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For years, many organizations have tried to persuade Congress to provide relief for students who graduate with high debts but desire long-term careers in lower-paying public service jobs.

Congress has now responded by passing the College Cost Reduction and Access Act (H.R. 2669).
 The administration has stated that President Bush will sign it.  The text of the bill is available at http://kennedy.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/HR2669_conf_report.pdf (last visited Sept. 9, 2007).

Two provisions of the bill—Secs. 203 and 401—are of great importance to law graduates who have high debts and low incomes, and particularly to those who desire to become public interest (government and non-government organization) lawyers.  It should be noted, however, that while the American Bar Association and the Association of American Law Schools were in the forefront of organizations seeking federal assistance for loan repayment assistance, these provisions will benefit almost all high debt/low income borrowers who plan long-term public service careers; the benefits are by no means limited to lawyers and paralegals.

Some parts of the relevant provisions do not go into effect until July 1, 2009, while others are effective in October, 2007 (and can benefit some individuals who graduated in recent years), and July, 2008.  A section toward the end of this memorandum explains the application of the new law during the phase-in period.

Section 203 – applicable to all high debt / low income borrowers, even if they do not perform ten years of public service.
Section 203, the brainchild of Senator Edward Kennedy (D. – MA), creates a new “income-based repayment” (IBR) option for repaying student loans.  This provision is modeled on the “income-contingent repayment” (ICR) option that has been law since 1993.
  But IBR is more generous for low-income borrowers.
This section (which will go into effect on July 1, 2009) creates a method for borrowers to limit their annual educational debt repayment to a reasonable, affordable amount: 15% of  their discretionary income, where discretionary income is defined as adjusted gross income minus 150% of the poverty level for the borrower’s family size.
 
For example, suppose that a single borrower owes $100,000
 at 6.8% (the current Stafford rate) and has adjusted gross income of $40,000 in the first year after graduation.  On a standard ten-year repayment schedule, such a borrower would have to pay $1,155 per month (35% of adjusted gross income and a much higher percentage of after-tax income).  But under Sec. 203, such a borrower would pay each month one-twelfth of 15% (40,000 – 15,315) = $309, or only 9% of adjusted gross income.  That’s the monthly repayment in the first year; as the borrower’s income rose, the repayment amount would gradually rise, but that increase would be moderated by parallel increases in the federal poverty level.  Assuming 3% annual increases in both income and the federal poverty level, the monthly payment in the second year would be $318.  In the 10th year it would be $402.  In the 25th year, it would be $627, still far less than the $1,155 standard repayment over a ten year period.

It should be noted that over time, some borrowers who take low-income jobs will receive substantial raises or other income.  When the amount that would be due under standard repayment no longer exceeds the amount due under income-based repayment, they will no longer be eligible for income-based repayment (nor would income-based repayment result in lower payments than standard repayment).  At that point, borrowers will begin to pay the remaining balance under a standard repayment plan.  However, payments made pursuant to standard repayment while in public service will still count toward the ten-year requirement for accelerated forgiveness under Sec. 401 of the Act, as described below.  Therefore, the funds that would have been due under standard repayment but were unpaid as a result of the IBR income cap before the borrower entered standard repayment will be eligible for forgiveness after ten years of public service.

If the borrower does NOT perform public service for ten years, most of the amount that is unpaid because of this income-based cap is added to principal and is carried over from year to year,
 but any remaining debt is forgiven after 25 years.
  To continue with the example, assume such a person had 3% annual income increases for 25 years, and that the poverty rate also increased 3% per year.  Over that period, the borrower will pay $135,000 in principal and interest.  But at the 25-year mark, the borrower will still owe $98, 572, which the government will write off.

To use IBR, a borrower need not consolidate.  The borrower only has to elect the IBR plan.  (However, as noted below, a borrower with a government-guaranteed loan, as opposed to a federal direct loan, must consolidate to use IBR and also obtain the benefits of forgiveness after ten years in a public service job).
Virtually all government-guaranteed loans are eligible to be repaid through IBR, including Stafford and Grad PLUS loans.  Parent PLUS loans, as opposed to Grad PLUS loans to students, are not eligible for repayment through this mechanism.

As noted in the next section, if the borrower works in public service for ten years, the government’s write off occurs much sooner and is much larger.

