W. MCENTEE,
Executive Vice President/CEO.
HEALTHY SCHOOLS NETWORK, INC.,
June 23, 2006.
Support for High-Performance Green Build-
ings Act of 2006.

Hon. JAMES JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: Children do bet-
ter with a little fresh air and sunshine, in-
doors and out. The call for healthier schools
is a ‘‘back to basics’ drive, recalling neigh-
borhood schools with high ceilings and tall
windows that captured natural light and
ventilation and with durable floors and walls
that were easy to maintain.

Healthy Schools Network, Inc. is a na-
tional environmental health not for profit
representing parent, environment, health,
and education groups and individuals who
are dedicated to ensuring that every child
and school employee has an environmentally
healthy school. Our reports, informational
services, and advocacy have shaped new poli-
cies, laws, regulations, and funds for school
facilities in New York and Federally, and
fostered local and state coalitions Nation-
wide. We were honored to receive a US EPA
Children’s Health Protection Award in 2005
for our Healthy Schools/Healthy Kids Clear-
inghouse that has helped parents, schools,
and nonprofits in every state.

We support the High-Performance Green
Buildings Act of 2006 and the creation of an
Office of High-Performance Green Buildings.
We strongly support the Act’s Title II Healthy
High Performance Schools provisions to improve
our nation’s school facilities and our children’s
health and learning.

Title II authorizes U.S. EPA, advised by
Education and Health and Human Services,
to make grants to the states to develop school
environmental quality plans, including state
standards for school design that incorporate
energy efficiency, indoor air quality, and
low-emission interior finishes and products,
as well as resource conservation. This one
step alone will allow each state to adapt de-
sign protocols for use by local schools, as
well as to consider how best to “mix and
match’ public and private resources for im-
plementation. In addition, the creation of
systematic state plans could identify ongo-
ing school environmental problems and pro-
pose locally appropriate and system-wide im-
provements for siting, indoor air quality,
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lead contamination and pest problems,
‘“‘green’ purchasing, and outline plans for
using schools as emergency centers.

The Act also authorizes U.S. EPA to de-
velop Federal guidelines for the siting of
schools, taking into account the special vul-
nerability of children to hazardous sub-
stances, modes of transportation, and the po-
tential use of schools as emergency shelters.
U.S. EPA and the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry have collected
data on schools sited near or adjacent to haz-
ardous facilities.

In addition, Title II authorizes US EPA,
advised by Education and Health and Human
Services, to issue guidelines for use by states
in developing and implementing an environ-
mental health program for schools. This pro-
gram would provide research on children’s
health and school facilities and provide tech-
nical assistance on siting, design, manage-
ment, and operation of schools; collaborate
with the Federally sponsored pediatric envi-
ronmental health specialty units to assist
with any onsite environmental investiga-
tions; and assist states and the public in un-
derstanding and improving the environ-
mental health of children.

This Nation has a long way to go to ensure
that our children have healthy learning
places. In 1996, the US GAO estimated that
the poor condition of schools daily eroded
the health of 14 million children. US EPA es-
timates that half of the nation’s 120,000
schools have compromised indoor environ-
mental quality. Indoor air pollution is a top-
five human health hazard; asthma is the
leading cause of absenteeism and the leading
occupational disease among teachers. In 2004,
the US Department of Education Office of
the Under Secretary published its Congres-
sionally mandated National Priority Study
A Summary of Scientific Findings on Ad-
verse Effects of Indoor Environments on Stu-
dents’ Health, Academic Peiformance and
Attendance (http:/www.iehinc.com/PDF /
effects%20on%20students.pdf), finding that
the evidence suggested that poor environ-
ments adversely influences student health,
performance, and attendance. In the national
report Lessons Learned (2006), which pre-
sents state by state data analyses and stories
of sick or injured children, our office and our
two dozen organizational collaborators esti-
mated the number of children at high risk at
32 million of the 54 million enrolled. (See
http:/www.healthyschools.org/guides mate-
rials.html)

The need for healthier schools is now. At a
time when our nation is demanding a better
performance from every child and from every
school, we need to ensure that every child
has an environmentally healthy school.
Healthier school facilities, designed, built,
and cleaned and maintained as healthy high
performance facilities—often at no addi-
tional local cost—are known to positively af-
fect children’s performance and attendance
and teacher productivity. They are also asso-
ciated with lower suspension rates. Design-
ing more energy efficient facilities or replac-
ing old heating and ventilating systems with
up to date efficient systems or systems using
renewable energy resources could save
schools and their taxpayers billions of dol-
lars annually.

We commend you for your leadership on
these important issues and look forward to
working with you and the sponsors towards
the timely enactment and funding for this
important legislation.

Sincerely,
CLAIRE L. BARNETT,
Executive Director.
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY
STUDY INSTITUTE,
Washington, DC, June 27, 2006.
Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JEFFORDS: The Environ-
mental and Energy Study Institute (EESI)
strongly supports the High-Performance
Green Buildings Act of 2006 you are intro-
ducing to advance the development of green
building facilities for both federal agencies
and schools. This legislation will:

—increase U.S. competitiveness in the in-
creasingly global green building market

—accelerate expansion of the green build-
ing market within the United States through
widespread Federal procurement, expanded
research, and establishment of a green build-
ing information clearinghouse

—improve student and worker health and
productivity through better indoor air qual-
ity

—increase U.S. energy savings

—support the growth of domestic recycled
and biobased product markets that can help
reduce the country’s reliance on imported oil
and

—reduce the environmental impacts of the
country’s built environment.

The General Services Administration
(GSA) owns and operates more than 500,000
buildings with over 3 billion square feet,
making it the largest landlord in the United
States. With this amount of owned space, the
GSA has the influence to ensure that Federal
buildings across the country are shining ex-
amples of smart building design. Through in-
centives laid out in this legislation, the Fed-
eral Government can lead the country by ex-
ample in incorporating green building de-
signs that save buildings money in oper-
ational costs. That is good government!

Furthermore, green buildings have im-
proved indoor air quality; this too saves the
Federal Government money due to reduced
sickness and absenteeism among its work-
force. The American Lung Association esti-
mates that indoor air pollution costs busi-
nesses more than $100 billion a year due to
death, sick days, direct medical costs, loss of
productivity, and damage to materials and
equipment. The Environmental Protection
Agency projects that 3,500 to 6,500 premature
deaths per year are the result of the effects
of indoor air pollutants.

Due to the heightened susceptibility of
children to airborne pollutants because of
their less developed immune systems, EESI
applauds your bill’s provisions to provide
schools grant assistance as well as technical
assistance in developing green building de-
sign. In fact, 20 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation, nearly 55 million people, are in U.S.
elementary and secondary schools, 110,000 of
which were reported to have unsatisfactory
indoor air quality in the 1990s. Without
grants like those outlined in your bill, most
school districts would not be able to fund
green building projects. EESI’s previous
work on this topic has found that schools
need Federal studies. They need a clearing-
house to provide information, and they need
grants to implement these projects and real-
ize their far-reaching benefits.

EESI strongly supports the use of recycled
and biobased products as components of the
bill’s green building design. Fabricated from
renewable domestic crops, biobased products
do not ‘“‘offgas’ or emit airborne toxins like
their petroleum-based counterparts which
can aggravate respiratory systems and nega-
tively affect health. Biobased products,
along with improvements in ventilation, en-
hance indoor air quality and improve occu-
pant health. They are also biodegradable and
therefore not harmful to the environment.
Furthermore, biobased products can be pro-
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duced domestically; providing evermore eco-
nomic opportunities to every state’s agricul-
tural sector.

Even as U.S. Federal agencies and schools
face tightening budgets, many green building
measures can be incorporated with minimal
up-front costs while yielding enormous sav-
ings during a building’s lifetime. Your bill’s
provision to establish an Office of High Per-
formance Green Buildings would elevate at-
tention to this issue and would play an es-
sential role as provider/distributor of solid
information so that agencies can pursue
‘“‘greening’ of buildings more easily, effi-
ciently and economically.

Demonstration projects can engage under-
graduate and graduate students—the leaders
of tomorrow—who will learn first-hand about
these innovations and take the experience
with them in their careers. These projects
also will incorporate smart siting and plan-
ning so that commuters can access them
through many modes of transportation in-
cluding mass transit, biking and walking. By
incorporating these concerns, these projects
not only address the energy consumed by the
buildings themselves but the energy con-
sumed in our transportation sector.

U.S. buildings consume about 40 percent of
the country’s annual primary energy use.
Because the Federal Government is the
country’s largest energy consumer, your bill
truly helps the Federal Government lead by
example.

Sincerely,
CAROL WERNER,
Ezxecutive Director, Environmental and
Energy Study Institute.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself,
Mr. DoODD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs.
CLINTON, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 3593 A bill to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to provide addi-
tional support to students; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join my colleagues in in-
troducing the Student Debt Relief Act
to lower college expenses for millions
of families and help ensure that cost is
not a barrier to a college education.

Earlier today, my colleagues and I
released a report on ‘“The College Cost
Crunch,” which contains detailed infor-
mation showing that students and
their families in every State are strug-
gling with skyrocketing college costs
and rising student loan debt.

The report makes clear that the
American dream is at risk unless col-
lege becomes more affordable. Parents
and students know how important a
college education is in our rapidly
changing world, and they’re willing to
make immense sacrifices in order to af-
ford it. But that sacrifice is getting
harder and harder as college costs go
up and as student debt increases as
well.

It is unacceptable in this era when
higher education in the United States
is becoming more important, that it is
also becoming more and more expen-
sive. As the report shows, the cost of
attending a public 4-year college has
increased 32 percent since 2000, while
median family incomes have increased
by only 6 percent over the same time
period.

Today, the cost of attendance is over
$12,000 at public colleges and over
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$26,000 at private colleges, and federal
student aid has not kept pace with
these rising costs. The maximum Pell
grant covered 51 percent of the cost of
college in 1986, but it covered only 35
percent of the cost last year.

As a result, families and students are
borrowing more than ever from the fed-
eral government and from private
banks to finance higher education.
Sixty-two percent of undergraduates at
4-year colleges are borrowing to fi-
nance their educations. The average
student graduates with over $19,000 in
student loan debt.

We need to solve this debt crisis now
before it spirals even farther out of
control.

Ensuring access to college is key to
our opportunity, our economy, and to
our values as a nation.

It affects opportunity, because each
year 400,000 qualified students do not
go to a 4-year college, because they
cannot afford to do so.

It affects our economy, because we
need to equip all of our citizens with a
college education to compete effec-
tively in the global economy.

It affects our values, because high
college costs and high student debt are
discouraging young Americans from
taking lower paying public service
jobs, from buying homes, and even
from getting married and starting a
family.

On July 1, to make matters even
worse, students and families face one of
the biggest student loan interest rate
hikes in the history of the program—
almost 2 percentage points in a single
year.

Our bill deals with these issues in
several ways.

First, it provides mandatory funding
for an immediate increase in the max-
imum Pell grant from $4,050 to $5,100,
with additional increases each year.

The bill also reforms the current stu-
dent loan programs and uses the sav-
ings to pay for additional increases in
need-based aid. This proposal—known
as the Student Aid Reward Act, or the
STAR Act—generates $13 billion over
10 years for new Pell grants—at zero
cost to the government and tax-
payers—by encouraging schools to use
the more efficient Direct Loan Pro-
gram instead of the guaranteed loan
program.

The bill cuts student loan interest
rates in half—to 3.4 percent for stu-
dents and 4.25 percent for parents. This
change will save average borrowers
nearly $4,000 in interest payments over
the life of their loans.

The bill gives borrowers the option to
help keep loan payments manageable
by tying the payments to income level
and capping the payments at 15 percent
of a borrower’s income. This provision
will enable young people to pursue
their passions in public service careers
such as teaching and social work, with-
out worrying about making ends meet
as they repay their debt.

The bill also extends and expands a
popular college tuition tax deduction,
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which Republicans allowed to expire at
the end of last year. The IRS estimates
that nearly 4.7 million students and
families took advantage of the deduc-
tion in 2004, which allowed them to de-
duct up to $4,000 in tuition expenses
from their taxes.

In Massachusetts, these changes
would help thousands of students. If
the Pell grant is increased to $5,100,
Massachusetts would receive $63 mil-
lion in new Pell grant aid. 4,700 addi-
tional students would receive grants,
and the average grant would increase
by more than $620—from $2,329 to
$2,950. If student loan interest rates are
cut in half, students in Massachusetts
would save $3,470 over the life of their
loans.

With more options to make loan pay-
ments contingent on income, new
teachers in Massachusetts, who earn
$34,000 a year, would have a reduction
of 22 percent in their monthly loan
payments, and after 10 years, their
loans would be forgiven.

Congress needs to act now to make
education a priority and do more to
help struggling students and families.

But the administration and the Re-
publican Congress have other prior-
ities. Earlier this year, they per-
petrated the biggest raid on student
aid in the history of the program—
stripping $12 billion from the program
to offset tax giveaways for the wealthi-
est Americans.

If we returned tax rates for the
wealthiest Americans to their levels
when President Bush took office, we
could pay for this entire proposal, and
pay for other priorities for struggling
middle class families as well.

Some of these proposals pay for
themselves by cutting wasteful bank
subsidies from the student loan pro-
grams and directing those funds to help
students afford college. Report after re-
port has shown that the Direct Loan
Program saves taxpayer money. It is
time for the Republican Congress to
stand up to their friends in the lending
industry and do what’s right for stu-
dents and families and the Nation.

We also need new investments in edu-
cation if we are serious about reviving
the American dream of a college edu-
cation.

When Congress passed the G.I. bill
after World War II, the Nation reaped a
benefit of $7 for every $1 invested in
sending our returning troops to col-
lege.

We need that kind of investment
again to assure prosperity for our fami-
lies and our Nation in the years ahead.
The Student Debt Relief Act is a good
step in the right direction, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

I ask unanimous consent that our re-
port and 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. 3593

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Student
Debt Relief Act of 2006.

SEC. 2. INCREASE IN FEDERAL PELL GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401(b)(2)(A) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1070a(b)(2)(A)) is amended by striking clauses
(i) through (v) and inserting the following:

‘(1) $5,100 for academic year 2007-2008;

¢4(ii) $5,400 for academic year 2008-2009;

‘“(iii) $5,700 for academic year 2009-2010;

““(iv) $6,000 for academic year 2010-2011; and

““(v) $6,300 for academic year 2011-2012,”’.

(b) ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—For an academic
year, in the case in which discretionary
amounts appropriated to carry out the Fed-
eral Pell Grant program under subpart 1 of
part A of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070a et seq.) for such
academic year are sufficient to fund a max-
imum Federal Pell Grant award of $4,050,
then there are authorized to be appropriated,
and there are appropriated, additional
amounts to carry out the amendment made
by subsection (a) as follows:

Q) For academic year 2007-2008,
$4,310,000,000.

(2) For academic year 2008-2009,
$5,563,000,000.

3) For academic year 2009-2010,
$6,982,000,000.

(4) For academic year 2010-2011,
$8,398,000,000.

(5) For academic year 20112012,

$9,831,000,000.
SEC. 3. STUDENT AID REWARD PROGRAM.

Part G of title IV of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088 et seq.) is amended
by inserting after section 489 the following:
“SEC. 489A. STUDENT AID REWARD PROGRAM.

‘“(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
shall carry out a Student Aid Reward Pro-
gram to encourage institutions of higher
education to participate in the student loan
program under this title that is most cost-ef-
fective for taxpayers.

“(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying
out the Student Aid Reward Program, the
Secretary shall—

“(1) provide to each institution of higher
education participating in the student loan
program under this title that is most cost-ef-
fective for taxpayers, a Student Aid Reward
Payment, in an amount determined in ac-
cordance with subsection (c), to encourage
the institution to participate in that student
loan program;

‘“(2) require each institution of higher edu-
cation receiving a payment under this sec-
tion to provide student loans under such stu-
dent loan program for a period of 5 years
after the date the first payment is made
under this section;

‘“(3) where appropriate, require that funds
paid to institutions of higher education
under this section be used to award students
a supplement to such students’ Federal Pell
Grants under subpart 1 of part A;

‘“(4) permit such funds to also be used to
award need-based grants to lower- and mid-
dle-income graduate students; and

‘() encourage all institutions of higher
education to participate in the Student Aid
Reward Program under this section.

“(c) AMOUNT.—The amount of a Student
Aid Reward Payment under this section
shall be not less than 50 percent of the sav-
ings to the Federal Government generated
by the institution of higher education’s par-
ticipation in the student loan program under
this title that is most cost-effective for tax-
payers instead of the institution’s participa-
tion in the student loan program that is not
most cost-effective for taxpayers.

“(d) TRIGGER TO ENSURE COST NEU-
TRALITY.—

(1) LIMIT TO ENSURE COST NEUTRALITY.—
Notwithstanding subsection (c¢), the Sec-
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retary shall not distribute Student Aid Re-
ward Payments under the Student Aid Re-
ward Program that, in the aggregate, exceed
the Federal savings resulting from the im-
plementation of the Student Aid Reward
Program.

‘‘(2) FEDERAL SAVINGS.—In calculating Fed-
eral savings, as used in paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall determine Federal savings
on loans made to students at institutions of
higher education that participate in the stu-
dent loan program under this title that is
most cost-effective for taxpayers and that,
on the date of enactment of this section, par-
ticipated in the student loan program that is
not most cost-effective for taxpayers, result-
ing from the difference of—

‘“(A) the Federal cost of loan volume made
under the student loan program under this
title that is most cost-effective for tax-
payers; and

‘“(B) the Federal cost of an equivalent type
and amount of loan volume made, insured, or
guaranteed under the student loan program
under this title that is not most cost-effec-
tive for taxpayers.

‘“(3) DISTRIBUTION RULES.—If the Federal
savings determined under paragraph (2) is
not sufficient to distribute full Student Aid
Reward Payments under the Student Aid Re-
ward Program, the Secretary shall—

““(A) first make Student Aid Reward Pay-
ments to those institutions of higher edu-
cation that participated in the student loan
program under this title that is not most
cost-effective for taxpayers on the date of
enactment of this section; and

‘(B) with any remaining Federal savings
after making Student Aid Reward Payments
under subparagraph (A), make Student Aid
Reward Payments to the institutions of
higher education eligible for a Student Aid
Reward Payment and not described in sub-
paragraph (A) on a pro-rata basis.

‘‘(4) DISTRIBUTION TO STUDENTS.—Any insti-
tution of higher education that receives a
Student Aid Reward Payment under this sec-
tion—

‘““(A) shall distribute, where appropriate,
part or all of such payment among the stu-
dents of such institution who are Federal
Pell Grant recipients by awarding such stu-
dents a supplemental grant; and

‘“(B) may distribute part of such payment
as a supplemental grant to graduate stu-
dents in financial need.

‘“(5) ESTIMATES, ADJUSTMENTS, AND CARRY
OVER.—

‘“(A) ESTIMATES AND ADJUSTMENTS.—The
Secretary shall make Student Aid Reward
Payments to institutions of higher education
on the basis of estimates, using the best data
available at the beginning of an academic or
fiscal year. If the Secretary determines
thereafter that loan program costs for that
academic or fiscal year were different than
such estimate, the Secretary shall adjust by
reducing or increasing subsequent Student
Aid Reward Payments rewards paid to such
institutions of higher education to reflect
such difference.

‘(B) CARRY OVER.—Any institution of high-
er education that receives a reduced Student
Aid Reward Payment under paragraph (3)(B),
shall remain eligible for the unpaid portion
of such institution’s financial reward pay-
ment, as well as any additional financial re-
ward payments for which the institution is
otherwise eligible, in subsequent academic
or fiscal years.

‘‘(e) DEFINITION.—In this section:

‘(1) STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM UNDER THIS
TITLE THAT IS MOST COST-EFFECTIVE FOR TAX-
PAYERS.—The term ‘student loan program
under this title that is most cost-effective
for taxpayers’ means the loan program under
part B or D of this title that has the lowest
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overall cost to the Federal Government (in-
cluding administrative costs) for the loans
authorized by such parts.

‘(2) STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM UNDER THIS
TITLE THAT IS NOT MOST COST-EFFECTIVE FOR
TAXPAYERS.—The term ‘student loan pro-
gram under this title that is not most cost-
effective for taxpayers’ means the loan pro-
gram under part B or D of this title that does
not have the lowest overall cost to the Fed-
eral Government (including administrative
costs) for the loans authorized by such
parts.”.

SEC. 4. REDUCTION IN INTEREST RATES.

(a) FFEL.—Section 427A(1) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1077a(l)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘or 428C”’ and inserting °°,
428C, or 428H"’;

(B) by striking ‘‘6.8 percent” and inserting
¢3.4 percent’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
“Notwithstanding subsection (h), with re-
spect to any loan under section 428H for
which the first disbursement is made on or
after July 1, 2006, the applicable rate of in-
terest shall be 6.8 percent on the unpaid prin-
cipal balance of the loan.”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘8.5 per-
cent’ and inserting ‘‘4.25 percent”’.

(b) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 455(b)(7) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1087e(b)(7)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘and Federal Direct Unsub-
sidized Stafford Loans’’;

(B) by striking ‘6.8 percent’ and inserting
‘3.4 percent’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
“Notwithstanding the preceding paragraphs
of this subsection, for Federal Direct Unsub-
sidized Stafford Loans for which the first dis-
bursement is made on or after July 1, 2006,
the applicable rate of interest shall be 6.8
percent on the unpaid principal balance of
the loan.”’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘7.9
percent’ and inserting ‘‘4.25 percent’’.

