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and bewilderment. They will applaud 
those Americans who worked to pre-
serve America’s values as a nation of 
immigrants. 

I am proud to say that one of those 
champions is an Irish immigrant from 
Chicago. His name is Billy Lawless. He 
moved to America with his family 
nearly 20 years ago. 

Billy, his wife, Anne, and their four 
grown children are all American citi-
zens now. Together, they own some of 
the best, most popular restaurants and 
pubs in Chicago. 

Billy Lawless is also a tireless and el-
oquent advocate for immigration re-
form. It is not just Irish immigrants 
that he cares about; it is all immi-
grants and refugees. He is chairman of 
a group called Chicago Celts for Immi-
gration Reform and a founding member 
of the Illinois Business Immigration 
Coalition. 

Two years ago, he gained another, ex-
traordinary platform from which to ad-
vocate for just immigration policies. 
Lawless, who holds duel U.S.-Irish citi-
zenship, was appointed to serve in the 
Irish Senate, representing the Irish Di-
aspora overseas. 

‘‘The America that I believe in,’’ he 
says, ‘‘is a humane nation. It is the 
land of the free, the land of oppor-
tunity, and the land of immigrants.’’ 

Let us remember that this month, as 
we celebrate the contributions of Irish 
immigrants to America. 

f 

FOR-PROFIT COLLEGES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it has 
been nearly 4 years since the collapse 
of Corinthian Colleges and almost 2 
years since the collapse of ITT Tech, 
two of the largest college collapses in 
U.S. history. 

These infamous companies left tens 
of thousands of students in the lurch, 
interrupting their education and leav-
ing them with worthless credits and 
tons of debt. 

Rather than being anomalies, these 
companies embodied the for-profit col-
lege industry, an industry that enrolls 
only 9 percent of all postsecondary stu-
dents but accounts for 33 percent of all 
Federal student loan defaults. The 
same predatory practices that took 
down Corinthian and ITT Tech are 
commonplace throughout the for-profit 
college industry, even today. 

So this notion that some would have 
you believe—that, with Corinthian and 
ITT Tech gone, this industry is magi-
cally cleaned up and purged of bad ac-
tors—is nothing more than an attempt 
by the industry to justify rolling back 
important consumer protections like 
the Gainful Employment and Borrower 
Defense rules. 

Case in point: Ashford University is 
owned by Bridgepoint Education. This 
is a company that, from its very incep-
tion, has shown a determination to 
work the system in order to profit. 

It all began in 2005, when a group of 
investors bought a tiny Catholic col-
lege in Iowa, which at the time had an 

enrollment of 312 students, but what 
came along with that small campus 
was the gold for Ashford: regional ac-
creditation. That accreditation opened 
the company’s coffers to millions in 
Federal student aid funds. 

Since that time, Ashford has closed 
the Iowa campus and become an online 
giant, enrolling more than 40,000 stu-
dents across the country and taking in 
almost $390 million in Federal title IV 
funds. 

Boy, have Ashford executives and 
owners gotten rich. From 2014 to 2016, 
Bridgepoint’s CEO, Andrew Clark, 
made more than $10 million in total 
compensation. 

Meanwhile, its students have been 
left buried in debt with worthless di-
plomas that employers often don’t rec-
ognize. According to a recent Brook-
ings study, as of 2014, Ashford student 
cumulatively owed almost $6 billion in 
Federal student loan debt, making it 
one of eight for-profit schools in the 
top 10 schools whose students owe the 
most cumulative debt. Of the Ashford 
students who left in 2009, nearly half 
had defaulted on their debt 5 years 
later. 

Just like Corinthian and ITT Tech, 
Ashford has been the subject of numer-
ous Federal and State investigations 
and lawsuits. 

Ashford is currently being inves-
tigated by State attorneys general in 
Iowa, Massachusetts, New York, and 
North Carolina, as well as the U.S. Se-
curities and Exchange Commission and 
U.S. Department of Justice. The Cali-
fornia Attorney General is currently 
suing Ashford for ‘‘defrauding and de-
ceiving students.’’ 

