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have guns. We are not saying that. Lis-
ten to what we are saying.
CLIMATE CHANGE

Madam President, we have a lot to do
this week. We need to confirm some
people as we are still way behind.

Senator SHELDON WHITEHOUSE—the
junior Senator from Rhode Island has
been a real trooper—has been so en-
thused and so invigorated; he has trav-
eled the country alerting the American
people to the dangers of what is hap-
pening to our world regarding climate.
It has been a one-man show. Tonight
he is going to work with a number of
Senate Democrats in highlighting the
need for congressional action to fight
climate change. I applaud him for his
work on this issue. He has focused like
no other on our changing world.

VETERANS HEALTH CARE

The care of our Nations’ veterans is
another issue we need to talk about,
and we will talk about that today, also.

Last Thursday Senator BERNIE SAND-
ERS, Chairman of the Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee, and Senator JOHN
McCAIN announced a bipartisan agree-
ment on legislation to address patient
wait times at VA hospitals. The details
of the agreement are not in writing
yet. At least they weren’t a few min-
utes ago. They are being drafted. The
legislation is a comprehensive ap-
proach to ensure that veterans are get-
ting the care they deserve. This agree-
ment is very important to all Nevad-
ans, to all Americans, and of course it
is extremely important to countless
veterans and their families.

Recently, along with America and
this body, I was shocked to learn that
VA hospitals all over the country—and
in Nevada in particular—were affected
by dangerous wait times for patients.
That is unacceptable. This legislation
worked on by SANDERS and MCCAIN is
not going to solve all the problems
that exist, but it is certainly putting
the VA on the right track.

This bipartisan agreement aims to
improve accountability throughout the
entire Veterans Affairs Administra-
tion, holding VA officials responsible
for poor job performance. One of the
things we learned is that they covered
up wait times. Why? Because by doing
that they would get bonuses at the end
of the year. So that will stop.

This legislation will also take big
steps in addressing accessibility to
health care at VA institutions nation-
wide. The agreement will allow vet-
erans facing long delays to seek health
care outside of the VA—in private doc-
tors’ offices, community health cen-
ters, military hospitals, and other
places that SANDERS and MCCAIN are
now working on.

Their legislation will expedite the
hiring for VA doctors and nurses and
authorize 26 new medical facilities na-
tionwide.

In addition to improving access and
accountability throughout the Vet-
erans Administration, this bipartisan
agreement addresses other important
issues such as GI eligibility for sur-
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viving spouses and in-state tuition to
veterans enrolling in colleges and uni-
versities.

Much will depend on the details of
the final bill, but Senators SANDERS
and McCAIN have put together an
agreement which is good for American
veterans and our country. I commend
them. I commend especially Senator
SANDERS for his leadership in this issue
since he has been working on veterans
care. It is a clear indication how much
he values this Nation’s servicemem-
bers. In JOHN MCCAIN we could not
have a more exemplary person dealing
with VA health care as a result of his
having spent long periods of time in
VA facilities around the country as he
was recovering from his ordeal in Viet-
nam. So I appreciate him in many dif-
ferent ways, but today for his labors in
bringing both sides to the table to get
something done on behalf of our vet-
erans.

I look forward to this legislation
coming before us, and I will be happy
to schedule a vote on it as quickly as
possible. America’s veterans are de-
pending on us to complete this legisla-
tion to ensure that our veterans get
the care and resources they were prom-
ised by a grateful Nation.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

It appears there is no one rushing to
the floor to speak, so I would ask unan-
imous consent that the Presiding Offi-
cer announce the business of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will be
in a period of morning business until
5:30 p.m., with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

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

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank
Madam President.

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

Last year something happened in
Washington, DC, that most of us in the
Senate and most Americans would like
to see more of. The President and the
Republican House of Representatives
and a bipartisan group here in the Sen-
ate worked together to reform the stu-
dent loan program. It is a lot of money,
and it affects a 1ot of students.

Every year the Federal Government
loans about $100 billion to students
who attend colleges and universities

you,
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around this country. We have 6,000 of
those higher education institutions. In
addition to those loans—which, of
course, students pay back—the Federal
Government grants about $33 or $34 bil-
lion each year in Pell grants—up to
$5,645—which students don’t pay back.

Last year we were in this usual pat-
tern that has developed around the
Congress where student loans become a
semi-annual political stunt. Every 2
years, before an election, one party or
the other would show up with a student
loan proposal to try to appeal to stu-
dents, hoping that students and others
in America would reward them with
their votes.

Last year we changed that for new
student loans. The President and the
Republican House of Representatives
and the Democratic Senate in a bipar-
tisan way worked together to reform
the student loan program by applying a
market-priced system to the $100 bil-
lion or so we loan every year, and say-
ing to the students: We will give you
the benefit of that. You don’t have to
wait for Congress to engage in its semi-
annual political stunt to know what
your loan is.

The result was that for loans for un-
dergraduate students, which are 85 per-
cent of all the loans, we were able to
cut in half the interest rate on student
loans for undergraduate students in
America without raising taxes and
without raising the debt. That resulted
from overwhelming bipartisan support
in the Senate. It had strong support of
the chairman of the Senate education
committee, the HELP Committee, Sen-
ator HARKIN and I supported it, as did
many others. It worked the way the
Senate is supposed to work.

