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Department of EducaƟon Officials Talk Post-July 1 Student Aid Landscape at NASFAA 2026 

Officials from the U.S. Department of EducaƟon (ED) joined the NASFAA 2026 NaƟonal Conference just 
one day before monumental federal student aid policy changes take effect, as financial aid professionals 
eagerly awaited addiƟonal guidance and clarificaƟon on the regulaƟons they’re tasked with 
implemenƟng. 

On the second day of NASFAA’s annual convening, financial aid professionals heard directly from Under 
Secretary of EducaƟon Nicholas Kent in a fireside chat with NASFAA President & CEO Melanie Storey. Just 
hours before, on Monday evening, ED released its final regulaƟons from the Accountability in Higher 
EducaƟon and Access through Demand-driven Workforce Pell (AHEAD) commiƩee, as well as updated 
guidance following a temporary stay impacƟng key parts of ED’s narrowed professional degree definiƟon 
— two developments Kent briefly addressed in his remarks. 

NASFAA is currently working on a deep dive of ED’s accountability rules, which will be available in an 
upcoming ediƟon of Today’s News. AddiƟonally, NASFAA will hold a special session during its virtual 
summit that will delve into ED’s final rules on accountability for low earnings outcomes. 

These accountability regulaƟons were developed aŌer the enactment of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act 
(OBBBA), which Kent referred to as the Working Families Tax Cuts Act. According to Kent, since the 
accountability rule is considered a "market-moving rule," the department had to publish it aŌer the 
stock markets closed, which is why it was released at 5:15 p.m. on June 29. 

“For the first Ɵme ever, we are going to be starƟng an accountability framework that launches tomorrow, 
where every single insƟtuƟon, whether you are public, private, non-profit, proprietary, whether you 
offer Ph.Ds. or whether you offer a cerƟficate program,” Kent said. “What the American people expect is 
that if they send their son or daughter to enroll in college, then they should be slightly beƩer off than if 
they never aƩended. I think it is a preƩy low bar, to be honest.” 

There are many compeƟng prioriƟes for aid offices to sort through this summer. Kent stressed that there 
isn’t currently an immediate urgency for schools to address these new regulaƟons and explained that the 
first data reporƟng period will begin this October and that the department will first begin calculaƟng 
new earnings tests in 2027. 

New Developments and Post-SAVE Loan Repayment 

In other late-breaking news, Kent explained how the department was complying with a recent court 
ruling that temporarily halted the implementaƟon of a porƟon of ED’s (ED) narrowed professional 
degree definiƟon from its Reimagining and Improving Student EducaƟon (RISE) final rule. 



Kent explained that ED's Ɵght Ɵmeline for implemenƟng the rule may have made it difficult for the court 
to fully register the nuances around the department’s work to define a professional student, which could 
have led to the temporary pause. ED will now take some Ɵme to further explain to the court how its 
definiƟon was developed and will work to ensure the court is more comfortable moving forward, Kent 
said. 

To provide aid offices with more guidance on the court’s order, the department issued an electronic 
announcement clarifying how schools should treat professional degree programs for loan limit purposes. 
These codes are temporarily eligible for the higher professional degree program loan limits during the 
stay, unƟl the case is heard in full and a final ruling is made. 

Kent also shared updates on the repayment landscape and an upcoming negoƟated rulemaking session. 

The next rulemaking session will be the department’s sixth commiƩee under the second Trump 
administraƟon and will focus on regulatory reducƟons that will touch on the process for campus 
mergers, consolidaƟons, and closures. 

Regarding the repayment landscape, Kent devoted most of his Ɵme to the latest developments in the 
SAVE plan, but also touched on the department’s efforts to simplify the loan rehabilitaƟon process. Kent 
explained that the department is working to make the loan rehabilitaƟon process fricƟonless so that 
borrowers aren’t required to rely on paper applicaƟons that can take up to a month to complete when 
the process should only take minutes. 

The department has emphasized its focus on returning borrowers to repayment, which has been 
complicated by ongoing legal disputes over SAVE. 

Kent said that he empathized with borrowers who are confused and frustrated by the repayment 
landscape and said that SAVE was simply broad student loan forgiveness in disguise. 

Beginning on July 1, servicers will begin contacƟng borrowers enrolled in the SAVE plan, telling them to 
move to a “lawful” repayment plan. Servicers will contact up to 250,000 borrowers per week and give 
them 90 days to select a new repayment plan. If they do not choose a plan, they will be moved to the 
new Repayment Assistance plan (RAP). 

Kent explained that the onboarding process has given SAVE borrowers plenty of Ɵme to think about their 
move to another plan since they first began receiving communicaƟons last July that explained the plan 
was going away. 

To get a sense of how schools operate, Kent said he has also prioriƟzed visiƟng several schools 
throughout his tenure. Storey thanked Kent for engaging with aid offices directly and recognized that for 
some schools, it can feel unseƩling to have ED visiƟng campus, but encouraged them to engage with the 
department to share their stories of how policy and implementaƟon play out on campuses. 

Kent explained that his campus visits were incredibly informaƟve and that real-Ɵme feedback is 
important for developing department policies. He also stressed that ED has the same goals as financial 
aid administrators: helping and protecƟng students. 



“This is a partnership; this is not a ‘gotcha’ moment. As long as financial aid administrators and 
insƟtuƟons are implemenƟng the law as best they know it and are making a good faith effort, we are 
going to take that into consideraƟon,” Kent said. 

Financial Aid Professionals Engage With ED During Listening Session 

On Tuesday, aƩendees also engaged with addiƟonal department officials during a listening session. 

NASFAA encouraged parƟcipants to share informaƟon that the department could take back and follow 
up with answers and further guidance. 

While financial aid professionals have experienced significant frustraƟon with the rollout of OBBBA, 
providing construcƟve feedback will enable the department to provide resources in the most Ɵme-
efficient manner. 

During the session, ED explained its process for developing webinars, listening sessions, and FAQs. And 
while the breadth of informaƟon was appreciated, aƩendees said the number of resources outside of a 
central hub made it difficult to easily idenƟfy official guidance from the department. Several listeners 
encouraged ED to consolidate its final and updated guidance in a single place to make navigaƟon easier 
for aid offices. 

AƩendees also requested clearer guidance on loan limits for borrower-based academic years, as well as 
on the schedule of reducƟons (SOR). 

Another suggesƟon was for ED to ensure that visual materials such as webinar slide decks, match the 
verbal guidance, with one aƩendee describing inconsistencies around  SOR guidance as “destroying 
[their] life.” 

ED officials said they are working on an FAQ focused on SOR and requested paƟence in the Ɵming of the 
delivery to ensure the FAQs are correct. 

QuesƟons over the recent guidance related to the temporary stay (link) over professional degree loan 
limits trickled into the listening session, specifically over how schools should proceed in the coming days, 
as many are on the brink of disbursing loans to students. ED said an insƟtuƟon can use its judgment as to 
what to do in the interim, noƟng they have the ability to limit loans for certain programs — a flexibility 
that ED detailed in a Dear Colleague LeƩer late last week. 

AƩendees also shared that proacƟve outreach to former students navigaƟng student loan repayment 
was challenging, parƟcularly in helping borrowers connect with their servicers. In some instances, 
aƩendees shared, borrowers were on hold for over an hour. They also shared concerns with SAVE plan 
borrowers who could overwhelm the system, as ED plans to begin noƟfying 250,000 students every two 
weeks about the next steps for being moved into a new repayment plan, which raises concerns over 
adequate servicer staffing. 

There were also issues with the consistency and accuracy of NSLDS, and requests that the FSA handbook 
be in PDF format. 

ED explained that the vision for the FSA handbook is to make it easier to search, and they have been 
reluctant to go back to where rolling out live updates could be more difficult. Acknowledging that the 



search funcƟon doesn’t work well, the department requested addiƟonal feedback from aƩendees to 
help determine whether to revise the electronic handbook. 

 

Following Legal AcƟon, ED Temporarily Adds New CIP Codes Eligible for Professional Degree 
DesignaƟon, Removes Others 

Less than a week aŌer a federal court temporarily halted (or “stayed”) key parts of the ED’s narrowed 
professional degree definiƟon, ED issued an Electronic Announcement (EA) (GENERAL-26-42) clarifying 
how schools should treat professional degree programs for loan limit purposes. The guidance includes an 
updated list of ClassificaƟon of InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) codes that are temporarily eligible for the 
higher professional degree program loan limits during the stay, unƟl the case is heard in full and a final 
ruling is made, as well as a list of programs that may have been previously eligible but have been 
temporarily removed from eligibility.  

As a reminder, the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act created a disƟncƟon between graduate and professional 
degree programs for Direct Unsubsidized loan limits: professional students can now borrow up to 
$50,000 annually and $200,000 in the aggregate, while graduate students remain capped at $20,500 
annually, with an aggregate limit of $100,000.  

As previously reported, a federal court on June 23 paused two pieces of ED's Reimagining and Improving 
Student EducaƟon (RISE) final rule just days before its July 1, 2026, effecƟve date. That ruling temporarily 
suspends part of the professional degree definiƟon at 34 CFR 685.102, which contained ED's new, 
narrower test for what qualifies as a professional degree program, and the provision (which appeared in 
the rule's preamble) that a program is not considered a professional degree program if its graduates are 
required to work under another professional’s supervision. 

The EA idenƟfies which addiƟonal fields now temporarily qualify for the higher professional degree loan 
limits during the stay. ED idenƟfied eligible programs at the 6-digit CIP code level, with a total of 29 6-
digit CIPs now meeƟng the professional degree criteria, including physician assistant (associate), 
occupaƟonal therapy, physical therapy, several advanced nursing degrees, speech-language pathology, 
athleƟc training, and audiology.  

The 6-digit CIP codes that are temporarily eligible for professional degree loan limits are: 

6-digit CIP 6-digit CIP Title (Degree) 

01.8001 Veterinary Medicine (D.V.M.) 

22.0101 Law (L.L.B.; J.D.) 

39.0602 Divinity/Ministry (M.Div.) 

39.0605 Rabbinical Studies (M.H.L.) 

42.2801 Clinical Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2803 Counseling Psychology (Psy.D.) 



42.2805 School Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2807 Clinical Child Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2810 Health/Medical Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2811 Family Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2812 Forensic Psychology (Psy.D.) 

42.2899 Clinical, Counseling and Applied Psychology, Other (Psy.D.) 

51.0101 ChiropracƟc (D.C.; D.C.M.) 

51.0202 Audiology/Audiologist (AuD) 

51.0203 Speech-Language Pathology/Pathologist (SLP) 

51.0401 DenƟstry (D.D.S.; D.M.D.) 

51.0809 Anesthesiologist Assistant (CAA) 

51.0912 Physician Associate/Assistant (MSPA; PA) 

51.0913 AthleƟc Training/Trainer (MSAT; MAT) 

51.1201 Medicine (M.D.) 

51.1202 Osteopathic Medicine (D.O.) 

51.1203 Podiatry (D.P.M.; D.P.; Pod.D.) 

51.1701 Optometry (O.D.) 

51.2001 Pharmacy (Pharm.D.) 

51.2306 OccupaƟonal Therapy/Therapist (OT; MSOT; OTD) 

51.2308 Physical Therapy/Therapist (PT; DPT) 

51.3801 Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse (MSN) 

51.3804 Nurse AnestheƟst (DNAP) 

51.3818 Nursing PracƟce (DNP) 

ED appears to imply that schools must originate loans at the higher professional degree limit for the 
newly-idenƟfied, temporarily eligible programs unless they choose to apply lower insƟtuƟonal loan 
limits, staƟng in the EA that, “During the pendency of the ongoing liƟgaƟon, insƟtuƟons may wish to 
consider, for programs now temporarily classified as awarding professional degrees pursuant to the 
Court’s order, limiƟng loan amounts to the graduate-level caps to miƟgate potenƟal disrupƟon to 
student borrowers resulƟng from changes in program classificaƟon that may arise from the ongoing 



liƟgaƟon.” InsƟtuƟons should review the published CIP list against their affected programs and consult 
their own legal counsel before making packaging decisions.  

The EA provides operaƟonal guidance for increasing individual students’ loans from the graduate level to 
the professional level, which involves changing the Student Level Code in the Common OriginaƟon and 
Disbursement (COD) system to one of the three Professional Grade Levels, and either increasing the 
exisƟng loan or originaƟng a new loan for the difference between the graduate and professional loan 
limit amounts.  

ED also explicitly excluded 25 programs that share a 4-digit CIP code with a professional degree program 
but differ at the 6-digit CIP code level. This means that programs insƟtuƟons had previously determined 
to be qualified for the higher professional degree loan limits may no longer be eligible for those loan 
limits unƟl a final decision is issued by the court. Programs temporarily excluded from the professional 
degree designaƟon are: 

6-digit CIP 6-digit CIP Title (Degree) 

39.0601 Theology/Theological Studies 

39.0604 Pre-Theology/Pre-Ministerial Studies 

39.0699 Theological and Ministerial Studies, Other 

42.2802 Community Psychology 

42.2804 Industrial and OrganizaƟonal Psychology 

42.2806 EducaƟonal Psychology 

42.2808 Environmental Psychology 

42.2809 Geropsychology 

42.2813 Applied Psychology 

42.2814 Applied Behavior Analysis 

42.2815 Performance and Sport Psychology 

42.2816 SomaƟc Psychology 

42.2817 Transpersonal/Spiritual Psychology 

51.1299 Medicine, Other 

51.2002 Pharmacy AdministraƟon and Pharmacy Policy and Regulatory Affairs 

51.2003 PharmaceuƟcs and Drug Design 

51.2004 Medicinal and PharmaceuƟcal Chemistry 

51.2005 Natural Products Chemistry and Pharmacognosy 



51.2006 Clinical and Industrial Drug Development 

51.2007 Pharmacoeconomics/PharmaceuƟcal Economics 

51.2008 Clinical, Hospital, and Managed Care Pharmacy 

51.2009 Industrial and Physical Pharmacy and CosmeƟc Sciences 

51.2010 PharmaceuƟcal Sciences 

51.2011 PharmaceuƟcal MarkeƟng and Management 

51.2099 Pharmacy, PharmaceuƟcal Sciences, and AdministraƟon, Other 

ED indicated that insƟtuƟons would not be required to return funds already disbursed prior to the 
publicaƟon of the EA for students whose programs were previously considered professional degrees, but 
would have to make adjustments to future disbursements for students enrolled in these programs 

The EA is explicit that these designaƟons are temporary. ED stated in the announcement: 

"Although the Department is confident that the professional degree definiƟon in the RISE Final Rule is 
lawful and will conƟnue to defend it, we are, nonetheless, for the duraƟon of the Court's preliminary 
stay, based on the Department's understanding of the Court's ruling, treaƟng the programs listed below 
as awarding professional degrees for the purpose of administering statutory loan limits. These interim 
administraƟve designaƟons are provided solely to facilitate implementaƟon of the Court's order and may 
change as liƟgaƟon in the case proceeds." 

In other words, this is not a permanent rule change and was not done through negoƟated rulemaking. It 
is ED's interim compliance posture for the duraƟon of the stay, unƟl the case is heard in full and a final 
ruling is made. The department has signaled it expects to revert to its narrower definiƟon if it prevails in 
the liƟgaƟon. 

 

ED Publishes Final RegulaƟons ImplemenƟng OBBBA Accountability Framework 

The ED released its final rule covering the new Student TuiƟon and Transparency System and Earnings 
Accountability (STATS) framework, created by the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA), also referred to as 
the Working Families Tax Cuts Act (WFTCA). Most changes are effecƟve July 1, 2027, with an opƟon for 
early implementaƟon beginning July 1, 2026.  

Two provisions are effecƟve August 30, 2026: the addiƟon of definiƟons for “Eligible non-GE program” 
and “Gainful employment Program (GE program)” at CFR 685.102 and changes to CFR 685.300 whereby 
insƟtuƟons, by nature of entering into a program parƟcipaƟon agreement (PPA) with ED, agree that 
programs must meet the STATS and earnings accountability requirements in order to parƟcipate in the 
Direct Loan program.  

InsƟtuƟons are not required to affirmaƟvely choose early implementaƟon. Rather, ED will assume that 
schools have opted for early implementaƟon if they complete their annual reporƟng on October 1, 2026, 
and omit the data elements required under the Gainful Employment and Financial Value Transparency 
(GE/FVT) regulaƟons that are no longer required under the new rules. If a school chooses not to early-



implement the changes effecƟve July 1, 2027, it would be required to report all data elements under the 
current GE/FVT reporƟng requirements by October 1, 2026.  

As a reminder, the STATS regulaƟons amend the GE/FVT regulaƟons, retaining the earnings premium but 
eliminaƟng the debt-to-earnings metric. It applies the earnings premium to almost all programs across 
all insƟtuƟon types, resulƟng in the loss of Direct Loan eligibility for programs that fail the test in any two 
out of three consecuƟve years. Failing programs can lose eligibility to parƟcipate in all of the Title IV 
programs if at least half of the insƟtuƟon’s Title IV funds or at least half of the insƟtuƟon’s Title IV 
recipients are associated with low-earning outcome programs. The regulaƟons allow programs that fail 
in a single year to teach out currently enrolled students if the insƟtuƟon agrees not to enroll any new 
students in the program, and to close the program. ReporƟng requirements are largely unchanged from 
the previous GE/FVT reporƟng, but fewer data elements are required under the new framework. 

ED simplified the process for expanding cohorts to reach a sample size of 30, a requirement of the 
OBBBA. The single-year cohort period conƟnues to be all program completers in the same 6-digit 
ClassificaƟon of InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) code for the fourth award year prior to the year for which 
the most recent earnings data are available from the Federal agency when the earnings premium 
measure is calculated. If a single year cohort is smaller than 30 completers, ED will conƟnue to 
sequenƟally add previous award years, as was included in the proposed rule, but will only go as far back 
as the seventh award year, whereas the proposed rule allowed for ED to look back to the 8th award year 
prior to the year for which earnings data was available. 