SEC. 5. IN-SCHOOL CONSOLIDATION.

Section 428(b)(7)(A) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(7)(A)) is
amended by striking ‘‘shall begin’ and all
that follows through the period and inserting
‘‘shall begin—

‘(i) the day after 6 months after the date
the student ceases to carry at least one-half
the normal full-time academic workload (as
determined by the institution); or

‘‘(ii) on an earlier date if the borrower re-
quests and is granted a repayment schedule
that provides for repayment to commence at
an earlier date.”.

SEC. 6. CONSOLIDATION LOAN CHANGES.

Section 428C(a)(3) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078-3(a)(3)) is amended
to read as follows:

¢(3) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE BORROWER.—
For the purpose of this section, the term ‘eli-
gible borrower’ means a borrower who—

““(A) is not subject to a judgment secured
through litigation with respect to a loan
under this title or to an order for wage gar-
nishment under section 488A; and

‘“(B) at the time of application for a con-
solidation loan—

‘(i) is in repayment status as determined
under section 428(b)(7)(A);

‘“(ii) is in a grace period preceding repay-
ment; or

‘‘(iii) is a defaulted borrower who has made
arrangements to repay the obligation on the
defaulted loans satisfactory to the holders of
the defaulted loans.”.

SEC. 7. REDUCTION OF DIRECT LOAN ORIGINA-
TION FEES.

Section 455(c) of the Higher Education Act

of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(c)) is amended—
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(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking ‘4.0 percent’” and inserting
‘3.0 percent’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘shall” and inserting ‘‘is
authorized to”’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘3.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘2.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘‘2.5
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘“ ‘1.5
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ¢ ‘2.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘“ ‘1.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’;

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘‘1.5
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘0.5
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’’’; and

(E) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘1.0
percent’ for ‘4.0 percent’’’ and inserting ‘0.0
percent’ for ‘3.0 percent’”’.

SEC. 8. ELIMINATION OF EXCEPTIONAL
FORMER STATUS FOR LENDERS.

(a) REPEAL.—Section 4281 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078-9) is re-
pealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Part A of
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C.1070 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 428(c)(1)—

(A) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (E)
through (H) as subparagraphs (D) and (G), re-
spectively; and

(2) in section 438(b)(5), by striking the mat-
ter following subparagraph (B).

SEC. 9. SCHOOLS AS LENDERS.

Section 435(d) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1085(d)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(C), by inserting ‘‘Fed-
eral or” after ‘‘not to supplant,’”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(7T) ELIGIBLE LENDER TRUSTEE USE BY ELI-
GIBLE INSTITUTION.—In the case of an eligible
institution that uses an eligible lender trust-
ee for the purpose of qualifying as an eligible
lender under paragraph (2), such eligible
lender trustee shall be subject to the require-
ments of paragraphs (2) through (5).”.

SEC. 10. ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNT FOR DIRECT
LOAN PROGRAM.

Section 4568 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087h) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3) and
inserting the following:

“(2) MANDATORY FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEARS
2007 THROUGH 2011.—Each fiscal year there
shall be available to the Secretary, from
funds not otherwise appropriated, funds to be
obligated for—

‘“(A) administrative costs under this part
and part B, including the costs of the direct
student loan programs under this part; and

‘(B) account maintenance fees payable to
guaranty agencies under part B and cal-
culated in accordance with subsection (b),

not to exceed (from such funds not otherwise
appropriated) $904,000,000 in fiscal year 2007,
$943,000,000 in fiscal year 2008, $983,000,000 in
fiscal year 2009, $1,023,000,000 in fiscal year
2010, $1,064,000,000 in fiscal year 2011, and
$1,106,000,000 in fiscal year 2012."’;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5)
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and

(C) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated in sub-
paragraph (B)), by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)”’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)”’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘(a)(3)”’
and inserting ‘‘(a)(2)”.
SEC. 11. INCOME CONTINGENT REPAYMENT FOR

PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYEES.

Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(7T) REPAYMENT PLAN FOR PUBLIC SECTOR
EMPLOYEES.—

PER-
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““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall for-
give the balance due on any loan made under
this part or section 428C(b)(6) for a bor-
rower—

‘(i) who has made 120 payments on such
loan pursuant to income contingent repay-
ment; and

‘(ii) who is employed, and was employed
for the 10-year period in which the borrower
made the 120 payments described in clause
(i), in a public sector job.

‘““(B) PUBLIC SECTOR JOB.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘public sector job’ means a
full-time job in emergency management,
government, public safety, law enforcement,
public health, education (including early
childhood education), or public interest legal
services (including prosecution or public de-
fense).

‘(8) RETURN TO STANDARD REPAYMENT.—A
borrower who is repaying a loan made under
this part pursuant to income contingent re-
payment may choose, at any time, to termi-
nate repayment pursuant to income contin-
gent repayment and repay such loan under
the standard repayment plan.”.

SEC. 12. DEFINITIONS OF PARTIAL FINANCIAL
HARDSHIP AND ECONOMIC HARD-
SHIP.

(a) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP.—Section
435 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 1085) is amended by inserting after
subsection (m) the following:

“(n) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP.—For
purposes of this part and part E, the term
‘partial financial hardship’ means the
amount by which the borrower’s annual Fed-
eral educational debt burden exceeds 15 per-
cent of the difference between—

‘(1) the borrower’s adjusted gross income;
and

‘(2) the poverty line applicable to the bor-
rower’s family size as determined under sec-
tion 673(2) of the Community Services Block
Grant Act.”.

(b) EcoNOMIC HARDSHIP.—Section 435(0) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1085(0)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)({i), by striking
€100 percent of the poverty line for a family
of 2 and inserting ‘ ‘150 percent of the pov-
erty line applicable to the borrower’s family
size”’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (B); and

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking “(1)(C)”
and inserting “(1)(B)”.

SEC. 13. DEFERRALS.

(a) FISL.—Section 427(a)(2)(C) of the High-
er Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1077(a)(2)(C)) is amended to read as follows:

“(C) provides that—

‘(i) periodic installments of principal need
not be paid, but interest shall accrue and be
paid, during any period—

“(I) during which the borrower—

‘“‘(aa) is pursuing at least a half-time
course of study as determined by an eligible
institution; or

‘“‘(bb) is pursuing a course of study pursu-
ant to a graduate fellowship program ap-
proved by the Secretary, or pursuant to a re-
habilitation training program for individuals
with disabilities approved by the Secretary,

except that no borrower shall be eligible for
a deferment under this clause, or a loan
made under this part (other than a loan
made under section 428B or 428C), while serv-
ing in a medical internship or residency pro-
gram;

“(IT) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower is seeking and unable to find
full-time employment; or

“(ITII) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
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section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; and

¢‘(ii) during any period during which a bor-
rower has, or will have, a partial financial
hardship defined in section 435(n), as deter-
mined by the lender in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary under
such section, the borrower—

‘(I) need only pay the portion of the peri-
odic installments of principal and interest
that exceeds the borrower’s partial financial
hardship for such period; and

“(II) may defer the remaining amount of
principal and interest (which interest shall
continue to accrue) for such period,

and provides that any such period shall not
be included in determining the 10-year period
described in subparagraph (B);”.

(b) INTEREST SUBSIDIES.—Section
428(b)(1)(M) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(M)) is amended to
read as follows:

‘(M) provides that—

‘(i) periodic installments of principal need
not be paid, but interest shall accrue and be
paid by the Secretary, during any period—

“(I) during which the borrower—

‘““(aa) is pursuing at least a half-time
course of study as determined by an eligible
institution, except that no borrower, not-
withstanding the provisions of the promis-
sory note, shall be required to borrow an ad-
ditional loan under this title in order to be
eligible to receive a deferment under this
clause; or

‘““(bb) is pursuing a course of study pursu-
ant to a graduate fellowship program ap-
proved by the Secretary, or pursuant to a re-
habilitation training program for disabled
individuals approved by the Secretary,

except that no borrower shall be eligible for
a deferment under this clause, or loan made
under this part (other than a loan made
under 428B or 428C), while serving in a med-
ical internship or residency program;

“(IT) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower is seeking and unable to find
full-time employment, except that no bor-
rower who provides evidence of eligibility for
unemployment benefits shall be required to
provide additional paperwork for a
deferment under this clause;

“(ITI) not in excess of 3 years during which
the borrower—

‘“(aa) is serving on active duty during a
war or other military operation or national
emergency; or

‘“(bb) is performing qualifying National
Guard duty during a war or other military
operation or national emergency; or

‘“(IV) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; and

¢“(ii) during any period during which a bor-
rower has, or will have, a partial financial
hardship defined in section 435(n), as deter-
mined by the lender in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary under
such section, a portion of the periodic in-
stallments of principal and interest need not
be paid as follows:

““(I) the Secretary shall first pay the por-
tion of the periodic installments of interest
due that does not exceed the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship for such period, and
any amount of interest due in excess of the
borrower’s partial financial hardship for
such period shall be paid by the borrower;
and

“(ITI) the borrower shall pay the periodic
installments of principal due for such period,
reduced by the difference between the partial
financial hardship and the amount of inter-
est paid under subclause (1);”.
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(c) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 455(f) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1087e(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(D), by striking ‘‘not in
excess of 3 years’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(5) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP
DEFERMENT.—During any period during
which a borrower has, or will have, a partial
financial hardship defined in section 435(n),
as determined by the Secretary in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed under such
section, a portion of the periodic install-
ments of principal and interest need not be
paid as follows:

“(A) In the case of a Federal Direct Staf-
ford Loan, a Federal Direct Consolidation
Loan that consolidated only Federal Direct
Stafford Loans, or a combination of such
loans and Federal Stafford Loans for which
the student borrower received an interest
subsidy under section 428—

‘(i) the amount of interest for such period
that does not exceed the borrower’s partial
financial hardship shall not accrue, and any
amount of interest due in excess of the bor-
rower’s partial financial hardship shall be
capitalized or be paid by the borrower; and

‘“(ii) the borrower shall pay the periodic in-
stallments of principal due for such period,
reduced by the difference between the partial
financial hardship and the amount of inter-
est paid under clause (i).

‘(B) In the case of a Federal Direct PLUS
Loan, a Federal Direct Unsubsidized Stafford
Loan, or a Federal Direct Consolidation
Loan not described in subparagraph (A)—

‘(i) the amount of interest and principal
that equals the borrower’s partial financial
hardship for such period need not be paid but
may be deferred or capitalized by the bor-
rower; and

‘(i) any amount of interest or principal
due in excess of the borrower’s partial finan-
cial hardship for such period shall be paid by
the borrower.”.

(d) PERKINS.—Section 464(c) of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087dd(c)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (2)(A)(iv) and in-
serting the following:

“(iv) during which the borrower has, or
will have, an economic hardship described in
section 435(0), as determined by the lender in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary under such section; or’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(8) PARTIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP
DEFERMENT.—During any ©period during
which a borrower has, or will have, a partial
financial hardship defined in section 435(n),
as determined by the lender in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary
under such section, a portion of the periodic
installments of principal and interest need
not be paid as follows:

‘“(A) the Secretary shall first pay the peri-
odic installments of interest due for such pe-
riod that does not exceed the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship, and any amount of
interest due in excess of the borrower’s par-
tial financial hardship shall be paid by the
borrower; and

‘“(B) the borrower shall pay the periodic in-
stallments of principal due reduced by the
difference between the partial financial
hardship and the amount of interest paid
under subparagraph (A).”.

SEC. 14. MAXIMUM REPAYMENT PERIOD.

Section 455(e) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087e(e)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(T) MAXIMUM REPAYMENT PERIOD.—In cal-
culating the extended period of time for
which an income contingent repayment plan
under this subsection may be in effect for a
borrower, the Secretary shall include all
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time periods during which a borrower of

loans under part B, part D, or part E—

‘“(A) is not in default on any loan that is
included in the income contingent repay-
ment plan; and

“(B)(1) qualifies for economic hardship de-
scribed in section 435(0);

‘“(ii) has a partial financial hardship de-
fined in section 435(n);

¢(iii) makes payments under a standard re-
payment plan described in section
428(b)(9)(A)(1) or 455(d)(1)(A), or

“(iv) makes payments under an extended
repayment plan described in section
428(b)(9)(A)(1v) or 455(d)(1)(C).”".

SEC. 15. INCREASE IN CONSOLIDATION LOAN
LENDER FEES.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Paragraph (2) of section
438(d) (20 U.S.C. 1087-1(d)) is amended to read
as follows:

*“(2) AMOUNT OF LOAN FEES.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), with respect to any loan
made under this part for which the first dis-
bursement was made on or after October 1,
1993, the amount of the loan fee that shall be
deducted under paragraph (1) shall be equal
to 0.50 percent of the principal amount of the
loan.

“(B) CONSOLIDATION LOANS.—With respect
to any loan made under section 428C on or
after April 1, 2006, the amount of the loan fee
that shall be deducted under paragraph (1)
shall be equal to 1.0 percent of the principal
amount of the loan.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to any loan made, insured, or guaran-
teed under part B of title IV of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.)
for which the first disbursement is made on
or after April 1, 2006.

SEC. 16. COLLEGE TUITION DEDUCTION AND
CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON HIGHER
EDUCATION LOANS.

(a) EXPANSION OF DEDUCTION FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

(1) AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION.—Subsection (b)
of section 222 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (relating to deduction for qualified
tuition and related expenses) is amended to
read as follows:

““(b) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) DOLLAR LIMITATIONS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the amount allowed as a de-
duction under subsection (a) with respect to
the taxpayer for any taxable year shall not
exceed the applicable dollar limit.

‘(B) APPLICABLE DOLLAR LIMIT.—The appli-
cable dollar limit for any taxable year shall
be determined as follows:

Applicable
“Taxable year: dollar amount:
2006 et $8,000

2007 and thereafter . .. $12,000.

‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount which
would (but for this paragraph) be taken into
account under subsection (a) shall be reduced
(but not below zero) by the amount deter-
mined under subparagraph (B).

“(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.—The amount
determined under this subparagraph equals
the amount which bears the same ratio to
the amount which would be so taken into ac-
count as—

‘(i) the excess of—

(D the taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross
income for such taxable year, over

““(IT) $65,000 ($130,000 in the case of a joint
return), bears to

“‘(ii) $15,000 ($30,000 in the case of a joint re-
turn).

¢(C) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
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‘modified adjusted gross income’ means the
adjusted gross income of the taxpayer for the
taxable year determined—

‘(i) without regard to this section and sec-
tions 199, 911, 931, and 933, and

‘‘(ii) after the application of sections 86,
135, 137, 219, 221, and 469.

For purposes of the sections referred to in
clause (ii), adjusted gross income shall be de-
termined without regard to the deduction al-
lowed under this section.

‘(D) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-
able year beginning in a calendar year after
2006, both of the dollar amounts in subpara-
graph (B)(A)(II) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

“(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(IT) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 2005 for ‘cal-
endar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) thereof.

‘‘(ii) RouNnDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under clause (i) is not a multiple of $50, such
amount shall be rounded to the nearest mul-
tiple of $50.”".

(2) QUALIFIED TUITION AND RELATED EX-
PENSES OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 222(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to al-
lowance of deduction) is amended by insert-
ing ‘“‘of eligible students’ after ‘‘expenses’.

(B) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—Sec-
tion 222(d) of such Code (relating to defini-
tions and special rules) is amended by redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) through (6) as para-
graphs (3) through (7), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (1) the following
new paragraph:

‘“(2) ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—The term ‘eligible
student’ has the meaning given such term by
section 25A(b)(3).”.

(3) DEDUCTION MADE PERMANENT.—Title IX
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 (relating to sunset of
provisions of such Act) shall not apply to the
amendments made by section 431 of such
Act.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to pay-
ments made in taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2005.

(b) CREDIT FOR INTEREST ON HIGHER EDU-
CATION LOANS.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to nonrefund-
able personal credits) is amended by insert-
ing after section 25D the following new sec-
tion:

“SEC. 25E. INTEREST ON HIGHER EDUCATION
LOANS.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of
an individual, there shall be allowed as a
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to
the interest paid by the taxpayer during the
taxable year on any qualified education loan.

“(b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the credit allowed by sub-
section (a) for the taxable year shall not ex-
ceed $1,500.

¢(2) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If the modified adjusted
gross income of the taxpayer for the taxable
year exceeds $50,000 ($100,000 in the case of a
joint return), the amount which would (but
for this paragraph) be allowable as a credit
under this section shall be reduced (but not
below zero) by the amount which bears the
same ratio to the amount which would be so
allowable as such excess bears to $20,000
(840,000 in the case of a joint return).

“(B) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—
The term ‘modified adjusted gross income’
means adjusted gross income determined
without regard to sections 199, 222, 911, 931,
and 933.

‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning after 2006, the
$50,000 and $100,000 amounts referred to in
subparagraph (A) shall be increased by an
amount equal to—

‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section (1)(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘2005’ for ‘1992’.

‘(D) ROUNDING.—If any amount as adjusted
under subparagraph (C) is not a multiple of
$50, such amount shall be rounded to the
nearest multiple of $50.

‘“(c) DEPENDENTS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR CRED-
IT.—No credit shall be allowed by this sec-
tion to an individual for the taxable year if
a deduction under section 151 with respect to
such individual is allowed to another tax-
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payer for the taxable year beginning in the
calendar year in which such individual’s tax-
able year begins.

“(d) LIMIT ON PERIOD CREDIT ALLOWED.—A
credit shall be allowed under this section
only with respect to interest paid on any
qualified education loan during the first 60
months (whether or not consecutive) in
which interest payments are required. For
purposes of this paragraph, any loan and all
refinancings of such loan shall be treated as
1 loan.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘(1) QUALIFIED EDUCATION LOAN.—The term
‘qualified education loan’ has the meaning
given such term by section 221(d)(1).

‘“(2) DEPENDENT.—The term ‘dependent’ has
the meaning given such term by section 152.

*“(f) SPECIAL RULES.—

‘(1) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit
shall be allowed under this section for any
amount taken into account for any deduc-
tion under any other provision of this chap-
ter.

*“(2) MARRIED COUPLES MUST FILE JOINT RE-
TURN.—If the taxpayer is married at the
close of the taxable year, the credit shall be
allowed under subsection (a) only if the tax-
payer and the taxpayer’s spouse file a joint
return for the taxable year.

‘(3) MARITAL STATUS.—Marital status shall
be determined in accordance with section
7703.”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 25D the fol-
lowing new item:

‘“Sec. 25E. Interest on higher education
loans.”.
(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to any
qualified education loan (as defined in sec-
tion 25E(e)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, as added by this section) incurred on,
before, or after the date of the enactment of
this Act, but only with respect to any loan
interest payment due after December 31,
2005.

There being no objection, the addi-
tional material was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:
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The College Cost Crunch:
A State-by-State Analysis of
Rising Tuition and Student Debt

Federal student aid has not kept pace with the rising cost of attending college. As a
consequence, students and parents have been forced to rely more heavily on loans to
finance higher education. Now, with interest rates rising by nearly two percentage
points, paying off student loans will become even more difficult. The prospect of high
student loan debt can deter qualified students from pursuing or completing a college
education. And for those who do graduate from college, studies show that increasing
student debt is affecting professional and personal decisions, such as what career to
pursue or when to buy a home. If America is to remain a land of opportunity, we must
ensure that college is affordable for all and that the pursuit of higher education is
determined by one’s ability and hard work, not by one’s bank account.

College Education: More Important, More Expensive

A college education is more important than ever in ensuring success in our increasingly
competitive economy. It improves one’s chances of being employed, having higher
earnings, and entering the middle class. People with a bachelor’s degree earn over 62
percent more on average than those with only a high school diploma. Over a lifetime,
the gap in earning potential between a person with a high school diploma and a
bachelor's degree is more than $1 million. (College Board, 2005)

But while a college education has become more important to economic success, the
cost has become an even greater barrier to getting a degree. The cost of attending a
public four-year college increased 32 percent between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005
school years. The cost of attending a private four-year college also has risen
considerably — a 21 percent increase — and has reached nearly $26,500 a year. (U.S.
Department of Education, Digest of Education Statistics, 2001 and 2005) Over the same period,
median family income increased less than six percent. (U.S. Census Bureau, Historical Income
Tables) After financial aid is taken into account, 28 percent of the average family income

is required fo pay for annual college expenses at a public four-year college. (The National
Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, Measuring Up 2004)

Paying for College: A Shift from Grants to Loans

The federal government has long recognized the personal and public benefits of making
college affordable. The federal Pell Grant program, which is the nation’s largest need-
based grant program, has proven to be indispensable for millions of students who might
not otherwise have had the financial resources to pursue a college degree. But the
maximum federal Pell Grant award has not kept pace with the rising cost of attending
college. While the maximum Pell Grant covered 51 percent of the cost of tuition, fees,
room and board at a public four-year college during the 1986-1987 school year, it
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covered only 35 percent of those costs in 2004-2005. (Analysis of Department of Education
data)

Without adequate federal grants, students and their parents have had to rely
increasingly on student loans to finance their college educations. More students are
borrowing, and borrowing larger amounts, than ever before. The percentage of
undergraduates at four-year colleges taking out loans has risen to over 60 percent, and
the average amount of federal student loan debt upon graduation has increased from
$8,946 in 1992-1993 to $17,400 in 2003-2004. When private loans are factored in as

well, average student loan debt in 2003-2004 was over $19,000. (National Postsecondary
Student Aid Study 1993 and 2004, National Center for Education Statistics)

While the amount of student loans has grown over time, the impact has been
moderated in recent years by historically low interest rates. Students have minimized
the effects of high debt by consolidating loans at low, fixed rates. But interest rates for
Stafford loans have risen substantially over the past two years, increasing from 3.4 to
5.3 percent last year and will be rising again on July 1 - to 7.14 percent for outstanding
loans and 6.8 percent on new loans. (Congressional Research Service) As a result, loan
payments will be considerably higher for students taking out new loans and for those
who did not consolidate their loans in recent years.