In addition, in 2014, Ashford was 
forced to pay $7.25 million in a settle-
ment with the Iowa Attorney General 
for consumer fraud. Once again, 
Ashford used false and misleading 
statements, as well as unfair and high- 
pressure sales tactics to lure students 
into enrolling and taking on debt. 

Just last year, Ashford agreed to pay 
$30 million to the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau for deceptive acts 
and practices, including misleading 
students about their student loan pay-
ments. 

Also like Corinthian and ITT Tech, 
Ashford uses mandatory predispute ar-
bitration clauses to hide its mis-
conduct and prevent students from 
holding them accountable in court. 

These clauses, often buried in stacks 
of enrollment documents that students 
must sign in order to take classes, 
force students to give up their right to 
sue the school of misconduct either as 
individuals or part of a class. The prac-
tice is almost unheard of at public and 
legitimate not-for-profit institutions, 
but is a hallmark of the for-profit col-
lege industry. 

Not only does the practice steer dis-
putes into arbitration proceeding 
where the deck is often stacked against 
the student, nondisclosure agreements 
often prevent the alleged misconduct 
or the outcome of the arbitration pro-

ceeding from becoming public. This 
hides misconduct from regulators and 
accreditors, often allowing for-profit 
colleges like Ashford to continue ille-
gal practices for years without detec-
tion. 

In addition to receiving millions of 
dollars in Department of Education 
title IV funds, Ashford also heavily re-
cruits veterans and servicemembers 
who qualify for Department of Vet-
erans Affairs G.I. bill funds. 

You see, for-profit colleges see vet-
erans and servicemembers as gold. 

Federal law prohibits for-profit col-
leges from receiving more than 90 per-
cent of their revenue from Federal 
sources, but rather than counting all 
taxpayer-funded education assistance 
programs, including VA G.I. bill and 
Department of Defense tuition assist-
ance, current law only counts title IV 
funds as Federal revenue. 

This means that by aggressively tar-
geting and recruiting veterans and 
servicemembers, for-profit colleges like 
Ashford can receive an unlimited 
amount of their revenue straight from 
the Federal Treasury. 

Marine veteran James Long found 
himself on the receiving end of that ag-
gressive recruiting. A few years ago, 
Bloomberg told his story: 

His Humvee was struck by artillery shells 
in Iraq. He suffered a severe brain injury. 
While recovering at Camp Lejeune, he was 
visited by an Ashford recruiter who signed 
him up for classes. But despite knowing he 
was enrolled, his brain injury was so severe 
that he couldn’t remember what courses he 
was enrolled in. 

The California Attorney General’s 
complaint against Ashford includes the 
stories of two other veterans. 

First, an Army Reserve veteran re-
ferred to as P.M. was encouraged by 
Ashford representatives to attend 
courses at a local community college 
while taking classes at Ashford. 

P.M. was told that, by attending a 
ground-based campus rather than just 
Ashford’s online classes, he would qual-
ify for a higher monthly housing allow-
ance under the G.I. bill, and he could 
transfer his community college credits 
toward his Ashford program. He was 
later ‘‘alarmed’’ to find that Ashford 
limited the number of credits he could 
transfer and refused to recognize some 
of the courses he had previously com-
pleted. 

As a result, P.M. had to take addi-
tional courses at Ashford, receiving the 
lower housing allowance rate, to make 
up for the lost credits. He then ‘‘fell be-
hind on his rent, had to take on an-
other job to keep up with his bills, and 
his credit score suffered.’’ In addition, 
he wasted part of his limited G.I. bill 
education benefits on courses that he 
could not put toward a degree. 

Another veteran, ‘‘P.J.,’’ was told 
that Ashford would accept most of the 
140 credits he had earned at other insti-
tutions and could expect to graduate 
within 18 months. He was also assured 
that he would be able to transfer his 
Ashford credits to a community col-
lege. 
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After he had already enrolled and 

began taking classes at Ashford, P.J. 
discovered that Ashford had accepted 
none of his credits from other schools 
despite their promises. When he later 
tried to transfer his Ashford credits to 
two other schools, he found that nei-
ther would accept them. 