Under the proposed rule, if the cohort size had not yet reached 30 completers aŌer looking back to the 
8th prior award year at the 6-digit CIP level, ED would have looked back at the fourth through eighth 
prior award years at the program's 4-digit CIP level, and would have then repeated the same process at 
the 2-digit CIP level. ED was persuaded by commenters not to expand the cohort as far out as the 2-digit 
CIP level due to concerns over comparability between programs at that level, so ED will stop expanding 
at the 4-digit CIP code level, looking back only to the 7th award year prior to the year for which the most 
recent earnings data are available from the Federal agency when the earnings premium measure is 
calculated. 

While OBBBA condiƟoned only a program’s eligibility to parƟcipate in the Direct Loan program on 
passing the earnings premium metric, ED’s proposed rules went a step further and added a provision to 
the administraƟve capability requirements that failing programs at insƟtuƟons where at least half of 
their Title IV funds or at least half of their Title IV recipients are associated with low-earning outcome 
programs could lose eligibility to parƟcipate in all of the Title IV programs.  

ED retained this provision in the final rule but added a new exempƟon for programs offered by 
insƟtuƟons that do not parƟcipate in the Direct Loan program, and have not parƟcipated in the five most 
recently completed award years prior to the year in which the earnings premium measure is calculated. 
The same exempƟon would also apply to insƟtuƟons that agree not to permit Direct Loan borrowing for 
a failing program for at least five consecuƟve award years, provided ED determines that doing so is in the 
best interests of students. 

ED clarified in the rules that this provision also covers Prison EducaƟon Programs (PEPs), since they do 
not offer Direct Loans. NASFAA had raised concerns in its comments that, despite PEP enrollees’ 
exclusion from the earnings premium metric calculaƟon, a non-PEP program that shares a 6-digit CIP 



with a PEP could cause the PEP to fail due to the non-PEP program’s completers’ low incomes. ED also 
provided assurances that “any denial of parƟcipaƟon applying to a program that includes students who 
are enrolled in a PEP or CTP program will not apply to those students.” 

The final rule adds a new exempƟon to the earnings accountability scope and purpose to exclude 
programs at insƟtuƟons that enroll only students with a documented specific learning disability or 
auƟsm, meaning that the eligibility consequences of the regulaƟons are not applicable to such 
insƟtuƟons.  

The department also added a new provision that would delay the program eligibility consequences for 
programs that prepare students for occupaƟons in which a majority of workers earn Ɵpped income. 
Under the new provision, such programs will be treated neither as passing nor as failing the earnings 
premium for any year in which graduates’ earnings are measured in 2025 or earlier.  

The department’s raƟonale for this change is based on a new provision from another part of the OBBBA, 
the “No Tax on Tips” policy, a temporary federal income tax deducƟon through the 2028 tax year that 
allows eligible workers in Ɵpped professions to exclude up to $25,000 of their qualifying, voluntary Ɵp 
income from federal taxes beginning with the 2026 tax year. ED believes Ɵps will be less likely to be 
underreported in light of this change, and wishes to only begin evaluaƟng earnings for tax years in which 
the policy is effecƟve. 

The result is at least a one-year delay in the rule’s eligibility consequences for affected programs. In the 
final rule, the department idenƟfied 20 programs subject to this delay, listed by CIP code. In the 
preamble, ED also commiƩed to making the earnings data and the earnings threshold used to calculate 
the earnings measure available to the public for these 20 programs, but they will not be subject to the 
consequences of failing the earnings premium metric unƟl the graduates are measured using earnings 
from the 2026 tax year or later.  

The final rule also provided more informaƟon about the process by which insƟtuƟons may appeal the 
Secretary’s determinaƟon that a program is a low-earning outcome program. The regulaƟons specify the 
items on which an insƟtuƟon can base its appeal, including which individuals are included in the list of 
completers or the determinaƟon of the earnings threshold used in the comparison. AddiƟonally, ED 
clarified in the final rule that an insƟtuƟon will have 30 days from the date of receipt of a noƟficaƟon of 
determinaƟon to file its appeal. 

ED was swayed by commenters who argued that earnings data from the Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey (ACS) may be unreliable for calculaƟng one of the graduate-level earnings thresholds, 
specifically the “same-state, same-field bachelor’s degree median earnings benchmark” for programs at 
insƟtuƟons where at least 50% of the students enrolled in the insƟtuƟon during the award year the 
calculaƟons are made are from the State where the insƟtuƟon is located.  

In cases where ACS data are unreliable, which ED esƟmates would be the case for approximately 2,650 
graduate programs, the department has decided to set a value of $1 for the “same-state, same-field of 
study” earnings threshold. 

Regarding the high school earnings benchmark comparison group, NASFAA raised concerns in its 
comments that the ACS data ED proposes to use for that benchmark includes cerƟficate holders, thereby 
undermining a fair comparison. In the preamble, ED conceded that there was ambiguity and agreed that 



the ACS documentaƟon is unclear and that some cerƟficate holders may be miscategorized as having 
only received a high school diploma.  

SƟll, ED declined to make changes on that front. ED responded with its own analysis of the Census 
Bureau’s 2024 Survey of Income and Program ParƟcipaƟon, which found that cerƟficate holders make up 
only about 9% of high school diploma holders and that their earnings move the median by roughly $200, 
which it deemed ‘de minimis.’ ED reached the same conclusion for graduate cerƟficate holders, 
potenƟally placing them in the earnings benchmark group for individuals who hold only a bachelor’s 
degree. 

NASFAA quesƟoned ED’s authority to consider an insƟtuƟon not to be administraƟvely capable, and to 
consequently revoke all Title IV eligibility (not just Direct Loans) for low-earning programs when more 
than 50% of an insƟtuƟon’s Title IV recipients or dollars are Ɵed to low-earning programs for two out of 
three consecuƟve years, since OBBBA did not include that provision. ED defended its authority and did 
not back down on this new administraƟve capability requirement. Further, the department expanded 
the required student warnings related to this provision, adding that an insƟtuƟon that failed this 
administraƟve capability test in at least one of the three most recent consecuƟve award years must also 
tell students that those in low-earning outcome programs could also lose access to all Title IV aid, not 
just loans.  

Now that the final rules have been published, ED can release official sub-regulatory guidance on 
provisions of the new accountability framework. ED recently postponed a previously scheduled webinar 
on the STATS and earnings accountability framework. 

 

Federal Court Vacates PSLF Final Rule on Employer Eligibility, Hours Before July 1 EffecƟve Date 

A federal judge struck down the ED’s final rule on Public Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF) employer 
eligibility, vacaƟng it enƟrely just hours before its scheduled July 1 effecƟve date. 

As a result, the PSLF Final Rule’s employer eligibility changes are terminated and will not take effect on 
July 1. The current PSLF regulaƟons, including the “qualifying employer” definiƟon, remain in effect, and 
PSLF will conƟnue to be administered under those requirements.  

As a reminder, in March 2025, President Donald Trump signed an execuƟve order direcƟng ED to revise 
PSLF eligibility criteria to ensure the definiƟon of "public service" excludes organizaƟons that engage in 
acƟviƟes with a "substanƟal illegal purpose." ED went through a negoƟated rulemaking session in 
summer 2025 with no consensus, giving it free rein to draŌ the final rule. ED finalized the rule on 
October 30, 2025, with an effecƟve date of July 1, 2026. 

The ruling resolves two consolidated lawsuits challenging the rule: one brought by the NaƟonal Council 
of Nonprofits (NCN) and a coaliƟon of ciƟes, labor unions, and nonprofit and employee associaƟons, and 
the other brought by MassachuseƩs and 21 other states, plus the District of Columbia. Both cases 
argued the rule was contrary to law and arbitrary and capricious; the NCN suit also raised a First 
Amendment claim. 



The lawsuit challenging ED’s new PSLF employer eligibility rule had gained urgency over the past week as 
the department sought emergency clearance to revise the PSLF cerƟficaƟon form before the July 1 
effecƟve date. The case was originally heard on June 3, 2026, prior to ED’s emergency clearance filing.  

The plainƟffs argued that this development added urgency to the liƟgaƟon because, if the court did not 
block the rule before July 1, the new form would go into effect simultaneously with the rule, and 
employers would be making perjury-level aƩestaƟons beginning with the first PSLF cerƟficaƟon form 
submission aŌer that date. 

In response, in the decision issued June 30, Judge Myong J. Joun ruled that the final rule is contrary to 
law, exceeds ED’s statutory authority, is arbitrary and capricious, and violates the First Amendment. The 
court ruled in favor of the plainƟffs on all counts and issued an order of dismissal the same day. 

As of publicaƟon, ED had not yet responded to the court's order. The department retains the opƟon to 
appeal the decision.  

 

ED FINALIZES WORKFORCE PELL RULE AND NEW PELL RESTRICTION WHEN NON-FEDERAL AID COVERS 
FULL COST 

These arƟcles were originally published in Higher Ed ExecuƟves NewsleƩer (July 2026). Reprinted with 
permission. Read the full newsleƩer here: From Peter Terebesi – Higher Ed News | Higher Ed ExecuƟves | 
Compliance Consultants. 

ED announced a final rule implemenƟng two Pell Grant changes enacted through the Working Families 
Tax Cuts Act. First, the rule creates the new Workforce Pell framework for certain short-term workforce 
programs. Second, it codifies a new restricƟon that makes a student ineligible for Pell Grant funds when 
non-Federal grants or scholarships equal or exceed the student’s cost of aƩendance for the relevant 
period. The Department published the final rule in the Federal Register on May 19, 2026. 

The Workforce Pell provisions open a new Title IV pathway for short-term programs, but only within a 
Ɵghtly defined regulatory structure. Eligible workforce programs must be undergraduate programs that 
run at least 8 weeks but less than 15 weeks and fall within specified clock-hour or credit-hour ranges. 
The final rule also requires approval by both a Governor and the Secretary, Ɵes ongoing eligibility to 
compleƟon and job placement outcomes, and imposes a value-added earnings test that limits published 
tuiƟon and fees based on graduate earnings. Students enrolled in these programs may receive Pell 
Grants, but not other Title IV aid Ɵed to the program. 

This framework may require both strategic and operaƟonal review. InsƟtuƟons considering short-term 
workforce offerings will need to assess whether exisƟng or planned programs can saƟsfy State approval 
processes, federal approval standards, and ongoing outcome thresholds. The regulaƟon also connects 
program viability to tuiƟon pricing and labor-market outcomes, which means academic leadership, 
financial aid, workforce development staff, insƟtuƟonal research, and finance teams may all need to 
parƟcipate in program oversight and decision-making. Even insƟtuƟons that do not currently operate 
short-term programs may want to monitor how the rule affects enrollment strategy, compeƟƟve 
posiƟoning, and external partnerships. 



The second change may carry more immediate implicaƟons for packaging and award administraƟon. 
Under the final rule, a student cannot receive a Pell Grant for an award year if the student receives non-
Federal grant or scholarship assistance that equals or exceeds cost of aƩendance. The regulaƟon also 
states that, in those cases, an insƟtuƟon must either reduce non-Federal grant or scholarship aid that is 
within the insƟtuƟon’s control or return any Pell Grant funds sƟll undisbursed and cancel future 
disbursements for the award year. InsƟtuƟons should review how this may affect insƟtuƟonal 
scholarships, state grant coordinaƟon, and private aid packaging, especially when aid revisions occur late 
in the cycle. 

Timing will require careful aƩenƟon. The Federal Register noƟce states that the rule is effecƟve July 20, 
2026, except for amendatory instrucƟons 10 and 13, which are effecƟve May 19, 2026. The noƟce also 
states that the Department is permiƫng early implementaƟon of the eligible workforce program 
provisions beginning July 1, 2026, and will treat insƟtuƟons that parƟcipate through a qualifying program 
on the ECAR between July 1 and July 20, 2026, as having elected early implementaƟon. InsƟtuƟons 
should watch for addiƟonal sub-regulatory guidance, parƟcularly where quesƟons remain about 
applicability, award administraƟon, and State-level processes. 

ED has now moved Workforce Pell from statute to final regulaƟon. The next step is determining whether 
the opportunity, administraƟve burden, pricing constraints, and outcome expectaƟons align with 
insƟtuƟonal strategy, oversight capacity, and operaƟonal readiness. If it does, contact us for assistance to 
ensure the quickest Ɵme to launch. 

 

ED ADDS IMPLEMENTATION SUPPORT FOR WFTCA RULES 

As the July 1, 2026 implementaƟon date approaches, ED announced addiƟonal support for insƟtuƟons 
working through the Working Families Tax Cuts Act rules. In Electronic Announcement GENERAL-26-30, 
the Department said it has already published two of the three final rules and expects the third shortly. It 
also launched a living FAQ resource and a new email channel for insƟtuƟons and other partners to 
submit policy-related quesƟons as implementaƟon conƟnues. 

This update maƩers because it idenƟfies where ED intends to post clarificaƟons and how campuses can 
raise unresolved quesƟons as implementaƟon conƟnues. The announcement also points readers to 
upcoming webinars, virtual office hours, and a planned town hall. For insƟtuƟons managing policy 
changes on a short Ɵmeline, these resources may help leadership teams, compliance staff, and 
operaƟonal offices stay aligned as new guidance is released. 

 

NEGOTIATORS REACH CONCENSUS ON ACCREDITATION REFORM RULES 

AccreditaƟon policy may be entering another period of change. On May 21, 2026, ED announced that its 
AccreditaƟon, InnovaƟon, and ModernizaƟon negoƟated rulemaking commiƩee reached consensus on a 
proposed regulatory framework to revise the federal accreditaƟon system. ED Ɵed the effort to the 
AdministraƟon’s April 23, 2025 execuƟve order on accreditaƟon and to the negoƟated rulemaking 
process required under the Higher EducaƟon Act. 



According to the announcement, the consensus package would make several significant changes to the 
current framework. ED said the proposed language would reduce barriers for new accreditors seeking 
recogniƟon, simplify the process for insƟtuƟons to change accreditors, require accreditors to ensure 
insƟtuƟons maintain transfer credit policies that presume acceptance of comparable undergraduate 
coursework completed at another accredited insƟtuƟon, and restrict resource sharing between 
accreditors and affiliated trade or professional associaƟons. The Department also said the framework is 
intended to reduce unnecessary financial, compliance, and administraƟve burdens associated with 
accreditaƟon. 

The proposal would also place greater emphasis on student outcomes and insƟtuƟonal policy 
expectaƟons. Under the agreed-upon language described by ED, accreditors would evaluate 
performance using measures such as standardized assessments, licensure or cerƟficaƟon results, 
retenƟon, compleƟon and graduaƟon rates, post-compleƟon outcomes, and educaƟonal and economic 
returns. The announcement further states that accreditors would assess whether insƟtuƟons maintain 
policies addressing academic freedom, research misconduct, civil rights and, where applicable, First 
Amendment protecƟons, along with policies that support intellectual diversity and the free exchange of 
ideas among faculty. 

This development provides insight into changes in how accreditors will review transfer credit pracƟces, 
student outcome evidence, research integrity controls, and insƟtuƟonal policy frameworks Ɵed to faculty 
rights and civil rights protecƟons. That gives insƟtuƟonal leaders reason to pay aƩenƟon now, even 
though the proposal is not yet final. ED’s background statement explains that negoƟated rulemaking 
precedes publicaƟon of a NoƟce of Proposed Rulemaking, and the press release does not provide a final 
effecƟve date or implementaƟon Ɵmeline for these changes. 

This is a policy development worth watching closely, parƟcularly for insƟtuƟons evaluaƟng accreditor 
relaƟonships, transfer credit pracƟces, governance expectaƟons, and whether exisƟng policies align with 
future accreditaƟon standards. 

 

FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN INTEREST RATES INCREASE FOR 2026-2027 AWARD YEAR 

Borrowing costs are set to move up again for the 2026-2027 award year. Based on the May 12, 2026, 10-
year Treasury note aucƟon, the Department is expected to set slightly higher federal student loan 
interest rates for all Direct 

Loans first disbursed on or aŌer July 1, 2026, through June 30, 2027. 

Based on the Treasury high yield from the final aucƟon prior to June 1, undergraduate Direct Loan rates 
are projected to increase from 6.39% to 6.52%. Graduate and professional Direct Unsubsidized Loan 
rates are expected to rise from 7.94% to 8.07%, while Parent PLUS and Graduate PLUS Loan rates will 
increase from 8.94% to 9.07%. 

This annual rate-seƫng process is established in statute. Each year, the Department calculates interest 
rates by adding a fixed margin to the high yield of the 10-year Treasury note aucƟoned in May. The 
applicable add-ons remain unchanged at 2.05% for undergraduate Direct Loans, 3.60% for graduate 



Direct Unsubsidized Loans, and 4.60% for PLUS Loans. Interest rate caps also remain in place at 8.25%, 
9.5%, and 10.5%, respecƟvely. Once set, these rates are fixed for the life of each loan. 

At the Ɵme of wriƟng, FSA had not yet published its official interest rate chart for the 2026–2027 award 
year. InsƟtuƟons should monitor the FSA Knowledge Center for the forthcoming Electronic 
Announcement, which typically confirms the rates and provides the finalized chart and loan fee 
informaƟon. 

From an operaƟonal perspecƟve, financial aid offices should plan for updates to consumer informaƟon 
disclosures, financial literacy materials, and entrance and exit counseling content to reflect the new rates 
effecƟve July 1. While the increase is modest, it conƟnues the broader paƩern of rate movement Ɵed to 
Treasury market condiƟons. InsƟtuƟons may also receive quesƟons from prospecƟve and conƟnuing 
borrowers regarding borrowing costs, parƟcularly for PLUS Loans as rates approach the statutory caps. 
For cabinet and enrollment leaders, that makes borrower communicaƟon and system readiness part of 
the broader summer implementaƟon cycle. 

AdministraƟve systems and vendor configuraƟons should be reviewed in advance of the new award year 
to confirm that updated rates are accurately reflected in packaging, disclosures, and loan originaƟon 
processes. Although these changes follow an established statutory formula, Ɵmely updates help support 
accurate student communicaƟons and a strong internal control. 

InsƟtuƟons evaluaƟng borrower communicaƟon strategies or system readiness for the upcoming award 
year may want to confirm that operaƟonal teams, vendor partners, and published materials are aligned 
once FSA releases its official guidance. 