Student Debt’s Impact on Attending and Completing College

Regrettably, the opportunity of a college education is not available to all qualified
students. The high cost of attending college, combined with insufficient grant aid, can
price students out of a college education. Even with student loans and work-study
programs, students can be confronted with thousands of dollars of unmet financial need
that they simply cannot afford to pay. After all aid, loans and work are taken into
account, the lowest income students still face nearly $5,800 in unmet need. (Business
Higher Education Forum, 2005) Consequently, each year, more than 400,000 low- and
moderate-income high school graduates who are fully prepared to attend a four-year
college do not do so because of financial barriers. About 170,000 of these students will
attend no college at all. (Advisory Committee on Student Finance Assistance, June 2002)

The need to take out student loans can also cause students to delay starting school,
prevent them from attending a more expensive college, or prevent students who begin
college from graduating. Students who attempt college but leave without a degree can
become burdened with an unmanageable student loan debt. About 18 percent of

people who leave school without completing a degree borrow more than $20,000. (Neliie
Mae Corporation, February 2003)

Student Debt’s Impact on Post-Graduate Decisions

Large student debt also affects career and life decisions after graduation. A new study
examined the burden of student loan debt on people who would like to pursue public
service careers such as teaching and social work — careers that are low-paying yet
essential to America’s future and to the communities in which we live. It found that 23

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 2
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percent of public college graduates and 38 percent of private college graduates would
have an unmanageable level of student debt if they were to live on the salary of a
starting teacher. The outlook is even bleaker for social work. Student debt would be
unmanageable for 37 percent of public college graduates and 55 percent of private

college graduates living on the salary of a starting social worker. (State PIRGs’ Higher
Education Project, April 2006)

The most recent National Student Loan Survey has found that student debt can affect
other major life decisions. For the first time in fifteen years, the survey found that the
probability of owning a home decreases as student debt levels increase. While student
debt is not the primary determinant of home ownership, the survey found that an
additional $5,000 of debt reduces the probability of owning home by about one percent.
The survey also measured the perceived impact of student loan debt and found that 30
percent of respondents said they delayed buying a car because of student loan debt, 21
percent said they delayed having children because of student loan debt, and 14 percent

said they delayed getting married because of student loan debt. (Nellie Mae Corporation,
February 2003)

Budget Reconciliation: A Missed Opportunity to Expand
College Affordability

At the end of 2005, federal lawmakers were presented with a realistic opportunity to
address college affordability. It was proposed that Congress could reduce excessive
subsidies going to student loan lenders and use those savings to substantially increase
need-based aid to all students eligible for Pell Grants. But the Republican-controlled
Congress had other priorities. Instead of increasing grants to all Pell-eligible students,
Republicans stripped $12 billion from the student loan program and used it to offset
more tax breaks for the wealthy instead of more aid for students. Only a very small
amount of additional savings went to student aid. This new aid program is so restrictive
that the Congressional Budget Office estimates that less than ten percent of Pell eligible
students will receive additional grant aid this year. To make matters worse, in the same
bill, Congress also increased interest rates for PLUS loans to parents, from the
previously-scheduled fixed rate of 7.9 percent to 8.5 percent.

A Need for a New Direction on College Affordability

Democrats recognize that students and their families are struggling to cover the rising
cost of college and are making college affordability a top priority. Specifically,
Democrats propose to:

* Cut student loan costs and make payments manageable. Because interest
rates on new Stafford loans are set to rise to a fixed 6.8 percent on July 1,
current college students will eventually have higher monthly debt payments than
graduates who were able to consolidate their student loans at low fixed rates in
recent years. Democrats support efforts to make student loans affordable, such
as lowering interest rates or expanding options to limit loan payments to a
specified percentage of the borrower’s income.

HELP Commitiee Democrats & DPC Special Report 3
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Expand Pell Grants. President Bush still has not followed through on his six-
year-old campaign promise to increase the maximum Pell Grant to $5,100.
Under his budget proposal for Fiscal Year 2007, the maximum Pell Grant would
remain at $4,050 — where it has been frozen for the past four years, despite
skyrocketing tuition and fees. Democrats are committed to raising the maximum
Pell Grant award to $5,100.

Make college tuition deductible from taxes. The Republican-controlled
Congress allowed a popular tax deduction for college tuition to expire at the end
of 2005. In 2003, over 3.4 million Americans benefited from this tax deduction.
Preliminary data from the Internal Revenue Service shows that in 2004, 4.7
million took advantage of the deduction, which allowed qualified taxpayers to
deduct up to $4,000 in tuition and fees from their taxable income. Republicans
chose to include capital gains and dividends tax breaks — but not the college
tuition tax deduction — in the tax reconciliation conference report approved earlier
this year. Democrats support extending this tax deduction this year so taxpayers
can benefit from it when filing their 2006 tax returns and have proposed
increasing the deduction to $12,000. Democrats also support expanding access
to the Hope and Lifetime Learning tax credits for qualified postsecondary
education expenses.

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report
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Examining How States Are Affected by
Rising Tuition and Student Debt

Rising tuition and student loan debt is a national problem. No state has escaped the
college cost crunch. But individual states have been affected to different degrees. This
report provides information on the college affordability problem in each state as well as
how students and their families in each state would benefit from Democratic proposals.
The following tables and individualized state reports provide information for each state
on:

The rising cost of college;

* The erosion of the value of the Pell Grant;

* The amount of student loan debt incurred by college graduates;

* The amount of family income needed to pay for college;

* The amount of savings if student loan interest rates were cut in half;

* The reduction in monthly costs if student loan payments were capped at 15
percent of a borrower’s discretionary income;

* The increase in the average Pell Grant award and the number of students eligible
if the maximum Pell Grant were increased to $5,100; and

* The number of students and families who are likely to benefit from re-instituting
the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at the end of 2005.

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 5
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'$9,819

Montana

1$7.607

Alaska $8,386 $9,936 Nebraska $7,335 $10,704
Arizona $7.872 $10,863 Nevada $8,252 $10,464
New
Arkansas $6,789 $8,734 Hampshire $11,717 $14,651
California $9,592 $13,356 New Jersey | $11,998 $16,349
Colorado $8,360 $10,243 New Mexico | $7,085 $8,675
Connecticut $10,512 $13,824 New York $10,254 $12,441
North
Delaware $10,290 $13,353 Carolina $7.,080 $9,450
District of
Columbia® $2,070 $2,070 North Dakota | $6,405 $9,011
Florida $7,944 $9,335 Ohio $10,449 $15,256
Georgia $7,455 $9,439 Oklahoma $6,000 $8,451
Hawaii $8,286 $9,131 Oregon $9,397 $12,177
Idaho $6,763 $9,066 Pennsylvania | $11,087 $14,771
linois $9,5633 $12,803 Rhode Island | $11,104 $13,541
South
indiana $9,232 $12,240 Carolina $9,065 $12,165
South
lowa $7,589 $11,541 Dakota $6,979 $8,944
Kansas $6,650 $9,397 Tennessee $7,661 $9,445
Kentucky $6,921 $9,400 Texas $7,634 $10,233
Louisiana $6,304 $7,973 Utah $6,623 $8,348
Maine $9,361 $11,826 Vermont $12,836 $15,658
Maryland $10,846 $14,108 Virginia $8,744 $11,616
Massachusetts | $9,206 $13,687 Washington | $8,917 $11,902
Michigan $9,841 $12,658 West Virginia | $7,287 $9,450
Minnesota $8,146 $11,958 Wisconsin $7,385 $9,872
Mississippi $7,181 $9,019 Wyoming $7,017 $8,514
Missouri $8,201 $11,356 United States | $8,655 $11,441

! National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2001”
2 National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2005”
3 Figure Includes Tuition and Fees Only
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Alabama $14,248 | $17,520 | Montana $14,298 | $17,918
Alaska $14,378 $21,423 Nebraska $16,381 | $19,725
Arizona $14,935 |$19,448 Nevada $17,397 | $20,594
New
Arkansas $13,361 $17,040 Hampshire $24,525 | $29,728
California $24,993 $30,186 New Jersey $23,860 | $29,751
Colorado $23,599 $27,361 New Mexico $18,985 | $19,304
Connecticut $27,818 $33,965 New York $25,171 | $30,907
North
Delaware $14,041 $17,368 Carolina $20,169 | $24,600
District of
Columbia $27,143 $31,594 North Dakota | $11,392 | $12,525
Florida $19,800 $23,793 Ohio $21,045 | $25,594
Georgia $19,743 $24,734 Oklahoma $15,397 | $19,168
Hawaii $15,997 $17,866 Oregon $23,306 | $27,493
Idaho $17,783 |$11,388 | Pennsylvania | $24,779 | $30,637
lllinois $21,941 $26,966 Rhode Island | $26,157 | $30,907
South
indiana $21,390 $26,490 Carolina $17,583 | $21,237
lowa $19,454 $23,012 South Dakota | $15,398 | $18,076
Kansas $15,627 $19,736 Tennessee $18,139 | $22,035
Kentucky $14,727 |$19,262 | Texas $16,973 | $22,218
Louisiana $22,154 $26,583 Utah $8,576 | $10,521
Maine $22,689 |$28,371 Vermont $22,312 | $27,261
Maryland $26,034 $30,515 Virginia $18,700 | $23,277
Massachusetts | $28,669 | $35,470 | Washington | $21,510 | $26,021
Michigan $16,040 $19,286 West Virginia | $18,338 | $19,067
Minnesota $21,556 $25,946 Wisconsin $20,271 | $24,574
Mississippi $13,717 $16,460 Wyoming N/A N/A
Missouri $17,852 $21,431 United States | $21,907 | $26,489

% National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2001”
® National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2005
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Alabama 62% 41% Montana 51% 41%
Alaska 53% 41% Nebraska 63% 38%
Arizona 55% 37% Nevada 60% 39%
New
Arkansas 75% 46% Hampshire 46% 28%
California 40% 30% New Jersey 43% 25%
Colorado 47% 40% New Mexico 58% 47%
Connecticut 49% 29% New York 45% 33%
North
Delaware 54% 30% Carolina 69% 43%
District of
Columbia N/A N/A North Dakota 67% 45%
Florida 54% 43% Ohio 43% 27%
Georgia 58% 43% Oklahoma 72% 48%
Hawaii 49% 44% Oregon 53% 33%
ldaho 56% 45% Pennsylvania 41% 27%
llinois 47% 32% Rhode Island 39% 30%
South
Indiana 44% 33% Carolina 50% 33%
fowa 61% 35% South Dakota 62% 45%
Kansas 60% 43% Tennessee 62% 43%
Kentucky 64% 43% Texas 55% 40%
Louisiana 59% 51% Utah 53% 49%
Maine 46% 34% Vermont 30% 26%
Maryland 39% 29% Virginia 42% 35%
Massachusetts 50% 30% Washington 53% 34%
Michigan 44% 32% West Virginia 51% 43%
Minnesota 52% 34% Wisconsin 58% 41%
Mississippi 54% 45% Wyoming 62%° 48%
Missouri 62% 36% United States 51% 35%

6 HELP Committee calculations based on cost of tuition, fees, room and board data from National Center for Education Statistics,
“Digest of Education Statistics 1988” and “Digest of Education Statistics 2005” and data on maximum appropriated Peil Grant from
Congressional Research Service.

7 Based on 1986-87 tuition, fees, room and board data from integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
8 Based on 1986-87 tuition, fees, room and board data from Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 8
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Alabama 62% $17,277 Montana 55% $16,920
Alaska 53% $12,948 Nebraska 67% $17,356
Arizona 59% $16,089 Nevada 44% $12,818
New

Arkansas 55% $17,383 Hampshire 67% $21,332
California 56% $15,340 New Jersey 57% $16,450
Colorado 55% $16,833 New Mexico 51% $12,746
Connecticut 59% $19,093 New York 59% $17,594
Delaware 46% $15,694 North Carolina 62% $16,484
District of Columbia 53% $21,675 North Dakota 67% $21,331
Florida 58% $18,574 Ohio 62% $19,665
Georgia 53% $15,337 Oklahoma 55% $16,297
Hawaii 41% $14,716 Oregon 63% $18,105
Idaho 54% $24,527 Pennsylvania 72% $19,866
Hlinois 66% $16,104 Rhode Island 62% $20,826
Indiana 65% $18,506 South Carolina 63% $16,734
lowa 7% $22,025 South Dakota 72% $18,889
Kansas 69% $16,029 Tennessee 59% $19,346
Kentucky 54% $15,579 Texas 56% $16,618
Louisiana 53% $17,531 Utah 44% $11,039
Maine 65% $18,341 Vermont 69% $20,604
Maryland 50% $15,054 Virginia 63% $16,474
Massachusetts 62% $17,353 Washington 61% $17,601
Michigan 57% $17,941 West Virginia 64% $17,697
Minnesota 67% $19,468 Wisconsin 68% $16,815
Mississippi 57% $14,534 Wyoming 43% N/A

Missouri 65% $15,678 United States'’ 62% $19,300

° Proportion of Student Loan Borrowers Among Full-Time First-Time Undergraduates at Four-Year Institutions. Calculations by the
Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success, based on data from the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) 2004, Data Analysis System (DAS)

10 Average Debt of Graduates from Four-Year Colleges and Universities. Calculations by the Project on Student Debt from campus

Averages are weighted by campus enroliment.
n NCES, “National Postsecondary Student Aid Study 2004,” compiled by Congressional Research Service

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 9
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Alabama

27% 31%
Alaska 21% Nebraska 24%
Arizona 30% Nevada 27%
Arkansas 26% New Hampshire 32%
California 32% New Jersey 34%
Colorado 24% New Mexico 27%
Connecticut 29% New York 32%
Delaware 30% North Carolina 25%
District of Columbia N/A North Dakota 25%
Florida 25% Ohio 36%
Georgia 24% Oklahoma 23%
Hawaii 23% Oregon 34%
Idaho 22% Pennsylvania 35%
lllinois 30% Rhode Island 35%
Indiana 29% South Carolina 32%
lowa 28% South Dakota 23%
Kansas 23% Tennessee 27%
Kentucky 22% Texas 26%
Louisiana 23% Utah 18%
Maine 34% Vermont 41%
Maryland 29% Virginia 26%
Massachusetts 31% Washington 31%
Michigan 32% West Virginia 29%
Minnesota 23% Wisconsin 22%
Mississippi 26% Wyoming 24%
Missouri 27% United States 28%

'2 The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, “Measuring Up 2004: The National Report

Card on

Higher Education.”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report
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$3,455 Montana $3,384
Alaska $2,588 Nebraska $3,470
Arizona $3,217 Nevada $2,563
Arkansas $3,475 New Hampshire $4,265
California $3,067 New Jersey $3,289
Colorado $3,366 New Mexico $2,549
Connecticut $3,818 New York $3,518
Delaware $3,138 North Carolina $3,295
District of Columbia $4,334 North Dakota $4,265
Florida $3,713 Ohio $3,932
Georgia $3,066 Oklahoma $3,258
Hawaii $2,942 Oregon $3,620
Idaho $4,903 Pennsylvania $3,972
lllinois $3,220 Rhode Island $4,164
Indiana $3,701 South Carolina $3,346
lowa $4,404 South Dakota $3,778
Kansas $3,205 Tennessee $3,868
Kentucky $3,114 Texas $3,323
Louisiana $3,505 Utah $2,208
Maine $3,667 Vermont $4,120
Maryland $3,011 Virginia $3,294
Massachusetts $3,470 Washington $3,520
Michigan $3,587 West Virginia $3,538
Minnesota $3,892 Wisconsin $3,361
Mississippi $2,906 Wyoming N/A
Missouri $3,134 United States™ $3,859

'3 Calculations by HELP Committee staff based on interest rate cut from 6.8% fixed rate to 3.4% fixed rate and
average student aid debt per graduate (Project on Student Debt at The Institute for College Access and Success

calculations from campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org), assuming 10-year loan repayment.

14 National average total student aid debt per graduate from NCES, “National Postsecondary Student Aid Study

2004,” compiled by Congressional Research Service.

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report
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Alabama $30,973 $17,277 $50 25%
Alaska $40,027 $12,948 $22 15%
Arizona $28,236 $16,089 $52 28%
Arkansas $26,129 $17,383 $62 31%
California $35,135 $15,340 $36 21%
Colorado $31,296 $16,833 $48 25%
Connecticut $34,462 $19,093 $47 21%
Delaware $34,566 $15,694 $38 21%
District of

Columbia $38,566 $21,675 $42 17%
Florida $30,969 $18,574 $54 25%
Georgia $35,116 $15,337 $36 21%
Hawaii $37,615 $14,716 $30 18%
ldaho $25,908 $24,527 $89 31%
IHlinois $35,114 $16,104 $38 21%
indiana $29,784 $18,506 $56 26%
lowa $26,967 $22,025 $75 30%
Kansas $28,530 $16,029 $51 28%
Kentucky $28,416 $15,579 $50 28%
Louisiana $29,655 $17,531 $53 26%
Maine $25,901 $18,341 $66 31%
Maryland $33,760 $15,054 $38 22%
Massachusetts $34,041 $17,353 $43 22%
Michigan $34,377 $17,941 $44 21%
Minnesota $30,772 $19,468 $57 25%
Mississippi $28,106 | $14,534 $47 28%
Missouri $28,938 $15,678 $49 27%

13 HELP Committee estimates calculated using the U.S. Department of Education’s “Income Contingent Repayment Plan
Calculator” (http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/Directt oan/RepayCalc/dlentry2.html ), using average debt levels calculated by the

Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success from campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org.

Calculations based on formula for current Income Contingent Repayment option in the Direct Loan Program (either 20% cap on
income or income percentage factors); actual reduction in monthly payment resulting from Democratic proposal to cap payments at
15% of income might differ slightly from estimates provided. Democratic proposal also expands income contingent repayment
option to all borrowers.
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Montana $24,032 $16,92 $67 35%
Nebraska $28,527 $17,356 $55 28%
Nevada $27,942 $12,818 $42 28%
New Hampshire $27,367 $21,332 $71 29%
New Jersey $37,061 $16,450 $35 18%
New Mexico $31,920 $12,746 $35 24%
New York $36,400 $17,594 $39 19%
North Carolina $27,572 $16,484 $54 29%
North Dakota $24,108 $21,331 $85 34%
Ohio $28,692 $19,665 $62 27%
Oklahoma $29,473 $16,297 $50 27%
Oregon $33,396 $18,105 $47 22%
Pennsylvania $34,140 $19,866 $50 22%
Rhode Island $32,902 $20,826 $55 23%
South Carolina $27,883 $16,734 $55 28%
South Dakota $25,504 $18,889 $70 32%
Tennessee $30,449 $19,346 $57 26%
Texas $32,741 $16,618 $44 23%
Utah $26,130 $11,039 $39 31%
Vermont $25,819 $20,604 $75 32%
Virginia $32,437 | $16,474 $45 23%
Washington $30,159 $17,601 $52 26%
West Virginia $26,692 $17,697 $61 30%
Wisconsin $23,952 $16,815 $67 35%
Wyoming'’ $28,900 | $19,300 $61 27%
United States™ $31,704 $19,300 $54 24%

16 HELP Committee estimates calculated using the U.S. Department of Education’s “Income Contingent Repayment Plan Calculator”
(hitp://www.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/Directl oan/RepayCalc/dlentry2 html ), using average debt levels calculated by the Project on

Student Debt at the institute for College Access and Success from campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org.

