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S. Res. 312. The budget levels have also
been revised to include adjustments
made on May 19, 1999, to reflect the
amounts provided and designated as
emergency requirements. The esti-
mates show that current level spending
is above the budget resolution by $0.5
billion in budget authority and above
the budget resolution by $0.2 billion in
outlays. Current level is $0.2 billion
above the revenue floor in 1999. The
current estimate of the deficit for pur-
poses of calculating the maximum def-
icit amount is $56.0 billion, which is
equal to the maximum deficit amount
for 1999 of $56.0 billion.

Since my last report, dated July 19,
1999, the Congress has passed and the
President has signed the Veterans En-
trepreneurship and Small Business De-
velopment Act (P.L. 106–50), the Emer-
gency Steel Loan Guarantee and Emer-
gency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan
Act (P.L. 106–51), the Water Resources
Development Act (P.L. 106–53), and the
Global Exploration and Development
Corporation Act (P.L. 106–54). These ac-
tions have changed the current level of
budget authority and outlays.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port and transmittal letter dated Sep-
tember 28, 1999, be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 28, 1999.

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report
shows the effects of Congressional action on
the 1999 budget and is current through Sep-
tember 24, 1999. The estimates of budget au-
thority, outlays, and revenues are consistent
with the technical and economic assump-
tions of S. Res. 209, a resolution to provide
budget levels in the Senate for purposes of
fiscal year 1999, as amended by S. Res. 312.
This report is submitted under section 308(b)
and in aid of section 311 of the Congressional
Budget Act, as amended.

Since my last report, dated July 15, 1999,
the Congress has passed and the President
has signed the Veterans Entrepreneurship
and Small Business Development Act (P.L.
106–50), the Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee
and Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed
Loan Act (P.L. 106–51), the Water Resources
Development Act (P.L. 106–53), and the Glob-
al Exploration and Development Corporation
Act (P.L. 106–54). These actions have changed
the current level of budget authority, out-
lays, and revenues.

Sincerely,
BARRY B. ANDERSON

(For Dan L. Crippen, Director).
Enclosures.

TABLE 1.—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SENATE CURRENT LEVEL
REPORT AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24,
1999

[In billions of dollars]

Budget res-
olution (S.
Res. 312)

Current
level

Current
level over/

under reso-
lution

ON-BUDGET
Budget Authority ...................... 1,465.3 1,465.7 0.5
Outlays ..................................... 1,414.9 1,415.1 0.2

TABLE 1.—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SENATE CURRENT LEVEL
REPORT AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24,
1999—Continued

[In billions of dollars]

Budget res-
olution (S.
Res. 312)

Current
level

Current
level over/

under reso-
lution

Revenues:
1999 ..................................... 1,358.9 1,359.1 0.2
1999–2003 .......................... 7,187.0 7,187.7 0.7

Deficit ....................................... 56.0 56.0 0.0
Debt Subject to Limit ............... (1) 5,537.4 (2)

OFF-BUDGET
Social Security Outlays:

1999 ..................................... 321.3 321.3 0.0
999–2003 ................................. 1,720.7 1,720.7 0.0
Social Security Revenues:

1999 ..................................... 441.7 441.7 (3)
1999–2003 .......................... 2,395.6 2,395.4 ¥0.1

1 Not included in S. Res. 312.
2 =not applicable.
3 Less than $50 million.
Source: Congressional Budget Office.
Note.—Current level numbers are the estimated revenue and direct

spending effects of all legislation that the Congress has enacted or sent to
the President for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under
current law are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring
annual appropriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The
current level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest information from the
U.S. Treasury.

TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
1999 ON-BUDGET SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT, AS
OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24, 1999

[In millions of dollars]

Budget au-
thority Outlays Revenues

Enacted in previous sessions:
Revenues .............................. .................... .................... 1,359,099
Permanents and other

spending legislation ........ 919,197 880,664 ....................
Appropriation legislation ..... 820,578 813,987 ....................
Offsetting receipts ............... ¥296,825 ¥296,825 ....................

Total, previously en-
acted ...................... 1,442,950 1,397,826 1,359,099

Enacted this session:
1999 Emergency Supple-

mental Appropriations Act
(P.L. 106–31) .................. 11,348 3,677 ....................

1999 Miscellaneous Trade
and Technical Corrections
Act (P.L. 106–36) ............ .................... .................... 5

Veterans Entrepreneurship
and Small Business De-
velopment Act (P.L. 106–
50) ................................... 1 1 ....................