This body is for the purpose of taking
an important issue, which student
loans are, having an extended debate
on it until we come to a consensus,
which we did, and then coming to a re-
sult the American people could ap-
prove. We did that as well.

Now this week we are seeing some-
thing entirely different. Senate Demo-
crats would interrupt a serious discus-
sion that is going on in the Senate edu-
cation committee about reauthorizing
the Higher Education Act, which was
first enacted in 1965. Senator HARKIN,
the Senator from Iowa, is our chair-
man. I am the ranking Republican on
that committee. We have had 10 hear-
ings. We have been hard at work. We
have had terrific testimony, some very
good ideas about the student loan pro-
gram and about a lot of issues affecting
higher education. We are doing what
we are supposed to do in the Senate:
We are trying to come to a conclusion
so that we can recommend in a bipar-
tisan way to this full body what to do
about higher education for the next
several years, including student loans.

Yet, all of a sudden, we hear that
Senate Democrats want to show up on
the floor with a partisan, political
stunt that interrupts the work of the
Senate education committee, and here
is what they would do: They would
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raise individual income taxes, they
would raise the debt, and, based upon
data from the Congressional Research
Service, they would give some former
students with old student loans a $1-a-
day Federal subsidy to pay off their
loans.

Let me go back over the terms of this
proposal just so everybody has it in
mind. The main issue is $1 a day sub-
sidy. That is the benefit. It doesn’t do
anything for current or new students.
For some former students—according
to the Congressional Budget Office,
maybe half the loans—the taxpayers
will give them $1 a day to help pay off
their student loans.

Along with that, we increase the Fed-
eral debt by up to $420 billion. That
debt is out of control to begin with.
The Congressional Budget Office has
estimated that over the next 10 years
we are going to go from $200 billion to
$800 billion just to pay interest on the
debt. In 10 years we will be spending
more on interest on our national debt
than we will on national defense. Yet
for this political stunt we are going to
run that up another $420 billion maybe
or close to $% trillion.

That is not all. To pay for all of this,
we are going to raise individual income
taxes by $72 billion. This is a familiar
proposal. This is the class warfare tax
increase the Senate has rejected eight
times. There is nobody in this Senate
who thinks this will pass the Senate
the ninth time it is brought up. It is
only being brought up and interrupting
what we are doing in our committee for
a partisan political stunt.

We are going to raise the debt and in-
crease taxes for what? Well, to help
students pay off their loans. So they
get $1 a day to pay off what loan? Well,
85 percent of the student loans—and
there are a lot of them. There is over $1
trillion worth of outstanding student
loans because we have a lot of students
and we are a big country. We have 6,000
colleges and universities. But 85 per-
cent of loans are for undergraduate
students and they have $21,600 on aver-
age. That is right. We are talking
about 1 or 2 years for students who go
to community colleges. Some get a 4-
year degree. But for 85 percent of the
student loans that are undergraduate
loans, $21,600 is the average debt. It is
not $300,000. It is not $200,000. It is not
$100,000. It is $21,600. Of those under-
graduate loans, this is the average debt
for a Federal student loan.

If you attend a 4-year college or uni-
versity, such as the University of Ten-
nessee or the University of California
or Michigan or wherever you are, and
you borrowed money to go to school—
the average debt is $27,300 for students
who graduate with a 4-year college de-
gree.

It is about the same for a new car
loan. Sometimes students take out a
car loan before they take out a student
loan. To get a sense of how big a bur-
den this loan is for the average grad-
uate with a 4-year degree, it is the
same as a car loan. I suspect that if we
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are going to have a $l-a-day taxpayer
subsidy to pay off a $27,000 student
loan, the next thing you know the
Democrats are going to show up during
the election year and say: Let’s have $1
a day to help people pay off their
$27,000 car loans. At least we know that
the day you drive your car off the lot,
it starts depreciating.

What do we know about a college
education? If you have a 4-year degree,
according to the College Board, it is
worth $1 million in increased earnings
during your lifetime. That is according
to the College Board. No one really
contradicts that. I saw a very good ar-
ticle by a New York Times economist a
couple of weeks ago that had a little
different number. They were using a
net negative of $¥2 million after you de-
duct the cost of going to college. A per-
son with a college education will have
$% million to $1 million in increased
earnings. Can you think of a better in-
vestment than $27,000 to earn $1 mil-
lion over your lifetime? Well, that is
what a college degree does.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle are saying we need to raise the
debt and taxes so we can help college
graduates—who will be earning $1 mil-
lion more over their lifetime—pay off a
$27,000 loan. College students don’t
need a $l1-a-day Federal taxpayer sub-
sidy to pay off a $27,000 student loan,
which is the average loan for a 4-year
college degree. They need a job, and
Republicans are prepared—if this
comes to the floor—to offer amend-
ments to help create more new good
jobs. We tried several times to do that,
but the majority leader doesn’t like us
to bring up these issues.

For example, we would like to offer a
bill to increase the hours of the work-
week from 30 to 40 hours under the
health care law, which has bipartisan
support, but it would change the health
care law, so we can’t offer that amend-
ment.