This is how Ashford treats veterans. 
In recent years, Ashford has taken in 

as much as $38 million in G.I. bill funds 
and is currently engaged in a fight to 
maintain eligibility to receive these 
funds in the future. 

Here is what it boils down to: Ashford 
is not approved for G.I. bill benefits by 
the California State Approving Agency, 
a requirement for it to be eligible for 
G.I. bill funds nationwide. The com-
pany has spent months on dubious 
legal action and other schemes to skirt 
Federal G.I. bill eligibility require-
ments. The matter is now in court. 

With its G.I. bill eligibility in doubt, 
Ashford announced in November it 
would voluntarily suspend new enroll-
ments of veterans using G.I. bill funds. 
This would prevent new veterans from 
being put at risk and additional tax-
payer dollars being wasted should the 
company lose eligibility. 

As reported by The Chronicle of 
Higher Education, the company re-
sumed new G.I. bill enrollments in Feb-
ruary and acknowledged on a call with 
investors that the suspension had 
‘‘negatively impacted fourth-quarter 
performance.’’ That is right; the com-
pany made the blatant decision that 
profits are more important than vet-
erans. 

Last week, Senator HASSAN and I 
sent a letter to Bridgepoint’s CEO, An-
drew Clark, expressing our outrage and 
calling on him to immediately halt 
new enrollments until their G.I. bill 
eligibility is resolved with the VA. If 
the company fails to do so, it will lay 
bare the true disregard they have for 
the students, especially veterans, they 
claim to serve. 

Also last week, Bridgepoint an-
nounced that it is up to even more she-
nanigans. It will attempt to separate 
from Ashford and another school it 
owns to become an Online Program 
Management company while Ashford 
seeks to become a not-for-profit col-
lege. If approved, this complicated ma-
neuver would mean that Ashford would 
no longer have to abide by the Federal 
90-10 rule or other accountability meas-
ures focused on for-profit colleges. 

At the same time, other for-profit 
conversions have been structured in a 
way that their owners are still able to 
personally profit from the new not-for- 
profit entity. It is the best of both 
worlds for owners and investors; the 
school is able to shed Federal account-
ability requirements while still prof-
iting off of students and taxpayers. 

I call on the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, the Department of Education, and 
Ashford’s accreditor—the WASC Senior 
College and University Commission—to 
carefully scrutinize this proposal in 
light of other dubious for-profit conver-

sions and Bridgepoint’s own long 
record of misconduct. 

Despite the closure of Corinthian and 
ITT Tech, companies like Ashford con-
tinue to exploit students and veterans 
while raking in billions in Federal tax-
payer dollars, using every possible 
scheme they can think of to do it. 

Until Secretary DeVos stops siding 
with her friends in the for-profit col-
lege industry or Congress acts, stu-
dents will continue to be harmed and 
taxpayer dollars will continue to line 
the pockets of cheats and crooks. 

f 

ARMS SALES NOTIFICATION 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
requires that Congress receive prior no-
tification of certain proposed arms 
sales as defined by that statute. Upon 
such notification, the Congress has 30 
calendar days during which the sale 
may be reviewed. The provision stipu-
lates that, in the Senate, the notifica-
tion of proposed sales shall be sent to 
the chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

In keeping with the committee’s in-
tention to see that relevant informa-
tion is available to the full Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the notifications which 
have been received. If the cover letter 
references a classified annex, then such 
annex is available to all Senators in 
the office of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, room SD–423. 

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

DEFENSE SECURITY 
COOPERATION AGENCY, 

Arlington, VA. 
Hon. BOB CORKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re-

porting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act, as amended, 
we are forwarding herewith Transmittal No. 
17–60, concerning the Army’s proposed Let-
ter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to Saudi Ara-
bia for defense articles and services esti-
mated to cost $300 million. After this letter 
is delivered to your office, we plan to issue a 
news release to notify the public of this pro-
posed sale. 