Emergency Steel Loan Guar-
antee and Emergency Oil
and Gas Guaranteed
Loan Act (P.L. 106–51) ... .................... ¥108 ....................

Water Resources Develop-
ment Act (P.L. 106–53) .. 3 .................... ....................

Global Exploration and De-
velopment Corporation,
Kerr-McGee Corporation,
and Kerr-McGee Chem-
ical, LLC (P.L. 106–54) ... 52 52 ....................

Total, enacted this
session ................... 11,404 3,622 5

Entitlements and mandatories:
Budget resolution baseline

estimates of appropriated
entitlements and other
mandatory programs not
yet enacted ...................... 11,393 13,661 ....................

Totals:
Total Current Level .............. 1,465,747 1,415,109 1,359,104
Total Budget Resolution ...... 1,465,294 1,414,916 1,358,919
Amount remaining:

Under Budget Resolution .................... .................... ....................
Over Budget Resolution .. 453 193 185

Source: Congressional Budget Office.
Note.—Estimates include the following in emergency funding: $34,226

million in budget authority and $18,802 in outlays.
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TIME FOR BANKRUPTCY REFORM

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the House of
Representatives overwhelmingly ap-
proved a bipartisan bankruptcy-reform
bill on May 5 by a vote of 313 to 108.
The Senate Judiciary Committee re-
ported a similar initiative in April by a
vote of 14 to 4, and my hope is that the

full Senate will follow suit before the
year is out.

Mr. President, most Americans care-
fully manage their finances, pay their
bills, and never face the prospect of
bankruptcy, yet we rarely hear about
them when bankruptcy reform is de-
bated. These are the people who ulti-
mately bear the cost when others seek
bankruptcy protection. They pay in
terms of higher interest rates and high-
er prices on goods and services. This
bankruptcy tax costs the average
household more than $400 a year.

There will always be a limited num-
ber of people who unexpectedly experi-
ence some catastrophe in their lives—
maybe a death or divorce, or a serious
illness—that throws their finances into
chaos. That is why we accept as a given
that society will bear some of the cost
of bankruptcy, and why we maintain
access to bankruptcy relief for those
who truly need it. No one suggests
closing off bankruptcy as an option for
those who are in truly dire straits.

A line does need to be drawn, how-
ever, when people, particularly those
with above-average incomes who have
the means and ability to repay their
debts, nevertheless seek to have those
debts erased in bankruptcy. This is
happening more and more often, and
unless we get the problem in check, it
is going to wreak havoc.

Mr. President, there is nothing fair
about forcing a single mother, who is
already struggling to pay her own fam-
ily’s bills, to pay more merely because
someone who can repay his or her debts
prefers to escape them in bankruptcy.
There is nothing fair about forcing
young families or seniors on fixed in-
comes to pay more so that someone
can walk away from his or her debts as
a matter of convenience or financial
planning.

Few bills so clearly protect the inter-
ests of consumers, yet the bankruptcy-
reform bill does have its critics. Much
of the criticism, I think, misses the
mark. Two professors of law, Todd
Zywicki and James White, wrote to the
Judiciary Committee recently about
some of the claims that have been
made, and what they had to say is wor-
thy of the consideration of every mem-
ber of this body.

I ask Senators to join me in sup-
porting the bipartisan bankruptcy-re-
form bill, and I ask unanimous consent
that the professors’ letter be printed in
the RECORD.

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

GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LAW,

Arlington, VA, September 15, 1999.
Hon. ORRIN HATCH,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.

Senate, Washington, DC
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC
Re: The Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999 (S.

625)
DEAR SENATORS HATCH AND LEAHY: We are

writing to express our support for the con-
sumer bankruptcy provisions of bill S. 625,
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the Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999 (the
‘‘Bill’’). S. 625 provides for balanced bipar-
tisan bankruptcy reform that preserves the
integrity of the bankruptcy system for those
who need it, but reduces abuse by those who
do not. In expressing our support for bank-
ruptcy reform, we share the view of 217 Re-
publican Representatives and 96 Democratic
Representatives who passed a similar bill
earlier this year by an overwhelming 313–108
veto-proof majority.

In an era of unprecedented economic pros-
perity, growth, and low unemployment, 1.4
million Americans filed bankruptcy last
year, costing creditors approximately $40 bil-
lion. Smaller creditors suffer the most from
a runaway bankruptcy system, as they tend
to have the narrowest margins and the least
ability to spread those losses among their
customers. Support for the Bill comes from
creditors across the full spectrum of credi-
tors, but small creditors, such as small re-
tailers and credit unions, are among the
strongest supporters of bankruptcy reform.