We would like to offer an amendment
to build the Keystone Pipeline. Well,
that has 60 or so Senators on both sides
of the aisle—maybe more than that—
who voted for it and say they support
it, but the majority leader doesn’t
want us to bring up that one.

We would like to have an amendment
to give the President the trade pro-
motion authority that President
Obama has asked for. President Obama
sees the world. He sees Asia. He is ne-
gotiating a treaty with Asia and a
trade treaty with Europe. He would
like to see more American exports go
to BEurope and Asia, which would in-
crease jobs at home. He stood right
here at the State of the Union and
asked Congress to approve that, but
the majority leader said: No, we are
not going to bring that up.

We have a Workforce Investment Act
that we hope will come up this week.

We would like to repeal the
ObamaCare individual mandate.

There are a number of provisions we
would like to bring up as far as jobs go,
but this $1-a-day subsidy is supposed to
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be the keystone of the Democrats’ jobs
program. We are ready to talk about
jobs, and we will have amendments
when this comes to the floor.

If the subject is education, we are
ready to talk about education. It would
certainly be a lot better if we consid-
ered bills on the floor that have actu-
ally gone through the education com-
mittee.

I complimented the Senator from
Iowa earlier. I have enjoyed working
with him. I am the ranking member on
the Republican side, and he is the
ranking member on the Democrat side.
The Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions Committee has been the most
productive committee in this Senate.
It has a large jurisdiction. We passed 19
bills out in a bipartisan way, and 10 of
them have become law. I don’t think
any other committee can say that. We
take our work very seriously, just as
we are doing today on the Higher Edu-
cation Act and just as we did when we
tried to fix No Child Left Behind.

The HELP Committee spent a good
deal of time on No Child Left Behind.
We reported a bill to the Senate floor.
Republicans and Democrats offered
competing proposals. Democrats effec-
tively wanted to double down on what
I call a national school board and Re-
publicans wanted to reverse the trend
towards a national school board by
sending most decisions back to State
and local communities.

We want to fix No Child Left Behind.
We have competing visions of how to
do this, but I committed to bring the
Democratic bill to the floor so we could
have a debate. The House is ready to
fix No Child Left Behind, and the Sen-
ate education committee is ready to fix
No Child Left Behind. We want to have
a debate about education this week.
Let’s bring up a bill that has been con-
sidered by the committee—where there
are competing proposals—and fix No
Child Left Behind. Better schools
means higher college graduation rates,
and that means better jobs.

We are ready to offer our amend-
ments for better jobs. We are ready to
offer our amendments for better
schools.

In addition to our proposal for re-
versing the trend toward a national
school board, I have introduced a pro-
posal to create scholarships for Kkids.
Did you know that if you took 80 Fed-
eral education programs that spend
about $24 billion a year and gave States
authority to do this, they could create
$2,100 scholarships that follow 11 mil-
lion low-income children in America to
the public or accredited private school
of the parents’ choice? We would not
impose a school choice plan on any
State. We don’t believe in mandates.
But if a State wanted to use the money
to follow the low-income student to
their school so they can have an after-
school program or an extra teacher, a
Governor could do that under this pro-
posal.

Senator ScoTT of South Carolina has
offered a similar proposal for the six
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million children with disabilities. His
proposal says: If you have a child with
Down syndrome and find a school that
better fits that child’s needs, why not
allow that Federal disability money to
follow the child to the school they at-
tend? Let the parent make that choice.
We are ready to offer that amendment.

We have a quality charter schools
proposal. Six percent of the public
schools in America are charter schools.
Charter schools are public schools that
give parents more choices and teachers
more freedom to serve the children who
are in that school. They began more
than 20 years ago, and they have bipar-
tisan support. President Clinton was in
Nashville not along ago announcing his
support and raising money for a char-
ter school.

I have an amendment to stop the
Education Secretary from becoming
chairman of a national school board.
States are struggling with the unwork-
able requirements of No Child Left Be-
hind. There is a provision in the law
that allows the Secretary of Education
to grant waivers to states from certain
provisions of No Child Left Behind, but
this Secretary, who is a fine man and a
great friend, has said: If Oregon or Ha-
waii or Washington or Tennessee wants
a waiver, they must agree to do four or
five things that aren’t otherwise re-
quired in the law. States have to adopt
certain standards, implement certain
teacher evaluation systems, and set
performance targets as conditions for
receiving a waiver. I don’t think the
Secretary of Education has the author-
ity to place these conditions on states.
The American people don’t want a na-
tional school board.

If they want to talk about education,
we are ready with amendments on edu-
cation. If they want to introduce a
class warfare tax, we are ready to talk
about taxes as well. We would like to
repeal the medical device tax, and we
are looking for an opportunity to offer
that. If they are going to put a tax pro-
vision on the floor, let’s have a tax de-
bate. Let’s have a debate about perma-
nent State and local tax deductions.
Let’s prohibit the individual tax man-
date in ObamaCare. Let’s make the ex-
pensing of Section 179 permanent. Sen-
ator THUNE has that proposal, and the
House is acting on it this week. Let’s
make the research and development
tax credit permanent, which has bipar-
tisan support as well. If the subject is
just higher education, we have amend-
ments about that as well.