Sec. 401 – more rapid forgiveness for public service workers

If a borrower plans to work full time for at least ten years in a public service job (see below for the very broad definition), the borrower may elect IBR and receive forgiveness after repaying the same monthly amount – but if the borrower makes ten years of IBR payments while engaged in full-time public service, the remaining balance is forgiven after only ten years rather than 25 years.

To continue with the same example, the borrower in a public service job would pay $308 monthly for the first year, an amount rising to $403 in the tenth year.  After ten years of repayment and ten years of public service, the borrower would have paid $42,448 on his $100,000 debt and would still owe $126,302 in principal and interest.  But the government would write off this entire remaining amount.
Stafford loans and Grad PLUS loans (other than those made to parents) are eligible for repayment under this plan.  To take advantage of this special 10-year forgiveness provision, however, a borrower who had government-guaranteed loans will have to consolidate his education debt into a “federal direct consolidation loan” before starting to repay the debt.  Section 203 (b)(1)(B) of the new law, amending 20 U.S.C. Sec. 1078-3 (b)(5), guarantees borrowers the right to make this consolidation for the purpose of using the public service loan forgiveness plan.

The law does not require that the ten years of public service be continuous.  A borrower may, for example, take parental leave or may temporarily leave public service for some other reason.  However, before the borrower qualifies for accelerated forgiveness, the borrower must may 120 payments under some combination of IBR, income-contingent repayment, or standard repayment while serving full time in a public service job, and must also hold such a job when forgiveness occurs.

Section 401 defines the public service jobs eligible for this special ten-year forgiveness.  The definition includes both a list of categories of jobs that are eligible AND a catch-all clause that sweeps in many additional employers.
For lawyers and staff members of legal organizations, the specifically listed category of those eligible consists of those in “government” and in “public interest law services (including prosecution or public defense or legal advocacy in low-income communities at a nonprofit organization).”
Depending on how “public interest law services” is defined in regulations that will probably be written during 2008, that description may or may not capture all public interest lawyers and their staffs.  For example, it may or may not cover those who work in educating groups of clients or the public, training other lawyers, policy advocacy, fundraising, or administration.

Fortunately, virtually all non-governmental public interest lawyers will be swept into coverage by the catch-all clause, even if they do not work in what is ultimately defined as “public interest law services.”  The catch-all clause extends the benefits of Section 401 to all borrowers who work “in a full time job . . .at an organization that is described in section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and exempt from taxation under section 501(a) of such Code.”

Thus the benefits of Section 401 appear to apply to everyone who works for a government, everyone who works for a “501(c)(3)” organization, as well as certain other categories of persons (e.g., persons working in “public service for the elderly” even if they do not work for governments or “501(c)(3)” organizations).

Transition Arrangements
These two provisions are not fully effective until July 1, 2009, but some of the benefits of Section 401 (working toward forgiveness after ten years) are available before then.  This section explains how persons who graduate from law schools before 2009 may use the new law.

1. Borrowers who graduated and entered loan repayment before October 1, 2007.  Borrowers who began to repay their Stafford and Grad PLUS loans before October 1, 2007, may receive partial benefits under this law.
  If they have federal direct loans (very few law schools are part of the federal direct lending program) and plan careers in low-paying public service jobs, they may immediately elect to begin paying pursuant to the income-contingent repayment option (which has been available since 1993).  Their monthly repayments under this plan after October 1, 2007 will count toward the 120 months (10 years) of repayment after which forgiveness will occur (if they have remained in public service through the date of forgiveness).  After October 1, 2007, payments that they make under a standard repayment plan while they are in the process of converting to income-contingent repayment (or after July 1, 2009, to income-based repayment) will also count toward the 120 payments.  But payments that they made through any repayment method before October 1, 2007, will not count.

Borrowers who entered repayment before October 1, 2007, and have government-guaranteed loans rather than federal direct loans must consolidate their loans into a federal direct consolidation loan and elect the income-contingent repayment option.
  Only payments made after this consolidation count toward the 120 payment requirement.  The right to consolidate into a federal direct loan in order to repay the loan through the income-contingent repayment option is guaranteed for all borrowers who file applications to do so before July 1, 2008.
  After that date, 
(a) borrowers who plan to enter public service jobs have a right to consolidate into a federal direct consolidation loan if they plan to use the ten-year public service forgiveness plan created by the new law and to repay their loans through a combination of income-contingent repayment and (after July 1, 2009) income-based repayment;

(b) borrowers who have not already consolidated their loans (e.g., immediately after graduation)
 and who do not plan to do ten years of public service may also consolidate into federal direct consolidation loans for the purpose of repaying through income-contingent repayment (without forgiveness after ten years); but

(c) borrowers who have already consolidated and do not plan to enter public service may not consolidate for a second time to take advantage of income-contingent repayment.