Like all other business expenses, when
creditors are unable to collect debts because
of bankruptcy, some of those losses are
passed on to responsible Americans who live
up to their financial obligations. Every
phone bill, electric bill, mortgage, furniture
purchase, medical bill, and car loan contains
an implicit bankruptcy ‘‘tax’’ that the rest
of us pay to subsidize those who do not pay
their bills. We all pay for bankruptcy abuse
in higher down payments, higher interest
rates, and higher costs for goods and serv-
ices. It is estimated that by making high-in-
come debtors repay what they can, the Bill
will save $3 billion a year, some of which will
be passed on to financially-responsible
Americans.

The Bill will also reinforce the lesson that
bankruptcy is a moral as well as an eco-
nomic decision. Filing bankruptcy reflects a
decision to break a promise made to recip-
rocate a benefit bestowed upon you. The
moral element of bankruptcy is reflected in
the observation that the English word ‘‘cred-
it’’ comes from the Latin word for ‘‘trust.’’
Parents seek to teach their children values
of personal and financial responsibility, and
promise-keeping and reciprocity provide the
foundation of a free economy and healthy
civil society. Regrettably, the personal
shame and social stigma that once re-
strained opportunistic bankruptcy filings
has declined substantially in recent years.
We have ‘‘defined bankruptcy deviancy
downward’’ such that it has become a con-
venient financial planning tool, rather than
a decision freighted with moral and social
significance. Requiring those who can to
repay some of their debts as a condition for
bankruptcy relief sends an important signal
that bankruptcy is a serious act that has
moral as well as economic consequences.
Moreover, reducing the number of strategic
bankruptcies will reduce the bankruptcy tax
paid by every American family on goods and
services, giving them more money for gro-
ceries, vacations, and educational expenses.

It has been claimed by some that the Bill
would negatively impact the ability of di-
vorced spouses to collect spousal and child
support. This claim is based on vague, specu-
lative, and inaccurate accusations about how
the nondischargeability of certain debts will
impact post-petition efforts to collect these
obligations. In contrast to these speculative
accusations, the Bill offers concrete assist-
ance to non-intact families in several ways.
Among its numerous provisions protecting
the rights of former spouses and children are
the following protections: (1) Extends the
scope of nondischargeability of spousal sup-
port obligations to make nondischargeable
certain property settlement, (2) excepts state
child support collection authorities from the

reach of the automatic stay, (3) elevates the
priority level of child support to first pri-
ority, (4) makes exempt property available
for the enforcement of domestic and child
support obligations. These speculative
claims about the negative effects of the bill
appear to be simply a concerted effort by the
Bill’s opponents to distract attention from
the real reforms and protections included in
the bill.

Moreover, the Bill’s provisions on credit
card nondischargeability merely rationalizes
some exceptions to discharge and closes
loopholes in the current law relating to the
misuse of credit cards. Given this modest
aim of simply closing loopholes in the al-
ready-existing exception to discharge for
credit card fraud, it is difficult to see how
this reform could have more than a trivial
effect on collection of spousal support pay-
ments. Nor have the Bill’s opponents sup-
plied any details about the size of this pur-
ported effect. Assuming the effect is non-
trivial, it is also not unique to make certain
debts nondischargeable on the basis of public
policy. Current law already makes a mul-
tiple of exceptions to discharge, including
such things as tax obligations, fraudulently
incurred debts, student loans, and victims of
drunk drivers. As a result, the bill would no
more ‘‘pit’’ postpetition child support obliga-
tions against credit card issuers than cur-
rent law ‘‘pits’’ child support obligations
against the victims of drunk drivers, the vic-
tims of fraud, student loan obligations, or
taxes obligations. Indeed, the burden on a
debtor from nondischargeable credit card
debts will be substantially smaller than the
financial burden on debtor from the inability
to discharge fraud liabilities, tax liabilities,
student loan debts, and drunk-driving judg-
ments. That opponents of the Bill have in-
stead singled-out credit card issuers for criti-
cism says more about their desire to demon-
ize the credit card industry and less about
their commitment to protecting women and
children or to real bankruptcy reform.