Sincerely, 
GREGORY M. KAUSNER 

(for Charles W. Hooper, Lieutenant 
General, USA, Director). 

Enclosures. 

TRANSMITTAL NO. 17–60 

Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of 
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended 

(i) Prospective Purchaser: Kingdom of 
Saudi Arabia. 

(ii) Total Estimated Value: 
Major Defense Equipment* $0 million. 
Other $300 million. 
Total $300 million. 
(iii) Description and Ouantity or Quan-

tities of Articles or Services under Consider-
ation for Purchase: 

Major Defense Equipment (MDE): None. 
Non-MDE: A new Foreign Military Sales 

Order (FMSO) II to provide funds for blanket 
order requisitions under a Cooperative Lo-

gistics Supply Support Agreement (CLSSA) 
for common spares/repair parts to support 
Saudi Arabia’s fleet of M1A2 Abrams tanks, 
M2 Bradley Fighting Vehicles, High Mobility 
Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWVs), 
Light Armored Vehicles (LANs), M198 Towed 
Howitzers, additional support, and other re-
lated elements of logistics and program sup-
port. 

(iv) Military Department: Army (XX–B– 
KYN). 

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: SR–B–KYM, 
SR–B–KYL, SR–B–KSB, SR–B–KRK, SR–B– 
KRI, SR–B–KRE, SR–B–KRB, SR–B–KRA, 
SR–B–KLF, SR–B–KEZ, SR–B–UBW. 

(vi) Sales Commission, Fee, etc., Paid, Of-
fered, or Agreed to be Paid: None. 

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology Contained 
in the Defense Article or Defense Services 
Proposed to be Sold: None. 

(viii) Date Report Delivered to Congress: 
March 22, 2018. 

*As defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 

Saudi Arabia—Royal Saudi Land Forces Ord-
nance Corps Foreign Military Sales Order 
(FMSO) II Case 

The Government of the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia has requested a possible purchase of a 
new Foreign Military Sales Order (FMSO) II 
to provide funds for blanket order req-
uisitions under a Cooperative Logistics Sup-
ply Support Agreement (CLSSA) for common 
spares/repair parts to support Saudi Arabia’s 
fleet of M1A2 Abrams tanks, M2 Bradley 
Fighting Vehicles, High Mobility Multipur-
pose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWVs), Light Ar-
mored Vehicles (LAVs), M198 Towed Howit-
zers, additional support, and other related 
elements of logistics and program support. 
The total estimated program cost is $300 mil-
lion. 

This proposed sale will contribute to U.S. 
foreign policy and national security objec-
tives by helping to improve the security of a 
friendly country which has been, and con-
tinues to be, an important force for political 
stability and economic growth in the Middle 
East. This potential sale is consistent with 
U.S. initiatives to provide key allies in the 
region with modern systems that will en-
hance interoperability with U.S. forces and 
increase stability. 

The primary objective of this proposed sale 
is to allow the Royal Saudi Land Forces Ord-
nance Corps to continue to purchase needed 
spare/repair parts to maintain Saudi Ara-
bia’s fleet of M1A2 Abrams Tanks, M2 Brad-
ley Fighting Vehicles, High Mobility Multi-
purpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWVs), Light 
Armored Vehicles (LAVs), M198 Towed How-
itzers, additional support vehicles and other 
related logistics support as part of the Coop-
erative Logistics Supply Support Arrange-
ment (CLSSA) program. Saudi Arabia will 
have no difficulty absorbing this equipment 
and support into its armed forces. 

The proposed sale of this equipment and 
support will not alter the basic military bal-
ance in the region. 

There are no principal contractors in-
volved with this potential sale. There are no 
known offset agreements proposed in connec-
tion with this potential sale. 

Implementation of this proposed sale will 
not require the permanent assignment of any 
U.S. Government or contractor representa-
tives to Saudi Arabia. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. de-
fense readiness as a result of this proposed 
sale. 
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