3. Borrowers who graduate after October 1, 2007 but before July 1, 2008.  Direct loan borrowers may elect the income-contingent repayment option.  All payments under this option while in public service will qualify for the 120-month period after which forgiveness of the balance occurs.  Borrowers with government-guaranteed loans must consolidate, as described above, before their payments will count. 
  If they have previously consolidated, they should file consolidation applications before July 1, 2008, to avoid a possible restriction on their right to consolidate.

4. Borrowers who graduate after July 1, 2008 and before July 1, 2009.  Those with direct federal loans may elect income-contingent repayment, and all payments pursuant to this plan will count toward the 120 month requirement.  Those with government-guaranteed loans must first consolidate into a federal direct consolidation loan.  Those who did not previously consolidate are unrestricted if they desire to enter the public service forgiveness program.  Those who previously consolidated may be restricted as described above.  If they plan to enter public service to qualify for forgiveness after ten years, they might simply wait to apply for a second consolidation until July 1, 2009, when IBR is fully effective.  Alternatively, a borrower who previously consolidated might seek to consolidate to take advantage of the new public service program before July 1, 2009, even though the IBR part of that program will not yet have begun.
  Borrowers who previously consolidated and who do not plan to enter into public service for ten years will not be permitted to consolidate into federal direct consolidation loans for the purpose of using income-based or income-contingent repayment unless their loan has been submitted to a guarantee agency for default aversion.
5. Borrowers who graduate after July 1, 2009.  The law will be fully effective.  Those with direct loans who plan to enter public service for ten years to qualify for forgiveness may simply elect income-based repayment.  Those with government-guaranteed loans who plan to use the new forgiveness provision must convert their loans to a federal direct consolidation loan and choose income-contingent or income-based repayment; either type of repayment will qualify for the 120-payment public service forgiveness privilege.  They have a right to obtain a federal direct consolidation loan for this purpose.
  Most such borrowers will elect income-based repayment because the monthly payments are lower and therefore the amount of eventual forgiveness is higher.  Borrowers who previously consolidated and who do not plan to enter public service for ten years may not consolidate for the purpose of using income-based or income-contingent repayment unless their loan has been submitted to a guarantee agency for default aversion or is already in default.
Borrowers who enter the ten-year forgiveness program but who leave public service employment before making 120 payments may continue to use ICR, standard repayment or, if they qualify, IBR.  But they will not qualify for forgiveness at the end of ten years.
What remains to be done
In future years, this legislation could be improved in two ways:

a) The forgiveness at the end of 10 or 25 years is, at present, taxable, even though forgiveness under law school loan repayment assistance programs is tax-exempt.  Unless the law in changed within the next ten years, borrowers will incur a substantial tax liabilty when forgiveness occurs (the earliest time at which any forgiveness will occur is in the year 2017).  Congress should, before then, make forgiveness tax-exempt.  This reform should be a high priority for public service organizations.  (Congress could not practically have addressed this issue in H.R. 2669, because that legislation was developed by the education committees, while tax legislation must originate in the tax committees).  Meanwhile, borrowers should be counseled to lay funds aside monthly in high-interest CDs or government bonds to pay a possible tax upon forgiveness.

b) The amount of monthly repayment for married IBR borrowers is based on the combined adjusted gross income of the borrower and the borrower’s spouse, even if they file separate tax returns and even if the spouses do not in fact share their incomes.
  (For two-IBR families, regulations will probably allow combining both the debt and the income for purposes of the calculation, as the Department of Education does under the current “income-contingent” repayment plan, so the problem described here is pertinent only to IBR borrowers married to non-IBR borrowers).  This creates a strong disincentive to marry, or “marriage penalty.”  Upon marriage to a spouse with substantial income, and IBR borrower’s monthly repayment obligation will increase sharply (even if the spouses keep their incomes separate and do not share them), and the amount of eventual forgiveness will correspondingly plummet.
  To reduce the disincentive to marry, Congress should attribute only half of the combined income of the two spouses to the borrower.
Effect on law school LRAP plans

Law schools may now want to restructure their own LRAP plans to make their funds go further and help more students.
  For example, some law schools may desire to require LRAP recipients to elect IBR (whether or not they plan to spend a full ten years in public service) and may choose to provide students with LRAP assistance equal to the portion of funds they would have to repay (that is, 15% of (AGI – 150% of the poverty level).  Such students would therefore have to pay nothing at all out of their pockets toward their student loans, so long as they worked in public service.  Schools that could not afford to pay the entire student portion could pay part of it, reducing the students’ monthly payments, although not to zero. 