 

FAFSA FRAUD DETECTION UPDATE TRIGGERS EXPANDED V5 VERIFICATION ACTIVITY 

ED updated its April 15, 2026 Electronic Announcement on FAFSA real-Ɵme fraud detecƟon to report the 
results of a one-Ɵme screening of 2026–27 FAFSA forms submiƩed before the Department implemented 
real-Ɵme fraud detecƟon. That review resulted in approximately 300,000 applicaƟons being selected for 
VerificaƟon Tracking Group V5 based on indicators associated with suspected fraud risk. 

InsƟtuƟons reported receiving system-generated InsƟtuƟonal Student InformaƟon Record transacƟons 
for affected applicants. Although this update does not change the underlying V5 framework, it does 
expand the number of records that may now require idenƟty verificaƟon acƟvity at the insƟtuƟonal 
level. 

ED also clarified that fraud screening extends beyond the iniƟal FAFSA submission. When a student 
submits a new online correcƟon and the applicaƟon has not previously been evaluated for fraud risk, the 
Department will screen the applicaƟon at that point and include any applicable fraud-related comment 
codes on the resulƟng transacƟon. At the same Ɵme, ED stated that applicaƟons already selected 
through the one-Ɵme screening will be treated as having been evaluated for fraud, which should prevent 
duplicate fraud-related verificaƟon Ɵed solely to a later correcƟon. 

This update sits within the Department’s broader rollout of real-Ɵme fraud detecƟon for the 2026–27 
FAFSA cycle. The earlier April announcement described a new process under which applicants are 
evaluated for fraud risk as they complete the FAFSA. The May update is narrower and mainly signals that 



insƟtuƟons may see a meaningful increase in V5-selected records as ED applies that fraud screening 
approach to forms submiƩed before the real-Ɵme process went live. 

For financial aid offices, the pracƟcal quesƟon is how this higher verificaƟon volume may affect 
processing Ɵmelines, student outreach, and coordinaƟon across enrollment and aid operaƟons. The 
announcement does not introduce new insƟtuƟonal procedures, but it does reinforce the need for 
schools to monitor incoming transacƟons carefully and assess whether exisƟng processes conƟnue to 
support a strong internal control as fraud screening acƟvity increases. 

 

ED HIGHLIGHTS INSTITUTIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR FAFSA FRAUD PREVENTION AND TITLE IV 
CONTROLS 

ED used Electronic Announcement GENERAL-26-31 to underscore an important point for insƟtuƟons: 
federal screening does not replace campus responsibility for fraud prevenƟon. The announcement 
outlines insƟtuƟonal pracƟces intended to help colleges and universiƟes prevent FAFSA fraud, protect 
students and families, and safeguard Title IV funds. It follows FSA’s April 26, 2026, implementaƟon of 
real-Ɵme idenƟty fraud screening within the FAFSA form, which evaluates risk as an applicaƟon is 
completed and requires a limited number of applicants to complete addiƟonal idenƟty confirmaƟon 
steps. 

The announcement grounds that message in exisƟng insƟtuƟonal obligaƟons. ED points to 34 CFR 
668.16(f), which requires insƟtuƟons to administer Title IV programs with adequate internal controls to 
prevent errors, fraud, or mismanagement of federal student aid funds. It also reiterates that insƟtuƟons 
must refer credible informaƟon indicaƟng fraud or other criminal misconduct to the Department’s Office 
of Inspector General under 34 CFR 668.16(g). ED further connects this guidance to earlier FSA 
announcements on insƟtuƟonal idenƟty verificaƟon issued in April 2026 and June 2025. In pracƟcal 
terms, the Department is reinforcing that insƟtuƟons remain responsible for idenƟfying risk, resolving 
conflicƟng informaƟon, and prevenƟng improper disbursements throughout the aid lifecycle. 

Rather than announcing a new mandate, ED summarized pracƟces colleges are already using and 
presented them as examples insƟtuƟons may wish to consider. A central theme is early intervenƟon. The 
announcement points to insƟtuƟons that place immediate holds on accounts when suspicious acƟvity 
appears, including quesƟonable idenƟty documentaƟon, inconsistent demographic informaƟon, unusual 
address changes, conflicƟng FAFSA submissions, suspicious refund requests, or concerns raised by 
another office. For insƟtuƟonal leaders, that emphasis maƩers because it frames fraud prevenƟon as an 
operaƟonal control that can interrupt registraƟon, awarding, disbursement, or refunds before funds are 
released. 

 

ED also highlights layered idenƟty verificaƟon for higher-risk cases. The announcement describes 
insƟtuƟons that use mulƟple forms of corroboraƟon, such as government-issued photo idenƟficaƟon, 
live or remote idenƟty confirmaƟon, notarized documentaƟon, address checks, and supporƟng civil or 
academic records. The Department did not prescribe a single model, but the examples suggest that 
insƟtuƟons should consider whether their current processes rely too heavily on a single document or a 



single office. A Ɵered review process may beƩer support a strong internal control when risk indicators 
become more serious. 

Another important feature of the announcement is its treatment of conflicƟng informaƟon as a 
campuswide issue rather than a financial aid issue alone. ED points to examples involving admissions, 
the registrar, student conduct, bursar or student accounts, informaƟon security, campus police, and 
insƟtuƟonal leadership. That framing has pracƟcal implicaƟons for cabinet-level planning. InsƟtuƟons 
that treat fraud prevenƟon as the sole responsibility of financial aid may overlook warning signs that 
surface first in another office. Shared escalaƟon channels and coordinated case review may therefore 
maƩer as much as the underlying fraud policy. 

The announcement also places significant aƩenƟon on aƩendance, academic engagement, 
disbursement Ɵming, and refund processing. ED highlights pracƟces such as Ɵmely reporƟng of no-
shows or lack of academically related acƟvity, pre-refund review of students with suspicious indicators, 
and coordinaƟon with disbursement vendors so credit balance refunds do not go out automaƟcally 
when idenƟty or aƩendance quesƟons remain unresolved. These controls may be especially important in 
online and short-term enrollment environments, where a fraudulent actor may aƩempt to secure a 
refund before the insƟtuƟon completes its review. 

ED also encourages insƟtuƟons to treat unusual enrollment history and concerning transfer paƩerns as 
possible indicators of risk. The announcement references paƩerns such as repeated non-compleƟon, 
repeated withdrawals aŌer aid disbursement, and mulƟple recent enrollments with liƩle or no academic 
credit. That point extends the discussion beyond formal unusual enrollment history flags and suggests 
that insƟtuƟons should think more broadly about whether enrollment behavior warrants addiƟonal 
scruƟny before future disbursements. The announcement stops short of prescribing a specific response, 
which means insƟtuƟons will need to exercise judgment in deciding how to review these cases 
consistently and fairly. 

A separate secƟon of the announcement reminds insƟtuƟons that fraud review does not end aŌer 
packaging or the iniƟal disbursement decision. ED notes that insƟtuƟons generally must review 
subsequent InsƟtuƟonal Student InformaƟon Records during the processing year and must reconcile 
conflicƟng informaƟon discovered aŌer disbursement, including returning funds when necessary. That 
reminder reinforces a lifecycle view of fraud prevenƟon. InsƟtuƟons that focus only on the front end of 
awarding may leave later-stage vulnerabiliƟes unaddressed when new informaƟon emerges through 
later ISIR transacƟons, changes in NaƟonal Student Loan Data System data, address updates, or unusual 
account acƟvity. 

The announcement also draws aƩenƟon to governance and training. ED describes insƟtuƟons that 
maintain formal red-flag or idenƟty theŌ prevenƟon programs, assign responsibility for oversight, train 
staff who handle covered accounts or personally idenƟfying informaƟon, and update their programs as 
fraud methods evolve. For many insƟtuƟons, that may be the most important takeaway. The Department 
is not simply highlighƟng suspicious cases. It is signaling the importance of a documented framework 
that assigns responsibiliƟes, defines escalaƟon paths, supports account holds when necessary, and 
prepares frontline staff to idenƟfy concerns before aid is released. 

Finally, ED reiterates that insƟtuƟons must refer credible fraud informaƟon to the Office of Inspector 
General and do not need to prove a case before making a referral. That reminder should prompt 



insƟtuƟons to review how they document concerns, preserve supporƟng evidence, and determine when 
a case rises to the level of referral. The announcement does not create a new reporƟng standard, but it 
does underscore the importance of consistent documentaƟon and escalaƟon pracƟces. 

The pracƟcal takeaway is that ED expects fraud prevenƟon to funcƟon as an insƟtuƟon-wide Title IV 
responsibility rather than a narrow financial aid task. 

The announcement does not establish a new deadline, and ED expressly states that the insƟtuƟonal 
examples it cites are illustraƟve rather than endorsed models. SƟll, the guidance gives insƟtuƟons a 
useful signal about the controls ED expects campuses to evaluate: account holds, layered idenƟty review, 
cross-funcƟonal escalaƟon, aƩendance and refund controls, ongoing review of later-arriving data, staff 
training, and documented referral processes. InsƟtuƟons should review whether their current approach 
supports a strong internal control across the full student aid lifecycle and whether leadership oversight is 
clearly defined. 

 

UNDERSTANDING GLBA COMPLIANCE FOR TITLE IV INSTITUTIONS 

Service provider oversight remains a live GLBA issue for Title IV insƟtuƟons. In prior guidance, FSA 
reminded schools that insƟtuƟons subject to the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act Safeguards Rule must address 
how vendors and other service providers protect customer informaƟon when they handle data on the 
insƟtuƟon’s behalf. 

The issue is not new, but it conƟnues to maƩer. In December 2021, the Federal Trade Commission 
revised the Standards for Safeguarding Customer InformaƟon, commonly known as the Safeguards Rule. 
Those changes heightened expectaƟons around informaƟon security programs and reinforced that 
insƟtuƟons parƟcipaƟng in Title IV programs must pay aƩenƟon not only to their own controls, but also 
to the controls maintained by third parƟes with access to covered informaƟon. 

Under the Safeguards Rule, insƟtuƟons are expected to select service providers that are capable of 
maintaining appropriate safeguards, require those safeguards by contract, and periodically assess service 
providers based on the risk they present. For insƟtuƟonal leaders, this is a governance and vendor-
management issue as much as an informaƟon security issue. Colleges and universiƟes should be able to 
idenƟfy which vendors handle covered data, understand what contractual protecƟons are in place, and 
confirm that oversight responsibiliƟes are clearly assigned. 

 

ANNUAL UEI REGISTRATION RENEWAL IN SAM REQUIRED FOR TITLE IV PARTICIPATION 

ED reminded insƟtuƟons in Electronic Announcement GENERAL-26-26 that annual renewal of the 
Unique EnƟty IdenƟfier in the General Services AdministraƟon’s System for Award Management remains 
required for Title IV parƟcipaƟon. InsƟtuƟons that parƟcipate in federal student aid programs must 
maintain an acƟve UEI registraƟon to support federal funding operaƟons. 

InsƟtuƟons receiving Title IV funds must register their UEI in SAM and renew that registraƟon each year. 
The Department indicates that failure to maintain an acƟve UEI may interrupt administraƟve processes 
Ɵed to federal funding. 



The G5 system verifies that a UEI is acƟve before performing acƟons such as issuing awards, processing 
changes, or reassigning funds. If a UEI lapses, the insƟtuƟon may experience delays or disrupƟons in 
accessing Title IV funds. 

The announcement highlights several operaƟonal consideraƟons that insƟtuƟons should review. 
InsƟtuƟons that use different UEIs across systems must ensure each is registered and maintained. For 
example, if an insƟtuƟon reports disbursement records in the Common OriginaƟon and Disbursement 
System using a different UEI than the one used for G5 cash acƟvity, both idenƟfiers must be acƟvely 
registered in SAM. 

InsƟtuƟons with mulƟple UEIs, including those Ɵed to approved addiƟonal locaƟons, must register and 
renew each UEI individually. The Department notes that it is common for insƟtuƟons to maintain 
mulƟple idenƟfiers for different operaƟonal purposes, which increases the risk of a missed renewal if 
tracking responsibiliƟes are not clearly defined. 

FSA advises insƟtuƟons to complete renewal acƟvity well in advance of the expiraƟon date. Schools 
should allow at least ten business days aŌer submiƫng a renewal for the registraƟon to become acƟve in 
SAM. This Ɵming is relevant for insƟtuƟons approaching funding transacƟons or other G5 acƟvity. 

SAM provides advance noƟce of upcoming expiraƟons. The insƟtuƟon’s point of contact and alternate 
point of contact will receive reminder emails at 60 days and 30 days prior to the renewal deadline. 
InsƟtuƟons should confirm that these contacts are current and that reminder noƟficaƟons are 
monitored and routed appropriately, especially where responsibility for renewals sits outside the 
financial aid office. 

This reminder reinforces the need for coordinaƟon across financial aid, finance, and grants management 
funcƟons. InsƟtuƟons should confirm that responsibility for UEI maintenance is clearly assigned and 
documented, and that a centralized tracking mechanism exists for all acƟve UEIs. Periodic reviews of all 
idenƟfiers in use across COD, G5, and other federal systems can help confirm alignment with SAM 
records and support a strong internal control. 

InsƟtuƟons should review the status of all UEIs currently in use and confirm that renewal dates are 
tracked and monitored. Where renewals are approaching, schools should iniƟate the SAM registraƟon 
confirmaƟon process early to avoid delays in acƟvaƟon. 

AddiƟonal informaƟon is available in the SAM user guides under the Help secƟon of the SAM website. 
InsƟtuƟons may also contact the Federal Service Desk or the G5 Help Desk for assistance with 
registraƟon or renewal quesƟons. 

Maintaining an acƟve UEI remains a baseline requirement for parƟcipaƟon in Title IV programs. As 
insƟtuƟons conƟnue to manage mulƟple idenƟfiers across systems, proacƟve oversight of SAM 
registraƟons should remain an operaƟonal priority. 

FY27 SEQUESTER-REQUIRED CHANGES TO THE TITLE IV STUDENT AID PROGRAMS 

For another year, Direct Loan originaƟon fees and TEACH Grant reducƟons will not change on October 1. 
Financial aid offices will not need to update fee rates mid-cycle, which provides some stability as the 
Budget Control Act of 2011, the sequester law, conƟnues to drive these adjustments. 



Beginning on October 1, 2020, originaƟon fees on Direct Loans, including Direct PLUS Loans, as well as 
TEACH Grant awards, are as follows: 

 The loan fee for Direct Subsidized Loans and for Direct Unsubsidized Loans is 1.057%. For 
example, the fee on a $5,500 loan will be $58.13. 

 The loan fee for Direct PLUS Loans (for both parent borrowers and graduate and professional 
student borrowers) is 4.228%. For example, the fee on a $10,000 PLUS Loan will be $422.80. 

 A TEACH Grant where the first disbursement is on or aŌer October 1, 2020, and before October 
1, 2027, requires a reducƟon of 5.70 percent from the statutory award amount, resulƟng in a 
maximum award of $3,772. 

 

DIRECT LOAN CLOSEOUT DEADLINE SET FOR 2024-25 AWARD YEAR 

July 31, 2026 is the closeout deadline for the 2024–25 William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan Program. 
FSA announced the date in Electronic Announcement DL-26-02 and confirmed that it is the final 
processing day before the end of the award year. All insƟtuƟonal data must be submiƩed to and 
accepted by the Common OriginaƟon and Disbursement System by that date to be reflected in the 
school’s final ending cash balance. 

To complete closeout, insƟtuƟons must reconcile and complete formal confirmaƟon steps. Schools must 
reconcile to an ending cash balance of $0 and total net unbooked disbursements of $0, as reflected on 
the School Account Statement and internal records. AŌer reconciliaƟon is complete, insƟtuƟons must 
submit the School Balance ConfirmaƟon form through the COD website and verify that the correct 
program and award year are selected. 

FSA established a firm submission cutoff of 8:00 p.m. Eastern Ɵme on July 31, 2026. AŌer this point, the 
COD System will no longer accept Direct Loan records for the 2024–25 award year, and insƟtuƟons will 
not be able to draw down addiƟonal funds for that period. The Department will reduce the Current 
Funding Level to the greater of net drawdowns or net accepted and posted disbursements. 

The announcement reinforces that regulatory requirements governing cash management, disbursement 
reporƟng, and monthly reconciliaƟon remain in effect and take precedence over the closeout deadline. 
InsƟtuƟons that maintain Ɵmely and accurate monthly reconciliaƟon should begin closeout shortly aŌer 
final disbursements rather than waiƟng unƟl July. 

Timing consideraƟons remain important. The COD System must accept all submiƩed records prior to the 
deadline for inclusion in the final ending cash balance. In addiƟon, refunds of cash processed through G5 
can take seven to nine days to be reflected in COD balances. InsƟtuƟons should factor this processing 
Ɵme into their closeout Ɵmeline. 

FSA also reiterated that insƟtuƟons should not use G5 drawdown adjustment transacƟons to move funds 
between programs, award years, or insƟtuƟons to resolve reconciliaƟon issues. These acƟons do not 
align with federal cash management requirements and may create addiƟonal risk. 

In limited cases, FSA may grant extended processing on a case-by-case basis when an insƟtuƟon’s 
processing period extends beyond the closeout deadline. InsƟtuƟons in this situaƟon should contact the 



FSA Partner and School RelaƟons Center. For post-deadline acƟvity, schools do not need extended 
processing to submit decreases or non-financial updates. However, to submit increases to awards or 
disbursements, or to create new records aŌer the deadline, insƟtuƟons must request access through the 
COD website’s Request Reopen/Extended Processing funcƟon aŌer compleƟng full reconciliaƟon. 

This annual closeout deadline conƟnues to serve as an indicator of insƟtuƟonal control over Title IV 
processing. InsƟtuƟons that maintain consistent reconciliaƟon pracƟces and align internal records with 
COD data are generally beƩer posiƟoned to complete closeout without relying on deadline-driven 
correcƟons. 

As July approaches, insƟtuƟons should review reconciliaƟon status, confirm processing Ɵmelines for any 
outstanding adjustments, and plan final submissions well in advance of the deadline. 

