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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-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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-

S6645

““(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



S6650 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

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

S6651



S6652 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE June 28, 2006

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

S6653

HELP Committee Democrats & DPC Special Report



S6654

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

June 28, 2006

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 