The Bill establishes a much-needed system
of means-testing to force high-income debt-
ors who can repay a substantial portion of
their debts without significant hardship to
do so. Under current law, there are few
checks on high-income debtors seeking to
walk away from their debts and few safe-
guards to prevent bankruptcy fraud. Current
law requires a case-by-case investigation
that turns on little more than the personal
predilections of the judge. This chaotic sys-
tem mocks the rule of law, and has resulted
in unfairness and inequality for debtors and
creditors alike. The arbitrary nature of the
process has also undermined public con-
fidence in the fairness and efficiency of the
consumer bankruptcy system.

The Bill narrows the judge’s discretion by
establishing a presumption of abuse where a
high-income debtor has the ability to repay
a substantial portion of his debts, as meas-
ured by an objective standard. At the same
time, the judge will retain discretion to
override this presumption in cases of hard-
ship. Means-testing is not a panacea for all
of the ills of the bankruptcy system. But by
focusing judicial discretion on the existence
of real hardship and reducing procedural hur-
dles to challenging abuse, the Bill’s reforms
will vindicate the rule of law and reduce
abuse.

The Bill also targets a whole range of
other abuses of the bankruptcy system, in-
cluding such things as the use of ‘‘fractional
interests’’ to prevent legitimate foreclosures
and abuse of the cramdown provisions of the
Code by filing bankruptcy simply to strip
down the value of a secured creditor’s claim.
The Bill also eliminated abuse of unlimited
homestead exemptions, a reform advocated
by even the Bill’s critics. Contrary to the se-

lective outrage of its critics, however, the
Bill does not limit itself to reducing abuse of
the homestead exemption but takes a com-
prehensive approach to rooting out all forms
of bankruptcy abuse.

In contrast to the broad-based support for
the Bill, opposition primarily has come from
one isolated corner—lawyers. Certainly the
opposition of some lawyers is based on sin-
cere, albeit mistaken, beliefs about the con-
tent and impact of the legislation. But it is
ironic that bankruptcy lawyers have been
quick to question the motives of creditors in
seeking reform, while remaining slow to ac-
knowledge their own stake in opposing re-
form. James Shepard, a member of the Na-
tional Bankruptcy Review Commission, esti-
mates that bankruptcy is now a $5 billion a
year industry for lawyers and others. By re-
ducing filings among high-income filers and
reducing the cost of bankruptcy cases by
making them more predictable and less ex-
pensive, means-testing will reduce both the
volume and expense of bankruptcy cases.
The Bill also will reduce bankruptcy filings
by requiring bankruptcy lawyers to inform
their clients of availability of non-bank-
ruptcy alternatives, such as credit coun-
seling, and by cracking down on bankruptcy
‘‘mills’’ that mass-produce bankruptcy peti-
tions with little regard to the welfare of
their clients. Put simply, more bankruptcies
means more money for bankruptcy lawyers,
and fewer bankruptcies means less money for
bankruptcy lawyers. Also to the dismay of
bankruptcy lawyers, the Bill elevates child
support obligations to the first administra-
tive priority—a position currently occupied
by attorneys’ fees obligations. Efforts in the
bankruptcy bar to downplay the importance
of this protection for divorced mothers ap-
pear to be little more than a cynical effort to
hid the self-interest of bankruptcy lawyers
behind the skirts of divorced mothers.

Balanced bankruptcy reform preserves the
protection of the bankruptcy system for
those who need it, while limiting abuse by
those who are preying on that generosity
simply to evade their financial responsibil-
ities. This Bill brings balance to a consumer
bankruptcy system that has become a tool
for rich and savvy debtors to evade their fi-
nancial responsibilities. America has one of
the most charitable and forgiving bank-
ruptcy systems in the world and many of
those who file bankruptcy truly need it as a
consequence of personal trouble. But too
many people today are preying on our char-
ity and using the bankruptcy system not be-
cause they need it, but simply to evade their
responsibilities or to maintain an unrealistic
and extravagant lifestyle at the expense of
those who live responsibly. Ignoring rampant
abuse undermines public support for the
bankruptcy system generally, which will
eventually hurt those who legitimately need
bankruptcy relief. Now is the time to fix the
bankruptcy system before more drastic re-
forms are needed later.

Respectfully yours,
TODD J. ZYWICKI,

Assistant Professor of
Law, George Mason
University School of
Law.

JAMES J. WHITE,
Robert A. Sullivan,

Professor of Law,
University of Michi-
gan Law School.
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S. RES. 187
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish

to comment on Senator DASCHLE’s edu-
cation funding legislation, S. Res. 187.

The resolution states that the fund-
ing level for the Subcommittee on
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