 

ED Confirms No ResoluƟon Required for Comment Code 352 

The ED, in an electronic announcement on Tuesday, explained that, effecƟve immediately, insƟtuƟons 
should disregard the FPS C Flag associated with Comment Code 352 while the department updates its 
logic to ensure that the FAFSA Processing System (FPS) no longer sets a C flag for post-screening Reason 
Code 34/Comment Code 352. 

According to ED’s noƟce, schools should not delay awarding or disbursing aid if it is based only on the 
presence of this FPS C Flag. 

Prior to Tuesday’s noƟce, NASFAA provided Federal Student Aid (FSA) with feedback from members 
idenƟfying ISIRs with comment code 352 and requesƟng guidance on resolving the associated C Flag, 
because ED had not provided instrucƟons on how to resolve this C Flag, which began appearing on 
significant numbers of ISIR transacƟons being sent to insƟtuƟons over the past several weeks aŌer 
updates were made to several ED systems. 

ED explained that comment code 352 appeared on reprocessed ISIRs as a result of the Common 
OriginaƟon and Disbursement (COD) system seƫng the value for its loan limit excepƟon flag to “Yes” for 
borrowers it idenƟfied as meeƟng the criteria for the interim excepƟon to the new federal loan limits 
established in the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act. That informaƟon passed to the NaƟonal Student Loan Data 
System (NSLDS), where the post-screening process idenƟfied that the value of the field changed and 
triggered comment code 352 and a corresponding C flag to appear on new ISIR transacƟons sent to 
schools. 

ED acknowledged, however, that the decision to flag these transacƟons with a C Flag was inappropriate. 

“We are aware that the FPS C Flag has caused confusion since FPS C Flags generally signal that an 
insƟtuƟon must resolve an eligibility issue before awarding and disbursing aid,” the announcement 
reads. “In response to feedback from the financial aid community, ED is taking steps to update its logic to 
no longer set an FPS C Flag for post-screening Reason Code 34/Comment Code 352.” 

ED will begin reprocessing ISIRs to remove the C Flag associated with Comment Code 352 starƟng June 
11.  

 



House AppropriaƟons CommiƩee Advances FY 2027 Budget, Includes Amendment to Reclassify 
Nursing Programs as ‘Professional’ 

The House AppropriaƟons CommiƩee on Tuesday night, in a 34-28 vote, advanced its fiscal year (FY) 
2027 funding bill for the ED and other government agencies, adopƟng a biparƟsan amendment that 
would reclassify nursing programs as a professional degree.  

Notably, the House’s budget proposal, which was released last week, would make several changes to 
federal student aid programs, including funding cuts to the Federal Work-Study (FWS) and Federal 
Supplemental EducaƟonal Opportunity Grant (FSEOG) programs and eliminaƟng funding for subsidized 
federal student loans, which are only available for undergraduate students. AddiƟonally, the bill would 
increase the maximum Pell Grant award by $50 and would add about $15 billion in mandatory Pell 
funding to address the projected funding shorƞall.  

Overall, the budget proposal allocates $70.7 billion for ED, an $8 billion, or 10%, decrease from the FY 26 
enacted level.  

Throughout Tuesday’s markup, lawmakers debated and offered amendments on various aspects of the 
budget proposal, which covers the departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, ED, and related 
agencies.  

Notably, a biparƟsan manager’s amendment was adopted by the commiƩee, which included a provision 
that would reclassify advanced nursing programs as professional degree programs.  

The amendment clarified that the term “advanced nursing program” means a post-baccalaureate 
educaƟonal program that prepares students for advanced pracƟce registered nursing licensure, 
cerƟficaƟon, or authorizaƟon, including nurse pracƟƟoner, clinical nurse specialist, cerƟfied nurse 
midwife, cerƟfied registered nurse anestheƟst, or other advanced pracƟce registered nurse programs.  

With the implementaƟon of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA), ED recently released final 
rules clarifying which programs would be considered as professional degrees – meaning that some 
students would face lower loan limits if their program is considered a graduate degree, and higher loan 
limits if their program is considered a professional degree. Many lawmakers have expressed 
concerns with ED’s definiƟon, noƟng that some students – especially those studying nursing – would be 
impacted and could ulƟmately lead to nursing shortages. States and nursing organizaƟons have already 
filed lawsuits against ED over its definiƟon of a professional degree.  

“This rule would saddle students with mountains of debt and put advanced nursing careers out of reach 
for many,” Rep. Lauren Underwood (D-Ill.) said during Tuesday’s markup. “America needs more nurses, 
not fewer, but this decision would worsen our nursing shortage and put more of a strain on our health 
care system, especially in rural and underserved areas.” 

Underwood conƟnued and said this amendment is a good start but “unfortunately it does not go far 
enough.” 

“The Trump administraƟon's harmful student loan rules hurt dozens of professionals and will lead to 
workforce shortages in a wide range of healthcare fields and other industries, threatening public health 
and raising costs on everybody,” Underwood said. “The enƟre rule must be blocked or rescinded.” 



While this amendment had biparƟsan support, the House’s FY 27 funding bill for ED was advanced on a 
party-line vote, without any amendments offered by Democrats being adopted by the commiƩee. 

Rep. Madeleine Dean (D-Penn.) offered an amendment to remove a provision in the bill that would 
terminate funding for new Direct Subsidized Loans for undergraduate students beginning July 1, 2027.  

“For decades, the subsidized loans program has been one of the federal government's most effecƟve 
tools for helping students from low-income families afford higher educaƟon,” Dean said. “Let me be 
clear, taking away subsidized loans from students with financial need in order to finance a modest 
increase in Pell grants is not a meaningful investment in college affordability.” 

Rep. Robert Aderholt (R-Ala.), chair of the Labor, Health and Human Services, EducaƟon, and Related 
Agencies SubcommiƩee, opposed Dean’s amendment, saying this policy is not new and that Congress 
has already ended subsidized loans for graduate students in 2011.  

“Students will sƟll have access to unsubsidized loans to finance their college educaƟon up to exisƟng 
annual and total limits,” Aderholt said. “This bill reinvests the savings from this loan policy into the Pell 
Grant program.” 

UlƟmately, Dean’s amendment was rejected by the commiƩee.  

Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-Conn.), ranking member of the House AppropriaƟons CommiƩee, introduced an 
amendment to block ED’s interagency agreements (IAAs) with several federal agencies. This amendment 
was also rejected. 

The budget bill is now moving to the House floor for consideraƟon, though the expected Ɵmeline is 
currently unclear. The Senate has yet to release its budget proposal for ED for FY 27.  

 

House Passes No Aid for Ghost Students Act 

The House passed legislaƟon, in a 249-172 vote, which aims to codify the ED’s recent fraud prevenƟon 
measures on the FAFSA form.  

First introduced by Rep. Burgess Owens (R-Utah.), the No Aid for Ghost Students Act would amend the 
Higher EducaƟon Act (HEA) to require the EducaƟon Secretary to use an idenƟty fraud detecƟon system 
to review each FAFSA to determine whether the FAFSA presents a reasonable suspicion of idenƟty fraud. 
It is NASFAA’s understanding that the intent of the bill is to codify the fraud detecƟon measures that ED 
recently launched in April. 

Already, ED has detailed how its FAFSA fraud prevenƟon measures work.  

The bill specifies that this fraud detecƟon system would screen each FAFSA submiƩed on or aŌer 
October 1, 2026. If a student is suspected of idenƟty fraud, the student would receive a noƟficaƟon from 
ED that they are subject to addiƟonal idenƟty verificaƟon requirements. If an insƟtuƟon wants to 
disburse aid to this student, the insƟtuƟon would need to verify that student’s idenƟty.  

AddiƟonally, the bill would require the EducaƟon Secretary to establish guidelines for its idenƟty 
verificaƟon procedures for insƟtuƟons no later than October 1, 2026. The bill would also  require ED to 



annually conduct an evaluaƟon of the idenƟty fraud detecƟon system and report on its effecƟveness to 
Congress. 

The legislaƟon in March advanced out of the House EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee in a 30-3 vote.  

Rep. Tim Walberg (R-Mich.), chair of the EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee, praised the passage of the 
legislaƟon, saying that fraudsters have stolen billions of taxpayer dollars from the federal student aid 
programs.  

“No Aid for Ghost Students Act is a common-sense soluƟon to strengthen oversight, improve idenƟty 
verificaƟon, and stop fraud before it happens—ensuring we can maintain the integrity of our federal 
student aid system,” Walberg said in a statement. Every federal student aid dollar should go to a student 
pursuing an educaƟon, not to criminals exploiƟng the system."  

However, since the EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee’s consideraƟon, Rep. Bobby ScoƩ (D-Va.), who 
serves as ranking member, has expressed concern about the legislaƟon’s enforcement standards and a 
lack of guidance, which could allow the administraƟon to further “weaponize” student aid. 

“The Trump AdministraƟon has issued numerous threats and made efforts to withhold Title IV funding as 
a weapon of ideological control over educaƟonal insƟtuƟons,” ScoƩ said. “Already, this AdministraƟon 
has rewriƩen the accreditaƟon handbook, threatened funding to select insƟtuƟons that violate its legally 
dubious execuƟve orders, and embedded ideological condiƟons into annual parƟcipaƟon agreements.” 

ScoƩ further requested that Congress allow ED’s anƟ-fraud system to operate and evaluate the 
department’s findings. 

In the Senate, companion legislaƟon was introduced by Sen. Ashley Moody (R-Fla.), where it has yet to 
be considered by the Senate Health, EducaƟon, Labor and Pensions (HELP) CommiƩee.  

 

Member Preview of NASFAA’s Comments on Proposed Changes to IDR Request Form 

NASFAA has shared the draŌ of its response to the ED’s request for comments on its proposed changes 
to the Income-Driven Repayment (IDR) Plan Request form. The department recently proposed revisions 
to the IDR request form to reflect the repayment plan changes enacted under the One Big BeauƟful Bill 
Act (OBBBA). In the comments, NASFAA expressed support for many of the proposed updates, while also 
offering suggesƟons to improve the form's clarity and requesƟng addiƟonal guidance on how family size 
and the number of dependents are determined for calculaƟng monthly payment amounts under the 
available IDR plans. NASFAA hopes our members will use these comments to inform their own 
comments, which are due to ED on June 22, 2026. 

 

New NASFAA FAQ: Pell Grant Shorƞall 

NASFAA has put together a new issue brief that walks through several frequently asked quesƟons about 
a funding shorƞall in the Pell Grant program. The explainer provides details on how the program is 
funded, outlines the difference between the Pell Grant shorƞall and reserve, covers congressional 
acƟons that have addressed the shorƞall, and offers an outlook on future shorƞalls. The resource also 



contains several graphics to help readers beƩer understand the terms and developments that have 
directly impacted the program. 

NASFAA Submits Comments on Proposed Changes to Repayment Plan SelecƟon Form 

NASFAA submiƩed comments to the ED in response to its proposed changes to the Fixed Payment 
Repayment Plan Request form. The department proposed revisions to the form to reflect the repayment 
plan changes enacted under the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). NASFAA’s comments expressed 
support for many of the proposed updates and offered recommendaƟons to further improve the form’s 
clarity and usability for borrowers. 

 

NASFAA Shares Preview of Comments on Second DraŌ of 2027-28 FAFSA 

NASFAA is pleased to share its draŌ comments to the ED on the second round of revisions to the 2027-
28 FAFSA. In this second and final round of comments, NASFAA thanked ED for changes made because of 
the 60-day comment period, including beƩer help text for several quesƟons, revising the Ɵmeframe 
specified in the student homelessness quesƟon, and rewording the quesƟon about high school 
compleƟon status. NASFAA also reiterated remaining areas of concern not taken into consideraƟon from 
the first commenƟng round as well as other suggesƟons for further improvements. NASFAA hopes our 
members will use these comments to inform their own comments, which are due to ED on June 25, 
2026. 

 

ED Announces Temporary 1% Interest Rate ReducƟon for Borrowers Enrolled in Auto Pay 

The ED unveiled a new iniƟaƟve to help student loan borrowers return to repayment, announcing that 
borrowers enrolled in auto pay will be eligible for a 1% interest rate reducƟon on their federal loans 
beginning July 1.  

 

NASFAA Signs onto LeƩer Expressing Concerns Over ED’s Proposed Changes to Foreign GiŌs and 
Contracts ReporƟng 

NASFAA, along with several higher educaƟon organizaƟons, signed onto a leƩer expressing concerns 
over several proposals made by the ED regarding the foreign giŌs and contracts reporƟng process under 
SecƟon 117 of the Higher EducaƟon Act (HEA). Earlier in April, ED published an informaƟon collecƟon 
request which listed two “substanƟal” changes to the foreign giŌs and contracts reporƟng process, 
including public disclosure of donor names and a new requirement for an individual to cerƟfy that an 
insƟtuƟon is in compliance with SecƟon 117. The organizaƟons expressed concerns over these two 
changes, noƟng that the public disclosure of donor names “would have a chilling impact on legal foreign 
donaƟons from alumni and others to our insƟtuƟons” and that the new cerƟficaƟon requirement “is 
absent from the exisƟng statute and could create liability for individuals that does not exist in statute.” 
The organizaƟons also highlight concerns with ED’s new foreign giŌ reporƟng portal, and highlight the 
reporƟng burden on insƟtuƟons.  
 



Auto pay is an opƟon for federal student loan borrowers to get their monthly loan payment 
automaƟcally deducted from their checking or savings account by their federal loan servicer. If a 
borrower enrolls in auto pay, servicers typically reduce the borrower’s interest rate by 0.25%.  

ED noted that the borrowers who enroll in auto pay by September 30, 2026, or who are already enrolled 
in auto pay, will receive this 1% interest rate reducƟon benefit through June 30, 2028.   

ED Under Secretary Nicholas Kent said the department hopes this temporary iniƟaƟve will “drive up 
repayment rates and significantly improve the overall health of the federal student loan porƞolio.” 

“The Trump administraƟon is making student loan repayment easier than ever, and borrowers should 
not wait to take advantage of this temporary interest rate reducƟon to stay on track for key student loan 
benefits,” Kent said in a statement. “No maƩer your age or college credenƟal, we want to make sure that 
borrowers can understand their opƟons and choose a repayment opƟon that works best for them.” 

ED noted that prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, over 80% of borrowers in acƟve repayment were 
enrolled in auto pay. Today, only 40% are enrolled.  

Since the Trump administraƟon took office, a key priority has been returning student loan borrowers to 
repayment. Already, ED has announced a campaign in which, starƟng July 1, the 7 million borrowers 
enrolled in the Saving on a Valuable EducaƟon (SAVE) plan will be directed to choose a new repayment 
plan or be automaƟcally enrolled in either the current standard plan or the new Tiered Standard plan. 

Notably, this iniƟaƟve was announced just two weeks before the administraƟon launches its two new 
repayment plans enacted through the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act – the Repayment Assistance Plan (RAP) 
and the Tiered Standard repayment plan.  

The department listed instrucƟons for borrowers to enroll in auto pay in its press release. 

 

NASFAA Submits Comments on Proposed Changes to IDR Request Form 

NASFAA submiƩed comments to the ED in response to its proposed changes to the Income-Driven 
Repayment (IDR) Plan Request form. The department proposed revisions to the IDR request form to 
reflect the repayment plan changes enacted under the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). NASFAA’s 
comments expressed support for many of the proposed updates, while also offering suggesƟons to 
improve the form's clarity and requesƟng addiƟonal guidance on how family size and the number of 
dependents are determined for calculaƟng monthly payment amounts under the available IDR plans. 

 

 

 

Court Faces Pre-July 1 Deadline on RISE Final Rule Challenge 

With July 1 just a week away, two federal lawsuits are pressing courts to act before a wave of student aid 
rule changes from the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) take effect. 



The lawsuits challenge the Reimagining and Improving Student EducaƟon (RISE) negoƟated rulemaking 
(neg reg) commiƩee’s final rule's definiƟon of “professional degree” and its consequences for some 
workers in the healthcare industry. 

Prior to the OBBBA, there was no meaningful disƟncƟon between graduate and professional students for 
federal student loan borrowing purposes. All graduate-level students had access to the same annual 
Unsubsidized loan limit of $20,500 and, criƟcally, could borrow up to the full cost of aƩendance through 
the Graduate PLUS loan program. 

The OBBBA created a two-Ɵer system, treaƟng “professional” students differently from “graduate” 
students for loan limit purposes. StarƟng July 1, 2026, only eleven degree-programs qualify as 
"professional degrees": the ten included in an earlier regulatory definiƟon's illustraƟve list — fields like 
medicine, pharmacy, denƟstry, law, and optometry — plus doctoral degrees in clinical psychology, which 
was added during RISE commiƩee negoƟaƟons. A program with the same four-digit ClassificaƟon of 
InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) code as one of the eleven programs could also qualify as a professional 
degree if it meets certain licensure and program length requirements. 

The law set the loan limits at two different levels: professional students could now borrow up to $50,000 
annually, while graduate students remained capped at $20,500 under the Unsubsidized loan program. In 
addiƟon to establishing new annual loan limits, the OBBBA eliminated the Graduate PLUS loan program 
for new borrowers, a program that effecƟvely filled the gap between the Unsubsidized loan limits and 
the actual costs of aƩendance for many students. 

The lawsuits filed against the Department of EducaƟon (ED) argue that the department misinterpreted 
the statute and, during the negoƟated rulemaking process and in the final rule, manufactured excessive 
exclusivity in its definiƟon of a professional program. 

The first lawsuit was filed by a coaliƟon of 25 states and the District of Columbia, challenging four 
specific provisions of the RISE rule. First, the narrowed definiƟon of "professional degree" itself. Second, 
regarding the rule's treatment of students who withdraw and re-enroll, the lawsuit argues that OBBBA's 
limited excepƟon provision requires only that a student be enrolled as of June 30, 2026, and that ED 
added a re-enrollment disqualificaƟon with no basis in the statute. Third, and related to the limited 
excepƟon as well, ED interprets a transfer to a new insƟtuƟon as the start of a new program of study, 
and the states argue the statute does not require this interpretaƟon. Fourth, ED's refusal to exercise 
exisƟng authority under HEA SecƟon 428H(d), which they’ve used to set higher loan limits for high-cost 
health profession programs, despite plainƟffs' argument that the preamble's claim that ED "lacked 
authority" to use it is simply wrong. 
 