Calculations based on formula for current income Contingent Repayment option in the Direct Loan Program (either 20% cap on
income or income percentage factors); actual reduction in monthly payment resulting from Democratic proposal to cap payments at
15% of income might differ slightly from estimates provided. Democratic proposal also expands income contingent repayment

option to all borrowers.

v Wyoming debt data not available. Calculation based on U.S. average debt level.
18 Nationat average total student aid debt per graduate from NCES, "National Postsecondary Student Aid Study 2004,” compiled by

Congressional Research Service.
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Alabama 39,157 | Montana 11,411
Alaska 13,636 | Nebraska 25,509
Arizona 74,301 | Nevada 25,776
Arkansas 18,969 | New Hampshire 18,336
California 475,242 | New Jersey 121,775
Colorado 73,680 | New Mexico 25,691
Connecticut 51,809 | New York 238,254
Delaware 11,291 | North Carolina 90,237
District of

Columbia 8,518 | North Dakota 8,706
Florida 163,345 | Ohio 134,885
Georgia 90,145 | Oklahoma 38,421
Hawaii 17,197 | Oregon 53,264
Idaho 18,516 | Pennsylvania 147,850
Hlinois 181,998 | Rhode Island 13,820
Indiana 73,093 | South Carolina 36,364
lowa 37,364 | South Dakota 8,167
Kansas 39,948 | Tennessee 51,5687
Kentucky 35,720 | Texas 249,008
Louisiana 45,063 | Utah 34,229
Maine 14,429 | Vermont 7,970
Maryland 90,237 | Virginia 104,936
Massachusetts 97,107 | Washington 95,236
Michigan 138,474 | West Virginia 16,929
Minnesota 82,496 | Wisconsin 84,346
Mississippi 21,094 | Wyoming 7,551
Missouri 64,506 | United States 3,642,075

19 |RS Statistics of Income Division, Tax Year 2003, data compiled by the Senate Finance Committee
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THE COLLEGE COST CRUNCH:

STATE ANALYSES
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Alabama Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Alabama increased 34%, from $7,338 to $9,819 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Alabama increased 23%
from $14,248 to $17,520 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in Alabama have increased only 3% since 20002 After financial aid is taken into
account, 27% of the average family income in Alabama is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.’

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Alabama the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 41% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 62% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Alabama, 62% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Alabama owed $17,277
on graduation day in 2004 2

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.g Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Alabama Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Alabama college
graduates would save $3,455 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were cagped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Alabama earning $30,973,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$17,277," would see a reduction of about $50," or 25%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 6,305 more Alabama college students would be eligible for
$91,631,948 in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Alabama would increase
by $681, from $2,556 to $3,237."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 39,157 Alabama students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 18
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Alaska Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Alaska increased 18%, from $8,386 to $9,936 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Alaska increased 49% from
$14,378 to $21,423 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 18%,
median family incomes in Alaska have increased only 4% since 20002 After financial aid is taken into
account3 21% of the average family income in Alaska is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
coliege.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Alaska the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 41% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,

room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 53% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natronally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Alaska, 53% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Alaska owed $12,948 on
graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Alaska Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Alaska college graduates
would save $2,588 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers i |n Alaska earning $40,027,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$12,948," would see a reduction of about $22," or 15%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 293 more Alaska college students would be eligible for $3,719,407 in
additional need-based grant aid.” The average grant in Alaska would increase by $595, from
$2,235 to $2,830."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 13,636 Alaska students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 19
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Arizona Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Arizona increased 38%, from $7,872 to $10,863 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Arizona increased 30%
from $14,935 to $19,448 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 38%,
median family incomes in Arizona have increased only 10% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
account3 30% of the average family income in Arizona is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Arizona the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 37% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 55% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving coliege in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Arizona, 59% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduating from a four-year college in Arizona owed $16,089 on
graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Arizona Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Arizona college graduates
would save $3,217 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers |n Arizona earning $28,236,"? who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,089," would see a reduction of about $52,' or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

d Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 11,174 more Arizona college students would be eligible for
$135,768,028 in additional need based grant aid.” The average grant in Arizona would increase
by $578, from $2,160 to $2,738."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 74,301 Arizona students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 20
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Arkansas Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Arkansas increased 29%, from $6,789 to $8,734 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Arkansas increased 28%
from $13,361 to $17,040 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 29%,
median family incomes in Arkansas have increased only 18% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
accounté 26% of the average family income in Arkansas is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Arkansas the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 46% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 75% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Arkansas, 55% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Arkansas owed $17,383
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'®

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Arkansas Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Arkansas college
graduates would save $3,475 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. [f
federal student loan payments were caPped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Arkansas earning $26,129,'” who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $17,383," would see a reduction of about $62,' or 31%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 3,563 more Arkansas college students would be eligible for
$51,628,929 in additional need-based grant aid.’® The average grant in Arkansas would increase
by $679, from $2,550 to $3,229.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 18,969 Arkansas students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 21
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, California Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in California increased 39%, from $9,592 to $13,356 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in California increased 21%
from $24,993 to $30,186 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 39%,
median family incomes in California have increased only 5% since 2000. After financial aid is taken into
accounté 32% of the average family income in California is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In California the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 30% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 40% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In California, 56% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in California owed $15,340
on graduation day in 2004 °

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help California Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, California college
graduates would save $3,067 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were ca%ped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in California earning $35,135, “ who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $15,340, ¥ would see a reduction of about $36," or 21%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 21,767 more California college students would be eligible for
$447,659,922 in additional need-based grant aid."® The average grant in California would
increase by $650, from $2,560 to $3,210."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 475,242 California students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Colorado Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover coliege costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Colorado increased 23%, from $8,360 to $10,243 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Colorado increased 16%
from $23,599 to $27,361 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 23%,
median family incomes in Colorado have increased only 6% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account, 24% of the average family income in Colorado is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
coIIege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Colorado the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 40% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 - down from 47% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.®

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Colorado, 55% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Colorado owed $16,833
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Colorado Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Colorado college
graduates would save $3,366 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower's discretionary income, starting
teachers in Colorado earning $31,296, Zwho graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,833," would see a reduction of about $48," or 25%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,505 more Colorado college students would be eligible for
$59,383,758 in additional need-based grant aid.” The average grant in Colorado would increase
by $617, from $2,319 to $2,936.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 73,680 Colorado students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Connecticut Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Connecticut increased 32%, from $10,512 to $13,824 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Connecticut
increased 22% from $27,818 to $33,965 for tuition, fees, room and board.'

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While pubiic college costs have increased 32%,
median family incomes in Connecticut have increased only 10% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 29% of the average family income in Connecticut is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Connecticut the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 29% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 49% in 1986-1987. * In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. in 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Connecticut, 59% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Connecticut owed
$19,093 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Connecticut Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half Connecticut college
graduates would save $3,818 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Connecticut earning $34, 462,"” who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $19,093, ¥ would see a reduction of about $47," or 21%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 2,142 more Connecticut college students would be eligible for
$26,501,669 in additional need-based grant aid. ¥ The average grant in Connecticut would
increase by $580, from $2,176 to $2,756."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 51,809 Connecticut students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Delaware Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Delaware increased 30%, from $10,290 to $13,353 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Delaware increased 24%
from $14,041 to $17,368 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 30%,
median family incomes in Delaware have actually decreased by 5% since 2000.% After financial aid is
taken into account, 30% of the average family income in Delaware is needed to pay for tuition at a four-
year public coIIege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Delaware the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 30% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 54% in 1986- 1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Delaware, 46% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Delaware owed $15,694
on graduation day in 2004°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Delaware Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i in half Delaware college
graduates would save $3,138 over the ten-year life of their loans.'

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were ca?;)ed at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Delaware earning $34,566, “ who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $15,694, ¥ would see a reduction of about $38," or 21%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 606 more Delaware college students would be eligible for $7,424,730
in additional need- based grant aid.” The average grant in Delaware would increase by $574
from $2,158 to $2,732."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 11,291 Delaware students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, District of Columbia Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. In the 2004-2005 school year, the cost of tuition and fees at a four-
year public college in District of Columbia was $2,070. The cost of attendance at four-year private
colleges in District of Columbia increased 16% between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years,
from $27,143 to $31,594 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While college costs have mcreased across the
nation, median family incomes in District of Columbia have increased only 5% since 2000.2

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to students
natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans, 20%
grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993 In District of Columbia, 53% of undergraduates took out loans to
finance their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in District of
Columbia owed $21,675 on graduation day in 2004 .°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year coliege graduates and over a thll"d of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help District of Columbia

Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, District of Columbia
college graduates would save $4,334 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. |f
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in District of Columbla earning $38,566,"2 who graduate with the state average student
loan debt of $21,675," would see a reduction of about $42," or 17%, in their monthly loan
payments. For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt
would be forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,030 more District of Columbla college students would be eligible for
$13,639,167 in additional need-based grant aid.”” The average grant in District of Columbia
would increase by $621, from $2,331 to $2,952."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 8 51 8 District of Columbia students and families benefited from the tuition tax
deduction.”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Florida Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Florida increased 18%, from $7,944 to $9,335 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Florida increased 20% from
$19,800 to $23,793 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 18%,
median family incomes in Florida have increased only 4% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account, 25% of the average family income in Florida is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Florida the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,

room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 54% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Florida, 58% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduating from a four-year college in Florida owed $18,574 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.*

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Florida Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
calied for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Florida college graduates
would save $3,713 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers i |n Florida earning $30,969,"? who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$18,574," would see a reduction of about $54," or 25%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 14,825 more Florida coIIege students would be eligible for
$241,216,568 in additional need based grant aid.”® The average grant in Florida would increase
by $646, from $2,382 to $3,028."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 163,345 Florida students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Georgia Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Georgia increased 27%, from $7,455 to $9,439 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Georgia increased 25% from
$19,743 to $24,734 for tuition, fees, room and board.

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 27%,
median family incomes in Georgia have actually decreased 2% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 24% of the average family income in Georgia is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Georgia the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 58% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Georgia, 53% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduatlng from a four-year college in Georgia owed $15,337
on graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Georgia Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Georgia college graduates
would save $3,066 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers m Georgia earning $35,116,'> who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$15,337," would see a reduction of about $36," or 21%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 9,013 more Georgia college students would be eligible for
$143,433,240 in additional need based grant aid."® The average grant in Georgia would increase
by $654, from $2,430 to $3,084.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 90,145 Georgia students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Hawaii Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Hawaii increased 10%, from $8,286 to $9,131 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Hawaii increased 12% from
$15,997 to $17,866 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 10%,
median family incomes in Hawaii have just kept pace, also increasing 10% since 2000.% After financial
aid is taken into account, 23% of the average family income in Hawaii is needed to pay for tuition at a
four-year public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Hawaii the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 44% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 49% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Hawaii, 41% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Hawaii owed $14,716 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Hawaii Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Hawaii coliege graduates
would save $2,942 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Hawaii earning $37.,615," who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$14,716," would see a reduction of about $30," or 18%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 771 more Hawaii college students would be eligible for $10,912,776 in
additional need-based grant aid.” The average grant in Hawaii would increase by $663, from
$2,488 to $3,151."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 17,197 Hawaii students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, l[daho Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Idaho increased 34%, from $6,763 to $9,066 for tuition, fees,
room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in Idaho have increased only 18% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account3 22% of the average family income in ldaho is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Idaho the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 45% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,

room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 56% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Idaho, 54% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduating from a four-year college in Idaho owed $24,527 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s saiary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Idaho Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Idaho college graduates
would save $4,903 over the ten-year life of their loans.

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower's discretionary income, starting
teachers i in Idaho earning $25, 908,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$24,527," would see a reduction of about $89," or 31%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,920 more Idaho college students would be eligible for $27,926,014 in
additional need- based grant aid.” The average grant in ldaho would increase by $682, from
$2,558 to $3,240.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 18,516 |daho students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, lllinois Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in lllinois increased 34%, from $9,533 to $12,803 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in lllinois increased 23% from
$21,941 to $26,966 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in lllinois have increased less than 1% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 30% of the average family income in Illinois is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In lllinois the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 32% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 47% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. in 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.”

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In lllinois, 66% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in lilinois owed $16,104 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help lllinois Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, lilinois college graduates
would save $3,220 over the ten-year life of their loans."’'

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in lllinois earning $35,1 14," who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,104," would see a reduction of about $38," or 21%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 10,047 more lllinois college students would be eligible for
$171,441,734 in additional need-based grant aid.’® The average grant in lllinois would increase
by $681, from $2,492 to $3,173."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 181,998 lllinois students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Indiana Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Indiana increased 33%, from $9,232 to $12,240 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Indiana increased 24% from
$21,390 to $26,490 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 33%,
median family incomes in Indiana have increased only 4% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
account, 29% of the average family income in Indiana is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
c:ollege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Indiana the maximum Peli grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 33% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 44% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.®

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Indiana, 65% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Indiana owed $18,506 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Indiana Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student toan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Indiana college graduates
would save $3,701 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Indiana earning $29,784,'” who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$18,506," would see a reduction of about $56," or 26%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 6,433 more Indiana college students would be eligible for $81,872,800
in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Indiana would increase by $597, from
$2,239 to $2,836."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 73,093 Indiana students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 32



S6680 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, lowa Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in lowa increased 52%, from $7,589 to $11,541 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in lowa increased 18% from
$19,454 to $23,012 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 52%,
median family incomes in lowa have increased only 6% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account, 28% of the average family income in lowa is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In lowa the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 35% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 61% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In lowa, 77% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in lowa owed $22,025 on
graduation day in 2004.%

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children."

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help lowa Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Jowa college graduates
would save $4,404 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. |f
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower's discretionary income, starting
teachers in lowa earning $26,967," who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$22,025," would see a reduction of about $75," or 30%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,163 more lowa college students would be eligible for $53,670,702 in
additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Jowa would increase by $604, from
$2,268 to $2,872."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 37,364 lowa students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.'”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Kansas Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for ail Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Kansas increased 41%, from $6,650 to $9,397 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Kansas increased 26% from
$15,627 to $19,736 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 41%,
median family incomes in Kansas have increased less than 1% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 23% of the average family income in Kansas is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college .’

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Kansas the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 60% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants..5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Kansas, 69% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Kansas owed $16,029 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Kansas Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Kansas college graduates
would save $3,205 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Kansas earning $28,530," who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,029," would see a reduction of about $51,"* or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 3,177 more Kansas college students would be eligible for $41,889,132
in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Kansas would increase by $618, from
$2,320 to $2,938."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 39,948 Kansas students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Kentucky Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Kentucky increased 36%, from $6,921 to $9,400 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Kentucky increased 31%
from $14,727 to $19,262 for tuition, fees, room and board.'

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 36%,
median family incomes in Kentucky have actually decreased 2% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 22% of the average family income in Kentucky is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Kentucky the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 64% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Kentucky, 54% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Kentucky owed $15,579
on graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary.g Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Kentucky Students.

d Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Kentucky college
graduates would save $3,114 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were caPped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Kentucky earning $28,416,"2 who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $15,579," would see a reduction of about $50," or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 5,033 more Kentucky college students would be eligible for
$69,881,073 in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Kentucky would increase
by $651, from $2,443 to $3,094.

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 35,720 Kentucky students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Louisiana Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Louisiana increased 26%, from $6,304 to $7,973 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Louisiana increased 20%
from $22,154 to $26,583 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 26%,
median family incomes in Louisiana have increased only 19% since 2000. After financial aid is taken
into account, 23% of the average family income in Louisiana is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Louisiana the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 51% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 59% in 1986- 1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Louisiana, 53% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Louisiana owed $17,531
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Louisiana Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half Louisiana college
graduates would save $3,505 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for coliege graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were cap;)ed at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Louisiana earning $29,655,'* who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $17,531, ¥ would see a reduction of about $53," or 26%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt wouid be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 5,826 more Louisiana college students would be eligible for
$86,001,195 in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Louisiana would increase
by $692, from $2,597 to $3,289.'

d Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 45,063 Louisiana students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Maine Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Maine increased 26%, from $9,361 to $11,826 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Maine increased 25% from
$22,689 to $28,371 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public coIIege costs have increased 26%,
median family incomes in Maine have increased only 11% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account, 34% of the average family income in Maine is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Maine the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 34% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,

room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 46% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Maine, 65% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduating from a four-year college in Maine owed $18,341 on
graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thrrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Maine Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Maine college graduates
would save $3,667 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers i |n Maine earning $25,901,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$18,341," would see a reduction of about $66," or 31%, in their monthly loan payments. For
|nd|V|duaIs who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,153 more Maine college students would be eligible for $15,429,034
in additional need-based grant aid.'® The average grant in Maine would increase by $627, from
$2,354 to $2,981."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 14,429 Maine students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Maryland Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Maryland increased 30%, from $10,846 to $14,108 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Maryland increased 17%
from $26,034 to $30,515 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public coIIege costs have increased 30%,
median family incomes in Maryland have increased only 5% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
accoun’(3 29% of the average family income in Maryland is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Maryland the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 29% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 39% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Maryland, 50% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Maryland owed $15,054
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Maryland Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half Maryland college
graduates would save $3,011 over the ten-year life of their loans.”

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were ca ped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Maryland earning $33,760,'? who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $15,054," would see a reduction of about $38," or 22%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,184 more Maryland college students would be eligible for
$53,258,506 in additional need- based grant aid.” The average grant in Maryland would increase
by $597, from $2,239 to $2,836."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 90,237 Maryland students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Massachusetts Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Massachusetts increased 49%, from $9,206 to $13,687 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Massachusetts
increased 24% from $28,669 to $35,470 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 49%,
median family incomes in Massachusetts have increased only 12% since 2000.2 After financial aid is
taken into account, 31% of the average family income in Massachusetts is needed to pay for tuition at a
four-year public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Massachusetts the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 30% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 50% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nat|onally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Massachusetts, 62% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Massachusetts
owed $17,353 on graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Massachusetts Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n haIf Massachusetts college
graduates would save $3,470 over the ten-year life of their loans.'

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Massachusetts earning $34,041, 2 who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $17,353, ¥ would see a reduction of about $43," or 22%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

J Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,745 more Massachusetts college students would be eligible for
$62,830,707 in additional need-based grant aid.™® The average grant in Massachusetts would
increase by $621, from $2,329 to $2,950."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 97,107 Massachusetts students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Michigan Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colieges in Michigan increased 29%, from $9,841 to $12,658 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Michigan increased 20%
from $16,040 to $19,286 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 29%,
median family incomes in Michigan have actually decreased 7% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 32% of the average family income in Michigan is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public couege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Michigan the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 32% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 44% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.®

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Michigan, 57% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduatlng from a four-year college in Michigan owed $17,941
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Michigan Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half Michigan college
graduates would save $3,587 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Michigan earning $34,377,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$17,941," would see a reduction of about $44," or 21 %, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 11,432 more Michigan college students would be eligible for
$140,477,914 in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Michigan would
increase by $628, from $2,396 to $3,024."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 138,474 Michigan students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Minnesota Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resuited in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Minnesota increased 47%, from $8,146 to $11,958 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Minnesota increased 20%
from $21,556 to $25,946 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 47%,
median family incomes in Minnesota have increased only 3% since 2000.° After financial aid is taken into
account3 23% of the average family income in Minnesota is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Minnesota the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 34% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 52% in 1986- 1987 % In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Minnesota, 67% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Minnesota owed $19,468
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Minnesota Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Minnesota college
graduates would save $3,892 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. f
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Minnesota earning $30,772,  who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $19,468, ¥ would see a reduction of about $57," or 25%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,685 more Minnesota college students would be eligible for
$59,514,223 in additional need-based grant aid. % The average grant in Minnesota would
increase by $595, from $2,235 to $2,830."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 82,496 Minnesota students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Mississippi Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Mississippi increased 26%, from $7,181 to $9,019 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Mississippi increased 20%
from $13,717 to $16,460 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 26%,
median family incomes in Mississippi have increased only 2% since 2000.° After financial aid is taken
into account, 26% of the average family income in Mississippi is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Mississippi the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 45% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 54% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Mississippi, 57% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Mississippi owed
$14,534 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Mississippi Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n haIf Mississippi college
graduates would save $2,906 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Mississippi earning $28,106,'* who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $14,534," would see a reduction of about $47," or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

J Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,608 more MISSISSIQ%I college students would be eligible for
$70,834,644 in additional need-based grant aid.”> The average grant in Mississippi would
increase by $720, from $2,704 to $3,424."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 21,094 Mississippi students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Missouri Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of

attendance at four-year public colleges in Missouri increased 38%, from $8,201 to $11,356 for tuition,

fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Missouri increased 20%
from $17,852 to $21,431 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 38%,
median family incomes in Missouri have actually decreased 7% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 27% of the average family income in Missouri is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public c;ollege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Missouri the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 36% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 62% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1 976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Missouri, 65% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Missouri owed $15,678
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salalry.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Missouri Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Missouri college
graduates would save $3,134 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were cazpped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Missouri earning $28,938,"” who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$15,678,13 would see a reduction of about $49,14 or 27%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Peli Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 6,121 more Missouri college students would be eligible for
$80,588,839 in additional need-based grant aid."® The average grant in Missouri would increase
by $617, from $2,316 to $2,933."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 64,506 Missouri students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.”’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Montana Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for ail Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Montana increased 30%, from $7,607 to $9,867 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Montana increased 25% from
$14,298 to $17,918 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 30%,

median family incomes in Montana have increased only 4% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
account, 31% of the average family income in Montana is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public

college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Montana the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 41% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 51% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Montana, 55% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Montana owed $16,920
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.g Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'®

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Montana Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Montana college
graduates would save $3,384 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were cagped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Montana earning $24,032," who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,920," would see a reduction of about $67," or 35%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,128 more Montana college students would be eligible for
$16,236,712 in additional need-based grant aid."® The average grant in Montana would increase
by $674, from $2,532 to $3,206.

. Demacrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. in the 2003
tax year, 11,411 Montana students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Nebraska Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Nebraska increased 46%, from $7,335 to $10,704 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Nebraska increased 20%
from $16,381 to $19,725 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public col|ege costs have increased 46%,
median family incomes in Nebraska have increased only 5% since 2000.” After financial aid is taken into
account, 24% of the average family income in Nebraska is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.”

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Nebraska the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 38% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 63% in 1986-1 987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Nebraska, 67% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Nebraska owed $17,356
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children."

