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away from one of the greatest trade
partnerships we have on this planet.

Thank you.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LEE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate recess
from 4:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. today.

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

———

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 5:30 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 4:30 p.m.,
recessed until 5:30 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. ROUNDS).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

PROTECT STUDENTS ACT

Ms. HASSAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to join my colleague from Illi-
nois, Senator DURBIN, to discuss the
work we are doing to protect students
and taxpayers from predatory higher
education practices. I want to thank
Senator DURBIN for his incredible and
steadfast leadership on this issue.

All hard-working students deserve
the opportunity to receive a quality
education that will prepare them to
compete in this 21st-century economy.
Education is the cornerstone of ex-
panding opportunity, and it is wvital
that we ensure that more students
have access to quality, affordable high-
er education that will help them
thrive.

Unfortunately, too often, hard-work-
ing students, including our veterans
and servicemembers, are taken advan-
tage of by predatory for-profit colleges.
We have seen this issue time and again.

Years ago, we witnessed the collapse
of Corinthian Colleges, Inc., and ITT
Tech. Recently, we saw the collapses of
Education Corporation of America,
Vatterott College, and Dream Center
Education Holdings. Students attended
these institutions with the hope of fur-
thering their education and building
better lives for themselves and their
families.

In reality, though, these companies
were raking in billions of taxpayer
funds that enriched their executives
and investors, all while their students
were receiving subpar degrees at high
costs even though they were often re-
cruited with the promise of a good-pay-
ing job after graduation. This has left
tens of thousands of student borrowers
with huge amounts of debt that they
will never be able to repay, credits or
degrees of little value, and few job
prospects.

Unscrupulous actions by for-profit
colleges have also widely impacted our
country’s veterans who bravely fought
in defense of our freedoms and then, in
turn, were taken advantage of by pred-
atory, corrupt schools.

Our current system has done little to
stop these bad actors. Students and
taxpayers have been exploited in as-
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tounding ways and to an outrageous
degree. We need to do more to address
and to stop these predatory practices.
That is why I was pleased and honored
to join with Senator DURBIN last week
to introduce the Preventing Risky Op-
erations from Threatening the Edu-
cation and Career Trajectories of Stu-
dents Act of 2019, otherwise known as
the PROTECT Students Act.

This legislation would implement a
number of commonsense protections to
hold predatory institutions, including
for-profit schools, accountable when
they engage in unfair, deceptive, and
other fraudulent practices.

To start, the PROTECT Students Act
would safeguard our veterans and serv-
icemembers from predatory practices.
It would close a loophole in existing
law that allows colleges to count GI
benefits as non-Federal dollars toward
a required 10 percent of their revenues
that must be from a mnon-Federal
source. This has led some predatory
for-profit schools to deliberately and
aggressively recruit veterans and even
provide false information to them re-
garding their programs, including the
expected level of student debt and what
kinds of jobs would be available to the
students once they graduate. By clos-
ing that loophole through the PRO-
TECT Act, we can eliminate the incen-
tive for these schools to prey on vet-
erans and prevent veterans from going
into significant debt for a credential or
degree of little practical or economic
value.

Next, this legislation would add a
new review process for for-profit insti-
tutions that seek to convert to non-
profit or public status—something they
have been doing as a strategy to escape
key accountability requirements.

Our bill would also take steps to en-
sure that career education programs
actually prepare students for good-pay-
ing jobs because if students invest
thousands of dollars in their education,
they should be able to find a job that
will help them pay back their loans.

The PROTECT Students Act would
also codify the 2014 gainful employ-
ment regulation that helps prevent
students from enrolling in low-quality
programs that charge more than what
a student can reasonably pay back
after they graduate. This provision re-
quires improvement by schools whose
students are found to have too much
debt compared to their earnings, and it
cuts off Federal financial aid for those
schools that don’t improve. The meas-
ure also has the obvious benefit of pre-
venting Federal taxpayer dollars from
being wasted on worthless programs.

The PROTECT Students Act would
help student borrowers who have been
cheated or defrauded by predatory in-
stitutions, including for-profit col-
leges, by improving the process for bor-
rowers to have their loans forgiven if
the school they attend engages in
fraud.

This legislation would increase con-
sumer protections by banning the prac-
tice of mandatory arbitration, which
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has limited students’ ability to seek
legal action if they have been de-
frauded.

These are just some of the vital steps
the PROTECT Students Act would
take. This bill would be a strong step
forward for both students—including
veterans and servicemembers—and tax-
payers.