The states are seeking a declaraƟon that these provisions are unlawful, naƟonal vacatur of the 
challenged provisions [which would strike the rule from existence enƟrely with naƟonwide effect], and a 
permanent injuncƟon [which would leave the provisions intact, and would only affect the parƟes named 
in the suit] limited to public insƟtuƟons within the plainƟff states. CriƟcally, the states have not yet filed 
a moƟon for a preliminary injuncƟon [a temporary pause on enforcement while the case proceeds, 
which affects only the parƟes named in the lawsuit], meaning the July 1 implementaƟon date will 
proceed as scheduled unless they do so. 



The second lawsuit, a consolidaƟon of two lawsuits originally filed separately, was made by professional 
associaƟons represenƟng nurse pracƟƟoners and physician associates. The lawsuit argues that the final 
rule violates the AdministraƟve Procedure Act (APA) by unlawfully limiƟng access to federal Direct Loans 
for students pursuing healthcare-related professions. 

The coaliƟon is seeking five forms of relief. First, a stay of the rule pending resoluƟon of the case 
[pausing the rule from taking effect while liƟgaƟon is pending, which would likely be limited to the 
associaƟon plainƟffs and their members]. Second, a preliminary injuncƟon blocking the provisions from 
taking place on July 1 [which, if granted, would likely be limited to the associaƟon plainƟffs' members]. 
Third, a permanent injuncƟon [issued aŌer the case is heard in full, direcƟng ED not to enforce the 
professional degree definiƟon against parƟes associated with the associaƟon plainƟffs unƟl ED 
promulgates a lawful replacement rule; the rule would technically sƟll exist but be unenforceable against 
those covered]. Fourth, vacatur of the professional degree definiƟon [which would strike it from 
existence enƟrely with naƟonwide effect]. FiŌh, a declaraƟon that the challenged provisions are 
unlawful. 

Given that the healthcare associaƟon lawsuit sought a preliminary injuncƟon to stop the rule from taking 
effect as of July 1, 2026, the court heard the plainƟff's arguments on June 23. Though the cases were 
consolidated, the two parƟes decided to present their arguments separately before the court. 

During the hearing, presided over by Judge Beryl Alaine Howell, the plainƟffs emphasized that their 
challenge is not directed at Congress's decision to eliminate Grad PLUS loans or impose new borrowing 
limits through the OBBBA. Instead, they argued that ED unlawfully implemented those statutory changes 
by adopƟng a definiƟon of "professional degree program" that excludes programs Congress never 
intended to exclude. 

PlainƟffs repeatedly stressed that "we don't challenge the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act. We don't challenge 
the statute. We don't challenge the eliminaƟon of Grad PLUS loans." Rather, they contend that affected 
nursing, physician associate, and other health profession programs "should have been subject to the 
higher caps and are only subject to the lower caps because of the Department's implementaƟon of this 
rule." 

To demonstrate the pracƟcal impact, plainƟffs cited evidence that more than 80% of nursing school 
deans expect enrollment declines as a result of the rule and that roughly 75% of students at those 
insƟtuƟons may be deterred from pursuing their degrees because of the new borrowing restricƟons. 
They also argued that students forced to rely on private loans could lose access to federal borrower 
protecƟons, including PSLF, even if they pursue careers in public service. 

Howell focused on a central quesƟon: because the loan limits themselves are established by statute, how 
would halƟng the department's rule provide meaningful relief if the plainƟffs are not challenging the law 
enacted by Congress? 

In response, plainƟffs argued that the statutory disƟncƟon between graduate and professional degree 
programs is not self-execuƟng, meaning the law does not automaƟcally idenƟfy which degree programs 
qualify as "professional" programs. PlainƟffs argued that ED had to make those determinaƟons itself 
and, in doing so, imposed requirements that are not found in the statute.  



According to the plainƟffs, Congress relied on ED to establish a lawful framework for determining which 
programs qualify as professional degree programs and therefore receive the higher loan limits. Because 
ED adopted an allegedly unlawful definiƟon that excludes certain programs, plainƟffs contend there is 
currently no valid mechanism for applying the statutory disƟncƟon. As a result, they argued that the 
court should prevent the department from enforcing the challenged definiƟon and the lower borrowing 
caps that flow from it, unƟl the agency adopts a lawful replacement. 

ED then took its turn largely defending the challenged rule on two grounds: that the plainƟffs' alleged 
injuries are speculaƟve and that the department reasonably interpreted Congress’s statutory language. 
ED counsel added that any court-ordered relief, if granted, should be narrowly tailored.  

ED acknowledged that a loss of members or membership dues could consƟtute an injury for the plainƟff 
organizaƟons; however, it argued that the claims are speculaƟve as there is no certainty that the 
borrowing limits will reduce enrollment in the affected programs. Department counsel argued that a 
variety of outcomes are possible, including students turning to private loans or pursuing alternaƟve 
financing opƟons, making it difficult to establish a causal connecƟon at this moment in Ɵme.  

Howell appeared skepƟcal of the department’s approach to defining professional degree programs, 
highlighƟng what she described as a contrast between the agency’s insistence that it lacked authority to 
consider certain policy concerns raised in the proposed rule comments, while simultaneously adding 
criteria, such as a reliance on four-digit CIP codes, that Congress did not expressly include in the statute. 
ED defended its use of CIP codes as an administraƟve tool, arguing that they are widely used throughout 
higher educaƟon and student aid administraƟon.  

ED repeatedly emphasized that Congress deliberately imposed borrowing limits on professional degree 
programs where none had previously existed. Counsel argued that the department’s rule simply 
operaƟonalizes that congressional decision, even if the resulƟng changes are significant and potenƟally 
disrupƟve.  

The hearing ended with a discussion of what should happen if the plainƟffs prevail. The department 
urged the court to limit any relief to the specific provisions of the rule challenged in the lawsuit. Counsel 
also indicated that if the court invalidates any part of the professional degree definiƟon, the department 
could move relaƟvely quickly to reclassify affected programs and implement a revised approach without 
undertaking a new rulemaking process, although no specific Ɵmeline was provided. 

If the typical procedure for preliminary injuncƟon hearings is followed, Howell has a few opƟons: issue a 
ruling within days; issue a short order first granƟng or denying the injuncƟon briefly, with a longer 
explanaƟon to follow; or request supplemental briefing, meaning asking for addiƟonal informaƟon from 
the two parƟes. At this stage, Judge Howell is not deciding the ulƟmate legality of the rule; she is 
deciding if the plainƟffs have met the requirements for a preliminary injuncƟon.  

If the court grants the preliminary injuncƟon, it would block implementaƟon of the "professional 
degree" definiƟon for the affected parƟes represented by the plainƟffs only. If the court does not grant 
the injuncƟon, it does not end the case; it simply means the plainƟffs did not meet the standard required 
to obtain emergency relief before the case is fully liƟgated. The court could also grant parƟal relief, 
blocking only certain aspects of the professional degree definiƟon, such as the department’s use of the 
CIP code as a criterion. 



Howell did not issue a decision at the conclusion of the hearing but instead requested supplemental 
informaƟon specifically regarding the CIP code porƟon of the final rule. She has also asked the plainƟffs 
to provide more evidence on the legal standing of a stay being issued. Given the July 1, 2026, 
implementaƟon date for the provisions at issue, a decision is expected shortly. 

 

ED Announces Higher EducaƟon Fraud Summit 

The ED announced that it will host an in-person summit on Tuesday, July 7, at the department’s LBJ 
Auditorium in Washington, D.C. The one-day summit will feature staff from ED and Federal Student Aid, 
Inspectors General, insƟtuƟons of higher educaƟon, and industry partners for panels and sessions 
focused on combaƟng fraud across higher educaƟon. ED released an FAQ addressing quesƟons on who 
should aƩend from each insƟtuƟon, how many in-person aƩendees are allowed per insƟtuƟon, and 
more. ED noted that a virtual aƩendance opƟon may be offered closer to the summit date, but is not 
guaranteed. RegistraƟon must be completed by July 3. 

 

NASFAA Updates Financial Aid Offer Examples to Reflect OBBBA ImplementaƟon 

NASFAA conƟnues to refine its aid offer models to promote transparency and consistency in how 
financial aid informaƟon is communicated to students and families. These updated models conƟnue to 
meet all current NASFAA Code of Conduct requirements while also reflecƟng recent policy 
developments, including changes enacted through the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (effecƟve July 1, 2026) 
and NASFAA's endorsement of the Improving Financial Aid Offers for Students Act. The aid offer-
examples have been updated to provide insƟtuƟons with non-mandated, pracƟcal models for clearly 
communicaƟng financial aid eligibility and costs using current terminology, disclosures, and best 
pracƟces. 

 

New FSA Data Shows 1.3 Million UpƟck in Defaulted Borrowers 

Federal Student Aid (FSA) on Tuesday released newly updated data from 70 quarterly applicaƟon, 
disbursement, and loan porƞolio reports, showing a 1.3 million upƟck in the number of borrowers in 
default since the last quarter in 2025.  

As part of a quarterly update, FSA’s updated reports include new data from January 1 through March 31, 
2026. Notably, in the latest quarter, the number of borrowers in default increased by approximately 1.3 
million compared with the previous quarter (October 1 through December 31, 2025). In total, as of 
March 31, there are roughly 9 million borrowers in default, with $220 billion in outstanding federal 
student loan debt, which represents more than 13% of the total $1.64 trillion federally managed student 
loan porƞolio.  

This updated data comes as the Trump administraƟon ramps up iniƟaƟves to bring borrowers back into 
repayment – including a 1% interest rate reducƟon if borrowers enroll in auto pay and a campaign to get 
borrowers enrolled in the Saving on a Valuable EducaƟon (SAVE) plan to choose another repayment 
plan.  



Overall, FSA noted that as of March 31, the outstanding federal student loan porƞolio includes 42.6 
million recipients with federal student loans totaling $1.7 trillion, a roughly 4% increase from March 
2025.  

Other key takeaways include that over 17.2 million borrowers, or about 42% of all federally managed 
borrowers, have at least one loan in a current repayment or delinquency status. FSA warned that many 
borrowers in delinquent status are at risk of entering default in the coming months, specifically noƟng 
that 20% of recipients with loans in acƟve repayment, or about 3.5 million borrowers, are more than 30 
days delinquent on their accounts, and about 1.4 million borrowers are in late-stage delinquency, at risk 
of defaulƟng within six months.  

AddiƟonally, about 8.4 million borrowers have at least one loan in forbearance, totaling $485 billion in 
federal student loans. FSA noted that this is a decrease from the previous quarter, as some borrowers 
enrolled in the SAVE plan began transiƟoning out of forbearance, and that more borrowers will exit 
forbearance as the SAVE plan sunsets in the coming months.  

Roughly 3.6 million borrowers, or 9% of federally managed borrowers, have at least one loan in 
deferment totaling $157 billion. 

The updated reports also include new data on insƟtuƟonal nonpayment rates, which differ from cohort 
default rates. Last summer, FSA first released insƟtuƟonal nonpayment rates, which are the percentage 
of Direct Loan borrowers who entered repayment since January 2020 and whose federal student loans 
were more than 90 days delinquent at the Ɵme the data were collected; in this quarterly report, the data 
are as of May 2026.  

In this new data, approximately 2,000 insƟtuƟons have nonpayment rates at or exceeding 25%, an 
increase of roughly 200 insƟtuƟons since the February 2026 report, FSA noted.  

With this new data, FSA does note that its recent student loan data is not comparable to prior years 
because of the three-and-a-half-year payment pause from the Covid-19 pandemic, along with the 
implementaƟon of programs such as the on-ramp and Fresh Start. 

FSA also provided new data on the usage of income-driven repayment (IDR) plans. According to FSA, 
approximately 13 million Direct Loan and ED-serviced FFEL borrowers in repayment, deferment, or 
forbearance statuses are enrolled in an IDR plan. Within the past year, the number of Direct Loan and 
ED-serviced FFEL balances in IDR plans increased from $728 billion to $784 billion.  

 

Bonamici Introduces ResoluƟon to Impeach McMahon 

Rep. Suzanne Bonamici (D-Ore.) on Thursday introduced a resoluƟon to impeach EducaƟon Secretary 
Linda McMahon, staƟng that McMahon violated her oath of office, illegally transferred the operaƟons of 
the ED to other federal agencies without the consent of Congress, and made false statements before 
Congress.  

Last week, Bonamici indicated she would be unveiling this resoluƟon, saying she “will not stand by and 
let Sec. McMahon destroys the federal programs, funding, and research that are criƟcal to public schools 
and the millions of students they serve.” 



“Secretary McMahon has betrayed students, families, and educators by dismantling and demolishing the 
Department of EducaƟon, something she does not have authority to do,” Bonamici said in a statement. 
“Congress created the Department and it would take an Act of Congress to shut it down.” 

The resoluƟon lists several acƟons McMahon took since taking office that Bonamici argued go against 
the law, including creaƟng mulƟple interagency agreements (IAA) with other federal agencies in an effort 
to “dismantle” ED. Most notably, ED in March announced an IAA with the Treasury Department with the 
goal of phasing out other Federal Student Aid (FSA) funcƟons to the agency.  

“Although the Department of EducaƟon has framed these interagency agreements as ‘partnerships’, 
Linda M. McMahon has publicly made statements referencing her plan to dismantle and eliminate the 
Department of EducaƟon, demonstraƟng a willful intent to violate the Department of EducaƟon 
OrganizaƟon Act,” the resoluƟon reads.  

The resoluƟon notes that ED cannot be dismantled, nor can statutory funcƟons be reassigned to another 
federal agency without an act of Congress.  

The resoluƟon also alleges false statements McMahon made before Congress. Specifically, during a 
February 2025 Senate Health, EducaƟon, Labor, and Pensions (HELP) CommiƩee hearing, McMahon said 
she would disburse all congressionally appropriated funds in accordance with statute. The resoluƟon 
notes that, among other instances, McMahon rejected or canceled approximately 100 TRIO grants, and 
halted $350 million in federal grant funds.  

The resoluƟon also claims that McMahon breached public trust by terminaƟng approximately 2,000 
employees at ED, which ulƟmately affected the department’s ability to disburse congressionally 
authorized funding in a Ɵmely manner, and created significant delays that affected educaƟonal 
programming at elementary and secondary schools and insƟtuƟons of higher educaƟon.  

“Linda M. McMahon has decimated the Department of EducaƟon’s capacity to fulfill its statutory 
responsibiliƟes and created a culture of fear and chaos that has already disrupted and harmed criƟcal 
educaƟonal programming,” the resoluƟon reads. “These acƟons have breached the public trust in the 
Department of EducaƟon and in Linda M. McMahon as its leader.” 

The legislaƟon is cosponsored by 16 House Democrats including Reps. Mark DeSaulnier (Cali.), Maxine 
Dexter (Ore.), Veronica Escobar (Texas), John Garamendi (Cali), Adelita Grijalva (Ariz.), Jahana Hayes 
(Conn.), Jared Huffman (Cali.), Mike Quigley (Illi.), Doris Matsui (Cali.), Andrea Salinas (Ore.), Lateefah 
Simon (Cali.), Mark Takano (Cali.), Shri Thanedar (Mich.), Rashida Tlaib (Mich.), Jill Tokuda (Hawaii), and 
Nikema Williams (Ga.). 

McMahon responded to Bonamic’s resoluƟon last week, calling on Democrats to “do beƩer.” 

“It speaks volumes that House Democrats think an impeachable offense is working to improve student 
outcomes and reduce the federal bureaucracy,” McMahon wrote. “They must not be bothered by 
chronic failures of our educaƟon system that result in historic low-test scores, a failed FAFSA form 
rollout, classrooms shuƩered during COVID, designaƟng parents as terrorists, and males in female locker 
rooms.” 

 



ED's Updated PSLF Form Request Adds Urgency to Court Challenge 

With July 1 just under a week away, a lawsuit challenging the ED’s new Public Service Loan Forgiveness 
(PSLF) employer eligibility rule has gained urgency in the past week, with the department seeking 
emergency clearance to revise the PSLF cerƟficaƟon form before the July 1 effecƟve date. 

In March 2025, President Trump signed an execuƟve order direcƟng ED to revise PSLF eligibility criteria 
to ensure the definiƟon of "public service" excludes organizaƟons that engage in acƟviƟes with a 
"substanƟal illegal purpose." ED went through a negoƟated rulemaking session in summer 2025 with no 
consensus, giving it free rein to draŌ the final rule. ED finalized the rule on October 30, 2025, with an 
effecƟve date of July 1, 2026. 

The suit originally filed by the NaƟonal Council of Nonprofits in November 2025 has returned to the 
public eye aŌer ED issued a request for emergency clearance to revise the PSLF CerƟficaƟon and 
ApplicaƟon form. The revised form will require employers to aƩest, under penalty of perjury, that they 
have not engaged in any acƟvity consƟtuƟng a "substanƟal illegal purpose" on or aŌer July 1, 2026, a 
provision included in the PSLF final rule. 

The NaƟonal Council of Nonprofits said that this development adds urgency to the liƟgaƟon because, if 
the court does not block the rule before July 1, the new form will go into effect simultaneously with the 
rule, and employers will be making perjury-level aƩestaƟons beginning with the first PSLF cerƟficaƟon 
form submission aŌer that date. 

The case was heard earlier this month, with no decision issued, and no court has issued a preliminary 
injuncƟon blocking the rule. Thus, the plainƟffs have requested that “the Court grant their pending 
moƟons for summary judgment before July 1," so borrowers and employers are not subjected to the 
new cerƟficaƟon requirement. 

 

Court Temporarily Pauses Key Parts of Professional Student DefiniƟon Days Before July 1 EffecƟve Date 

A federal court has temporarily halted the implementaƟon of a porƟon of the ED’s narrowed 
professional degree definiƟon from its Reimagining and Improving Student EducaƟon (RISE) final rule, 
just days before the rule was set to take effect on July 1, 2026. 