The place for these amendments and
this discussion is in our Senate edu-
cation committee where we are dis-
cussing those ideas today. The way to
do it this year is the way we did it last
year. When the President, to his great
credit, saw an opportunity to work
with the Republicans in the House, he
came over here to a bipartisan group,
and we hammered out an agreement on
a very big subject that, as I said, near-
ly cut the interest rate in half on un-
dergraduate student loans.

Why in the world do Senate Demo-
crats want to waste a week on a polit-
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ical stunt? We thought we ended that
with the student loan bill last year. We
have veterans standing in lines at clin-
ics, we have appropriations bills wait-
ing to be considered that deal with can-
cer research and national defense, and
Democrats say: No, let’s put that aside.
Let’s have a political stunt on higher
education even though we know it is
not going anywhere. We know it is not
going anywhere.

I am very disappointed by this.

The $1-a-day taxpayer subsidy to help
some former students with loans pay
off a $27,000 debt is an example of how
Democrats hope to get some votes. 1
thought we put that behind us. This is
one reason the American people lose
confidence in the Senate.

This body is described in a book
called ‘‘“The American Senate,” written
by the Ilate Neil MacNeil and the
former Historian of the Senate. It is
described as the one piece of authentic
genius in the American constitutional
system. Why is that? Because there are
100 of us. We operate by unanimous
consent. It is a place for extended de-
bate on important issues until we
reach consensus.

Our Founders were so wise because
they thought they had a complicated
country, but it was not nearly as com-
plex as it is today. The only way to
govern a complex country is through
consensus, just as we did last year on
new student loans.

I would like to see the Senate move
back to the place it was a few years
ago. It was not that long ago. Many of
the Members of the Senate don’t know
about it because so many Members are
new. Did you know that half of the
Members of the Senate have been here
one term or less? They have not really
seen the Senate operate the way it is
supposed to operate.

The Republican leader said that if
Republicans were in charge of the Sen-
ate, he would like to operate it the way
a former Democratic leader did, Sen-
ator Mike Mansfield, which is, No. 1,
let bills go through committee the way
we do in our education committee, and
No. 2, bring them to the floor for a ro-
bust debate. Let people put up their
ideas. The idea is that the majority has
the right to set the agenda and the mi-
nority has the right to offer amend-
ments. In the Senate, the idea is to
have an extended discussion until a
consensus is reached, if you can.

I remember Senator Byrd and Sen-
ator Baker—I was here as an aide then,
not as a Senator—would say to a chair-
man or a ranking member: Bring me a
bill. Today, they would say to Chair-
man HARKIN: Bring me the fix No Child
Left Behind bill, if you have the Rank-
ing Members’ support. I would say in
this case: The bill doesn’t have my sup-
port, but I support taking it to the
floor. I will stand there, he will stand
there and we will open it to debate and
Republicans will try to amend it. We
may win, we may lose, but then we will
send it to the House. Then we have a
conference and the bill comes back and
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we come to a consensus. How could we
get all that done? The majority leader
could stand up on Monday and say: We
are going to fix No Child Left Behind
this week, and we are going to finish
by Saturday, or we are going to finish
by 1 week from Saturday. Members
may offer all the amendments they
want, but they are going to be here
Saturday and Sunday. So pretty soon,
by about Thursday, many Senators
would say: I have a grandchild’s soccer
game and I might want to go home and
it regulates that way.

It is never perfect. This is a place
where we debate big issues, but the
idea that Senators can’t offer amend-
ments on important issues is making
this Senate into a trivial place instead
of a place where it is an authentic
piece of genius.

The Senator from Wyoming, Mr.
BARRASSO, did some interesting re-
search. He pointed out that since July,
there have only been nine amendments
offered by Republicans that received a
rollcall vote—nine amendments offered
by Republicans since last July that re-
ceived a rollcall vote. In Tennessee
they would say that is akin to being in
the Grand Ole Opry and not being al-
lowed to sing. We are supposed to have
a say about student loans, about Iran,
about Ukraine, and about all of these
issues. We might win or lose, but on be-
half of our constituents, we are sup-
posed to have a say.

That is not nearly as bad as what the
Senator from Wyoming discovered
when he did a little more research, and
this is what he found: While Senate Re-
publicans have had nine amendments
since last July, guess how many
amendments Senate Democrats have
had—seven. According to the Senator
from Wyoming, 676 amendments, and
the majority leader has allowed 7 roll-
call votes since last July. How do we
explain that when we go home?

How do we explain a political stunt
on student loans that everybody knows
is a political stunt that will not pass?
How do we explain to veterans standing
in lines at clinics and to Appropria-
tions Committee members waiting to
deal with bills to fund cancer research
and national defense that a political
stunt is more important? This is not
the way the Senate is supposed to oper-
ate.

Let’s go back to this $l-a-day stunt.
It is unfair to students, it is unfair to
taxpayers, and it is unfair to future
generations.

It is unfair to students because it
treats former students better than it
treats current students and new stu-
dents. This proposal—the Senate
Democrats’ proposal that is being
brought to the floor this week—doesn’t
do a single thing for a student if he or
she is a current student or if they are
going to be a student next year or the
following year. It just helps some
former students with old loans, and it
treats them better than it would treat
a new student because it will freeze in
place an interest rate that 3 years from
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now will treat former students with old
loans better than new students whose
rate will be determined by the market
and that rate might be a little higher.