We are at a time when the Depart-
ment of Education, led by Secretary
Betsy DeVos, is doing everything in its
power to undermine protections for
students on these issues. Secretary
DeVos has done a disservice to stu-
dents by hiring into the Department
officials who have close ties with com-
panies that have defrauded students.
They then, unsurprisingly, have sup-
ported her mission of rolling back stu-
dent protections in favor of predatory
companies. Secretary DeVos has
worked to gut key consumer protec-
tions and weakened relief for students
who were victims of fraud. This is un-
acceptable. By supporting the PRO-
TECT Students Act, Members of the
Senate can send a message to Sec-
retary DeVos that we will not stand for
these actions.

I want to take a moment to thank
my friend and colleague, Senator DUR-
BIN, for his consistent leadership on
this issue. For years, Senator DURBIN
has been sounding the alarm about the
dangers of for-profit colleges, intro-
ducing legislation, and taking to the
Senate floor and bringing much needed
attention to this matter. It is time
that more of our colleagues listen to
his calls to stop these predatory insti-
tutions from taking advantage of stu-
dents all across the country.

Senator DURBIN, thank you again for
leading on this issue. I am thrilled that
we have been able to work together to
introduce the PROTECT Students Act,
and I look forward to working with you
to pass this legislation as part of the
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act.

Thank you.

I yield the floor to my colleague from
Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate Democratic whip.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from New Hamp-
shire for being my ally in showing real
leadership on this issue.

As a member of the HELP Com-
mittee, you will be sitting there in
those key hearings when we discuss the
reauthorization of higher education.
That will be our opportunity to bring
in some of these reforms that make a
difference in terms of this industry of
for-profit colleges and universities. I
thank you for that, and I join you in
this PROTECT Students Act, as I have
come to the floor so many times to
talk about this sector.

Most Americans don’t know what we
mean by for-profit colleges and univer-
sities. Who are they? Well, some of the
familiar names are the University of
Phoenix, DeVry University and others
like it, which portray themselves as in-
stitutes of higher education, and in
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some respects, they bear similarity.
Yet when it comes to the actual per-
formance of these schools, it is much
different. Many families don’t know
the difference.

I find in the city of Chicago, IL, that
students—particularly when they reach
their junior and senior years—are inun-
dated with all this advertising on so-
cial media about for-profit colleges and
universities.

I would say to Senator HASSAN, there
was a time in Washington before she
arrived where you could find television
ads that showed a young lady who ap-
peared to be about 20 years old, in her
pajamas, saying: I am here in my paja-
mas going to college at a for-profit col-
lege and university.

They tended to make it sound like it
was a pretty easy formula. All you
needed to do was log on, and the next
thing you knew, you had a diploma, a
certificate, and you were off for em-
ployment. That is not the real-world of
for-profit colleges and universities. The
real world is a much starker place.

I have often said that you can define
this issue between for-profit colleges
and universities and non-profit and
public universities and colleges in
America with two very simple num-
bers. This will be on the final. The
numbers are 9 and 34. For-profit col-
leges enroll 9 percent of all postsec-
ondary students. Nine percent go to
for-profit schools. Thirty-four percent
of all Federal student loan defaults are
students from for-profit colleges and
universities.

Nine percent of the students and 34
percent of the loan defaults. What is
going on here? The answer is very obvi-
ous, and it really tells the story about
for-profit colleges and universities.

They charge too much. All the sur-
veys we looked at say their tuition is
higher than you might run into at a
local community college or a public
university or a not-for-profit school.
They charge too much tuition.

Secondly, too many students drop
out before they finish. They are in so
much debt, they can’t continue.

Third, those who do finish and get a
diploma find out it isn’t worth much.
They don’t really end up in a job where
they can pay off their student loans, so
they stumble and fall despite their best
efforts, deep in debt from these for-
profit colleges and universities. Along
the way, they learn something inter-
esting: These credits they are sup-
posedly earning at the for-profit col-
leges and universities often can’t be
transferred anywhere. No one recog-
nizes them.

These students have been lured into
something called a ‘‘college’ or ‘‘uni-
versity,” lured into deep debt, and if
they finish, they find they have some-
thing that isn’t worth a job in the fu-
ture. Senator HASSAN and I are trying
to protect these families and these stu-
dents from this type of exploitation.