Significant uncertainty remains as the ruling is only a day old. ED has not yet appealed, a path they can 
pursue, or commented publicly on any plans to issue guidance. For now, insƟtuƟons should consult their 
own legal counsel before deciding how to proceed. 

The decision, which applies naƟonally, temporarily reverts to the current three-part standard for 
professional degree programs at 34 CFR 668.2 unƟl the court issues a final decision on the full merits of 
the case. Under that standard, a professional degree is one that signifies compleƟon of the academic 
requirements for beginning pracƟce in a given profession and a level of professional skill beyond that 
normally required for a bachelor's degree, generally requires professional licensure, and includes (but is 
not limited to) the ten fields of study listed in the regulaƟon. 

As previously reported, the consolidated lawsuit brought by professional associaƟons represenƟng 
mulƟple healthcare-related professionals argued that ED violated the AdministraƟve Procedure Act (APA) 



by adopƟng a “professional degree program” definiƟon that “imposed new requirements absent from 
the preexisƟng definiƟon adopted by Congress and turned an illustraƟve list of qualifying degrees into an 
exhausƟve one.” The court heard arguments on June 23, with the plainƟffs seeking, among other forms 
of relief, a stay of the rule pending resoluƟon of the case, a request that was parƟally granted. 

The stay order pauses two pieces of the final rule: part (i) of the professional degree definiƟon at 34 CFR 
685.102, which contained ED’s new requirements that narrowed the fields of study that would be 
considered professional degree programs, and the requirement that a degree program be free from 
another professional’s supervision, which appeared in the rule’s preamble. 

Part (i) is the porƟon of the definiƟon that established ED’s more restricƟve test for what can be 
considered a professional degree program. It required, among other things, that a professional degree 
generally be at the doctoral level, that it require at least six academic years of postsecondary coursework 
including at least two years of post-baccalaureate coursework, that it generally require professional 
licensure to begin pracƟce, and that it carry a four-digit ClassificaƟon of InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) 
code in the same intermediate group as the eleven fields ED established as an exhausƟve list in the rule. 
The court's stay suspends the applicability of these criteria. 

Part (ii) of the final rule lists the eleven fields ED established as professional degree programs: the ten 
listed in the current definiƟon at 34 CFR 668.2 (Pharmacy, DenƟstry, Veterinary Medicine, ChiropracƟc, 
Law, Medicine, Optometry, Osteopathic Medicine, Podiatry, Theology) plus Clinical Psychology, which ED 
added in the final rule. Part (ii) remains in place, but the court adopted the understanding that this list is 
not exclusive. 

With part (i) paused, programs that would have been measured against ED’s stricter professional degree 
criteria (that the program be at the doctoral-level, require six years of postsecondary coursework, and 
share a 4-digit CIP-code with one of the 11 programs in part (ii)) will now be evaluated under the current 
three-part standard at 34 CFR 668.2 described above. Clinical Psychology remains an eligible program 
because part (ii) survived the stay. 

Emergency relief like this is someƟmes limited to the parƟes who brought the suit. In this case, the court 
froze the provisions because they likely violate porƟons of the APA, and it explained that relief arising 
from APA violaƟons generally applies naƟonwide, not just to the plainƟff organizaƟons and their 
members. 

The ordered stay suspends ED's authority to implement the provisions unƟl the court can fully decide 
the case on its substance (called a full-merit hearing). The June 23 ruling was a quick emergency decision 
on whether the plainƟffs had grounds for temporary relief before July 1, not a deep-dive hearing on 
whether the rule is actually lawful.ED sought to block the pause order from taking effect unƟl it could file 
its own appeal, a request that the judge ulƟmately denied. 

Both ED and the plainƟffs must propose a schedule for further court proceedings by July 2, and the stay 
will remain in place unƟl the case is fully resolved, whenever that occurs. 

NASFAA will conƟnue to monitor the case, as well as the related mulƟstate challenge, and will provide 
updates in Today’s News as the liƟgaƟon proceeds. 

 



NASFAA Comments on Second DraŌ of 2027-28 FAFSA 

NASFAA submiƩed comments to the ED on its second and final round of revisions to the 2027-28 FAFSA. 
In the comments, NASFAA expressed appreciaƟon for changes made because of the 60-day comment 
period, such as beƩer help text for several quesƟons, revising the Ɵmeframe specified in the student 
homelessness quesƟon, and rewording the quesƟon about high school compleƟon status. NASFAA also 
reiterated concerns ED had not taken into consideraƟon from the first commenƟng round. 

 

Financial Aid Professionals IdenƟfy Boundaries for AI Usage and Highlight Concerns Over Data Privacy 

The adopƟon of arƟficial intelligence (AI) tools in professional seƫngs conƟnues to rise, but financial aid 
offices are sƟll in the early stages of adopƟon and, according to recent listening sessions, are sƟll 
operaƟng without a formal process for decision-making regarding AI use. 

In early March of 2026, NASFAA’s Research Department, in partnership with the Use of AI in the Financial 
Aid Office Task Force, conducted six virtual listening sessions to explore current AI usage, decision-
making processes, guardrails, and training. The task force’s goal is to examine how financial aid 
professionals are using, or considering using, AI, including promising pracƟces and challenges related to 
privacy, compliance, data stewardship, customer service, and equity. 

Findings are then presented by topic to provide a clearer picture of how financial aid offices are 
incorporaƟng AI into their pracƟce. 

Key findings highlight: 

 Areas in which financial aid professionals idenƟfied where human judgment must remain criƟcal 
to office operaƟons, and also explained how offices are sƟll operaƟng in an “exploratory” phase 
of AI usage. In parƟcular, parƟcipants idenƟfied professional judgment determinaƟons, such as 
dependency overrides, special circumstance adjustments, and saƟsfactory academic progress 
(SAP) appeals, as areas where AI should not make or substanƟally drive decisions. Compliance 
funcƟons, including regulatory interpretaƟon, policy applicaƟon, and verificaƟon, were similarly 
protected.  

 Data privacy also remained a top concern throughout the listening sessions, with parƟcipants 
ciƟng gaps in insƟtuƟonal policies concerning the usage of Federal Tax InformaƟon (FTI) and 
other sensiƟve informaƟon in appeals. One parƟcipant idenƟfied a scenario in which students 
bring AI transcripƟon tools into virtual counseling sessions where FTI is discussed, and noted 
that current insƟtuƟonal policies reviewed in the task force’s policy scan do not provide guidance 
on data privacy. 

 As the profession conƟnues to develop its own policies for uƟlizing this new technology, 
parƟcipants urged NASFAA to provide neutral, financial aid-specific resources, including model 
policy language, training resources, and decision frameworks for opƟonal AI policies. 

The task force will use the informaƟon gathered across its reports to inform their final report, which will 
be submiƩed to the NASFAA Board of Directors. Already, NASFAA’s Research Department has  published 
its first report outlining key findings from its membership survey of financial aid professionals earlier in 



April, which found that only 54% of financial aid professionals are using this technology in their offices 
for financial aid work. 

NASFAA’s second report provided a review of insƟtuƟons' AI policies, and examined what insƟtuƟons are 
addressing, and not yet addressing, on data privacy, human oversight, disclosure, and staff training, with 
implicaƟons for financial aid pracƟƟoners navigaƟng a highly regulated work context. 

The final report, NASFAA’s Use of AI in the Financial Aid Office Task Force RecommendaƟons, will be 
published aŌer it has been reviewed and approved by the NASFAA board in the summer of 2026. 

 

ED Outlines Guidance on InsƟtuƟonal Authority to Set Program-Level Loan Limits 

The ED released a Dear Colleague LeƩer (DCL) reminding insƟtuƟons of their new authority, effecƟve July 
1, 2026, to establish lower annual loan limits for specific programs through the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act 
(OBBBA). 

The OBBBA includes a provision where insƟtuƟons have the authority to establish lower annual loan 
limits for specific programs, though this authority must be consistently applied to all students enrolled in 
that program of study, and there is no opportunity for financial aid administrators to use professional 
judgment (PJ) on a case-by-case basis to increase an individual student’s loans back to the statutory 
maximum. Further, if insƟtuƟons choose to use insƟtuƟonal loan limits, the insƟtuƟonal limit is the 
starƟng point for adjustments for less than full-Ɵme enrollment. 

In the DCL, ED lists best pracƟces insƟtuƟons can take when using this authority to set lower loan limits. 
For example, insƟtuƟons may want to establish loan limits lower than the new annual loan limits made 
under OBBBA for students in professional degree programs, especially for programs that may be 
associated with lower post-graduate earnings, or higher rates of delinquency and default. 

And even for programs where OBBBA did not change the annual borrowing limits, but did create new 
aggregate loan limits, insƟtuƟons may want to consider seƫng loan limits below the statutory 
maximums for certain programs in relaƟon to the cost of the program, and should ensure students have 
a “manageable debt burden aŌer graduaƟon,” ED wrote. 

ED encourages insƟtuƟons to counsel students to borrow only what they need, noƟng that some 
insƟtuƟons are proacƟvely providing students with informaƟon about their cumulaƟve student loan 
debt, including an esƟmate of their projected average monthly payment aŌer graduaƟon. These 
insƟtuƟons have also provided a reminder to students that they may choose to reduce their future loan 
disbursements. 

“We are commiƩed to working with you and the broader financial aid community to maximize the new 
benefits available under the Act, helping borrowers limit unnecessary borrowing, and ensuring they are 
well posiƟoned to successfully manage their federal student loan debt aŌer graduaƟon,” the leƩer reads. 

In the DCL, ED highlighted a previous white paper from NASFAA, in which two-thirds of respondents 
agreed that aid administrators should have the authority to limit loans for undergraduate, graduate, or 
professional students. 



NASFAA has previously supported insƟtuƟonal authority to limit loans, including for less than full-Ɵme 
status. However, the OBBBA version of this authority does not align with NASFAA’s recommendaƟons, as 
it does not allow aid administrators to increase a student’s loan amount higher than the school’s 
established limit, up to the applicable statutory limit, on a case-by-case basis under PJ. 

In previously submiƩed comments to the department, NASFAA outlined its concerns with the OBBBA 
provision, noƟng that the law mandates loan adjustments for less than-full-Ɵme status, whereas less-
than full-Ɵme adjustments would have been at the discreƟon of the insƟtuƟon under NASFAA’s proposal. 
This mandate could hinder insƟtuƟons from using their authority to establish lower loan limits, NASFAA 
wrote in its submiƩed comments. 

“ED’s addiƟonal requirement that insƟtuƟons that choose to use the authority to limit students’ loans 
must then apply the new mandatory adjustments for less than-full-Ɵme enrollment to the insƟtuƟonally-
set limit, again, without the opportunity for PJ, makes it less likely that insƟtuƟons will use this new 
authority than if it had been designed the way NASFAA envisioned it,” NASFAA wrote. 

 

'Shining Brightly' and 'FighƟng Forward': NASFAA Marks 60th Anniversary at 2026 NaƟonal Conference 

Over 2,400 financial aid professionals have convened just outside of the naƟon’s capital in NaƟonal 
Harbor, Maryland, to connect and proudly celebrate NASFAA’s 60th anniversary aŌer a year of significant 
challenges that tested offices across all regions. 

Throughout this week, aƩendees can parƟcipate in unique sessions and individualized pathways geared 
to help them navigate the latest guidance and regulatory updates to federal financial aid policy. 

NoƟng NASFAA’s diamond anniversary, Heidi Carl, NASFAA's 2025-26 naƟonal chair, told aƩendees that 
the pressure from this past year should allow financial aid professionals to celebrate in style, since it is 
pressure that makes a diamond. 

“We are going to shine brightly throughout this week,” Carl said. “This conference is sure to be filled with 
learning, connecƟng, sharing, and most importantly, igniƟng our light so we can shine brightly for one 
another.” 

NASFAA’s President & CEO, Melanie Storey, recognized the significant change and challenges the 
profession has faced in the last several years, from a global pandemic and emergency funding for higher 
educaƟon, to FAFSA simplificaƟon, and now implemenƟng monumental changes enacted by the One Big 
BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). 

AŌer the past few years, Storey said she has reƟred the term “unprecedented" as a descriptor for recent 
trends, instead opƟng for the term “extraordinary.” 

However, instead of just surviving these latest challenges, Storey said that aƩendees should look toward 
the possibiliƟes that are associated with new guidance and pointed to the enactment of the Higher 
EducaƟon Act (HEA) in 1965 as a sign of just how far college access has come. 

“Over 61 years ago, with the HEA, the idea of access to college, regardless of resources, was radical,” 
Storey said. “The debates were fierce, the compromises hard fought, but here we are 60 years later. We 
are doing it every day.” 



While the past year has been difficult for every aid office, Storey reminded aƩendees that there have 
been other challenging, dark days in this profession, but stressed that the profession is unified in its 
commiƩed belief that all students have the opportunity to pursue postsecondary educaƟon, even if 
there is disagreement on how to get there. 

During the opening session, aƩendees also had the opportunity to hear from Mark Schulman, a 
performance driver, author, and celebrity drummer for notable musicians, including P!nk, Foreigner, Billy 
Idol, and Cher. Schulman shared insight into how financial aid professionals can “hack into” the rockstar 
aƫtude. 

Schulman, in an interacƟve performance, explained that financial aid professionals are not just 
processing paperwork; they are changing the trajectories of human lives. 

“You got into [this profession] because somewhere along the way, you believed that a student’s zip code 
shouldn't determine their future,” Schulman said. “Through every regulaƟon, every system overhaul, 
every “One Big BeauƟful Bill” that lands on your desk at 4 p.m. on a Friday, you kept showing up.” 

Earlier in the day, during a pre-conference session on belonging, aƩendees also had the opportunity to 
hear from Michael Hingson, a New York Times best-selling author and internaƟonal lecturer, who 
explained how professionals can work toward creaƟng inclusive environments where everyone is 
empowered to fully contribute. 

Hingson, blind since birth, survived the 9/11 aƩacks with the help of his guide dog Roselle, and used his 
remarks to explain why it is important for all professionals, especially those working in financial aid, to 
observe the world in a different way than we typically do. 

He explained how the invenƟon of the lightbulb could be viewed as an ADA compliance tool to assist 
individuals who are not able to read or navigate in the dark. Since Hingson has access to braille reading 
tools, his ability to read is not impacted by the availability of light. 

“Blindness isn’t the problem; the problem is our percepƟons. Every single person on this planet has a 
disability,” Hingson explained. 

Financial aid professionals are constantly adapƟng to unique circumstances and to shiŌing guidance that 
applies only to certain student populaƟons or specific programs. 

“We all need to recognize that many Ɵmes we have differences,” Hingson said. “But it doesn't mean that 
our differences make us any less than anyone else.” 

The Today's News team is on the ground in NaƟonal Harbor, keeping you up to date on NASFAA 2026 
sessions and special events. Be sure to follow our social media channels, where you can share your 
experiences and connect with your colleagues. Check out all of our conference news coverage and stay 
tuned to Today’s News for more throughout the conference. 

 

Democrats Unveil Bill to Double Pell Grant, ShiŌ to Mandatory Funding 



A group of congressional Democrats last week unveiled bicameral legislaƟon to make college more 
affordable by nearly doubling the maximum Pell Grant award, indexing it to inflaƟon, shiŌing the 
program to mandatory funding, and more. 

The Pell Grant PreservaƟon and Expansion Act was reintroduced by Reps. Mark Pocan (D-Wisc.) and 
Bobby ScoƩ (D-Va.), ranking member for the House CommiƩee on EducaƟon and the Workforce, and 
Sens. Mazie Hirono (D-Hawaii), Jack Reed (D-R.I.), Sheldon Whitehouse (D-R.I.), and PaƩy Murray (D-
Wash.), vice chair of the Senate AppropriaƟons CommiƩee. Previous versions of this legislaƟon were 
introduced in 2024, 2021, and 2017. 

The bill would make several changes to the Pell Grant program. First, the bill would increase the 
maximum Pell award to $10,000 for the 2026-27 award year – the current maximum is $7,395. From 
there, the maximum award would double over five years to $15,000. AŌer the five-year period, the 
maximum award would be indexed to inflaƟon to ensure its purchasing power remains strong in future 
years, the lawmakers wrote.  

The bill would also shiŌ the Pell Grant program to full mandatory funding. Currently, the program is 
funded through both discreƟonary and mandatory funding. DiscreƟonary funding is determined by 
Congress each year through the appropriaƟons process, while mandatory funding is set in the law and 
does not require annual approval. By shiŌing the program to full mandatory funding, this bill would 
ensure that students can count on their awards being fully funded now and into the future and would 
protect the program from future funding shorƞalls.   

NASFAA recently published an issue brief that walks through several frequently asked quesƟons about a 
funding shorƞall in the Pell Grant program. 

Under this bill, Pell Grant access would also be expanded to DREAMers, undocumented immigrants who 
came to the United States as children. AddiƟonally, a student’s Pell Grant lifeƟme eligibility would be 
expanded to 18 semesters. Currently, a student’s lifeƟme eligibility is capped at 12 semesters.  

The bill also includes a provision that would automaƟcally qualify a student for the maximum Pell Grant 
award if the student or their family parƟcipates in Medicaid and SNAP. These students would also receive 
an addiƟonal award of up to $1,500, in addiƟon to the maximum award. 

There would also be changes to SaƟsfactory Academic Progress (SAP) requirements under this bill. The 
lawmakers noted that nearly 40% of first-year Pell Grant recipients risk losing access to Pell Grants due to 
“confusing SAP requirements.”   

The bill would reduce financial aid penalƟes Ɵed to SAP and impose new mandates on insƟtuƟonal SAP 
policies. An insƟtuƟon’s Title IV SAP policy could be no more burdensome than any policy it applies to 
students not receiving Title IV aid, and it would have to be applied consistently to all students, regardless 
of grade level, enrollment level, or educaƟonal program.  