Other possible legislation
The current Congress still has bills before it that would offer partial loan forgiveness to certain categories of public interest lawyers (e.g., prosecutors, defenders, and possibly civil legal aid lawyers) much earlier in their terms of service, rather than after ten years.  These bills are not inconsistent with the College Cost Reduction and Access Act; they would offer additional loan forgiveness to qualifying lawyers.  Section 401 of the College Cost Reduction and Access Act will help public service employers to retain experienced staff members; the other bills would help them to hire such staff members upon graduation from law school or after clerkships.  The prospect for passage of these other bills is uncertain.

Appreciation due

Three members of Congress deserve special credit for the provisions described above.  Senator Edward M. Kennedy (D-MA) designed the IBR system (and was instrumental in passage of its predecessor, the income-contingent repayment option of 1993).  He was also critical in persuading the Senate to adopt ten-year forgiveness for public servants.

In the House, Rep. John Sarbanes, a freshman member of the Committee on Education and Labor, introduced the catch-all clause that sweeps all employees of 501(c)(3) organizations into coverage under Sec. 401.  Education and Labor Committee Chairman George Miller accepted this concept, and he supported it strongly in the House and in the conference committee.  These members, and many others who played roles, deserve our heartfelt thanks for their contributions to legal education and public service.
� An expanded version of this memorandum will be published in the Hofstra Law Review later this fall and posted on the Social Science Research Network (SSRN) in September, as soon as it is completed and accepted by the Review. Readers are requested not to post this Memorandum on the web, as the expanded version will be posted soon.


� I am grateful to Mark Kantrowitz, founder of FinAid.org, for reviewing this memorandum.  Of course he bears no responsibility for any errors or omissions.  


� Numerous reports have found that high educational debt discourages graduates from accepting lower-paying public service jobs that they might otherwise be eager to accept.  The most recent study is Jesse Rothstein and Cecilia Elena Rouse, Constrained After College, Student Loans and Early Career Occupational Choices, National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 13117 (2007), http://www.nber.org/papers/w13117 (last visited Sept. 9, 2007).  For the American Bar Association’s study of the effect of debt on law graduates, see ABA Commission on Loan Repayment and Forgiveness, “Lifting the Burden: Law Student Debt as a Barrier to Public Service,” � HYPERLINK "http://www.abanet.org/legalservices/downloads/lrap/lrapfinalreport.pdf" ��http://www.abanet.org/legalservices/downloads/lrap/lrapfinalreport.pdf� (last visited Sept. 7, 2007).


� On behalf of the American Bar Association (ABA) and the Association of American Law Schools (AALS), I was one of many who helped to advocate for the legislation discussed here.  Literally hundreds or thousands of others participated in that effort, including, especially, Prof. Peter Winograd of the University of New Mexico Law School, former Dean Kinvin Wroth of Vermont Law School, Dean Nancy Rogers of Ohio State Law School (currently President of the Association of American Law Schools (AALS)), Former AALS President Judith Areen; Dean Jerry Parkinson of the University of Wyoming Law School, Dean Richard Morgan of the University of Nevada – Las Vegas Law School, Dean Emily Spieler of Northeastern University Law School, Dean T. Alexander Aleinikoff of Georgetown University Law Center, AALS Executive Director Carl C. Monk, and Kenneth Goldsmith of the Government Affairs Office of the American Bar Association.  These lawyers, as well as many other lawyers, nonlawyers, and non-profit organizations too numerous to name, deserve the thanks of thousands of public servants in the decades to come.





� For a critique of the income-contingent repayment option on the ground that it did not provide sufficiently rapid loan forgiveness for borrowers who desired lower-paying public service careers, see Philip G. Schrag, The Income-Contingent Repayment Option for Law Student Loans, 29 Hofstra L. Rev. 733 (2001).