We know and I think most Americans
know that going to college can be an
expensive experience, but it can be a
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life-changing experience for the better.
If you pick the right school and get
yourself a college education, you will
be in a better position, in most cases,
when it comes to your future life.
Right now, we are finding that when it
comes to these schools, there is a much
different outcome.

Throughout this higher education de-
bate, you are going to hear a common
refrain from this industry. They often
say that different types of institutions
of higher education shouldn’t be treat-
ed differently under the law, that ev-
erybody should play by the same rules.
They go on to say that any regulations
or requirements that apply only to for-
profit colleges discriminate on the
basis of tax status.

Last week, Secretary of Education
Betsy DeVos accused me of discrimi-
nating based on tax status, for-profit
versus nonprofit. I couldn’t care less,
from my point of view, whether it is
for-profit or nonprofit; the question is,
What are they giving to these stu-
dents? What are the students receiving
for the money that is being paid?

In her final report to Congress, re-
tired Department of Education Inspec-
tor General Kathleen Tighe wrote:
“The [for-profit college] sector con-
tinues to be a high-risk area for the de-
partment.”’” She went on to say that the
industry’s own practices and perform-
ances ‘‘provide a clear demonstration
of the need for particular account-
ability.”

Let’s start with the basics. As I said,
9 percent of the students; 34 percent of
the student loan defaults. Students at
for-profit colleges graduate with an av-
erage debt of nearly $40,000; students at
nonprofit and public colleges and uni-
versities, $28,000. In 2014, more than
half of the top 25 schools whose stu-
dents held the most cumulative stu-
dent loan debt were for-profit colleges.
Eight of the top 10 students with the
most debt were for-profit colleges. The
average cohort default rate over 5
years at these eight colleges was 33
percent. Over 5 years, a third of the
students were going to default on their
student loans.

The average, incidentally, for the
two not-for-profit institutions in the
top ten was 6 percent. So, at the end of
5 years, one-third of the students who
graduated from for-profit schools in
the top ten for cumulative student debt
had defaulted. For the students from
the nonprofit schools in the top ten for
cumulative student debt, it was only 6
percent. These for-profit schools are
notorious for luring these students and
sometimes their families into debt, and
then the students can’t find the jobs to
pay off the debt.

A basic reminder: Of all of the debt
you can incur in the United States of
America—think about it—that being
for your home, your car, your boat,
whatever it happens to be—there is one
category of debt you can never dis-
charge in bankruptcy: a student loan.
You are going to carry student loan
debt with you for the rest of your life.
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We have a case in which a grand-
mother literally cosigned a note so her
granddaughter could go to college, and
the granddaughter defaulted on the
student loan. Guess what happened to
the grandmother’s Social Security pay-
ment. The government came and took
part of it in order to pay off that stu-
dent loan.

It never, ever goes away. It is a
loan—a debt—for life. That is why it is
different. We can make a mistake on a
home; we can lose a job or have an ill-
ness in the family and default on a
mortgage and have the debt we owe
discharged in bankruptcy, but it is not
so when it comes to student loans.

In a 2017 letter to Secretary DeVos
and congressional leadership, 19 State
attorneys general, led by then-Illinois
Attorney General Lisa Madigan, wrote:
“Over the past 15 years, millions of
students have been defrauded by un-
scrupulous for-profit postsecondary
schools.”

These chief State law enforcement
officers noted the specific risks to stu-
dents from the for-profit college sector.

The recent closures of so many of
these schools have left these students
stranded. Imagine if your son or daugh-
ter were going to one of these for-profit
colleges or universities, and then it
went out of business. Would that mean
you would have to pay off your student
loan? Technically, yes. In order to be
relieved from your student loan, you
would have to submit a borrower de-
fense claim to the U.S. Department of
Education.

How often do these schools fail? Let
me read to you a list of some of these
for-profit colleges and universities that
have gone failed: Corinthian, ITT Tech,
Education Corporation of America,
Vatterott, and Dream Center.

How many students who attended
these schools were left high and dry
when the schools went out of business?
There were 140,000 students. Of the
more than 218,000 borrowers who have
sought discharges from the Depart-
ment of Education as a result of being
defrauded by their institutions, the
vast majority have been students from
for-profit colleges.

The for-profit colleges promised
them jobs that never materialized. The
for-profit colleges said: If you take the
following course, you can become a
computer technician of some kind. It
never happened. They were defrauded
by these schools. They signed up for
the loans, and then the schools went
out of business. So here they are with
the loans and no jobs.