AddiƟonally, insƟtuƟons would no longer have the opƟon to review SAP annually and would instead be 
required to review SAP each payment period and provide a one-payment-period financial aid warning. 
InsƟtuƟons would sƟll have the opƟon to provide a payment period for financial aid probaƟon based on 
an approved appeal or aŌer developing an academic plan. Students who fail SAP aŌer the mandatory 
warning and opƟonal probaƟon, leave school, and do not re-enroll anywhere for two years would qualify 



for a SAP reset, usable only twice. Under the reset, aƩempted and earned courses would sƟll count, but 
unearned credits from withdrawal, failing grades, or incompletes would not. The bill would also require 
ED to noƟfy students who leŌ without re-enrolling aŌer failing SAP that they are again eligible for Title IV 
aid, which would require addiƟonal reporƟng to ED on behalf of insƟtuƟons.   

The lawmakers also aim to expand Pell Grant eligibility for part-Ɵme students. Under the bill, the 
minimum award level would be set at 5% of the maximum award, rather than the current 10%. The 
lawmakers wrote that this will ensure that part-Ɵme students, such as returning adults who may only be 
able to take a few classes at a Ɵme, retain access to aid as the maximum award grows. The lawmakers 
noted that as the maximum award increases to $15,000 under this bill, a student would be able to 
receive a minimum award of $750. 

Lastly, the bill would repeal a provision of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) that makes students 
whose total non-federal grants and scholarship assistance alone equals or exceeds their cost of 
aƩendance ineligible for a Pell Grant. Under this legislaƟon, these students would be eligible for a Pell 
award.  

In a statement, ScoƩ stressed that the Pell Grant is the “most important tool we have to help students 
afford college.” 

“Simply put, Pell Grants' purchasing power has severely eroded, making it even more difficult for 
students to afford higher educaƟon,” ScoƩ said in a statement. “By doubling the maximum Pell Grant 
award and moving the program to mandatory funding, the Pell Grant PreservaƟon and Expansion Act 
directly addresses this shorƞall and begins to restore purchasing power to help millions of students earn 
a quality degree without being forced to take on excessive debt.” 

Murray also stressed the importance of the Pell Grant in making college affordable for students.  

 “There is absolutely no reason students should be saddled with mountains of debt if they want to get a 
college degree,” Murray said in a statement. “Government should be helping to open doors for American 
students, not slamming them shut like Trump is doing. Every year, I fight to protect and expand the Pell 
Grant—this bill would increase Pell Grants for millions of students to help them afford a postsecondary 
educaƟon and further their careers while helping ensure the Pell Grant is there to support students for 
generaƟons to come.” 

 

FSA Postpones Student TuiƟon and Transparency System (STATS) and Earnings Accountability Webinar 

FSA announced that it is postponing its Student TuiƟon and Transparency System (STATS) and Earnings 
Accountability webinar, which was originally scheduled for July 8, to an unspecified date. FSA wrote that 
it will provide an update “as soon as further details are available.” The Department of 
EducaƟon announced the final rule on this accountability framework will be published in the Federal 
Register on July 1. 

 

 

 



Now Available: State Workforce Pell CerƟficaƟon Form 

The ED announced that the State Workforce Pell Program CerƟficaƟon Form is now available for 
governors to complete in order to communicate to ED the programs they have approved and cerƟfied as 
eligible workforce programs for purposes of the expanded eligibility for Pell Grants under the One Big 
BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). ED provided informaƟon on the applicaƟon process in the electronic 
announcement staƟng governors would provide completed forms to the insƟtuƟon and the insƟtuƟon 
would upload the form into its ApplicaƟon to ParƟcipate in the Federal Student Financial Aid Programs 
(E-App). While the Workforce Pell provisions under OBBBA are effecƟve July 20, 2026, starƟng 
Wednesday, insƟtuƟons have the opƟon to early implement. 

 

ED Provides FVT/GE ReporƟng Updates Amid STATS Early ImplementaƟon OpƟon 

The ED explained new updates to the NaƟonal Student Loan Data System (NSLDS) with the 
implementaƟon of the Student TuiƟon and Transparency System and Earnings Accountability (STATS) 
framework, outlining several reporƟng requirements that are now opƟonal for the October 1, 2026 
reporƟng if an insƟtuƟon chooses to early implement STATS.  

On Wednesday, ED published its final rule for its new accountability framework, which was enacted 
under the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA), with most of the regulaƟons effecƟve on July 1, 2027, and 
an opƟon for early implementaƟon beginning July 1, 2026.  

In an electronic announcement, ED reminded insƟtuƟons that this new accountability framework is 
replacing the exisƟng Financial Value Transparency and Gainful Employment (FVT/GE) regulaƟons, and 
noted that for this year’s October 1 reporƟng, insƟtuƟons may choose to report under the FVT/GE 
regulaƟons, or under STATS if the insƟtuƟon chooses early implementaƟon. 

As a result, ED has made several fields opƟonal for this year’s October 1 reporƟng as of Wednesday. 
These opƟonal fields are detailed in the announcement. ED stated that it will consider an insƟtuƟon’s 
decision not to report data in the opƟonal fields to be an indicaƟon of the insƟtuƟon’s early 
implementaƟon of STATS. For insƟtuƟons that do want to early implement, they can omit data in some 
or all of the opƟonal fields, ED wrote.  

InsƟtuƟons that want to remain under the FVT/GE regulaƟons for this year would sƟll report data for the 
opƟonal fields.  

All insƟtuƟons are required to submit either data under STATS or FVT/GE by October 1, 2026, ED 
clarified.  

The announcement also menƟons NSLDS updates that will be made to accommodate new Workforce 
Pell fields that will be reported to NSLDS from the Common OriginaƟon and Disbursement (COD) System 
now that Pell Grant eligibility has been expanded to certain short-term workforce programs.  

  

 

 



ED Officials Share Updates on Final Rules and Insight Into Policy Agenda 

The ED provided NASFAA 2026 NaƟonal Conference aƩendees with a federal update presentaƟon 
detailing how its regulatory agenda will impact the administraƟon of federal student aid. 

Three officials provided financial aid administrators with key insights into the department’s next 
negoƟated rulemaking session, upcoming FAQs, implementaƟon of Workforce Pell, updates to the FSA 
handbook, and developments concerning the rollout of several final rules. 

To kick things off, Ashley Reich, deputy under secretary and chief of staff, noted that the department will 
hold another “catchall” negoƟated rulemaking session in the spring of 2027, with topics sƟll to be 
determined. During Tuesday’s session, Under Secretary of EducaƟon Nicholas Kent noted that the 
department was considering topics related to the process for campus mergers, consolidaƟons, and 
closures. 

Reich also noted that ED has now processed over 14 million FAFSAs and that the department has 
recorded a 95% saƟsfacƟon rate, which officials credited to the form’s quicker submission Ɵmes. 
AddiƟonally, the department’s fraud-prevenƟon efforts, including real-Ɵme idenƟty verificaƟon, have 
resulted in over $200 million in savings for taxpayers. Reich noted that ED has seen very few instances of 
financial aid administrators seƫng the FAA Fraud Override field on ISIRs flagged by ED as potenƟally 
fraudulent overrides, ciƟng that as proof that ED’s fraud prevenƟon efforts are working to correctly 
idenƟfy fraudulent applicaƟons. 

As new rules as a result of the OBBBA go into effect this July 1, ED provided an overview of 
recent negoƟated rulemaking sessions that led to these rule packages: AccreditaƟon, InnovaƟon, and 
ModernizaƟon (AIM); Reimagining and Improving Student EducaƟon (RISE); and Accountability in Higher 
EducaƟon and Access through Demand-driven Workforce Pell (AHEAD). 

Reich explained that the department implemented OBBBA changes throughout the federal student aid 
(FSA) site and in ED systems this past weekend and that servicers have now also made the updates 
necessary to allow borrowers to apply to the Repayment Assistance Plan (RAP) and enable FSA to 
process these applicaƟons. 

“Today is truly a historic day and one that many of us have been anƟcipaƟng for quite some Ɵme. The 
team has been very busy implemenƟng [OBBBA], and it’s really important to know that we have 
embarked on a lot of work over the past year,” Reich said. “As you heard the under secretary remark 
yesterday, in his remarks, what was implemented over this weekend and effecƟve today is more 
monumental in full unit scale than when we moved from FFEL to full direct lending.” 

AddiƟonally, Reich highlighted that the new federal student loan Repayment Calculator is now live and 
available on StudentAid.gov. Previously called the “loan simulator,” the Repayment Calculator now 
reflects all eligible repayment plan opƟons as of July 1, 2026, including RAP and the Tiered Standard 
Plan.  

Reich also noted that details of the next FSA Training Conference will be announced “soon.” 

The presentaƟon then turned to Jeffrey Andrade, deputy assistant secretary for Policy, Planning, and 
InnovaƟon, who provided an update on the latest developments concerning “professional students” and 
final Public Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF) rules. 



On Tuesday, a federal judge struck down the Department of EducaƟon’s (ED) final rule on PSLF employer 
eligibility, vacaƟng it enƟrely. Andrade said the department was reviewing the judge's decision and 
weighing all available opƟons. 

In response to another federal court order temporarily halƟng (or “staying”) key parts of ED’s narrowed 
professional degree definiƟon, Andrade said they will push forward with defending the rule to ensure 
the court beƩer understands the nuance outlined in their rules package. 

In the meanƟme, Andrade pointed to the recent electronic announcement clarifying how schools should 
treat professional degree programs for loan limit purposes. 

On a similar topic, Andrade reminded insƟtuƟons of their new authority, effecƟve July 1, 2026, to 
establish lower annual loan limits for specific programs through the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). 
He stressed that the purpose of the OBBBA was to reduce overborrowing. 

David Musser, acƟng director of the policy development group, then walked aƩendees through 
developments in the workforce Pell program. 

Musser also provided an overview of the new accountability rules and reminded insƟtuƟons that their 
first reporƟng deadline for the Financial Value Transparency data is Oct. 1, 2026. 

 

NASFAA’s Policy Session Dives into OBBBA ImplementaƟon, Congressional Dynamics, and ED’s 
PrioriƟes for Student Aid 

To round out the NASFAA 2026 NaƟonal Conference, aƩendees heard from NASFAA’s policy team, which 
explained where things stand on the implementaƟon of the One Big BeauƟful Bill (OBBBA), 
congressional dynamics, and NASFAA’s conƟnued engagement in the policy space. 

Before digging into the policy front, the session began with a passing of the gavel from 2025-26 NaƟonal 
Chair Heidi Carl to 2026-27 NaƟonal Chair Dr. Angela Johnson, the vice president of enrollment 
management at Cuyahoga Community College (Tri-C). 

During her remarks, Johnson stressed the importance of meeƟng students where they are and to 
“bloom” where students need financial aid professionals most, especially as the student aid landscape 
conƟnues to shiŌ beneath the profession’s feet. 

“Many of us spent the past several years adapƟng to special circumstances we did not choose,” Johnson 
said. “Yet despite all this, we remain here serving, leading, advocaƟng, innovaƟng and moving forward, 
not because the challenges disappeared but because the mission remains.” 

The presentaƟon then turned to NASFAA’s President & CEO Melanie Storey, who provided an overview 
of federal changes from this Ɵme last year. 

During last year’s conference, OBBBA was sƟll working its way through Congress, and its enactment, 
along with finalized policy, was sƟll very much up for debate. Fast forward to this July, when the 
breakneck pace of legislaƟve acƟvity has led to the law’s enactment, with new rules now taking full 
effect. 



Storey highlighted key pressure points that have emerged since the law’s enactment, in which students 
and their families are trying to navigate these new rules, meanwhile financial aid professionals must also 
navigate shiŌing guidance and try to combat burnout, staffing issues, and more demands on their 
offices. 

To combat these challenges and difficult Ɵmes, Story reminded professionals to ensure they first take 
care of themselves. 

“Please put your oxygen mask on before helping others,” Storey said. “It is such a community of giving 
and I enjoy all of you for that, but I also need you to take care of yourselves.” 

Karen McCarthy, NASFAA's vice president of public policy and federal relaƟons, provided more detail on 
the federal dynamics and recent developments that have raised new quesƟons concerning OBBBA 
guidance. 

As Congress heads into a midterm elecƟon year, McCarthy explained that there is significant uncertainty 
depending on whether there is a change in control of either or both chambers. 

Right now, it is clear that there will be a change in Senate leadership, since the EducaƟon CommiƩee 
chair, Bill Cassidy (R-La.) lost his primary race. AŌer the elecƟons, the commiƩee will either be run by a 
new Republican or return to control of Democrats if the chamber flips. 

If Democrats manage to flip a chamber, McCarthy indicated that there would likely be a significant 
amount of oversight acƟvity conducted by Democrats who have been seeking answers into the ED’s 
staffing following reducƟon in force (RIF) noƟces. 

McCarthy then walked aƩendees through the annual appropriaƟons process, which is currently in the 
middle of negoƟaƟons for fiscal year (FY) 2027. She outlined the White House budget request as well as 
the proposal put forward by the House. Notably, with only a few weeks unƟl the summer recess, the 
Senate has yet to provide any bill text for its proposal. 

Since Congress has struggled to meet its annual September 30 deadline to complete the budget process, 
McCarthy said it seems likely that another short-term extension will be needed to get through the fall’s 
elecƟons. 

Regardless of what happens during the elecƟons, it is likely that Congress will focus on a 
projected shorƞall for the Pell Grant Program and said that NASFAA would conƟnue to urge for increased 
funding for the program, especially aŌer its expansion with Workforce Pell under OBBBA. 

During the week of the conference, there was significant acƟvity in the courts concerning OBBBA 
impacƟng loan limits and the “professional degree” definiƟon. 

Last week, a federal court order temporarily halted (or “stayed”) key parts of ED’s narrowed professional 
degree definiƟon. In this interim period, while the department will likely seek to appeal the ruling, 
ED issued an Electronic Announcement (EA) (GENERAL-26-42), on Tuesday, clarifying how schools should 
treat professional degree programs for loan limit purposes. 

McCarthy also pointed to ED’s recent guidance where insƟtuƟons can use their judgment as to what to 
do in the interim of this ruling, noƟng they have the ability to limit loans for certain programs — a 
flexibility that ED detailed in a Dear Colleague LeƩer late last week. 



Lastly, McCarthy highlighted that the policy team is on the lookout for another negoƟated rulemaking 
session that ED teased for early spring 2027. 

Melanie then explained that, for the year ahead, Congress will likely not maintain the same pace of rapid 
changes in student aid, as midterms, possible gridlock, and addiƟonal court acƟvity would slow the 
legislaƟve process. 

Even though the legislaƟve pace may slow, it offers financial aid offices the opportunity to focus on their 
students and raise their voice in highlighƟng what is happening on their campuses. 

“Your stories are powerful,” Storey said. “They are real students, real examples and so we always rely on 
you.” 

 

ParƟes Seek Extension in Professional Student DefiniƟon Lawsuit 

The parƟes in the nurse pracƟƟoner (NP) and physician associate (PA) groups' lawsuit against  the 
Department of EducaƟon (ED) have jointly asked the court for a one-week extension to propose a 
hearing schedule, as they conƟnue to sort out how the ED's revised professional degree ClassificaƟon of 
InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) code guidance applies to advanced nursing degrees. 

As a reminder, on June 24, Judge Beryl Howell granted the plainƟffs' request for preliminary relief, 
pausing (or “staying”) two pieces of the final rule: part (i) of the professional degree definiƟon, which 
contained ED’s new requirements that narrowed the fields of study that would be considered 
professional degree programs, and the sƟpulaƟon that a degree program’s graduates not be required to 
work under another professional’s supervision. Howell also directed the parƟes to jointly propose a 
briefing schedule for when the full case would be heard by July 2. 

In response to the judgment, ED issued an Electronic Announcement (EA) (GENERAL-26-42) clarifying 
how schools should treat professional degree programs for loan limit purposes while the pause is in 
place. The guidance includes an updated list of CIP codes that are temporarily eligible for the higher 
professional degree program loan limits during the stay, unƟl the case is heard in full and a final ruling is 
made, as well as a list of programs that may have been previously eligible but have been temporarily 
removed from eligibility. 

Rather than filing a proposed schedule on July 2 as directed, both the plainƟffs and the defendants filed 
a joint moƟon requesƟng an addiƟonal week. According to the filing, the NP plainƟffs say the 
department's list of professional degree programs from the June 29 EA does “not appear to cover all of 
[the NP] PlainƟffs' relevant degree programs, including advanced nursing degrees that can be earned in 
other CIP Codes that are not listed." PlainƟffs have asked ED counsel to clarify whether the list is 
exhausƟve, whether it will be updated, and how it should be interpreted. PA plainƟffs have separately 
asked the department to clarify the guidance's scope as it applies to Physician Associates/Assistants, and 
are sƟll awaiƟng a response. ED counsel says the department is "acƟvely considering updates to the 
technical guidance." 

The court has not yet ruled on the extension request. If granted, the parƟes would be required to file a 
joint status report, including a proposed briefing schedule, by July 9. 



ED Hosts Summit Focused on Combaƫng Fraud in Student Aid Programs 

The ED, along with inspectors general, insƟtuƟonal leaders, federal and state law enforcement, and 
industry partners, met in Washington, D.C., on Tuesday for a day devoted to discussing and sharing ideas 
to combat fraud in the federal student aid programs.  

A key priority for the Trump administraƟon has been to combat financial aid fraud. Most recently, in 
April, the administraƟon launched new idenƟty fraud prevenƟon measures for the FAFSA form.  

ED Under Secretary Nicholas Kent gave a keynote address at the start of the summit, highlighƟng the 
administraƟon's efforts to combat fraud and noƟng that the department has prevented more than $2 
billion in aƩempted federal student aid fraud from reaching bad actors.  

Since ED has launched its FAFSA fraud detecƟon measures in April, Kent said Federal Student Aid (FSA) 
has rejected over 53,000 fraudulent applicaƟons and has saved more than $212 million from going to 
fraudulent actors. He also noted that ED has idenƟfied more than $1 billion in fraudulent applicaƟons for 
the 2026-27 FAFSA cycle, which started on October 1, 2025.  

Kent also highlighted ED’s partnership with the Social Security AdministraƟon, noƟng that through real-
Ɵme data sharing with the agency, ED has prevented $1 billion from going to fraudsters, which is half of 
the $2 billion total saved.  