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Nebraska Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Nebraska college
graduates would save $3,470 over the ten-year life of their loans."*

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were cap!)ed at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Nebraska earning $28,527,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $17,356, ¥ would see a reduction of about $55," or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,874 more Nebraska college students would be eligible for
$23,729,621 in additional need-based grant aid.’® The average grant in Nebraska would increase
by $594, from $2,228 to $2,822.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 25,509 Nebraska students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Nevada Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Nevada increased 27%, from $8,252 to $10,464 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Nevada increased 18%
from $17,397 to $20,594 for tuition, fees, room and board.'

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public coilege costs have increased 27%,
median family incomes in Nevada have increased only 3% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account3 27% of the average family income in Nevada is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public

college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Nevada the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 39% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 60% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Nevada, 44% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Nevada owed $12,818 on
graduation day in 2004.%

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Nevada Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Nevada college graduates
would save $2,563 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. |f
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Nevada earning $27,942,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$12,818," would see a reduction of about $42," or 28%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,142 more Nevada college students would be eligible for $14,506,740
in additional need based grant aid.”® The average grant in Nevada would increase by $595, from
$2,235 to $2,830."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 25,776 Nevada students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.”’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, New Hampshire Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in New Hampshire increased 25%, from $11,717 to $14,651 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private coIIeges in New Hampshire
increased 21% from $24,525 to $29,728 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 25%,
median family incomes in New Hampshire have increased only 12% since 2000.% After financial aid is
taken into account, 32% of the average family income in New Hampshire is needed to pay for tuition ata
four-year public college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In New Hampshire the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 28% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 46% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993 ® In New Hampshire, 67% of undergraduates took out loans to
finance their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in New
Hampshire owed $21,332 on graduation day in 2004 .

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help New Hampshire Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half New Hampshire college
graduates would save $4,265 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in New Hampshire earning $27, 367," who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $21,332," would see a reduction of about $71," or 29%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 859 more New Hampshire college students would be eligible for
$10,610,934 in additional need-based grant aid.”™ The average grant in New Hampshire would
increase by $579, from $2,173 to $2,752."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 18,336 New Hampshire students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, New Jersey Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for coilege graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in New Jersey increased 36%, from $11,998 to $16,349 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in New Jersey increased 25%
from $23,860 to $29,751 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 36%,
median family incomes in New Jersey have increased only 10% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 334% of the average family income in New Jersey is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In New Jersey the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 25% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 43% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of ali four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In New Jersey, 57% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in New Jersey owed
$16,450 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help New Jersey Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half New Jersey college
graduates would save $3,289 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in New Jersey earning $37,061," who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $16,450," would see a reduction of about $35,"* or 18%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 6,161 more New Jersey college students would be eligible for
$86,287,630 in additional need-based grant aid.”™ The average grant in New Jersey would
increase by $656, from $2,464 to $3,120."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 121,775 New Jersey students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 48



S6696 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, New Mexico Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in New Mexico increased 22%, from $7,085 to $8,675 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in New Mexico increased 2%
from $18,985 to $19,304 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 22%,
median family incomes in New Mexico have increased only 12% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 27% of the average family income in New Mexico is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.®

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In New Mexico the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 47% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 58% in 1986- 1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natronally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In New Mexico, 51% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in New Mexico owed
$12,746 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help New Mexico Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i in half New Mexico college
graduates would save $2,549 over the ten-year life of their loans.

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in New Mexico earning $31, 920," who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $12,746,™ would see a reduction of about $35,' or 24%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 2,560 more New Mexico college students would be eligible for
$34,982,257 in additional need-based grant aid.™ The average grant in New Mexico would
increase by $641, from $2,404 to $3,045."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 25,691 New Mexico students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, New York Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in New York increased 21%, from $10,254 to $12,441 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in New York increased 23%
from $25,171 to $30,907 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 21%,
median family incomes in New York have increased only 10% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 32% of the average family income in New York is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In New York the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 33% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 45% in 1986- 1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In New York, 59% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in New York owed $17,594
on graduation day in 2004 °

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help New York Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half New York college
graduates would save $3,518 over the ten-year life of their loans.

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capged at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in New York earning $36, 400," who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $17,594, ¥would see a reduction of about $39," or 19%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 19,865 more New York college students wouid be eligible for
$321,769,972 in additional need-based grant aid.” The average grant in New York would
increase by $677, from $2,543 to $3,220."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 238,254 New York students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 50



S6698 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, North Carolina Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in North Carolina increased 33%, from $7,080 to $9,450 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private coIIeges in North Carolina
increased 22% from $20,169 to $24,600 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 33%,
median family incomes in North Carolina have increased only 5% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 25% of the average family income in North Carolina is needed to pay for tuition at a four-
year public college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In North Carolina the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 69% in 1986~ 1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.”

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In North Carolina, 62% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in North Carolina owed
$16,484 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.'

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help North Carolina Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half North Carolina college
graduates would save $3,295 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in North Carolina earning $27, 572,"% who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $16,484, ¥ would see a reduction of about $54," or 29%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 8,145 more North Carolina college students would be eligible for
$119,408,727 in additional need-based grant aid. > The average grant in North Carolina would
increase by $654, from $2,402 to $3,056."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 90,237 North Carolina students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.”’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, North Dakota Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of

attendance at four-year public colieges in North Dakota increased 41%, from $6,405 to $9,011 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year prlvate colleges in North Dakota increased
10% from $11,392 to $12,525 for tuition, fees, room and board.'

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 41%,
median family incomes in North Dakota have increased only 9% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 25% of the average family income in North Dakota is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In North Dakota the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 45% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 67% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In North Dakota, 67% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in North Dakota owed
$21,331 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary.’ Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help North Dakota Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i in half North Dakota college
graduates would save $4,265 over the ten-year life of their loans.

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in North Dakota earning $24,108, 2 who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $21,331, ¥ would see a reduction of about $85," or 34%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 928 more North Dakota college students would be eligible for
$12,891,548 in additional need-based grant aid.™ The average grant in North Dakota would
increase by $651, from $2,443 to $3,094."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 8,706 North Dakota students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Ohio Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Ohic increased 46%, from $10,449 to $15,256 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Ohio increased 22% from
$21,045 to $25,594 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 46%,
median family incomes in Ohio have increased less than 1% since 2000.” After financial aid is taken into
accounté 36% of the average family income in Qhio is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Ohio the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 27% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 43% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Ohio, 62% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Ohio owed $19,665 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Ohio Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Ohio college graduates
would save $3,932 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Ohio earning $28,692,'* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$19,665,13 would see a reduction of about $62,14 or 27%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Peli Grant, 13,321 more Ohio college students would be eligible for $161,895,211
in additional need-based grant aid."® The average grant in Ohio would increase by $628, from
$2,420 to $3,048."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowabie deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 134,885 Ohio students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Oklahoma Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Oklahoma increased 41%, from $6,000 to $8,451 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Oklahoma increased 24%
from $15,397 to $19,168 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 41%,
median family incomes in Oklahoma have increased only 22% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 23% of the average family income in Oklahoma is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Oklahoma the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 48% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 72% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four—year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Oklahoma, 55% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year coliege in Oklahoma owed $16,297
on graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thll‘d of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.®

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Oklahoma Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half Oklahoma college
graduates would save $3,258 over the ten-year life of their loans.'

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Qklahoma earning $29,473," who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $16,297,” would see a reduction of about $50," or 27%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,763 more Oklahoma college students would be eligible for
$65,939,171 in additional need-based grant aid.”” The average grant in Oklahoma would
increase by $648, from $2,436 to $3,084."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 38,421 Oklahoma students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Oreqon Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Oregon increased 30%, from $9,397 to $12,177 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four—year private colleges in Oregon increased 18% from
$23,306 to $27,493 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 30%,
median family incomes in Oregon have actually decreased 3% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 34% of the average family income in Oregon is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public c:ollege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Qregon the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 33% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 53% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natiocnally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Oregon, 63% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Oregon owed $18,105 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher's salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.®

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Oreqgon Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in inferest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Oregon college graduates
would save $3,620 over the ten-year life of their loans.”

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Oregon earning $33,396,'” who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$18,105," would see a reduction of about $47,"* or 22%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 3,751 more Oregon college students would be eligible for $50,861,933
in additional need based grantaid.” The average grant in Oregon would increase by $635, from
$2,385 to $3,020."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the aliowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 53,264 Oregon students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Pennsylvania Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Pennsylvania increased 33%, from $11,087 to $14,771 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Pennsylvania
increased 24% from $24,779 to $30,637 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 33%,
median family incomes in Pennsylvania have increased only 5% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 35% of the average family income in Pennsylvania is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Pennsylvania the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 27% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 41% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.5

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Pennsylvania, 72% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Pennsylvania owed
$19,866 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.®

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Pennsylvania Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
calied for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Pennsylvania college
graduates would save $3,972 over the ten-year life of their loans."’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Pennsylvania earning $34,140,'” who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $19,866, ° would see a reduction of about $50,"* or 22%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 14,255 more Pennsylvania college students would be eligible for
$159,320,010 in additional need-based grant aid.”” The average grant in Pennsylvania would
increase by $637, from $2,388 to $3,025."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 147,850 Pennsylvania students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Rhode Island Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for coliege graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Rhode Island increased 22%, from $11,104 to $13,541 for
tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Rhode Island
increased 18% from $26,157 to $30,907 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 22%,
median family incomes in Rhode Island have increased only 14% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 35% of the average family income in Rhode Island is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Rhode Island the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 30% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 39% in 1986-1987." In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Rhode Island, 62% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year coliege in Rhode Island owed
$20,826 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Rhode Island Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Rhode Island college
graduates would save $4,164 over the ten-year life of their loans.""

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Rhode Island earning $32,902," who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $20,826,™ would see a reduction of about $55,* or 23%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,324 more Rhode Island college students would be eligible for
$17,414,206 in additional need-based grant aid.™ The average grant in Rhode Island would
increase by $616, from $2,314 to $2,930."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 13,820 Rhode Island students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, South Carolina Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in South Carolina increased 34%, from $9,065 to $12,165 for

tuition, fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in South Carolina

increased 21% from $17,583 to $21,237 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in South Carolina have increased only 3% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 32% of the average family income in South Caroclina is needed to pay for tuition at a four-
year public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In South Carolina the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 33% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 50% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In South Carolina, 63% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in South Carolina
owed $16,734 on graduation day in 2004 .°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thnrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help South Carolina Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i rn half South Carolina college
graduates would save $3,346 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in South Carolina earning $27,883, 2 who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $16,734,” would see a reduction of about $55,"* or 28%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,754 more South Carolina college students would be eligible for
$64,369,491 in additional need-based grant aid. 5 The average grant in South Carolina would
increase by $634, from $2,382 to $3,016."°

d Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 36,364 South Carolina students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, South Dakota Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put coliege even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in South Dakota increased 28%, from $6,979 to $8,944 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year prlvate colleges in South Dakota increased
17% from $15,398 to $18,076 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 28%,
median family incomes in South Dakota have increased only 13% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken
into account, 23% of the average family income in South Dakota is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public c:ollege.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In South Dakota the maximum Pelt grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 45% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 62% in 1986-1987. * In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving coliege in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In South Dakota, 72% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in South Dakota owed
$18,889 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.® Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help South Dakota Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half South Dakota college
graduates would save $3,778 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in South Dakota earning $25,504,'* who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $18,889, ¥ would see a reduction of about $70," or 32%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 1,085 more South Dakota college students would be eligible for
$14,655,599 in additional need-based grant aid. 5 The average grant in South Dakota would
increase by $633, from $2,378 to $3,011."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 8,167 South Dakota students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Tennessee Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resuited in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Tennessee increased 23%, from $7,661 to $9,445 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Tennessee increased 21%
from $18,139 to $22,035 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 23%,
median family incomes in Tennessee have increased only 12% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 27% of the average family income in Tennessee is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.?

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Tennessee the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 62% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Tennessee, 59% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Tennessee owed
$19,346 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Tennessee Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half Tennessee college
graduates would save $3,868 over the ten-year life of their loans.”

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Tennessee earning $30,449," who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $19,346, ¥ would see a reduction of about $57," or 26%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 6,146 more Tennessee college students would be eligible for
$83,555,197 in additional need-based grant aid. % The average grant in Tennessee would
increase by $637, from $2,392 to $3,029.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 51,587 Tennessee students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Texas Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Texas increased 34%, from $7,634 to $10,233 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Texas increased 31% from
$16,973 to $22,218 for tuition, fees, room and board."

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in Texas have increased only 7% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
account 26% of the average family income in Texas is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Texas the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 40% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 55% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal a|d going to
students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Texas, 56% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduating from a four-year college in Texas owed $16,618 on
graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Texas Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Texas college graduates
would save $3,323 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers i m Texas earning $32,741,"” who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,618," would see a reduction of about $44," or 23%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 18,032 more Texas college students would be eligible for
$330,078,392 in additional need based grant aid.”® The average grant in Texas would increase
by $650, from $2,416 to $3,066.'

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 249,008 Texas students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 61



June 28, 2006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6709

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Utah Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-ied
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Utah increased 26%, from $6,623 to $8,348 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Utah increased 23% from $8,576
to $10,521 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 26%,
median family incomes in Utah have increased only 7% since 2000.2 After financial aid is taken into
account, 18% of the average family income in Utah is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Utah the maximum Pell grant, which has remained at
$4,050 for the past four years, covered only 49% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 53% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.5 In Utah, 44% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Utah owed $11,039 on
graduation day in 2004.2

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children."

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Utah Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Utah college graduates
would save $2,208 over the ten-year life of their loans."*

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Utah earning $26,130,'* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$11,039,"” would see a reduction of about $39," or 31%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 3,795 more Utah college students would be eligible for $51,367,191 in
additional need-based grant aid."® The average grant in Utah would increase by $634, from
$2,381 to $3,015."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 34,229 Utah students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Vermont Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of

attendance at four-year public colleges in Vermont increased 22%, from $12,836 to $15,658 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Vermont also increased
22%, from $22,312 to $27,261 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 22%,
median family incomes in Vermont have increased only 20% since 2000.” After financial aid is taken into
account:,s 41% of the average family income in Vermont is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Vermont the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 26% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 30% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.s

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Vermont, 69% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Vermont owed $20,604
on graduation day in 20042

Increased Debt Levels Are impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.9 Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Vermont Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Vermont college
graduates would save $4,120 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Vermont earning $25,819,"* who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$20,604," would see a reduction of about $75," or 32%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 556 more Vermont college students would be eligible for $7,065,304 in
additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Vermont would increase by $595, from
$2,232 to $2,827."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the coliege tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 7,970 Vermont students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 63



June 28, 2006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6711

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Virginia Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Virginia increased 33%, from $8,744 to $11,616 for tuition, fees,
room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Virginia increased 24% from
$18,700 to $23,277 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 33%,
median family incomes in Virginia have increased only 9% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
alccount3 26% of the average family income in Virginia is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Virginia the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 35% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 42% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students nat|onally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% [oans,
20% grants

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Virginia, 63% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’ The average student graduatmg from a four-year college in Virginia owed $16,474 on
graduation day in 2004.2

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a th|rd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children. 10

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Virginia Students.

i Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Virginia college graduates
would save $3,294 over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Virginia earning $32,437,"” who graduate with the state average student loan debt of
$16,474," would see a reduction of about $45," or 23%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pelt Grant, 5,950 more Virginia college students would be eligible for $79,060,021
in additional need-based grant aid.”® The average grant in Virginia would increase by $623, from
$2,337 to $2,960."°

d Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 104,936 Virginia students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."”’
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Washington Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Washington increased 33%, from $8,917 to $11,902 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Washington increased 21%
from $21,510 to $26,021 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 33%,
median family incomes in Washington have increased only 17% since 2000.7 After financial aid is taken
into account, 31% of the average family income in Washington is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Washington the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 34% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 53% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.”

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.% In Washington, 61% of undergraduates took out loans to finance

their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Washington owed
$17,601 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Washington Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut |n half Washington college
graduates would save $3,520 over the ten-year life of their loans."

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Washington earning $30,159," who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $17,601," would see a reduction of about $52,"* or 26%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 5,304 more Washington college students would be eligible for
$70,854,601 in additional need-based grant aid.”” The average grant in Washington would
increase by $626, from $2,350 to $2,976."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 95,236 Washington students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, West Virginia Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in West Virginia increased 30%, from $7,287 to $9,450 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in West Virginia increased 4%
from $18,338 to $19,067 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 30%,
median family incomes in West Virginia have increased only 13% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken
into account, 29% of the average family income in West Virginia is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year
public college.3

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In West Virginia the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 43% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 51% in 1986-1987.* In 1975-1976, 77% of
federal aid going to students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt.
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with Iess
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In West Virginia, 64% of undergraduates took out loans to finance
their college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in West Virginia owed
$17,697 on graduation day in 2004.

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help West Virginia Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut i |n half West Virginia college
graduates would save $3,538 over the ten-year life of their loans.

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in West Virginia earning $26, 692, who graduate with the state average student loan
debt of $17,697," would see a reduction of about $61," or 30%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 2,275 more West Virginia college students would be eligible for
$33,115,727 in additional need-based grant aid.”” The average grant in West Virginia would
increase by $683, from $2,561 to $3,244."°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 16,929 West Virginia students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."
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A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA

Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Wisconsin Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public colleges in Wisconsin increased 34%, from $7,385 to $9,872 for tuition,
fees, room and board. The cost of attendance at four-year private colleges in Wisconsin increased 21%
from $20,271 to $24,574 for tuition, fees, room and board.’

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public collegze costs have increased 34%,
median family incomes in Wisconsin have increased only 2% since 2000.” After financial aid is taken into
account, 22% of the average family income in Wisconsin is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college.”

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Wisconsin the maximum Pell grant, which has
remained at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 41% of the average public four-year college
tuition, fees, room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 58% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1 976, 77% of
federal aid going to students nationally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. in 2004-
2005, it was 70% loans, 20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Wisconsin, 68% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.” The average student graduating from a four-year college in Wisconsin owed $16,815
on graduation day in 2004.°

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a third of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.’ Debt levels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Wisconsin Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Wisconsin college
graduates would save $3,361 over the ten-year life of their loans."!

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were capped at 15% of a borrower's discretionary income, starting
teachers in Wisconsin earning $23,952," who graduate with the state average student loan debt
of $16,815, ¥ would see a reduction of about $67," or 35%, in their monthly loan payments. For
individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 4,230 more Wisconsin college students would be eligible for
$54,569,476 in additional need-based grant aid. * The average grant in Wisconsin would
increase by $605, from $2,269 to $2,874.°

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 84,346 Wisconsin students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction."

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report 67



June 28, 2006 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6715

A NEW DIRECTION FOR AMERICA
Bush Republicans Take Us in the Wrong Direction, Wyoming Students Pay the Price

Despite the critical need to boost affordable college opportunities for all Americans, the Republican-led
Congress continues to put college even further out of reach for millions of students. Each year millions of
hardworking American families and students continue to struggle to cover college costs. But five years of
Republican policies have resulted in stagnant federal grant aid, increasing numbers of students and their
families falling further into debt to finance a college education, and fewer options for college graduates.

The Cost of College Has Soared. Between the 2000-2001 and 2004-2005 school years, the cost of
attendance at four-year public college in Wyoming increased 21%, from $7,017 to $8,514 for tuition, fees,
room and board.”

Median Family Incomes Have Remained Stagnant. While public college costs have increased 21%,
median family incomes in Wyoming have increased only 15% since 2000.% After financial aid is taken into
account 24% of the average family income in Wyoming is needed to pay for tuition at a four-year public
college

Federal Student Aid Has Eroded Over Time. In Wyoming the maximum Pell grant, which has remained
at $4,050 for the past four years, covered only 48% of the average public four-year college tuition, fees,
room and board in 2004-2005 — down from 62% in 1986-1987.% In 1975-1976, 77% of federal aid going to
students natlonally was in the form of grants, and only 20% was loans. In 2004-2005, it was 70% loans,
20% grants.’

Students Have Taken on More Debt to Pay for College. More students are leaving college in debt. In
2004, nearly two-thirds of all four-year college graduates nationwide had loan debt, compared with less
than one-third of graduates in 1993.° In Wyoming, 43% of undergraduates took out loans to finance their
college education.’

Increased Debt Levels Are Impacting Students’ Career and Life Choices. Nationally, nearly a
quarter of public four-year college graduates and over a thlrd of private four-year college graduates have
too much debt to manage on a starting teacher’s salary.’ Debt Ievels are also causing students to delay
buying a home or a car and postpone marriage or having children.™

To Reverse these Trends, Democrats Propose a New Direction to Help Wyoming Students.

. Democrats opposed recent Republican efforts to raise student loan interest rates, and have
called for a reduction in interest rates. If interest rates were cut in half, Wyoming college
graduates who graduate with student loan debt equal to the national average could save $3,859
over the ten-year life of their loans.’

. Democrats have also called for debt relief for college graduates with excessive loan burdens. If
federal student loan payments were caPped at 15% of a borrower’s discretionary income, starting
teachers in Wyoming earning $28,900, © who graduate wrth the national average student loan
debt of $19,300," would see a reduction of about $61," or 27%, in their monthly loan payments.
For individuals who continue in public service careers for 10 years, student loan debt would be
forgiven.