We have this borrower defense proc-
ess by which the students can go
through the Federal Government to try
to be relieved of their student debt. Yet
I can’t understand this. The U.S. De-
partment of Education is not proc-
essing these students’ borrower defense
applications. When we said to Sec-
retary DeVos, ‘““Come on. Give these
young kids a break. Their lives are on
hold until they figure out what has
happened to their student loan debt
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from their for-profit schools,” she
hasn’t gotten around to it, and we have
been waiting patiently for that to hap-
pen. I thank Senator HASSAN for put-
ting a finger on it.

The people who are running this De-
partment of Education are former ex-
ecutives of these for-profit schools. So,
it’s no surprise.

So, no, Madam Secretary. Meeting
our obligation as lawmakers to focus
accountability and protections where
there is the greatest risk to students
and taxpayers is not discriminating
based on tax status; it is acknowl-
edging reality.

The bill we are talking about today
doesn’t target for-profit colleges, and it
doesn’t seek to put an end to for-profit
education. It is not a witch hunt or a
liberal conspiracy; it is a response to
the objective risks to students and tax-
payers that the for-profit college indus-
try represents today.

The PROTECT Students Act would
close the 90/10 loophole. Incidentally,
can you imagine that these are so-
called for-profit colleges and univer-
sities and that they are the most heav-
ily federally subsidized businesses in
America? We took a look around. We
looked at defense contractors and ev-
erything we could think of. The high-
est level of Federal subsidy goes to this
industry.

Imagine, a student signs up. The stu-
dent may first qualify for a Pell grant
of $6,000. The for-profit college takes
that Federal money in. Then the stu-
dent still owes some debt. They say:
Well, you need a government loan. So
the student borrows from the govern-
ment. At that point, all we have seen
across the table are Federal dollars
that are directly out of the Treasury.
The student still carries the debt, but
the money to this so-called private
business is all straight out of the Fed-
eral Treasury—hardly a hearty exam-
ple of capitalism at work.

The 90/10 rule was designed to pre-
vent for-profit colleges from depending
on more than 90 percent of their rev-
enue coming straight from the Federal
Treasury. It didn’t work. Unfortu-
nately, a loophole in the law only
counts the Department of Education’s
title IV funds as Federal revenue while
counting billions from the Department
of Veterans Affairs’ GI bill and the De-
partment of Defense tuition assistance
as non-Federal funds.

Here is what it means: If you are
serving in our military and are entitled
to GI bill education benefits that are
going to help pay for your education,
for-profit colleges have a financial in-
centive to aggressively target and re-
cruit you. It turns out they can take
virtually 100 percent of their revenue
directly from the Treasury by enrolling
large numbers of students eligible for
Federal benefits that are not included
in the 90/10 rule. We think that is
wrong. We think the 90/10 rule should
count these veterans’ benefits and
other Federal education benefits as
Federal funds.
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I see there are others on the floor,
and I am not going to make this any
longer. I will bring it to a close because
Senator HASSAN has covered the ele-
ments of this bill that I think are very
important.

To my friends who serve with me in
the U.S. Senate, here is what it boils
down to: Do we care about these stu-
dents and their families? Are we wor-
ried about the fact that 9 percent of
the postsecondary students end up at
for-profit schools and account for over
one-third of all student loan defaults?
Are we willing to hold these schools ac-
countable and every school account-
able so they treat students fairly?

Are we willing to say, for example,
the University of Illinois has a rela-
tionship with its students who enroll?
The University of Illinois does not have
a mandatory arbitration clause, but
many for-profit schools do. What does
it mean? If you feel you have been mis-
treated by the school, those at the
school will sit down and decide your
fate through an arbitration process,
which students virtually always lose.
Most schools don’t do that to their stu-
dents, but these schools look at them
as cash-paying customers, and that is
how they treat them when it comes to
arbitration.

There are a lot of things we can do in
this bill to protect the students who
are currently being exploited. What is
more important than making sure
these students don’t get off to a bad
start in life but are treated fairly and
honestly and not exploited at the ex-
pense of their families and the expense
of American taxpayers?

I thank Senator HASSAN for being the
lead sponsor of this legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I want
to comment briefly on the proposed
constitutional amendment to elimi-
nate the electoral college that my col-
leagues are introducing this week. It is
just the latest radical proposal by the
Democrats to upend our constitutional
system of government.

Why all the sudden interest in these
changes? It is very simple.