The Senate Democratic proposal is
unfair to taxpayers for two reasons.
First, it increases individual income
taxes by $72 billion. That is a big num-
ber. It has been rejected by the Senate
eight times. It is a class warfare tax fo-
cused on a few people.

Second, my colleagues may have
heard that the government profits off
of students under the student loan pro-
gram. In fact, the reverse is true. When
we use the accounting system the Con-
gressional Budget Office says we ought
to use, the student loan program actu-
ally costs taxpayers $88 billion over the
next 10 years. Let me repeat that. We
will hear it said by the advocates of the
$1-a-day subsidy to help students pay
off student loans that the government
is profiting from the students but not
if we use the accounting system the
Congressional Budget Office has said
we should use. What is the difference?
The Congressional Budget Office says
the system we are using doesn’t take
into account the risk that students
might not pay back their loans. Today
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that less than 10 percent of stu-
dent loan volume is in default.

This proper accounting system is not
foreign to the Senate. It was used with
the Troubled Asset Relief Program—
the so-called bailout—because the idea
of assessing the true cost of the pro-
gram needed to fully account for risk.

The Congressional Budget Office rec-
ommends that we use fair value ac-
counting. They consider that a better
methodology. They say the student
loan program, as it exists under that
accounting system, will cost taxpayers
$88 billion over the next 10 years. As I
said, the main reason is that the fair
value system takes into account risk—
the risk that students might not pay
off some of their loans.

For those who might not know about
the Congressional Budget Office, we
pay this group to tell us the truth.
They are nonpartisan. They don’t al-
ways tell us what we want to hear, and
we usually try to ignore it when they
don’t and say, well, we heard a dif-
ferent point of view. But here is what
they said *“ . .. under the fair-value
approach, estimates are based on mar-
ket values—market prices when those
prices are available or approximations
of market prices when directly com-
parable figures are unavailable—which
more fully account for the cost of the
risk the government takes on. In par-
ticular, the fair-value approach ac-
counts for the cost of the market
risk,”” which the other accounting
method we currently use does not.

The Congressional Budget Office con-
tinues in a May 2014 report:

The government is exposed to market risk
when the economy is weak because bor-
rowers default on their debt obligations
more frequently and recoveries from bor-
rowers are lower.
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That makes sense.

When the government extends credit, the
associated market risk of those obligations
is effectively passed along to taxpayers, who,
as investors, would view that risk as having
a cost. Therefore, the fair-value approach of-
fers a much more comprehensive estimate of
Federal costs.

Last year, when the President
worked in a bipartisan way with Sen-
ators and with the Republican House,
we came to a conclusion that didn’t
raise taxes, that didn’t raise the debt,
and that still cut rates nearly in half
for undergraduates.

Finally, the Senate Democratic pro-
posal is unfair to future generations
because it could add as much as $420
billion to an already out-of-control na-
tional debt. It does this by allowing
private loans to be turned into public
loans—private debt becomes the gov-
ernment’s debt. Recently, as I said, the
Congressional Budget Office warned
that interest on the debt in the next 10
years will rise from $227 billion to $876
billion, an amount greater than the en-
tire cost of our Nation’s national de-
fense.

So this $1-a-day subsidy does not jus-
tify this unfairness to other students,
to taxpayers, and to future genera-
tions.

Let me conclude by talking about the
real problem and the real solutions
with student loans. Today the Presi-
dent held a press conference in which
he proposed issuing a regulation by Ex-
ecutive order that would extend an in-
come based repayment plan to millions
more students. We have some questions
about this. We don’t know what it will
cost and apparently neither does he.
We know it doesn’t take effect for an-
other year or so because it will take
some time to figure it out. I have had
a hard time figuring out, reading the
law, where the President has the au-
thority to do this. It is based upon the
health care law in 2010 which included
provisions about student loans and in-
cluded an income based repayment
plan that affects loans issued after
July 1, 2014. But the President, both
with the Executive order today and his
2011 Executive order on the same sub-
ject, includes loans issued before July
1, 2014. So we don’t know the cost and
it has questionable authority.

So here we have a press conference at
the White House and a political stunt
on the Senate floor dealing with loans.
We know better than that. The Presi-
dent knows he could sit down with
those of us in the Senate who are work-
ing on student loans—and in the
House—and say: Here, I have some
ideas about income based repayment.
We would say: Mr. President, No. 1, we
respect what you did last year and
would like to work with you again;
and, No. 2, you are on the right subject.

There are two big problems—real
problems—with student loans. One is
the complexity of the income based re-
payment plans. The truth is the Obama
administration itself is guilty of caus-
ing most of the complexity because the
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first income based repayment plan was
created by law in 2007 and then it was
amended in 2010 and then the President
issued a regulation expanding the pro-
gram in 2011 and now there is another
regulation to do the same. Basically, it
started out that if a student has a stu-
dent loan to pay back but they are not
making much money, then they don’t
have to pay more than 15 percent of
their discretionary income. That is not
even total income; it is just part of a
person’s income. If they can’t pay it off
over 25 years, the government will for-
give it. What the bill did in 2010 was
lower the amount to 10 percent of in-
come for borrowers, and if the loan
isn’t paid off in 20 years, the govern-
ment will forgive it. Income based re-
payment plans are available today for
students.