. Democrats have called for increasing the maximum Pell Grant from $4,050 to $5,100. With an
increase in the Pell Grant, 552 more Wvyoming college students would be eligible for $7,430,644
in additional need-based grant aid."” The average grant in Wyoming would increase by $631,
from $2,368 to $2,999."

. Democrats have also called for an extension of the college tuition tax deduction, which expired at
the end of 2005, and have proposed increasing the allowable deduction to $12,000. In the 2003
tax year, 7,551 Wyoming students and families benefited from the tuition tax deduction.'”
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Sources for State Pages:

' National Center for Education Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 2001” and “Digest of Higher
Education Statistics 2005.”

2 HELP Committee calculations based on data from US Census Bureau, Historical Income Tables.

% The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, “Measuring Up 2004: The National Report
Card on Higher Education.”

*HELP Committee Calculations based on cost of attendance data from National Center for Education
Statistics, “Digest of Education Statistics 1988” and “Digest of Education Statistics 2005”; and maximum
Pell Grant data from Congressional Resource Service. Data for Delaware and Wyoming from Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (“Digest of Education Statistics 1988” data incomplete for those
states)

College Board, 2006.
® State PIRGs’ Higher Education Project “Paying Back, Not Giving Back: Student Debt's Negative Impact
on Public Service Career Opportunities,” April 2006.

” Proportion of Student Loan Borrowers Among Full-Time First-Time Undergraduates at Four-Year
Institutions. Calculations by the Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success
based on data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS), 2004, Data Analysis System (DAS).

® Average Debt of Graduates from Four-Year Colleges and Universities. Calculations by the Project on
Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success from campus data available on
www.economicdiversity.org. Includes only campuses reporting total debt through the Common Data Set
initiative. Averages are weighted by campus enroliment.

® State PIRGs’ Higher Education Project “Paying Back, Not Giving Back: Student Debt's Negative Impact
on Public Service Career Opportunities,” April 2006.

' Nellie Mae Corporation, “College on Credit: How Borrowers Perceive Their Education Debt — Results
of the 2002 National Student Loan Survey,” February 2003.

' HELP Committee Calculations using the U.S. Department of Education’s “Standard, Extended and
Graduated Repayment Calculator”
(http:/imwww.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/DirectLoan/RepayCalc/dlentry1.html), using average debt levels
calculated by the Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success from campus
data available on www.economicdiversity.org. Average debt data not available for Wyomlng

Amerlcan Federation of Teachers, "Survey and Analysis of Teacher Salary Trends 2004.”

3 Calculations by the Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access and Success from
campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org. Includes only campuses reporting total debt
through the Common Data Set initiative. Averages are weighted by campus enroliment.

* HELP Committee estimates calculated using the U.S. Department of Education’s “income Contingent
Repayment Plan Calculator” (http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSFAP/DirectLoan/RepayCalc/dlentry2.html ),
using average debt levels caiculated by the Project on Student Debt at the Institute for College Access
and Success from campus data available on www.economicdiversity.org. Calculations based on formula
for current Income Contingent Repayment option in the Direct Loan Program (either 20% cap on income
or income percentage factors); actual reduction in monthly payment resulting from Democratic proposal to
cap payments at 15% of income might differ slightly from estimates provided. Democratic proposal also
expands income contingent repayment option to all borrowers.

Amencan Council on Education.

® HELP Committee calculations based on data provided by American Council on Education.

""IRS Statistics of Income Division, Tax Year 2003, data compiled by the Senate Finance Committee.
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By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 3594. A bill to help protect the pub-
lic against the threat of attacks tar-
geting nuclear power plants; to the
Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Secure Nuclear
Facilities Act of 2006, which addresses
an unacceptable gap in our Nation’s
homeland security. My bill would hold
commercial nuclear powerplants to the
same high security standards to which
government nuclear facilities are sub-
ject.

There are currently 104 nuclear pow-
erplants licensed to operate in the
United States, including two plants,
with two reactors each, in my home
state of California.

These plants are potential targets for
terrorists, and we are not doing enough
to ensure they are protected. The 9/11
Commission report, issued on July 22,
2004, stated that nuclear powerplants
were among the targets considered in
the original plan for the September 11,
2001, attacks.

An attack on a nuclear plant would
be disastrous. The meltdown of a nu-
clear powerplant’s nuclear reactor
core, release of the spent nuclear fuel
located at the site, removal from the
site of radioactive materials, or other
violation of the plant’s security would
greatly endanger public health and
safety. Unfortunately, there are re-
ports of nuclear plant operators’ fail-
ure to effectively address vital security
issues, and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission’s failure to hold them suf-
ficiently accountable.

To make matters worse, commercial
nuclear plant operators are not cur-
rently required to defend their plants
against theft and diversion of nuclear
material. Nonweapon nuclear facilities
operated by the government, on the
other hand, are required to defend
against not only direct attacks, but
also theft and diversion of nuclear ma-
terial. This double standard makes no
sense.

Commercial nuclear plants contain
materials that terrorists might at-
tempt to steal, just like government
nuclear facilities. The Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, NRC, concedes
that terrorists might use these highly
radioactive materials in a radiological
bomb or, with the right equipment, re-
process it into weapons-grade material.
But according to the NRC, it is not rea-
sonable to expect a private facility to
cope with this threat, because private
facilities do not have the same re-
sources as government facilities.

The NRC’s argument is deeply
flawed. If nuclear plant owners and op-
erators cannot address the full spec-
trum of terrorist threats they face,
then they should not be in business.
There is too much at stake in terms of
the dangers posed by these threats for
us to allow continued low security
standards for commercial nuclear
plants.

My bill would require commercial
nuclear plants to defend against the
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same potential threats as government
nuclear facilities, including threat and
diversion of nuclear materials. The bill
would also strengthen State and local
responders’ ability to aid nuclear
plants in case of an attack by terror-
ists. It offers grants to State and local
responders to facilitate evacuations
and medical treatment, as well as
interoperable communications among
first responders and plant operators.

The Secure Nuclear Facilities Act of
2006 would make our country safer by
ensuring better security at commercial
nuclear plants. I urge my colleagues to
support this important bill.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. CARPER):

S. 3595. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to establish the
United States Emergency Management
Authority, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs.

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

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

S. 3595

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 ‘United
States Emergency Management Authority
Act of 2006”.

SEC. 2. UNITED STATES EMERGENCY MANAGE-
MENT AUTHORITY.

Title V of the Homeland Security Act of
2002 (6 U.S.C. 311 et seq.) is amended by—

(1) striking the title heading and inserting
the following:

“TITLE V—-NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS
AND RESPONSE”;

(2) striking sections 501 through 503;

(3) striking sections 506 and 507;

(4) redesignating sections 504, 505, 508, and
509 as sections 519, 520, 521, and 522, respec-
tively:;

(5) redesignating section 510 (relating to
procurement of security countermeasures for
the strategic national stockpile) as section
523;

(6) redesignating section 510 (relating to
urban and other high risk area communica-
tions capabilities) as section 524; and

(7) inserting before section 519, as so redes-
ignated by this section, the following:

“SEC. 501. DEFINITIONS.

“In this title—

‘(1) the term ‘all-hazards-plus’ means an
approach to preparedness, response, recov-
ery, and mitigation that emphasizes the de-
velopment of capabilities that are common
to natural and man-made disasters, while
also including the development of capabili-
ties that are uniquely relevant to specific
types of disasters;

‘“(2) the term ‘Authority’ means the United
States Emergency Management Authority
established under section 502;

‘“(3) the term ‘Administrator’ means the
Administrator of the Authority;

‘“(4) the term ‘Federal coordinating officer’
means a Federal coordinating officer as de-
scribed in section 302 of the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5143);

‘“(5) the term ‘National Advisory Council’
means the National Advisory Council on
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Emergency Preparedness and Response es-
tablished under section 508;

‘(6) the term ‘National Incident Manage-
ment System’ means the National Incident
Management System as described in the Na-
tional Response Plan;

“(7T) the term ‘National Response Plan’
means the National Response Plan prepared
under Homeland Security Presidential Direc-
tive 5 or any presidential directive meant to
replace or augment that directive;

‘“(8) the term ‘Nuclear Incident Response
Team’ means a resource that includes—

‘“(A) those entities of the Department of
Energy that perform nuclear or radiological
emergency support functions (including acci-
dent response, search response, advisory, and
technical operations functions), radiation
exposure functions at the medical assistance
facility known as the Radiation Emergency
Assistance Center/Training Site (REAC/TS),
radiological assistance functions, and re-
lated functions; and

‘(B) those entities of the Environmental
Protection Agency that perform such sup-
port functions (including radiological emer-
gency response functions) and related func-
tions;

‘(9) the term ‘Regional Advisory Council’
means a Regional Advisory Council on Pre-
paredness and Response established under
section 503;

“(10) the term ‘Regional Administrator’
means a Regional Administrator for Pre-
paredness and Response appointed under sec-
tion 507;

‘‘(11) the term ‘Regional Office’ means a
Regional Office established under section
507; and

‘(12) the term ‘surge capacity’ means the
ability to rapidly and substantially increase
the provision of search and rescue capabili-
ties, food, water, medicine, shelter and hous-
ing, medical care, evacuation capacity, staff-
ing, including disaster assistance employees,
and other resources necessary to save lives
and protect property during a catastrophic
incident, or other natural or man-made dis-
aster.

“SEC. 502. UNITED STATES EMERGENCY MANAGE-
MENT AUTHORITY.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established in
the Department the United States Emer-
gency Management Authority, headed by an
Administrator.

“‘(b) M1SSION.—The mission of the Author-
ity is to—

‘(1) lead the Nation’s efforts to prepare
for, respond to, recover from, and mitigate
the risks of natural and man-made disasters,
including catastrophic incidents;

“(2) partner with State and local govern-
ments and emergency response providers,
with other Federal agencies, with the private
sector, and with nongovernmental organiza-
tions to build a national system of emer-
gency management that can effectively and
efficiently utilize the full measure of the Na-
tion’s resources to respond to a catastrophic
incident or other natural or man-made dis-
aster;

‘“(3) develop a Federal response capability
that, when necessary and appropriate, can
act effectively, rapidly, and proactively to
deliver assistance essential to saving lives or
protecting or preserving property or public
health and safety in a natural or man-made
disaster;

‘“(4) fuse the Department’s emergency re-
sponse, preparedness, recovery, mitigation,
and critical infrastructure assets into a new,
integrated organization that can effectively
confront the challenges of a natural or man-
made disaster;

‘“(5) develop and maintain robust Regional
Offices that will work with State and local
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governments and emergency response pro-
viders to identify and address regional prior-
ities;

‘(6) under the leadership of the Secretary,
coordinate with the Commandant of the
Coast Guard, the Director of Customs and
Border Protection, the Director of Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, and the Na-
tional Operations Center, and other agencies
and offices in the Department to take full
advantage of the substantial range of re-
sources in the Department that can be
brought to bear in preparing for and respond-
ing to a natural or man-made disaster;

‘(7T carry out the provisions of the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.);

‘(8) provide funding, training, exercises,
technical assistance, planning, and other as-
sistance, to build local, State, regional, and
national capabilities, including communica-
tions capabilities, necessary to respond to a
potential natural or man-made disaster;

‘(9) implement an all-hazards-plus strat-
egy for preparedness that places priority on
building those common capabilities nec-
essary to respond to both terrorist attacks
and natural disasters while also building the
unique capabilities necessary to respond to
specific types of incidents that pose the
greatest risk to our Nation; and

‘(10) promote, plan for, and facilitate the
security of critical infrastructure and key
resources, including cyber infrastructure,
against a natural or man-made disaster, and
the post-disaster restoration of such critical
infrastructure and key resources.

“(c) ADMINISTRATOR.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
be appointed by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.

‘(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Administrator
shall have not less than 5 years of executive
leadership and management experience in
the public or private sector and a dem-
onstrated ability to manage a substantial
staff and budget.

‘“(3) REPORTING.—The Administrator shall
report to the Secretary, without being re-
quired to report through any other official of
the Department.

‘“(4) PRINCIPAL ADVISOR ON EMERGENCY PRE-
PAREDNESS AND RESPONSE.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator is
the principal emergency preparedness and
response advisor to the President, the Home-
land Security Council, and the Secretary.

“(B) ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In presenting advice with
respect to any matter to the President, the
Homeland Security Council, or the Sec-
retary, the Administrator shall, as the Ad-
ministrator considers appropriate, inform
the President, the Homeland Security Coun-
cil, or the Secretary, as the case may be, of
the range of emergency mitigation, pre-
paredness, response, and recovery options
with respect to that matter.

‘“(ii) ADVICE ON REQUEST.—The Adminis-
trator, as an emergency preparedness and re-
sponse advisor, shall provide advice to the
President, the Homeland Security Council,
or the Secretary on a particular matter
when the President, the Homeland Security
Council, or the Secretary requests such ad-
vice.

¢“(iii) RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONGRESS.—
After informing the Secretary, the Adminis-
trator may make such recommendations to
Congress relating to emergency preparedness
and response as the Administrator considers
appropriate.

‘(C) RETENTION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing in
this paragraph shall be construed as affect-
ing the authority of the Secretary under this
Act.
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“SEC. 503. AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
provide Federal leadership necessary to pre-
pare for and respond to a natural or man-
made disaster, including—

‘(1) carrying out the mission to reduce the
loss of life and property and protect the Na-
tion from all hazards by leading and sup-
porting the Nation in a comprehensive, risk-
based emergency preparedness and response
program of—

‘“(A) mitigation, by taking sustained ac-
tions to reduce or eliminate long-term risk
to people and property from hazards and
their effects;

‘(B) preparedness, by planning, training,
and building the emergency preparedness
and response workforce to prepare effec-
tively for, mitigate against, respond to, and
recover from any hazard;

‘“(C) response, by conducting emergency
operations to save lives and property
through positioning emergency equipment,
personnel, and supplies, through evacuating
potential victims, through providing food,
water, shelter, and medical care to those in
need, and through restoring critical public
services;

‘(D) recovery, by rebuilding communities
so individuals, businesses, and governments
can function on their own, return to normal
life, and protect against future hazards; and

‘‘(E) critical infrastructure protection, by
establishing an inventory of, and protections
for, public and private sector critical infra-
structure, including cyber and communica-
tions assets;

‘“(2) 1increasing efficiencies, by coordi-
nating efforts relating to mitigation, pre-
paredness, response, recovery, and infra-
structure protection;

‘“(3) helping to ensure the effectiveness of
emergency response providers in responding
to a natural or man-made disaster;

‘“(4) providing the Federal Government’s
response to a natural or man-made disaster,
including—

‘‘(A) managing such response;

‘“(B) directing the Domestic Emergency
Support Team, the National Disaster Med-
ical System, and (when operating as an orga-
nizational unit of the Department under this
title) the Nuclear Incident Response Team;

‘(C) overseeing the Metropolitan Medical
Response System; and

‘(D) coordinating other Federal response
resources, including requiring deployment of
the Strategic National Stockpile, in the
event of a natural or man-made disaster;

‘() working with Federal, State, and local
government personnel, agencies, and au-
thorities to build a comprehensive national
incident management system to respond to a
natural or man-made disaster;

‘“(6) with respect to the Nuclear Incident
Response Team (regardless of whether it is
operating as an organizational unit of the
Department under this title)—

“(A) establishing standards and certifying
when those standards have been met;

‘(B) conducting joint and other exercises
and training and evaluating performance;
and

‘“(C) providing funds to the Department of
Energy and the Environmental Protection
Agency, as appropriate, for homeland secu-
rity planning, exercises and training, and
equipment;

‘“(7T) helping to ensure that emergency re-
sponse providers acquire interoperable and
sustainable technology;

‘“(8) assisting the President in carrying out
the functions under the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.);

‘“(9) administering homeland security
emergency management, first responder, and
other preparedness grants;
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‘(10) monitoring, evaluating, and ensuring
the readiness of each emergency support
function under the National Response Plan;

‘‘(11) coordinating with the National Advi-
sory Council;

‘“(12) ensuring the protection of critical in-
frastructure by—

‘““(A) carrying out the responsibilities
under paragraphs (2) through (6) of section
201(d);

‘(B) helping ensure the protection and re-
siliency of key resources and critical infra-
structure, including cyber infrastructure,
against a natural or man-made disaster; and

‘(C) planning for, assisting with, and fa-
cilitating, the restoration of key resources
and critical infrastructure, including cyber
infrastructure, in the event of a natural or
man-made disaster;

‘“(13) establishing in each Regional Office a
Regional Advisory Council on Preparedness
and Response, to advise the Regional Admin-
istrator of that Regional Office on emer-
gency preparedness and response issues spe-
cific to the region; and

‘“(14) otherwise carrying out the mission of
the Authority as described in section 502(b).

““(b) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES RELATED
TO CATASTROPHIC INCIDENTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in
consultation with the Secretary and other
senior Department officials, shall develop a
national emergency management system
that is capable of responding to catastrophic
incidents.

¢“(2) IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
develop and submit to Congress annually an
estimate of the resources of the Authority
and other Federal agencies needed for and
devoted specifically to developing local,
State, and national capabilities necessary to
respond to a catastrophic incident.

‘(B) CONTENTS.—Each estimate under sub-
paragraph (A) shall include the resources
both necessary for and devoted to—

‘(i) planning;

‘“(ii) training and exercises;

“‘(iii) Regional Office enhancements;

‘“(iv) staffing, including for surge capacity
during a catastrophic event;

‘(v) additional logistics capabilities;

‘“(vi) other responsibilities under the Cata-
strophic Incident Annex of the National Re-
sponse Plan; and

‘“(vii) State and local catastrophic pre-
paredness.

“(c) ALL-HAZARDS-PLUS APPROACH.—In
carrying out this section, the Administrator
shall implement an all-hazards-plus strategy
that places priority on building those com-
mon capabilities necessary to prepare for, re-
spond to, recover from, and mitigate the
risks of terrorist attacks and natural disas-
ters, while also building the unique capabili-
ties necessary to prepare for, respond to, re-
cover from, and mitigate the risks of specific
types of incidents that pose the greatest risk
to the Nation.

“SEC. 504. AUTHORITY COMPONENTS.

“There are transferred to the Authority
the following:

‘(1) The Federal Emergency Management
Agency, including the functions of the Under
Secretary for Federal Emergency Manage-
ment relating thereto.

‘“(2) The Directorate of Preparedness, as
constituted on June 1, 2006, including the
functions of the Under Secretary for Emer-
gency Preparedness relating to the Direc-
torate, as constituted on that date.

“SEC. 505. PRESERVING THE UNITED STATES
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AU-
THORITY.

‘‘(a) DISTINCT ENTITY.—The Authority shall
be maintained as a distinct entity within the
Department.
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“(b) REORGANIZATION.—Section 872 shall
not apply to the Authority, including any
function or organizational unit of the Au-
thority.

‘(c) PROHIBITION ON CHANGES TO MIs-
SIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not
substantially or significantly reduce the au-
thorities, responsibilities, or functions of the
Authority or the capability of the Authority
to perform those responsibilities, except as
otherwise specifically provided in an Act en-
acted after the date of enactment of the
United States Emergency Management Au-
thority Act of 2006.

¢(2) CERTAIN TRANSFERS PROHIBITED.—NO
asset, function or mission of the Authority
may be diverted to the principal and con-
tinuing use of any other organization, unit,
or entity of the Department, except for de-
tails or assignments that do not reduce the
capability of the Authority to perform its
missions.

“SEC. 506. DIRECTORS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be in the
Authority a Director for Preparedness and a
Director for Response and Recovery, each of
whom shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate, and shall report to the Adminis-
trator.

““(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Director shall have—

‘“(A) not less than 5 years of—

‘(i) executive leadership and management
experience in the public or private sector;
and

¢“(ii) significant experience in crisis man-
agement or another relevant field; and

“(B) a demonstrated ability to manage a
substantial staff and budget.

‘“(2) CONCURRENT EXPERIENCE.—Service dur-
ing any period of time may be used in meet-
ing the requirements under both clause (i)
and (ii) of paragraph (1)(A).

“(c) INITIAL DIRECTORS.—The individual
serving as the Under Secretary for Emer-
gency Preparedness and the individual serv-
ing as the Under Secretary for the Federal
Emergency Management Agency on the ef-
fective date of the United States Emergency
Management Authority Act of 2006 may
serve as the Director for Preparedness and
the Director of Response and Recovery, re-
spectively, until a Director for Preparedness
or a Director of Response and Recovery, as
the case may be, is appointed under sub-
section (a).

“SEC. 507. REGIONAL OFFICES.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—

‘(1) REGIONAL OFFICES.—The Adminis-
trator shall establish 10 Regional Offices of
the Authority.

‘“(2) ADDITIONAL OFFICE.—In additon to the
Regional Offices established under paragraph
(1), the Administrator may designate the Of-
fice for National Capital Region Coordina-
tion under section 882 as a Regional Office.

““(b) MANAGEMENT OF REGIONAL OFFICES.—

‘(1) REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR.—Each Re-
gional Office shall be headed by a Regional
Administrator for Preparedness and Re-
sponse, who shall be appointed by the Sec-
retary. Each Regional Administrator for
Emergency Preparedness and Response shall
report directly to the Administrator.

“(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Each Regional Office
shall be headed by an individual in the Sen-
ior Executive Service qualified to act as a
senior Federal coordinating officer to pro-
vide strategic oversight of incident manage-
ment when needed.

“‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Regional Adminis-
trator shall work in partnership with State
and local governments, emergency man-
agers, emergency response providers, med-
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ical providers, the private sector, nongovern-
mental organizations, multijurisdictional
councils of governments, and regional plan-
ning commissions and organizations in the
geographical area served by the Regional Of-
fice to carry out the responsibilities of a Re-
gional Administrator under this section.

‘“(2) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The responsibil-
ities of a Regional Administrator include—

‘“(A) ensuring effective, coordinated, and
integrated regional preparedness, mitiga-
tion, response, and recovery activities and
programs for natural and man-made disas-
ters (including planning, training, exercises,
and professional development);

“(B) coordinating and integrating regional
preparedness, mitigation, response, and re-
covery activities and programs for natural
and man-made disasters (including planning,
training, exercises, and professional develop-
ment), which shall include—

‘(i) providing regional and interstate plan-
ning assistance;

‘(i) organizing, in consultation with the
Administrator, regional training and exer-
cise programs;

‘“(iii) providing support and coordination
officers for State and local government
training and exercises;

‘“(iv) participating in emergency prepared-
ness and planning activities by State, re-
gional, and local governments;

‘“(v) assisting in the development of re-
gional capabilities needed for a national cat-
astrophic response system; and

‘“(vi) helping to coordinate and develop
interstate agreements;

‘(C) establishing and overseeing 1 or more
strike teams within the region under sub-
section (e), which shall serve as the focal
point of the Federal Government’s initial re-
sponse efforts for a natural or man-made dis-
aster within that region, and otherwise
building Federal response capabilities to re-
spond to a natural or man-made disaster
within that region;

‘(D) working with the private sector to as-
sess weaknesses in critical infrastructure
protection in the region and to design and
implement programs to address those weak-
nesses;

‘‘(E) coordinating all activities conducted
under this section with other Federal depart-
ments and agencies; and

‘“(F) performing such other duties relating
to such responsibilities as the Administrator
may require.

“(d) AREA OFFICES.—The Administrator
shall establish an Area Office for the Pacific
and an Area Office for the Caribbean, as com-
ponents in the appropriate Regional Offices.

““(e) REGIONAL OFFICE STRIKE TEAMS.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—In coordination with
other relevant Federal agencies, each Re-
gional Administrator shall establish multi-
agency strike teams that shall consist of—

““(A) a designated Federal coordinating of-
ficer;

‘(B) personnel trained in incident manage-
ment;

‘“(C) public affairs, response and recovery,
and communications support personnel;

‘(D) a defense coordinating officer;

‘‘(E) liaisons to other Federal agencies;

‘“(F) such other personnel as the Adminis-
trator or Regional Administrator determines
appropriate; and

‘(G) individuals from the agencies with
primary responsibility for each of the emer-
gency support functions in the National Re-
sponse Plan, including the following:

‘(i) Transportation.

‘“(ii) Communications.

‘‘(iii) Public works and engineering.

“(iv) Emergency management.

‘“(v) Mass care.

‘(vi) Housing and human services.

‘‘(vii) Public health and medical services.
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‘‘(viii) Urban search and rescue.

‘(ix) Public safety and security.

‘“(x) External affairs.

‘(2) LOCATION OF MEMBERS.—The members
of each Regional Office strike team, includ-
ing representatives from agencies other than
the Department, shall be based primarily at
the Regional Office that corresponds to that
strike team.

¢“(3) COORDINATION.—Each Regional Office
strike team shall coordinate the training
and exercises of that strike team with the
State and local governments and private sec-
tor and nongovernmental entities which the
strike team shall support when a natural or
man-made disaster occurs.

‘“(4) PREPAREDNESS.—Each Regional Office
strike team shall be trained, equipped, and
staffed to be well prepared to respond to nat-
ural and man-made disasters, including cata-
strophic incidents.

““(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as necessary to carry out this sub-
section.

“SEC. 508. NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND
RESPONSE.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of the
United States Emergency Management Au-
thority Act of 2006, the Secretary shall es-
tablish an advisory body under section
871(a), to be known as the National Advisory
Council on Emergency Preparedness and Re-
sponse.

““(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The National Advi-
sory Council shall advise the Administrator
on all aspects of emergency preparedness and
response.

‘‘(c) MEMBERSHIP.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The members of the Na-
tional Advisory Council shall be appointed
by the Administrator, and shall, to the ex-
tent practicable, represent a geographic (in-
cluding urban and rural) and substantive
cross section of State and local government
officials and emergency managers, and emer-
gency response providers, from State and
local governments, the private sector, and
nongovernmental organizations, including as
appropriate—

“‘(A) members selected from the emergency
preparedness and response fields, including
fire service, law enforcement, hazardous ma-
terials response, emergency medical serv-
ices, and emergency preparedness and re-
sponse personnel;

‘“(B) health scientists, emergency and inpa-
tient medical providers, and public health
professionals;

“(C) experts representing standards setting
organizations;

‘(D) State and local government officials
with expertise in terrorism preparedness and
emergency preparedness and response;

‘“(BE) elected State and local government
executives;

‘“(F') experts in public and private sector
infrastructure protection, cybersecurity, and
communications;

‘“(G) representatives of the disabled and
other special needs populations; and

‘““(H) such other individuals as the Admin-
istrator determines to be appropriate.

“(d) APPLICABILITY OF FEDERAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ACT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
871(a) and subject to paragraph (2), the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (6 U.S.C. App.),
including subsections (a), (b), and (d) of sec-
tion 10 of such Act, and section 552b(c) of
title 5, United States Code, shall apply to the
Advisory Council.

“(2) TERMINATION.—Section 14(a)(2)(B) of
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (b
U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the Advisory
Council.
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“SEC. 509. NATIONAL INCIDENT MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM INTEGRATION CENTER.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is in the Author-
ity a National Incident Management System
Integration Center.

“‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator,
through the National Incident Management
System Integration Center, and in consulta-
tion with other Federal departments and
agencies and the National Advisory Council,
shall ensure ongoing management and main-
tenance of the National Incident Manage-
ment System, the National Response Plan,
any other document or tool in support of
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5,
or any other Homeland Security Presidential
Directive relating to incident management
and response.

‘“(2) SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Na-
tional Incident Management System Inte-
gration Center shall—

‘“(A) periodically review, and revise, as ap-
propriate, the National Incident Manage-
ment System and the National Response
Plan;

“(B) review other matters relating to the
National Incident Management System and
the National Response Plan, as the Adminis-
trator may require;

*“(C) develop and implement a national pro-
gram for National Incident Management
System and National Response Plan edu-
cation and awareness;

‘(D) oversee all aspects of the National In-
cident Management System, including the
development of compliance criteria and im-
plementation activities at Federal, State,
and local government levels;

‘““(E) provide guidance and assistance to
States and local governments and emergency
response providers, in adopting the National
Incident Management System; and

“(F) perform such other duties relating to
such responsibilities as the Administrator
may require.

“SEC. 510. NATIONAL OPERATIONS CENTER.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘situational awareness’ means information
gathered from a variety of sources that,
when communicated to emergency prepared-
ness and response managers and decision
makers, can form the basis for incident man-
agement decisionmaking.

““(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Department a National Operations
Center.

‘(c) PURPOSE.—The purposes of the Na-
tional Operations Center are to—

‘(1) coordinate the national response to
any natural or man-made disaster, as deter-
mined by the Secretary;

‘“(2) provide situational awareness and a
common operating picture for the entire
Federal Government, and for State and local
governments as appropriate, for an event de-
scribed in paragraph (1);

““(3) collect and analyze information to
help deter, detect, and prevent terrorist acts;

‘“(4) disseminate terrorism and disaster-re-
lated information to Federal, State, and
local governments;

‘() ensure that critical terrorism and dis-
aster-related information reaches govern-
ment decision-makers; and

‘(6) perform such other duties as the Sec-
retary may require.

“‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The National Oper-
ations Center shall carry out the responsibil-
ities of the Homeland Security Operations
Center, the National Response Coordination
Center, and the Interagency Incident Man-
agement Group, as constituted on the date of
enactment of the United States Emergency
Management Authority Act of 2006.

“SEC. 511. CHIEF MEDICAL OFFICER.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—There is in the Author-

ity a Chief Medical Officer, who shall be ap-
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pointed by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate. The Chief
Medical Officer shall report directly to the
Administrator.

“(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—The individual ap-
pointed as Chief Medical Officer shall possess
a demonstrated ability in and knowledge of
medicine and public health.

‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Chief Medical
Officer shall have the primary responsibility
within the Department for medical issues re-
lated to natural and man-made disasters, in-
cluding—

‘(1) serving as the principal advisor to the
Secretary and the Administrator on medical
and public health issues;

‘“(2) coordinating the biosurveillance and
detection activities of the Department;

‘“(3) ensuring internal and external coordi-
nation of all medical preparedness and re-
sponse activities of the Department, includ-
ing training, exercises, and equipment sup-
port;

‘“(4) serving as the Department’s primary
point of contact with the Department of Ag-
riculture, the Department of Defense, the
Department of Health and Human Services,
the Department of Transportation, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, and other Fed-
eral departments or agencies, on medical and
public health issues;

‘“(5) serving as the Department’s primary
point of contact for State and local govern-
ment, the medical community, and others
within and outside the Department, with re-
spect to medical and public health matters;

‘“(6) discharging, in coordination with the
Under Secretary for Science and Technology,
the responsibilities of the Department re-
lated to Project Bioshield;

‘(7) establishing doctrine and priorities for
the National Disaster Medical System, con-
sistent with the National Response Plan and
the National Incident Management System,
supervising its medical components, and ex-
ercising predeployment operational control,

including—
‘“(A) determining composition of the
teams;

‘“(B) overseeing credentialing of the teams;
and

‘(C) training personnel of the teams;

‘“(8) establishing doctrine and priorities for
the Metropolitan Medical Response System,
consistent with the National Response Plan
and the National Incident Management Sys-
tem;

‘(99 managing the Metropolitan Medical
Response System, including developing and
overseeing standards, plans, training, and ex-
ercises and coordinating with the Office of
Grants and Training on the use and distribu-
tion of Metropolitan Medical Response
grants;

‘“(10) assessing and monitoring long-term
health issues of emergency managers and
emergency response providers;

‘“(11) developing and updating, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, guidelines for State and
local governments for medical response
plans for chemical, biological, radiological,
nuclear, or explosive weapon attacks;

‘“(12) developing, in consultation with the
Secretary of Health and Human Services, ap-
propriate patient tracking capabilities to
execute domestic patient movement and
evacuations, including a system that has the
capacity of electronically maintaining and
transmitting the health information of hos-
pital patients;

‘“(13) establishing and providing oversight

for the Department’s occupational health
and safety program, including workforce
health; and

‘“(14) performing such other duties relating
to such responsibilities as the Secretary or
the Administrator may require.
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‘(d) LONG-TERM HEALTH ASSESSMENT PRO-
GRAM.—The Chief Medical Officer, in con-
sultation with the Director of the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health, shall establish a program to assess,
monitor, and study the health and safety of
emergency managers and emergency re-
sponse providers, following Incidents of Na-
tional Significance declared by the Sec-
retary under the National Response Plan.
“SEC. 512. PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY PREPARED-

NESS.

“The Administrator shall promote public
and community preparedness.
“SEC. 513. SAVER PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Department there
is a System Assessment and Validation for
Emergency Responders Program to provide
impartial evaluations of emergency response
equipment and systems.

‘““(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The program estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall—

‘(1) provide impartial, practitioner rel-
evant, and operationally oriented assess-
ments and validations of emergency response
provider equipment and systems that have
not already been third-party certified to a
standard adopted by the Department, includ-
ing—

““(A) commercial, off-the-shelf emergency
response provider equipment and systems in
all equipment list categories of the Stand-
ardized Equipment List published by the
Interagency Board for Equipment Standard-
ization and Interoperability; and

‘“(B) such other equipment or systems as
the Secretary determines are appropriate;

‘“(2) provide information that enables deci-
sion-makers and emergency response pro-
viders to better select, procure, use, and
maintain emergency response provider
equipment or systems;

‘“(3) assess and validate the performance of
products within a system and subsystems;
and

‘“(4) provide information and feedback to
emergency response providers through the
Responder Knowledge Base of the National
Memorial Institute for the Prevention of
Terrorism, or other appropriate forum.

‘(c) ASSESSMENT AND VALIDATION PROC-
ESs.—The assessment and validation of
emergency response provider equipment and
systems shall use multiple evaluation tech-
niques, including—

‘(1) operational assessments of equipment
performance on vehicle platforms;

‘(2) technical assessments on a compara-
tive basis of system component performance
across makes and models under controlled
conditions; and

‘“(3) integrative assessments on an indi-
vidual basis of system component interoper-
ability and compatibility with other system
components.

¢“(d) PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT.—ToO
the extent practical, the assessment and val-
idation of personal protective equipment
under this section shall be conducted by the
National Personal Protective Technology
Laboratory of the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safety and Health.

“SEC. 514. NATIONAL SEARCH AND RESCUE RE-
SPONSE SYSTEM.

‘‘(a) NATIONAL SEARCH AND RESCUE RE-
SPONSE SYSTEM.—There is established in the
Authority an emergency response system
known as the National Search and Rescue
Response System that provides a national
network of standardized search and rescue
resources to assist State and local govern-
ments in responding to any natural or man-
made disaster.

““(b) ADMINISTRATION OF THE SYSTEM.—

‘(1) TASK FORCE PARTICIPATION.—The Ad-
ministrator shall select eligible search and
rescue teams that are sponsored by State
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and local government entities to participate
as task forces in the National Search and
Rescue Response System. The Administrator
shall determine the criteria for such partici-
pation.

‘(2) AGREEMENTS WITH SPONSORING AGEN-
CIES.—The Administrator shall enter into an
agreement with the State or local govern-
ment entity that sponsors each search and
rescue team selected under paragraph (1)
with respect the team’s participation as a
task force in the National Search and Rescue
Response System.

¢“(3) MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL TEAMS.—
The Administrator shall maintain such man-
agement and other technical teams as are
necessary to administer the National Search
and Rescue Response System.

“SEC. 515. METROPOLITAN MEDICAL RESPONSE
SYSTEM.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is in the Author-
ity a Metropolitan Medical Response Sys-
tem. Under the Metropolitan Medical Re-
sponse System, the Assistant Secretary for
Grants and Planning, in coordination with
the Chief Medical Officer, shall administer
grants to develop, maintain, and enhance
medical preparedness systems that are capa-
ble of responding effectively to a public
health crisis or mass-casualty event caused
by a natural or man-made disaster.

‘“(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The Metropolitan
Medical Response System shall make grants
to local governments to enhance any of the
following activities:

‘(1) Medical surge capacity.

‘(2) Mass prophylaxis.

‘(3) Chemical, biological, radiological, nu-
clear, and explosive detection, response, and
decontamination capabilities.

‘“(4) Emergency communications capabili-
ties.

‘(5) Information sharing and collaboration
capabilities.

‘‘(6) Regional collaboration.

“(7T) Triage and pre-hospital treatment.

‘(8) Medical supply management and dis-
tribution.

‘(9) Fatality management.

‘(10) Such other activities as the Secretary
may provide.

“SEC. 516. EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE COMPACT AUTHORIZATION.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting
through the Administrator, may make
grants for the purposes of administering and
improving the Emergency Management As-
sistance Compact consented to by the Joint
Resolution entitled ‘Joint Resolution grant-
ing the consent of Congress to the Emer-
gency Management Assistance Compact’
(Public Law 104-321; 110 Stat. 3877).

‘““(b) USeEs.—A grant under this section
shall be used to—

‘(1) carry out recommendations identified
in after-action reports for the 2004 and 2005
hurricane season issued under the Emer-
gency Management Assistance Compact;

‘“(2) coordinate with the Department and
other Federal Government agencies;

‘“(3) coordinate with State and local gov-
ernment entities and their respective na-
tional associations;

‘“(4) assist State and local governments
with credentialing emergency response pro-
viders and the typing of emergency response
resources; or

‘(6) administer the operations of the Emer-
gency Management Assistance Compact.

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary to carry out this section
$4,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2007 through
2010. Amounts appropriated under this sec-
tion shall remain available for 3 fiscal years
after the date on which such funds are appro-
priated.
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“SEC. 517. OFFICE FOR THE PREVENTION OF TER-
RORISM.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Department an Office for the Preven-
tion of Terrorism, which shall be headed by
a Director.

“(b) DIRECTOR.—

‘(1) REPORTING.—The Director of the Office
for the Prevention of Terrorism shall report
directly to the Secretary.

‘“(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Director of the
Office for the Prevention of Terrorism shall
have an appropriate background with experi-
ence in law enforcement, intelligence, or
other anti-terrorist functions.

““(c) ASSIGNMENT OF PERSONNEL.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall as-
sign to the Office for the Prevention of Ter-
rorism permanent staff and other appro-
priate personnel detailed from other compo-
nents of the Department to carry out the re-
sponsibilities under this section.

‘“(2) LIAISONS.—The Secretary shall des-
ignate senior employees from each compo-
nent of the Department that has significant
antiterrorism responsibilities to act a liai-
son between that component and the Office
for the Prevention of Terrorism.

‘“(d) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Director of the
Office for the Prevention of Terrorism
shall—

‘(1) coordinate policy and operations be-
tween the Department and State and local
government agencies relating to preventing
acts of terrorism within the United States;

““(2) serve as a liaison between State and
local law enforcement agencies and the De-
partment;

“(8) in coordination with the Office of In-
telligence, develop better methods for the
sharing of intelligence with State and local
law enforcement agencies;

‘“(4) coordinate with the Office of Grants
and Training to ensure that homeland secu-
rity grants to State and local government
agencies are adequately focused on terrorism
prevention activities; and

““(5) coordinate with the Authority, the De-
partment of Justice, the National Institute
of Justice, law enforcement organizations,
and other appropriate entities to develop na-
tional voluntary consensus standards for
training and personal protective equipment
to be used in a tactical environment by law
enforcement officers.

“(e) PILOT PROJECT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Of-
fice for the Prevention of Terrorism, in co-
ordination with the Director for Response,
shall establish a pilot project to determine
the efficacy and feasibility of establishing
law enforcement deployment teams.

‘“(2) FUNCTION.—The law enforcement de-
ployment teams participating in the pilot
program under this subsection shall form the
basis of a national network of standardized
law enforcement resources to assist State
and local governments in responding to a
natural or man-made disaster.

‘“(f) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion may be construed to effect the roles or
responsibilities of the Department of Jus-
tice.

“SEC. 518. DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS.

‘“(a) CYBERSECURITY AND TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS.—There is in the Department an As-
sistant Secretary for Cybersecurity and
Telecommunications.

“(b) UNITED STATES FIRE ADMINISTRA-
TION.—The Administrator of the TUnited
States Fire Administration shall have a rank
equivalent to an assistant secretary of the
Department.”.

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated
such sums as are necessary to carry out this
Act and the amendments made by this Act.
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SEC. 4. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE.—

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—Section 5313 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“‘Administrator of the United States Emer-
gency Management Authority.”.

(2) DIRECTORS.—Section 5314 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“Directors, United States Emergency Man-
agement Authority.”.

(3) FEMA OFFICERS.—

(A) FEDERAL INSURANCE ADMINISTRATOR.—
Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘Federal Insurance Ad-
ministrator, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency.”.

(B) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
striking ‘‘Inspector General, Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency.”’.

(C) CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER.—Section
5315 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Chief Information Officer,
Federal Emergency Management Agency.” .

(b) OFFICERS OF THE DEPARTMENT.—Section
103(a) of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6
U.S.C. 113(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

“(6) An Administrator of the United States
Emergency Management Authority.”’;

(2) by striking paragraph (2); and

(3) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through
(10) (as amended by this subsection) as para-
graphs (2) through (9), respectively.

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is
amended by striking the items relating to
title V and sections 501 through 509 and in-
serting the following:

“TITLE V—NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS

AND RESPONSE

““Sec. 501. Definitions.

‘“Sec. 502. United States Emergency Man-
agement Authority.

‘“Sec. 503. Authorities and responsibilities.

‘“‘Sec. 504. Authority components.

‘“‘Sec. 505. Preserving the United States
Emergency Management Authority.

‘“Sec. 506. Directors.

‘“Sec. 507. Regional Offices.

‘“Sec. 508. National Advisory Council on
Emergency Preparedness and Response.

‘““Sec. 509. National Incident Management
System Integration Center.

‘““‘Sec. 510. National Operations Center.

‘“Sec. 511. Chief Medical Officer.

‘““Sec. 512. Public and community pre-
paredness.

‘“Sec. 513. SAVER Program.

‘“Sec. 514. National Search and Rescue Re-
sponse System.

‘“‘Sec. 515. Metropolitan Medical Response
System.

‘“‘Sec. 516. Emergency Management Assist-
ance Compact authorization.

‘“Sec. 517. Office for the Prevention of Ter-
rorism Coordination.

‘“‘Sec. 518. Department officials.

‘“Sec. 519. Nuclear incident response.

‘“Sec. 520. Conduct of certain
health-related activities.

‘““Sec. 521. Use of national private sector
networks in emergency response.

““Sec. 522. Use of commercially available
technology, goods, and services.

‘“‘Sec. 523. Procurement of security coun-
termeasures for strategic national
stockpile.