The Democrats and their media wing
still can’t get over that they lost the
2016 election, so they have spent the
last 2 years looking for scapegoats.
First, it was the collusion hoax, but
the Mueller report has put an end to
that. Now they blame the Constitution
itself and want to eliminate the elec-
toral college, which they claim robbed
the so-called popular vote winner of
her rightful office.

Let’s be clear about something up
front: We have never had a Presidential
election with a popular vote winner or
loser in the genuine meaning of those
words. It is not how we contest the
Presidency, and it never has been.
Campaigns organize their entire strate-
gies around the electoral college. Guess
what. Hillary Clinton did too. She just
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didn’t do it very well. For the losers to
complain afterward that they really
won is like a football team that gets
outscored but says it won the game be-
cause it made more first downs or like
a basketball team that got outscored
but says it won the game because it
made more free throws.

Yet let’s suppose that we do change
the rules of the game. Let’s suppose we
get rid of the electoral college. What
would we get?

Get ready for nationwide recounts
and election contests. If you thought
Bush v. Gore was a circus or that Cali-
fornia’s ballot harvesting operations
were a fraud, wait until you see a na-
tionwide recount. Getting rid of the
electoral college would also encourage
fringe third parties with all of the in-
stability we see in European par-
liamentary elections. Neither can-
didate received 50 percent of the vote
in 2016. Imagine an election in which a
winner would not even get 40 percent of
the vote. How would the Democrats re-
spond to that?

Of course, getting rid of the electoral
college could further reduce the role of
the States in our elections. The Found-
ers believed, rightfully, that the States
were sovereign political communities
that had real interests and real views
that deserved to have a voice in the na-
tional government apart from simple,
nationwide majority rule. The Found-
ers didn’t want our vast continental
Nation to be ruled like colonies from a
few coastal capitals. They wanted our
one, true national officeholder to un-
derstand and account for the diverse
ways in which we work and live and
think.

Under the electoral college, which I
hasten to add is just like in the Senate,
the States can express their will as
States. Hawaiians get to speak as Ha-
waiians about whom the President
ought to be. The same goes for
Vermonters and Arkansans. Doing
away with the electoral college would
be especially harmful to the small
States while it would concentrate
power in big States and in a few
megacities. So it is not surprising to
see Senators from California and New
York and Illinois supporting this rad-
ical proposal. They have obvious rea-
sons to weaken the smaller States.

I have to confess that I am a little
surprised that my colleague from Ha-
waii is joining their effort because it
would relegate his small island State
to the status of a colony—ruled from
afar by a few vast cities on the main-
land. Hawaii, with its 1.4 million peo-
ple, would have less say in our Presi-
dential elections than would San
Diego. It would barely outpace Dallas,
TX.

Politicians who support abolishing
the electoral college say it would break
the supposed stranglehold that rural
red States have on our elections, but
this isn’t really a red or blue issue. Ha-
waii, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the
District of Columbia all have a greater
say about who leads our country,
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thanks to the electoral college, and the
last I checked, none of those places are
Republican strongholds nor does one
party ever have a so-called strangle-
hold on the electoral college. It is far
from it. In the 1980s, people spoke
about the Republicans’ electoral col-
lege lock. In more recent times, they
have spoken about the Democratic Par-
ty’s blue wall in the electoral college.

My State and New Mexico, for in-
stance, were fiercely contested in the
Bush era—not so much anymore. In
2008, Barack Obama won Pennsylva-
nia’s 20 electoral votes in a cakewalk.
Eight years later, Donald Trump eked
out a victory in the Keystone State.
Next year, Ohio might not be a com-
petitive Presidential election State,
but Texas may be. Politics can change
fast, and the electoral college changes
with it, which forces candidates to con-
sider our entire vast country. Without
it, a candidate could actually ignore
Wisconsin, yet still win.

I should also point out that my col-
league’s amendment this week is not
the only proposal to scrap the electoral
college. A number of States have also
signed on to a so-called interstate com-
pact that would require those States to
ignore the express will of their voters
and award their electoral votes to who-
ever wins the national popular vote.

It is called the National Popular
Vote Interstate Compact. I would pre-
fer to call it the ‘““Small State Suicide
Compact.”

It is designed to circumvent the dif-
ficult process of amending our Con-
stitution, which of course means it is
unconstitutional. There is already a
process for changing the Constitution.
It is called the amendment process.

So I will give some praise to my col-
leagues this week for filing a constitu-
tional amendment to change the elec-
toral college legally, but I would point
out that the Democratic Party’s will-
ingness to bypass our Constitution to
eliminate the electoral college reveals
that what is at stake here is not really
democratic principle but one single
thing—power, seizing it and holding on
to it.