Let’s talk about what is already on
the books, even if the President’s Order
today doesn’t go into effect for stu-
dents. For students who want lower
monthly payments on their student
loans, there are already provisions in
Federal law that allow the typical un-
dergraduate borrower to lower his or
her payment by $60 more per month
than the $l-a-day plan from Senate
Democrats. For the typical graduate
student, the existing repayment plans
could lower monthly payments by $300
a month more than the Senate Demo-
cratic plan. Under current law, as I
said, if the loan isn’t paid off in 20 or 25
years, the government forgives it.

So here is what we have in America
today. There are $100 billion in student
loans every year, $33 billion in Federal
grants, all going out to students at a
very low rate. Most of the students
don’t have any credit history, and they
don’t need it to get the money.

We hear a lot of talk about the ex-
pense of a college education, and at
some colleges it is very expensive.
When I went to school, I had two or
three jobs and a couple of scholarships.
That is how I was able to go to Vander-
bilt University. But for students today
who want a less expensive college edu-
cation, it is important for them to
know that the average cost of tuition
and fees at a 2-year public college—and
there are some excellent ones all over
our country—is $3,200. The average cost
of tuition and fees at a public 4-year in-
stitution—and some of the best 4-year
institutions in America are public 4-
year institutions, including California,
Tennessee, Hawaii, and Washington
State; these are very good univer-
sities—is $8,900. Three out of four col-
lege students go to 2-year public col-
leges where the tuition and fees is
$3,200 or to a 4-year public college
where tuition and fees is just under
$9,000.

In addition, 40 percent of those same
students—the three out of four who go
to public colleges and universities—40
percent of them have a grant which
they don’t have to pay back. It is
called a Pell grant, and it may be as
much as $5,645. So the truth is that for
millions of college students going to
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college today, it is free. Do the math. If
a community college is $3,200 and a
student gets a $5,645 Pell grant, that
student has some extra money, and he
or she can still get a loan if they want
to and then they have even more extra
money.

That leads to the other real problem
with student loans that we would like
to work with the President on; that is,
over borrowing. The first real problem
is the complexity of the income based
repayment plans, and we can change
that. Just as we did last year with
many of the new loans, we could make
the income based repayment plans,
working together, much simpler and
make it easier for students to take ad-
vantage of.

But what about overborrowing? We
read in the paper about huge student
loan debt. It seems as though every-
body we read about has a $300,000 loan
or a $150,000 loan they will never be
able to pay back. I guess a few people
do. But according to Mark Kantrowitz,
who is a financial aid expert and has
studied student debt, more than 90 per-
cent of students who graduate with
loans of more than $100,000 are grad-
uate students. Let me say that again.
If you read about a student loan that is
more than $100,000, more than 90 per-
cent of those are for graduate students.

I said a moment ago that under-
graduate students can earn more than
$1 million more in their lifetime with
their 4-year degree. Doctors, lawyers,
and other graduate students can earn a
lot more than that with their advanced
degrees in many cases.

But those graduate students with
more-than-$100,000 loans are only 6 per-
cent of all graduate students, and that
is only 2 percent of all student loans.
So 2 percent of all federal student loans
in the country are more than $100,000.
The average undergraduate loan for a
4-year degree is $27,000, and the average
for all undergraduate loans, which are
85 percent of loans, is $21,000.

There is some overborrowing even
among undergraduates. Young people
are—and maybe they are not all
young—borrowing more than they can
afford to pay back. In our committee,
we are considering a number of pro-
posals to deal with this for both grad-
uate and undergraduate loans.

For example, we would like to sim-
plify the student loan program so more
students can take advantage of it and
take advantage of the repayment op-
tions that exist in the law today. But
we need to know how much that costs
the taxpayers.

No. 2, we have been talking about
eliminating the graduate PLUS Pro-
gram that provides virtually unlimited
loans to graduate students regardless
of their credit history. That may be
how they took out these loans we occa-
sionally read about of $150,000, $200,000.
We want to prohibit part-time students
from taking out the same amount of
loans that full-time students can. Let’s
say you are taking a half-time load at
a 4-year institution and you take out a
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full-time loan to pay for that. That
means you have some extra money for
living expenses or for a car. I am not
sure as a matter of national policy that
money for expenses other than for edu-
cation and costs associated with edu-
cation should be allowed.

We would like to give colleges and
universities the ability to require addi-
tional counseling for students. Did you
know that under current law a college
is prohibited from requiring additional
counseling to an entering student at
Vanderbilt or the University of Ten-
nessee who says: Give me my loan. I
am entitled to it? I am 18 or 19 years
old. I have no credit history, maybe
not much experience with money, and
the college that hands me the money is
prohibited—by federal law—from re-
quiring additional counseling.

We may want to limit the amount a
student can borrow. We may want to
allow colleges to have a role in doing
that. We may even—and this has been
suggested—require higher education in-
stitutions in some instances to have
skin in the game to ensure that grad-
uate students and undergraduate stu-
dents repay their loans. In other words,
the higher education institution would
share the risk. These are some of the
ideas that are being considered today
in the Senate education committee.