� For poverty level figures, see http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/07fedreg.htm.


� This is a not untypical cumulative debt for a graduating law student, including about $85,000 of debt resulting from borrowing for law school and $15,000 of unpaid college debt.


� All of the numbers in these examples are current dollar numbers.  Assuming inflation, borrowers repay with funds that are worth less than the money originally borrowed.  For a discussion of discounting future repayments to net present value, see Mark Kantrowitz, Net Present Value, http://www.finaid.org/loans/npv.phtml (last visited Sept. 9, 2007).


� For the subsidized portion of loans, the government will pay the unpaid interest for the first three years.  After that (and for the unsubsidized portion of loans), the unpaid interest will be added to principal.  The interest is capitalized when the borrower elects to end IBR or no longer qualifies for the IBR cap.


� Under Sec. 203, the Secretary of Education has authority to reduce this period.


� These and similar calculations can be performed easily on the FinAid IBR calculator website, � HYPERLINK "http://www.finaid.org/calculators/ibr.phtml" ��http://www.finaid.org/calculators/ibr.phtml� 


� The borrower must still be employed in a public service job when forgiveness occurs under this provision.


� Some media descriptions of the bill have overlooked the consolidation option and have reported that the benefits of the program are available only to student who had direct federal loans as opposed to government-guaranteed loans.


� It would be difficult, however, for the Department of Education to distinguish among public service lawyers according to the tasks that they perform, however, because many and perhaps most public interest lawyers perform many different kinds of tasks in the course of a week, often moving almost seamlessly among individual representation, issue advocacy, research, training, and public education.


� Specifically, Sec. 401 defines a public interest job as a full time job in emergency management, government, military service, public safety, law enforcement, public health, public education (including early childhood education), social work in a public child or family service agency, public interest law services (including prosecution or public defense or legal advocacy in low-income communities at a non-profit organization), public child care, public service for individuals with disabilities, public service for the elderly, public library services, or at an organization that is described in section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 and exempt from taxation under section 501(a) of such Code. . .” (emphasis added).


� The term “public interest law services” may cover some lawyers who are not included in the “catch-all” clause at the end of the definition; for example, any lawyers providing civil legal aid in low-income communities for non-profit organizations that are tax-exempt under section 501(c)(4) rather than section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code and prosecutors employed by international tribunals.


� It is possible that Congress did not intend all of the complexity of the transitional rules described here.  Sometimes, after Congress passes a lengthy statute, it later passes a “Technical Corrections Act” to eliminate certain unintended features of the statute.  This analysis assumes that Congress will not pass a Technical Corrections Act affecting the provisions discussed below.


� It should be noted that Grad PLUS loans, which along with Stafford loans are eligible for repayment through ICR and IBR, and for forgiveness, became available only in 2006.  Students who entered graduate and professional schools before Grad PLUS loans became available may have taken out private or commercial loans for the difference between the ceiling on Stafford borrowing and the cost of attendance.  Private and commercial loans are not eligible for ICR or IBR repayment or for forgiveness.


� Under ICR, the monthly repayment requirement is higher than it will be under IBR.  The ICR monthly repayment requirement is 20% of (AGI minus the federal poverty level).  Using the earlier example, ICR would yield monthly payments starting at $497 in the first year and increasing to $648 in the tenth year, about 60% higher than under IBR but still lower than the $1155 standard repayment over a ten year period.  But while the payments are somewhat higher, forgiveness of the remaining balance after ten years of public service will still occur.  Section 401 specifically states that persons who have made 120 monthly payments (10 years) under either the IBR plan or the ICR plan (or a standard ten-year repayment plan, or any combination of these) while employed in a public service job are eligible for forgiveness of the remaining balance.  Borrowers may not begin IBR payments until July 1, 2009, because the program does not begin until then.


� 20 U.S.C. 1078-3(b)(5).  However, some officials of the Department of Education, which must process the consolidation, may not realize that the law permits such borrowers to consolidate.  A 2005 law preventing consolidation was repealed in 2006 by section 7015 of Public Law 109-234, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror and Hurricane Recovery.  Borrowers who have trouble because officials do not realize that the law changed should contact the Federal Student Aid Ombudsman in the Department of Education.  The Ombudsman may be contacted at 18775772575 or by email at fsaombudsmanoffice@ed.gov


� The borrower may also pay at the rate of standard repayment.  But a borrower who makes this election will probably not be permitted to change the repayment plan to one that is not either ICR, IBR, or standard repayment (such as “extended” repayment over 25 years without the possibility of forgiveness).