“Sec. 524. Urban and other high risk area
communications capabilities.”.

SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE.
This Act, and the amendments made by
this Act, shall take effect on January 1, 2007.

public
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank Chairman COLLINS who has been
good enough to allow me to speak for a
few moments first because I have an
engagement I am supposed to be at
around noon.

I am pleased to join with Chairman
COoLLINS today to both introduce and
speak in favor of this legislation to re-
invent and rebuild FEMA into an agen-
cy capable of responding efficiently
and effectively to a catastrophe the
size and scope of Hurricane Katrina,
but also to the natural disasters that
in the normal course of events have af-
fected and will affect the American

people.
The Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee spent 7

months last year and into this year in-
vestigating the failed Government re-
sponse to Hurricane Katrina. Our re-
port recounts a double tragedy of epic
proportions, a tragedy caused, in the
first instance, by nature, and then a
tragedy compounded by human folly
and the failure of leadership, including
the failure of preparation.

We found that government at all lev-
els—from the Federal Government to
the local government, from the White
House to FEMA to the Governor’s of-
fice in Louisiana to the mayor’s office
in New Orleans—were unprepared, even
though the hurricane and its effect on
the New Orleans levee system had long
been predicted. Likewise, all levels of
government were unequipped to deal
with the human suffering that followed
the storm’s landfall and galvanized the
attention that ultimately produced the
enormous embarrassment and anger of
the American people as we watched our
fellow Americans suffering in New Or-
leans and throughout the gulf coast
without the support and help they have
a right to expect from their govern-
ment at all levels in a time of disaster.

These failings were caused by neg-
ligence, lack of resources, lack of capa-
bility, and a lack of leadership. Though
we can legislate requirements for those
in positions of leadership—and we do in
the legislation we are introducing—we
cannot legislate leadership. That is a
personal quality. But we can legislate
bold changes at the Federal level that
are critical for our Nation to develop
the capacity necessary to protect our
people in times of disaster, whether
natural or terrorist.

So in the aftermath of our report, we
made a number of recommendations
about what we believed on a bipartisan
basis was needed to improve our prep-
arations, response, and recovery the
next time disaster strikes, as it surely
will.

One of our recommendations—per-
haps the key recommendation—is to
rebuild FEMA into a more powerful,
better managed, better integrated, bet-
ter supported organization. Our rec-
ommendation was to give the re-
invented FEMA, probably for the first
time in its history, the authority and
muscle to respond to natural disasters
and to catastrophes—which is what
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Katrina was—in the way the American
people have a right to expect their
Government to respond—with speed,
with efficiency, and with effect.

Today we introduce legislation that
will do that. We call this new organiza-
tion the U.S. Emergency Management
Authority, U.S.-EMA. But no matter
what we call it, this organization, we
have concluded, must be in the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security; in fact,
must be at the core of that Depart-
ment, just as FEMA was originally in-
tended to do when we proposed the new
Department in 2002 based on the rec-
ommendations of the Hart-Rudman
Commission which said that the new
Department must be centered around
FEMA.

The legislation we are introducing
today is the first step in this process.
Chairman COLLINS and I expect soon to
introduce a broader bill that will en-
compass all of our report’s key rec-
ommendations. But we begin today by
reaffirming how important it is to keep
this critical national emergency man-
agement function in the Department of
Homeland Security and how critical it
is to strengthen it and rejoin the func-
tions of disaster response with disaster
preparedness.

Our investigation of Hurricane
Katrina made it clear to us that pre-
paredness and response are two sides of
the same coin. In the years before
Katrina, FEMA, the agency charged
with coordinating our Nation’s re-
sponse to terrorist attacks or natural
disasters, too often was out of the loop
when critical decisions about how to
prepare—such as how to spend billions
of dollars in grants—were made. Exer-
cises were designed and held without
serious input by FEMA. FEMA’s abil-
ity to respond was crippled because it
was not central to preparedness, and
thus did not have the close relation-
ships needed with state and local offi-
cials on the front lines. The preparers
and the responders need to be working
hand in hand with State and local offi-
cials, other Federal agencies, and the
private and non-profit sectors if both
functions are to work as well as we ex-
pect them to.

Our legislation first and foremost
will ensure that our preparedness ef-
forts are closely linked, inseparable
from the capabilities we need to re-
spond.

Our investigation also made clear
that part of FEMA’s problem during
Hurricane Katrina was that it was an
agency weakened by years of budget
and staff cuts. At the time the
hurricane made landfall, FEMA had
been operating with a 15-percent va-
cancy rate for over a year. And it had
a senior political management largely
without emergency management expe-
rience.

We address these problems by giving
the new authority a special status
within the Department of Homeland
Security—the same special status the
Coast Guard and Secret Service now
have. With this status, changes to the
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agency’s functions and assets can only
be made through statute. Furthermore,
we would require that the Adminis-
trator and other key officials have the
necessary experience and qualifications
to get the job done. U.S.-EMA will not
be plagued by unqualified appointees
like FEMA has been.

The chairman and I also believe
FEMA is too Washington-oriented and
too disconnected from the real work of
preparing for disasters where they ac-
tually occur, so we envision a rebuilt
agency with robust regional offices to
focus on preparedness and response co-
ordination with local and State agen-
cies. Each regional office would house
a permanent ‘‘strike team’ that would
include representatives from other
Federal agencies involved in emer-
gency response to ensure the feds are
familiar with regional threats and with
state and local emergency personnel.

I know some of my colleagues believe
FEMA should be removed from DHS
and given the full independent status it
once had. But Senator CoOLLINS and I
know this is not the solution. Remov-
ing the agency from the Department
will only create additional problems. It
would be like removing the Army from
the Department of Defense.

The U.S.-EMA, the Government’s
chief response agency, must have ac-
cess to the vast resources of the De-
partment of Homeland Security and it
needs to work seamlessly with the
other agencies that have critical roles
to play during catastrophes. The Coast
Guard, which performed so admirably
during Katrina, might need to be acti-
vated. The Department’s communica-
tions capabilities, law enforcement, in-
telligence offices, and infrastructure
protection will all be needed in re-
sponse to a catastrophe. In other
words, the Federal response must be in-
tegrated and that will occur if all agen-
cies have a history of working together
within the same Department, if the of-
ficials know one another, and if they
ultimately serve the same Secretary of
Homeland Security.

Furthermore, taking FEMA out of
DHS would create more and duplicative
bureaucracy. DHS would have to de-
velop its own response capabilities.
FEMA would have to develop its own
preparedness capabilities. And both
would need to have tools for obtaining
situational awareness. We do not have
the resources to waste on that kind of
duplication.

Returning FEMA to an independent
agency is not a guarantee that it will
be competent. Even when it was inde-
pendent, FEMA never did develop the
capabilities needed to respond to a ca-
tastrophe like Katrina. In fact, its re-
sponse to Hurricane Andrew in 1992—a
much smaller storm, killing about 50
people compared to Katrina’s 1,500—
was a disaster in itself, leading the
Government Accounting Office to con-
clude that it had ‘‘serious doubts about
whether FEMA is capable of responding
to catastrophic disasters.” The agency
did improve subsequent to Hurricane
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Andrew but never had the ability to re-
spond to a storm such as Katrina.

The desperate conditions of gulf
coast communities in the week after
Katrina’s landfall shocked the country.
There are many other American com-
munities that are similarly wvulner-
able—whether to a natural disaster or
to terrorist attack. The next catas-
trophe is coming. We know that. We
also know there are significant flaws in
the Nation’s readiness. We can’t afford
another response like the one to
Katrina.

Our proposal is not about fiddling
with bureaucratic flow charts or re-
branding, or rearranging the deck
chairs on the Titanic. It is about plug-
ging the gash in the hull and building
a better deck. It is about saving peo-
ple’s lives by bringing together the
skills, resources, missions, and author-
ity for effective preparedness and re-
sponse to catastrophes when local and
State agencies are overwhelmed by a
terror attack or a natural disaster.

I ask my colleagues for their support
of this legislation.

Mr. President, I yield to Chairman
CoLLINS for the rest of the introduction
of this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to join my friend and col-
league, Senator LIEBERMAN, in intro-
ducing a bill that addresses an urgent
challenge facing our Nation: the need
to ensure a strong and effective capa-
bility to deal with natural and man-
made disasters, whether they are hurri-
canes and ice storms or terrorist at-
tacks and pandemic diseases.

The U.S. Emergency Management
Authority Act is intended to remedy
many of the glaring deficiencies that
we all saw in the preparation and re-
sponse to Hurricane Katrina. The U.S.-
EMA bill reflects the evidence that the
Senate Homeland Security Committee
examined during the course of an ex-
haustive and bipartisan 7-month inves-
tigation. The committee convened 22
hearings, heard testimony from 85 wit-
nesses, conducted more than 325 formal
interviews, and examined more than
838,000 pages of documents.

The result is a T737-page report that
contains 88 recommendations for im-
proving our emergency management
system at all levels of government.

Our legislation is an important first
step toward implementing the commit-
tee’s major recommendations for re-
forming FEMA. We will, as my col-
league, Senator LIEBERMAN, indicated,
be introducing subsequent legislation
to implement other recommendations.

The four key features of the bill that
we introduce today will, first, give the
new authority statutory protection
against actions that could diminish its
capabilities and effectiveness, such as
departmental reorganizations; second,
ensure that the administrator of U.S.-
EMA has direct access to the Presi-
dent; third, reunite preparedness func-
tions with response capabilities while
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expanding U.S.-EMA’s authority over
other key functions; and fourth,
strengthen the authority’s regional
focus with Federal strike teams for
faster, more coordinated and effective
responses.

Senator LIEBERMAN and I strongly
believe that the best way to achieve
the goal of improving the Federal Gov-
ernment’s ability to protect American
citizens from disaster, to mitigate the
impacts, and to promote recovery is to
strengthen and expand the Federal
Emergency Management Agency,
which we have proposed to rename the
U.S. Emergency Management Author-
ity. As we saw so starkly and so trag-
ically demonstrated last year, FEMA
simply must be made far more effec-
tive.

We believe FEMA needs special sta-
tus within the Department of Home-
land Security. Our bill would extend to
the reconstituted FEMA the same
kinds of statutory protections against
departmental reorganizations and raids
on resources that currently shield the
Coast Guard and the Secret Service. I
acknowledge the critical role played by
the Senator from Mississippi, Mr.
LOTT, in helping us draft this portion
of the bill.

FEMA would also require more re-
gional focus and closer coordination
with local State entities, as well as
with our nongovernmental partners.
They are the first line of response in a
disaster. Our legislation bolsters the
role of FEMA’s regional centers by au-
thorizing the creation of multiagency
strike teams to ensure rapid and effec-
tive cooperation with first responders
and public officials in disaster areas.
These strike teams would comprise
representatives from all of the Federal
agencies that play a role in responding
to the disasters. They would train and
exercise with their State and local
counterparts.

I was struck by the fact that during
our investigation, we Ilearned that
FEMA sent officials from region I—
New England—down to help out in New
Orleans. Often they were the lead offi-
cials. These were trained and dedicated
people, but just think how much more
effective they could have been if they
had been stationed in the region and
working regularly with the public offi-
cials in that region and with the first
responders.

We believe FEMA needs top-level ac-
cess and visibility. The administrator
of the new U.S. Emergency Manage-
ment Authority would be designated by
our bill as the principal adviser to the
President on matters of emergency
management and would have direct ac-
cess to the President. This would es-
tablish the administrator in a capacity
that is analogous to that of the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In ad-
dition, the administrator would be au-
thorized to communicate any rec-
ommendations, any needs and require-
ments directly to Congress.

Our intention to keep the strength-
ened FEMA as part of DHS has stirred
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more debate than perhaps any other of
our recommendations emerging from
the Katrina investigation. Some Mem-
bers of this Chamber, as well as pro-
ponents of a bill introduced in the
House, insist that FEMA must be ex-
tracted from the Department of Home-
land Security and restored to inde-
pendent status. We share the view that
the actions of both FEMA and DHS of-
ficials before and during the Katrina
disaster revealed troubling and, at
times, shocking lapses in awareness,
agility, and judgment. But we also be-
lieve that both logic and practical re-
alities point to reform, not amputa-
tion, as the best approach to improved
protection for our citizens.

Please recall that it was only 5 years
ago—before the 9/11 terror attacks—
that the distinguished panel chaired by
two of our former colleagues, Senator
Hart and Senator Rudman, rec-
ommended that America establish a
single agency to plan, coordinate, and
integrate homeland security oper-
ations. The Commission correctly de-
duced that FEMA was the ‘‘necessary
core’” of that new department, and
Congress agreed. The logic of that deci-
sion stands intact. The Department of
Homeland Security’s mission extends
to all types of hazards and to prepara-
tion and mitigation as well as to re-
sponse. DHS needs FEMA’s capabilities
and would have to re-create many of
them at great cost and with great du-
plication of effort if FEMA were to be
removed from the Department.

Even if that re-creation could some-
how be done economically—and the
evidence is that it would cost billions
of dollars—the result would be new
problems for State and local officials
who direct first responders. Bifurcated,
competing preparedness systems would
force State and local officials to en-
gage one system to prepare for natural
disasters and another to prepare for
terrorist attacks. That does not make
sense. Many of the response capabili-
ties are exactly the same whether the
catastrophe is caused by a natural dis-
aster such as a hurricane or whether it
is the result of a terrorist attack. We
know planning and response capabili-
ties are already far too weak in many
States. DHS’s recent survey of the
States proves that. We should not
make the problem worse.

For those who argue that FEMA sim-
ply cannot thrive, cannot be successful
within DHS, an obvious and telling
question arises: How, then, did the U.S.
Coast Guard, also a unit within DHS,
emerge as the universally acclaimed
hero of the Katrina response? Everyone
believes the Coast Guard was the stel-
lar performer, yet the Coast Guard is
part of the Department of Homeland
Security. So clearly FEMA’s problem
does not lie in its placement within
DHS. TUnlike FEMA, however, the
Coast Guard has congressionally man-
dated protections, and our legislation
would extend that exact same protec-
tion to FEMA’s successor agency.

The temptation to think that the an-
swer is simply to remove FEMA is
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strong, but it is wrong. Just as not all
motion is forward, not every change is
progress. Emergency management ex-
pert Professor Donald Kettl of the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania put it well
when he told our committee:

It is tempting to send a strong signal by
pulling FEMA out of DHS. But that would
only undermine its ability to accomplish its
mission. Breaking these pieces apart—sepa-
rating response to terrorism from response
to natural disasters, separating preparedness
from response, separating FEMA from DHS—
would inevitably bring problems.

I would suggest these are just a few
of the serious implications that sev-
ering FEMA from DHS would cause.

First, coordination and reaction time
would suffer. David Paulison, the new
Director of FEMA, says that he closely
coordinates with the Coast Guard, Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement,
Border Patrol, and the Secret Service
through weekly meetings. In times of
disaster, he can simply make a request
to these fellow DHS units; he doesn’t
have to go through a bureaucratic, for-
mal process. They are all parts of the
same department.

Second, training and preparedness
would suffer. ADM Thad Allen of the
Coast Guard testified before the com-
mittee that having FEMA within DHS
has allowed much closer working ties

and a 3b0-percent increase in joint
training exercises.
Third, DHS’s mission capability

would suffer. The Homeland Security
Act specifies that part of DHS’s mis-
sion was to act as the focal point for
natural and manmade emergencies and
for emergency planning. As the Comp-
troller General has said:

Removing FEMA from DHS might impact
the ability of the department and its remain-
ing components and FEMA itself in fully ad-
dressing the close links between prepared-
ness, prevention, response, and recovery
from all hazards.

Fourth, State and local governments
would suffer. If preparedness functions
for natural disasters and terrorist at-
tacks were divided, State and local
governments would have to deal with
two primary points of contact, two sets
of regulations, two sources of funding,
and two sets of officials. It greatly
complicates their tasks.

Fifth, I strongly believe that FEMA
would suffer. Removed from DHS,
FEMA would lose many of the working
relationships I have already described
as well as the direct access to the in-
formation-gathering and analysis capa-
bilities of other DHS agencies. This
would degrade FEMA’s ability to plan
and train for both natural and man-
made disasters and to make efficient
use of grant-making authority.

To me, it is clear that a strength-
ened—a much strengthened—FEMA
still belongs in DHS, that the nec-
essary reforms can be carried out while
it remains in DHS, and that severing
FEMA from DHS would create a host of
new problems, resulting in considerable
extra expense and duplication, without
securing any significant benefits. It is
worth noting that America’s largest
group of first responders has come to
the same conclusion. The president of
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the 274,000-member International Asso-
ciation of Firefighters has written us
to say:

Removing FEMA would hinder—rather
than help—efforts to reform our Nation’s
emergency response system. Having both a
DHS and an independent FEMA would create
confusion among local response personnel
and lead to an unproductive duplication of
efforts and turf battles.

Having summarized what I see as
compelling arguments for strength-
ening and protecting FEMA as a com-
ponent of DHS, let me outline some of
the key provisions of our U.S.-EMA
bill.

First, the bill establishes a strong po-
sition for the Administrator of the U.S.
Emergency Management Authority.
Once nominated by the President and
confirmed by the Senate, the Adminis-
trator will have the standing of a Dep-
uty Secretary, and will operate on a re-
porting and chain of command model
like that of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Day to day, the Admin-
istrator will report to the DHS Sec-
retary, but the bill explicitly provides
a direct line of communication be-
tween the President and the Adminis-
trator during a catastrophe. In addi-
tion, the Administrator may make
whatever recommendations to Con-

gress that he or she deems appropriate.

The bill provides for directors, nomi-
nated by the President and confirmed
by the Senate, to provide the Adminis-
trator with highly qualified profes-
sionals in Preparedness and Mitigation,
Response, and Recovery. Apart from
bolstering the organization, author-
izing these posts would send a clear
signal to the Nation’s Governors and
mayors that they will have people of
stature with whom to work and confer.

Besides providing the Administrator
of U.S.-EMA with an advisory link to
the President, the bill specifically
tasks the Administrator with providing
the federal leadership necessary to pre-
pare for and respond to a disaster,
whether man-made or natural. It gives
the Administrator responsibility for
administering preparedness grant pro-
grams, and for monitoring and evalu-
ating the readiness of each of the emer-
gency support functions under the na-
tional response plan. These are critical
steps for ensuring close cooperation
and oversight of preparedness at all

levels of government.
The bill specifies that U.S.-EMA is a

distinct entity and protects it from re-
organization without explicit Congres-
sional approval. This gives U.S.-EMA
security identical to that of the Coast

Guard.
Another critical element of the bill

authorizes a strong regional structure
for U.S.-EMA and creates regionally
based federal strike teams for rapid re-
sponse. This will ensure that U.S.-EMA
officials are familiar with the people,
the vulnerabilities, and the resources
of the regions they protect, and will
not be introducing themselves to
strangers on unfamiliar ground when

disaster strikes.
Further recognizing the importance

of mult-level government coordination,
the bill creates a national advisory
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council on emergency preparedness and
response—made up of State and local
officials and emergency management
professionals from public, private and
NGO sectors—to advise the Adminis-
trator of U.S.-EMA.

Our bill provides a statutory basis for
chief medical officer to advise the DHS
Secretary on medical and public-health
issues. Other sections promote public
and community preparedness; evaluate
the effectiveness of equipment for first
responders; reauthorize and expand the
emergency management assistance
compact; and create an office of ter-
rorism prevention at DHS.

Mr. President, the U.S. Emergency
Management Authority Act is not a
symbolic gesture, or a quick fix for our
problems. It is a thoroughly re-
searched, carefully drafted collection
of reforms that will lay the foundation
for years of hard work.

The result, we firmly believe, will be
a significantly more effective national
system of preparedness, mitigation, re-
sponse, and recovery against natural
disasters and terror attacks. Building
on the insights of the Hart-Rudman
Commission and on the important ad-
vances embodied in the Homeland Se-
curity Act, the U.S.-EMA bill will
greatly improve the protections that
American citizens need, and deserve.

Mr. President, my statement has out-
lined the reforms we are making to
this new agency. They are consider-
able. They are going to make a real dif-
ference, and I hope we can pass legisla-
tion before the end of this year to
greatly strengthen and improve FEMA
and our emergency response system
and preparedness on all levels of gov-
ernment.

—————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 107—CONGRATULATING
DONALD ANDREW HALL FOR HIS
SELECTION BY THE LIBRARIAN
OF CONGRESS AS THE 14TH POET
LAUREATE OF THE UNITED
STATES AND FOR HIS GREAT
ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN PROSE
AND ESSAYS FOCUSING ON NEW
ENGLAND RURAL LIVING, BASE-
BALL, AND HOW WORK CONVEYS
MEANING TO ORDINARY LIFE

Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr.
SUNUNU) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary:

Whereas Donald Hall attended the pres-
tigious Bread Loaf Writers’ Conference at
age of 16 on account of his prose and short
story writing;

Whereas Donald Hall served as literary edi-
tor of Isis, the Oxford Poetry Society’s jour-
nal, and won Oxford University’s prestigious
Newdigate Prize for ‘‘Exile’’;

Whereas Donald Hall served as the poetry
editor of The Paris Review;

Whereas Donald Hall has held Stanford’s
Creative Writing Fellowship, a position in
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