Me? I think I will stick with the Con-
stitution. Alexander Hamilton said of
the electoral college: If it be not per-
fect, it is at least excellent.

I am with Hamilton.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Executive Calendar No. 87.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Mark Anthony Calabria, of
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Virginia, to be Director of the Federal
Housing Finance Agency for a term of
five years.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Mark Anthony Calabria, of Vir-
ginia, to be Director of the Federal Housing
Finance Agency for a term of five years.

Mitch McConnell, Shelley Moore Capito,
Mike Crapo, Johnny Isakson, John Cor-
nyn, Mike Rounds, Marco Rubio, John
Barrasso, Pat Roberts, John Thune,
John Boozman, James E. Risch, Rich-
ard C. Shelby, Roger F. Wicker, Rich-
ard Burr, Thom Tillis, John Hoeven.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

———

ARMS SALES NOTIFICATION

Mr. RISCH. Madam President, sec-
tion 36(b) of the Arms Export Control
Act requires that Congress receive
prior notification 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
stipulates that, in the Senate, the noti-
fication 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. JAMES E. RISCH,
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.
19-15, concerning the Navy’s proposed Let-
ter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to the Govern-
ment of India for defense articles and serv-
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ices estimated to cost $2.6 billion. After this
letter is delivered to your office, we plan to
issue a news release to notify the public of
this proposed sale.
Sincerely,
CHARLES W. HOOPER,
Lieutenant General, USA, Director.

TRANSMITTAL NO. 19-15

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: Government of
India.

(ii) Total Estimated Value:

Major Defense Equipment* $1.6 billion.

Other $1.0 billion.

Total $2.6 billion.

(iii) Description and Quantity or Quan-
tities of Articles or Services under Consider-
ation for Purchase:

Major Defense Equipment (MDE):

Twenty-four (24) MH-60R Multi-Mission
Helicopters, equipped with the following:

Thirty (30) APS-153(V) Multi-Mode Radars
(24 installed, 6 spares).

Sixty (60) T700 GE-401C Engines (48 in-
stalled and 12 spares).

Twenty-four (24) Airborne Low Frequency
System (ALFS) (20 installed, 4 spares).

Thirty (30) AN/AAS-44C(V) Multi-Spectral
Targeting System (24 installed, 6 spares).

Fifty-four (54) Embedded Global Posi-
tioning System/Inertial Navigation Systems
(EGI) with Selective Availability/Anti-Spoof-
ing Module (SAASM) (48 installed, 6 spares).

One thousand (1,0000 AN/SSQ-36/53/62
Sonobuoys.

Ten (10) AGM-114 Hellfire Missiles.

Five (5) AGM-114 M36-E9 Captive Air
Training Missiles (CATM).

Four (4) AGM-114Q Hellfire Training Mis-
siles.

Thirty-eight (38) Advanced Precision Kill
Weapon System (APKWS) Rockets.

Thirty (30) MK 54 Torpedoes.

Twelve (12) M-240D Crew Served Guns.

Twelve (12) GAU-21 Crew Served Guns.

Two (2) Naval Strike Missile Emulators.

Four (4) Naval Strike Missile Captive Inert
Training Missiles.

One (1) MH-60B/R Excess Defense Article
(EDA) USN legacy Aircraft.

Non-MDE: Also included are seventy (70)
AN/AVS-9 Night Vision Devices; fifty-four
(564) AN/ARC-210 RT-1990A(C) radios with
COMSEC (48 installed, 6 spares); thirty (30)
AN/ARC-220 High Frequency radios (24 in-
stalled, 6 spares); thirty (30) AN/APX-123
Identification Friend or Foe (IFF) tran-
sponders (24 installed, 6 spares); spare engine
containers; facilities study, design, and con-
struction; spare and repair parts; support
and test equipment; communication equip-
ment; ferry support; publications and tech-
nical documentation; personnel training and
training equipment; U.S. Government and
contractor engineering, technical and logis-
tics support services; and other related ele-
ments of logistical and program support.

(iv) Military Department: Navy (IN-P-
SAY).

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: None.

(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: See Attached Annex.

(viii) Date Report Delivered to Congress:
April 2, 2019.

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

POLICY JUSTIFICATION
India—MH-60R Multi-Mission Helicopters

The Government of India has requested to
buy twenty-four (24) MH-60R Multi-Mission
helicopters, equipped with the following:
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