Every Senator has a right to bring on
this floor whatever she or he wants. It
is up to the majority leader to decide
what we focus our precious time on. I
am here today to suggest that a $1-a-
day subsidy for college graduates to
help them pay off a $27,000 loan—which
is the average loan for a 4-year college
graduate, which is almost exactly the
same as the average car loan—is not a
worthy subject for our discussion this
week when we have veterans standing
in lines at clinics and appropriations
bills dealing with cancer, and national
military defense waiting to come to
the floor.

That is especially true when we have
a President of the United States who
has proved he can work with Congress
on student debt. He did that last year.
He did a good job. He was very helpful
with the final result. The Republicans
in the House said that, the Senate said
that in a bipartisan way, and I think
most students who are enjoying the
benefit of that would agree with that.

So we thought last year we had
stopped the political stunts on student
loans. We put a market price system on
all new loans, at no new cost to the
taxpayers, no new debt, so this would
not become an election-year football;
but apparently it has, at least for a
week. So we are going to have to en-
dure going on to the floor and talking
about a proposal that every single Sen-
ator knows has no chance not only of
getting to the House, which will not
touch it, but even passing the Senate—
no chance whatsoever. Why? Because
over in the Senate education com-
mittee we are discussing this subject in
a bipartisan way and the way we are
supposed to do it.
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So if it comes to the floor we are
ready to amend it. We have our pro-
posals for more good jobs. College grad-
uates do not need a $1-a-day subsidy to
help pay off a $27,000 loan. They need a
good, decent job, and we are ready to
help them get one. With the Keystone
Pipeline, with the trade authority the
President wants, with lower taxes,
with changes in ObamaCare, with going
from a 30- to a 40-hour workweek, we
have a lot of ideas about jobs. If we
want to bring up taxes, which this pro-
posal does, we have some taxes we
would like to bring up as well; and that
includes repealing the medical device
tax, which ought to have a good, bipar-
tisan vote here in the Senate. It has be-
fore.

On education, we have our ideas too,
and so do the Democrats, by the way.
Some have been through the HELP
committee. They have been hashed out.
They are ready for the floor. There is a
competing vision. Democrats want a
national school board. Republicans
want to reverse the trend towards a na-
tional school board. So on this bill, if
we want to talk about education, I
would like to have a chance to offer my
amendment that says no mnational
school board. Let’s send those decisions
back to State and local communities. I
think there are lots of Senators on
both sides of the aisle who would like
to vote for that.

But what I would really like to see is
the President accept our invitation to
work with him. That is what we would
like to do. We did that last year. We
produced a good result. He has put his
focus in the right place. I might say re-
spectfully, maybe he is in the right
church but the wrong pew. He is talk-
ing about income based repayment
plans. We think that is one of the big
problems left to solve, and we will
work with him to simplify and reform
the various plans. But we want to
make sure the government has clear
legislative authority to do it, and we
want to know what it costs. Then we
would like to work with him on exces-
sive overborrowing. I would suspect he
would like to do that too.

So why don’t we do that? Why don’t
we send this $1-a-day proposal back to
the Senate education committee—ac-
tually it never was there—but let’s
send it to the Senate education com-
mittee and put it in with all the other
ideas we are discussing. Let’s continue
our bipartisan work in the committee
to see if we can this year present to the
Senate a proposal for reauthorizing the
Higher Education Act, and let’s use
this time for the veterans standing in
line or the appropriations bills, which
deal with so many issues and which we
have not had a chance to consider for
the last few years.

I am disappointed with today’s press
conference at the White House and the
political stunt that is headed toward
the Senate floor. But I am hoping the
President will take a look at what he
did last year and feel a good deal of
satisfaction about it and say: Let me
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sit down with those same men and
women whom I worked with last year
and see if we cannot do something
about simplifying income based repay-
ment so more students can take advan-
tage of it, and dealing with excessive
borrowing and some of the other issues
we are working on in higher education.

I think we can do that 2 years in a
row, and I think the American people
would appreciate it if we tried.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

REMEMBERING CHESTER NEZ

Mr. HEINRICH. Madam President, it
is an honor to join my colleague from
New Mexico, Senator ToM UDALL, in
celebrating the life and service of Ches-
ter Nez, the last of the original 29 Nav-
ajo code talkers, who passed away this
last Wednesday, and to honor the his-
toric role the Native American code
talkers played in the allied victory in
World War II.

Our Nation’s liberties and patriotic
spirit were personified by the commit-
ment and service and the legacy of
Chester Nez. He was a true American
hero. Chester Nez helped to create an
unbreakable code during World War II.
He served in the U.S. Marine Corps to
protect the Nation and also his people,
language, and culture. He understood
the significance and the importance of
his language, and he used it as a shield
to defend this Nation.

Chester Nez chose to enlist in the
marines at a young age, not knowing
he would become part of an elite group
of indigenous code talkers. Despite
growing up in an era where speaking
the Navajo language was not only pro-
hibited but often punished, his fluency
in both Navajo and English made him
invaluable to the war effort. He was a
member of the all-Navajo 382nd Marine
Platoon entrusted to create a code that
would prove impenetrable to the Japa-
nese. The 382nd Marine Platoon lit-
erally changed the course of history.

After Chester Nez’s service, he con-
tinued to remain silent about his in-
strumental role as a Navajo code talk-
er, maintaining a quiet, modest, and
humble lifestyle until the mission was
declassified in 1968.