� Currently, borrowers may consolidate their loans only during the six-month grace period following graduation, and during repayment.


� 20 U.S.C. Sec. 1078-3(a)(3)(B)(i)(V), as amended by Section 401(b)(1)(A) of the College Cost Reduction Act.  There is an exception for borrowers on the verge of default (those whose loans have been submitted to the guarantee agency for default aversion”).


� Payments made under a standard ten-year repayment plan also count toward the 120 month period, but to the extent that borrowers make such payments, they will not benefit from forgiveness, because what is forgiven is the difference between the funds owed under a standard plan and amounts owed under an income-contingent or income-based plan.


� A borrower who previously consolidated and who misses this deadline but plans to perform ten years of public service to qualify for forgiveness might have to wait until July 1, 2009, to consolidate, but depending on how the new law is applied, might be able to consolidate between July 1, 2008, and July 1, 2009.  20 U.S.C. Sec. 1078-3(a)(3)(B)(i)(V)(bb), as amended by Sec. 401(b)(1)(A) of the new law, prohibits second consolidations for the purpose of obtaining federal direct consolidation loans but allows a borrower to obtain a subsequent consolidation loan for the purposes of using the new public service loan forgiveness program.  The possible problem here, however, is that the part of the statute setting up the new program explicitly mentions IBR as a permissible method of repayment, but IBR does not start until July 1, 2009.  Perhaps such a borrower will be permitted to repay the consolidated loan through ICR for one year and then switch to the lower payments permitted under IBR.  But the Department of Education might permit this consolidation only if the borrower’s loan was submitted to the guarantee agency for default aversion.  It would therefore be best to apply before July 1, 2008.


� Their right to consolidate to use the new forgiveness program, despite a previous consolidation, appears to be granted by 20 U.S.C. Sec. 1078-3(a)(3)(B)(i)(v)(bb), as amended by Sec. 401(b)(1)(A) of the College Cost Reduction Act, effective July 1, 2008.  See Sec. 401(c)(2) of the College Cost Reduction Act.  It appears to be assured by this provision even for borrowers who previously consolidated, provided that they intend to seek public service forgiveness.


� 20 U.S.C. Sec. 1078-3(a)(3)(B)(i)(v)(bb), as amended by Sec. 401(b)(1)(A) of the College Cost Reduction Act, effective July 1, 2008.  See Sec. 401(c)(2) of the College Cost Reduction Act.


� There may be some interest in this reform on Capitol Hill.  In 2007, Senator Hillary Clinton introduced S. 611.  Some of the reforms proposed by that bill were adopted by the College Cost Reduction Act.  But Section 6(b), which was not incorporated into the College Cost Reduction Act, would make ICR forgiveness tax exempt.  S. 611 does not refer to forgiveness under the new ten-year public service forgiveness plan, because that plan did not exist when S. 611 was introduced.


� Sec. 302 provides that the IBR monthly repayment formula is based on “the borrower’s, and the borrower’s spouse’s (if applicable), adjusted gross income” minus the deduction based on 150% of the poverty level.


� Return to the example of the graduate who borrowed $100,000 at 6.8% and has a starting salary of 40,000 with 3% increases, and a poverty level increasing by 3% annually.  In the first year, monthly payments would be $309.  In the second year, they would be $318.  But if at the end of the first year the borrower marries someone who also has an income of $40,000 (and no educational debt, or no educational debt that the Department of Education allows to be counted with the borrower’s debt), the monthly payments would jump to $766.


� Because of the complex transitional rules, schools might want to make any LRAP changes effective for classes graduating in May, 2009, or later.  But publishing new LRAP rules much earlier than that could help current students who will graduate in 2009 with their financial planning.


� For the sake of simplicity, law schools might treat all employment settings that are eligible for ten-year forgiveness under the federal law as also eligible for law school LRAP subsidies.  A school with a very limited LRAP budget could decide to define eligibility more narrowly than under federal law, but it might decide that it is administratively simpler to define eligibility as in federal law and to accommodate its budget restrictions by requiring graduates to make, on their own, some portion of the required partial repayment under the IBR formula.
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