Later in life Mr. Nez shared his con-
tributions and his experiences in World
War II with younger generations. He
advocated for keeping the Navajo lan-
guage, its traditions, and culture alive
so that future generations would know
how influential the Navajo people and
language were during World War II.

Thanks to Mr. Nez and his fellow
code talkers, our Nation’s remarkable
spirit continues to thrive and we are
forever grateful for their service. I join
all New Mexicans in keeping Chester
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Nez’s family and friends in
thoughts and prayers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

——————

KADZIK NOMINATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
come to the floor to speak about the
nomination of Peter Kadzik to be an
Assistant Attorney General for Legis-
lative Affairs in the Justice Depart-
ment. I happen to know that the ma-
jority leader hasn’t yet filed cloture on
this nomination, but I expect that he
will in the near future. So now I take
the opportunity to speak about that
nomination.

It is no secret that I have concerns
about Mr. Kadzik’s nomination. I op-
posed his nomination in committee,
and I will oppose it when it comes to a
vote on the floor.

The reasons are pretty simple. Mr.
Kadzik has been acting in that position
since April 2013—in other words, in the
very same position for which he has
been nominated. His job is to respond
to questions from Members of Con-
gress. We have a clear track record to
judge his performance, and that record
has been dismal. Letters go unan-
swered for months. Then, when answers
come, they ignore or dodge the ques-
tions.

Even before coming to the Justice
Department, Mr. Kadzik had shown a
lack of respect for congressional over-
sight. While he was in private practice,
he represented the billionaire tax fugi-
tive Marc Rich. Rich was infamously
pardoned at the end of the Clinton ad-
ministration following a large donation
by Mrs. Rich to the Clinton Presi-
dential Library. No fugitive has ever
been pardoned before—let alone a bil-
lionaire fugitive who owed millions of
unpaid taxes.

In the course of the congressional in-
vestigation into that controversy, Mr.
Kadzik was subpoenaed to testify at
the House hearing in 2001. He refused
the committee’s invitation to testify
voluntarily. Then, he decided to fly to
California the day before the hearing.
The House committee had to send the
U.S. marshals to serve him with a sub-
poena in California ordering him to re-
turn for the hearing. He later denied
that his attorneys knew a subpoena
was on the way when he got on the
plane. But his denial is contradicted by
handwritten notes from 2001 telephone
conversations with his attorneys about
the subpoena. Those notes are in the
record of his confirmation hearings,
and I invite any Senator to review
them.

Some people might say: Well, that
was a long time ago, and maybe it was
just a misunderstanding.

But one thing is not in dispute even
by Mr. Kadzik: He refused the House
committee’s request to testify volun-
tarily. He was unwilling to cooperate
unless forced to do so by compulsory
legal process. Everything in his record
since then has reinforced the impres-
sion that Mr. Kadzik is simply not in-
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terested in answering questions from
Congress unless he has no other choice.

He was not forthcoming during his
nomination hearing on several issues,
not just the Marc Rich controversy.
Getting him to answer simple inquiries
has required two or even three sets of
questions. He wouldn’t even promise to
answer each individual question from
members of our Judiciary Committee.
Instead, he had a bad habit of grouping
together a set of specific detailed ques-
tions, and then repeating one vague
nonanswer over and over. In one set of
responses he repeated word for word
the same answer to previous questions
nine times. That simply is not a good-
faith effort to be responsive to each
question.

When his answer was one he thought
I didn’t want to hear, he glossed over
it. Example: At his nomination hear-
ing, I asked Mr. Kadzik whether he in-
tended to provide certain documents
Chairman ISsA and I had requested re-
lating to a briefing by the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explo-
sives. After he failed to mention the
documents in his response, I prompted
him about the documents once again
and he evaded the question. Only after
two subsequent sets of questions for
the record did Mr. Kadzik finally come
clean and admit that the Department
would refuse to provide those docu-
ments requested. Mr. Kadzik should
have been that candid initially, instead
of avoiding the issue.

His seeming inability to give
straightforward and accurate answers
to simple questions causes real concern
for me about his ability to perform his
job, of which a very important part is
answering inquiries from Members of
Congress. I think an Assistant Attor-
ney General for Legislative Affairs
needs to ensure that Congress receives
accurate information from the Depart-
ment. That is what checks and bal-
ances of our constitutional setup is all
about.

This also became a problem for Mr.
Kadzik’s predecessor, whose false deni-
als about Operation Fast and Furious
eventually had to be retracted. This of-
fice needs leadership that will restore
its credibility. Mr. Kadzik’s track
record in the acting position makes it
clear he does not have what it takes to
restore sorely needed credibility. At
Mr. Kadzik’s confirmation hearing last
October, Senator FEINSTEIN told Mr.
Kadzik that the Senate’s Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence had recently re-
ceived answers to questions for the
record from the FBI that were over 1
year late. As she pointed out to Mr.
Kadzik, ‘A year is really outside the
pale of propriety.”

Mr. Kadzik said in response: ‘‘One of
my missions at the Department is to
improve that record and to expedite
the providing of information to this
Committee and all Members of Con-
gress.”” But from what I have seen so
far, Mr. Kadzik’s record has been even
worse than his predecessor’s.
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