“It has never been more important to safeguard federal and state resources, especially at a Ɵme when 
the Pell Grant program is running at a shorƞall,” Kent said. “At the end of the day, every dollar lost to 
fraud is a dollar taken away from a student trying to build a beƩer future.” 

In his keynote address, Kent menƟoned several specific instances where the Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) stopped student fraud rings in North Carolina, Michigan, and Wisconsin.  

Following Kent’s address were two discussions led by staff in FSA and ED. Aaron Lemon-Strauss, 
execuƟve director of the FAFSA program at FSA, detailed the new fraud-detecƟon measures in the FAFSA 
form to aƩendees.  

Addressing concerns that potenƟal non-fraudulent students may be caught up in these new fraud 
detecƟon measures, Lemon-Strauss noted that insƟtuƟons can override a fraud determinaƟon if they 
verify the student’s idenƟty.   

Lemon-Strauss noted that FSA is “comfortable” with the rate of insƟtuƟonal overrides, and that the 
agency has not seen any insƟtuƟons overriding beyond what FSA might expect. 

From there, Lemon-Strauss went through several example scenarios that insƟtuƟons may face under the 
new fraud prevenƟon measures and answered quesƟons from aƩendees.  

Specifically, Lemon-Strauss was asked how long an applicant’s risk score is good for. Is that applicant’s 
risk score only good for that aid year, or are they going to be expected to resubmit to that ID verificaƟon 
process with every subsequent submission? 

Lemon-Strauss said FSA does not want to force someone whose idenƟty has been confirmed to 
reconfirm it. But he added that if enough Ɵme has passed and FSA sƟll has concerns about fraud, FSA will 
need to verify the applicant's idenƟty.  



Another aƩendee noted that insƟtuƟons have to verify students annually and oŌen end up with many 
students in the same V4/V5 selecƟon. Is there a plan for insƟtuƟons that verify in person to flag these 
students so they don't have to re-verify?  

Lemon-Strauss said FSA is working to significantly reduce the amount of V4/V5 verificaƟon and aims to 
bring the V4/V5 rate “to basically zero.” 

Another aƩendee asked: if an insƟtuƟon determines that something is fraudulent but FSA is unaware of 
it, is there a way for that insƟtuƟon to report it both to warn other insƟtuƟons and to improve FSA’s 
prevenƟon measures? Lemon-Strauss said for now, insƟtuƟons should report fraudulent acƟvity to ED’s 
OIG.  

ED’s Deputy Under Secretary James Bergeron led a session focused on the highest-risk areas for fraud in 
federal student aid programs and the work ED is doing to prevent it. Bergeron noted that, beyond the 
FAFSA fraud prevenƟon measures, the department has done a lot of work on post-screening of student 
aid records. AddiƟonally, he noted that ED is interested in examining ways to prevent fraud in the Public 
Service Loan Forgiveness (PSLF) program. 

“Our enƟre purpose here is to ensure that the federal funding that we're entrusted to administer 
actually goes to students, families, and borrowers who it is intended,” Bergeron said. “We really do see 
this as kind of a partnership.” 

Tuesday’s summit conƟnued with sessions from ED’s OIG, higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons, industry 
partners, and more.  

 

'July 1 Is Really the StarƟng Gun of a Marathon:' NASFAA Discusses ImplementaƟon of OBBBA and 
What Lies Ahead for Financial Aid Profession 

NASFAA President and CEO Melanie Storey joined the American Council on EducaƟon (ACE) for a 
conversaƟon about how financial aid offices are implemenƟng several provisions of the One Big BeauƟful 
Bill Act (OBBBA), and what the profession is looking ahead to. 

Storey joined ACE for its dotEDU podcast to discuss how financial aid offices are navigaƟng a complex 
Ɵme in the profession, with a slew of regulatory changes to the student aid programs, including a new 
Workforce Pell Grant program, new accountability metrics, and much more.  

Storey noted at the start of the discussion that July 1 was just the beginning of a long haul for financial 
aid professionals in implemenƟng OBBBA. And already many financial aid professionals are feeling 
burnout and whiplash from the changing landscape of the past few years, which includes OBBBA, FAFSA 
simplificaƟon, the sunseƫng of the Saving on a Valuable EducaƟon (SAVE) plan, and more. 

“For financial aid professionals, July 1 is really the starƟng gun of a marathon that's going to conƟnue 
into the fall, at least through the next year – likely more depending on how some of these lawsuits go,” 
Storey said. “Quite frankly, we're entering that marathon already preƩy Ɵred.” 

She added that, aŌer the NASFAA NaƟonal Conference last week, many financial aid professionals are 
desperate for informaƟon from the ED that they can rely on and share with students and families.  



“I came out of the conference feeling like this is an incredibly resilient group of folks,” Storey said. “They 
are. I said I would reƟre the word ‘unprecedented’ because I'm just convinced that it no longer means 
what you think it means, because it just keeps happening.” 

Storey and the dotEDU team dove into the specifics of what OBBBA is changing in student aid and the 
challenges the financial aid profession faces due to a Ɵght implementaƟon Ɵmeline and unclear 
guidance from ED.  

There are also legal challenges that aid offices need to navigate through, aŌer a federal court temporarily 
halted the implementaƟon of a porƟon of ED’s professional degree definiƟon. As a result, ED issued a 
new electronic announcement with an updated list of ClassificaƟon of InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) codes 
that are temporarily eligible for the higher professional degree program loan limits.  

Storey urged insƟtuƟons to be cauƟous, noƟng long-term implicaƟons for students and insƟtuƟons amid 
this uncertainty.  

“I urge the campuses to proceed with cauƟon, right, to really think about what are the right financial 
choices for both the students that you're supporƟng and the insƟtuƟon, and try to balance that out,” 
Storey said. “That is a super unsaƟsfying answer to students. I own that, but if the goal is to get you 
through the program, we have to kind of ride some of the uncertainty, and this is really an exercise in 
living with ambiguity. It's not comfortable for anyone, not comfortable campus leaders, miserable for 
students, and it's really hard for financial aid professionals who are in the middle of it.” 

Part of the discussion focused on concerns that insƟtuƟons may be held liable for relying on unclear 
guidance from the department. Storey noted that at NASFAA 2026, ED Under Secretary Nicholas Kent 
signaled that ED will grant grace to insƟtuƟons that are doing their best to implement OBBBA based on 
the informaƟon they have at the Ɵme.  

“That is not a very comfortable space for financial aid administrators, who are important stewards of 
billions of dollars, and take compliance very seriously,” Storey said. “Now, while it's helpful to hear that 
from the department, and that relates to program reviews… we have insƟtuƟonal auditors and state 
auditors, and others for whom that may or may not prevail in any way, and that is a very disconcerƟng 
place for financial aid administrators.” 

As the discussion wound down, Storey was asked what financial aid professionals should be looking at in 
the next few months. Storey said that the schedule of reducƟons (SOR) is a complex issue for aid offices 
ahead, noƟng that ED has provided limited guidance, that it is a complicated process, and that it tends to 
be “outrageously manual.” 

Further ahead, Storey said the administraƟon's regulatory efforts should be on financial aid 
professionals’ radars, specifically accreditaƟon and Return of Title IV (R2T4), which Kent previewed at 
NASFAA 2026.  

“Everybody sees it as a financial aid problem, but it really ulƟmately becomes a campus problem,” she 
said. 

 



NASFAA Task Force Outlines RecommendaƟons to ‘Fill the Gap’ in ArƟficial Intelligence Resources for 
Financial Aid AdministraƟon 

A new NASFAA task force report outlined several recommendaƟons for the associaƟon to take to “fill the 
gap” when it comes to resources in using arƟficial intelligence (AI) in the financial aid office, along with 
future consideraƟons and research for NASFAA to take as it relates to AI use in the profession.  

This report is the fourth and final in a series from NASFAA’s Task Force on the Use of ArƟficial Intelligence 
in Financial Aid Offices. Already, the task force has released three reports – the first focusing on survey 
findings of 1,233 financial aid professionals at 834 insƟtuƟons; the second focusing on a review of 
insƟtuƟonal AI policies; and the third focusing on findings from six member listening sessions.  

Concluding this series of reports, the task force listed four recommendaƟons for the associaƟon to take.  

The first being that NASFAA should adopt an associaƟon-wide working definiƟon of AI for use across all 
member-facing resources and a regularly updated glossary of common AI terms, both wriƩen in plain 
language. The task force states that a working definiƟon and glossary would give NASFAA a consistent 
foundaƟon for all subsequent resources, give member insƟtuƟons a resource to anchor staff training and 
internal policy development, and help financial aid professionals engage more confidently in insƟtuƟonal 
conversaƟons about AI.  

The second recommendaƟon from the task force is that NASFAA should update its Statement of Ethical 
Principles to include language addressing the use of emerging technologies in financial aid 
administraƟon. 

As AI and other emerging technologies become more widely used by financial aid offices, the absence of 
any reference to these tools in the Statement of Ethical Principles leaves members without a clear signal 
about how exisƟng professional obligaƟons apply in new contexts, the report reads. 

The third recommendaƟon from the task force is that NASFAA should form another task force to create a 
Responsible Use of AI in Financial Aid AdministraƟon Toolkit. Some resources the task force suggests 
NASFAA could create include: 

 A role-differenƟated training resource specific to financial aid administraƟon 

 An AI evaluaƟon and vendor assessment toolkit for evaluaƟng tools before adopƟon and 
monitoring performance aŌer implementaƟon 

 Criteria and resources for evaluaƟng student-facing AI tools 

 Resources on measuring AI's impact on student outcomes and service quality 

 Resources to ensure that AI-assisted communicaƟons remain accessible and understandable for 
students from diverse backgrounds, including first-generaƟon and low-income students 

Lastly, the task force recommended that NASFAA develop resources that translate the updated ethical 
principles into operaƟonal direcƟon for financial aid offices, including standards for transparency and 
disclosure, human oversight, student impact consideraƟons, ethical consideraƟons in AI procurement, 
and the boundaries of AI use in high-stakes student decisions.  



“[The recommendaƟons] ask NASFAA to ensure that when a financial aid professional is making a 
decision about AI, whether that is evaluaƟng a vendor, draŌing an office policy, or determining whether 
a given task is appropriate for AI assistance, they have access to resources developed by an organizaƟon 
that understands their work,” the report reads. “As federal aƩenƟon to AI in educaƟon conƟnues to 
grow, financial aid administrators will need a trusted source to help them interpret and apply any 
emerging guidance to their specific context.” 

Samantha Hicks, chair of the task force, thanked those who parƟcipated in the member survey, policy 
scan, and listening sessions, noƟng that the task force was able to hear aid administrators' care in their 
work and their value of the human element of the profession.  

She added that the task force also saw the need for financial aid-specific resources for AI use in the 
office.  

“And I believe this work is unfinished,” Hicks said. “AI is changing rapidly & our Ɵme together was limited. 
I really hope that this is the beginning of some great work that NASFAA can do in the future around 
helping its members with AI use.” 

The task force concluded through its series of reports that the financial aid profession is thoughƞul and 
cauƟous with its AI use, though it is operaƟng largely without the tools it needs. 

“Financial aid administrators understand the stakes of their work — for students, for insƟtuƟons, and for 
federal compliance — and are approaching AI accordingly,” the report reads. “What they lack are tools 
and resources that meet them where they are: specific to their regulatory context, neutral with respect 
to adopƟon, and grounded in the realiƟes of financial aid pracƟce rather than the broader higher 
educaƟon conversaƟon.” 

 

House Republicans Introduce Package of Bills to Transfer ED ResponsibiliƟes, AppropriaƟons to Other 
Agencies 

A group of House Republicans on Thursday introduced a 10-bill legislaƟve package to transfer the ED's 
responsibiliƟes and appropriaƟons to other federal agencies.  

The group, led by Rep. Tim Walberg (R-Mich.), chair of the House EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee, 
introduced this package, dubbed "Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer EducaƟon," seeking to codify the Trump 
administraƟon’s efforts to dismantle ED. Already, ED has announced several interagency agreements 
(IAAs) with other agencies, including a plan to eventually move Federal Student Aid (FSA) in its enƟrety 
to the Treasury Department—only the defaulted loan porƞolio has been relocated so far.  

“The legislaƟve package reflects a simple principle: educaƟon policy should be focused on helping 
students succeed — not preserving a federal bureaucracy for its own sake,” Walberg said in a statement. 
"Rather than allowing unnecessary layers of Washington bureaucracy stand between families and the 
services they rely on, the bills would transfer key statutory authoriƟes to agencies beƩer equipped to 
carry them out while maintaining conƟnuity for students and stakeholders." 

The package of 10 bills addresses various aspects of ED’s responsibiliƟes in both K-12 and higher 
educaƟon.  



Included in the package is Walberg’s bill, the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Student Aid Act”, which would 
transfer the funcƟons of FSA to the Treasury Department, along with the office’s exisƟng appropriaƟons 
funding, staff, contracts, and records.  

This porƟon of the bill package leaves effecƟve dates for the FSA transfer to be jointly determined by the 
Secretary of EducaƟon and the Treasury rather than fixing them in statute. It does, however, require a 
sequenced roll-out: defaulted loan servicing funcƟons transfer first, non-defaulted servicing transfers 
second (on or aŌer the first transfer’s date), and then all remaining ED funcƟons, such as the HEA 
programs like the Pell Grant, the Direct Loan program, and Need Analysis, transfer last (on or aŌer the 
second transfer’s date).  

The legislaƟon also included a provision that the director of the Office of Management and Budget will 
ensure that this transfer does not result in a net increase in full-Ɵme employees.  

AddiƟonally, the bill includes a provision to terminate the authority to exempt student loans from the 
Debt CollecƟon Improvement Act (DCIA). Since 2001, the Secretary of the Treasury has granted FSA an 
exempƟon from a DCIA requirement that federal agencies transfer nontax debts that are 180 days or 
more delinquent to the Treasury's Bureau of the Fiscal Service for centralized debt collecƟon. The 
exempƟon currently allows ED to service its own delinquent and defaulted federal student loan debt, 
rather than transferring it to the Treasury for collecƟon.  

The package of bills also includes the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Workforce Development Act,” also 
introduced by Walberg, to transfer responsibiliƟes and appropriaƟons of the Office of Career, Technical, 
and Adult EducaƟon to the Department of Labor (DOL).  

Another part of the package includes the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Higher EducaƟon Act,” introduced by 
Rep. Mark Harris (R-N.C.), which would require certain postsecondary educaƟon programs to be 
transferred to DOL, including the federal TRIO programs, the Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for 
Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP), and the Graduate Assistance in Areas of NaƟonal Need (GAANN) 
program. 

AddiƟonally, the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Foreign GiŌ Transparency Act,” introduced by Rep. Michael 
Baumgartner (R-Wash.), is also included in the package. This provision would allow the Department of 
State to manage all foreign giŌ and contract reporƟng done under secƟon 117 of the Higher EducaƟon 
Act (HEA).  

Rep. Bobby ScoƩ (D-Va.), ranking member of the House EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee, criƟcized the 
legislaƟve package, saying the package would “offload criƟcal offices to agencies that are ill-equipped to 
carry out core duƟes.”  

“This would weaken educaƟonal opportuniƟes and workforce readiness services for millions of 
Americans,” ScoƩ said in a statement. “Despite Republicans’ rhetoric, they are not ‘modernizing’ the 
Department — they are blessing President Trump’s scheme to dismantle it piece by piece. The American 
people will bear the brunt of these disastrous policies promoted by Republicans.” 

 

 



ED Adds Professional Degree CIP Codes for Nursing, Psychology 

The ED has revised Electronic Announcement (EA) (GENERAL 26-42), updaƟng the list of ClassificaƟon of 
InstrucƟonal Programs (CIP) codes temporarily eligible for professional degree loan limits by adding 
degree programs not included in its original June 29 guidance. This revision comes one day aŌer the 
plainƟffs in the lawsuit filed by nurse pracƟƟoner (NP) and physician associate (PA) groups against ED 
were told that ED was “acƟvely considering updates to the technical guidance.” 

As a reminder, on June 24, Judge Beryl Howell granted the plainƟffs' request for preliminary relief, 
pausing part of the department's narrowed definiƟon of professional degrees under the Reimagining 
and Improving Student EducaƟon (RISE) final rule, as well as the provision excluding programs whose 
graduates are required to work under another professional's supervision. 

In response, ED published an EA on June 29, idenƟfying 29 6-digit CIP codes as temporarily eligible for 
the higher professional degree loan limits. NP plainƟffs subsequently argued that this list did not cover 
all of their members' relevant degree programs, noƟng that some advanced nursing degrees, including 
more specialized Doctor of Nursing PracƟce tracks, are classified under separate 6-digit CIP codes that 
share the same 4-digit CIP code family (51.38) as other eligible programs but were leŌ off ED's list 
enƟrely. PlainƟffs asked ED to clarify whether the list was exhausƟve and whether it would be updated; 
PA plainƟffs raised similar quesƟons about the scope as it applies to physician associate/assistant 
programs. On July 9, rather than filing a proposed briefing schedule as previously ordered, the parƟes 
jointly requested a one-week extension to July 16 to allow Ɵme to assess ED's forthcoming updated 
guidance, which it published on July 10 as a revision to the original June 29 EA. 

The revised EA, updated on July 10, clarifies that the 6-digit CIP codes for the Registered 
Nursing/Registered Nurse (MSN) (51.3801) and Nursing PracƟce (DNP) (51.3818) now include any 
program within the same four-digit CIP code, as assigned by the insƟtuƟon or determined by ED, 
provided it awards the same credenƟal. ED also amended the CIP code list of eligible professional degree 
programs, adding Clinical Psychology Ph.D. programs with CIP code 42.2801 that were inadvertently 
omiƩed from the iniƟal list. 

ED did not make changes to eligible CIP codes for physician associate/assistant programs in the updated 
EA. However, hours aŌer the updated EA was posted, a “NoƟce of Updated Department AcƟon” was 
posted to the lawsuit’s docket. That noƟce informed the court about the updates to the EA and also 
stated “The Department further reports that, for the duraƟon of the Court's stay order in this case, it will 
grant requests from insƟtuƟons to treat as awarding professional degrees programs that offer a 
physician assistant degree within CIP code 51.0912, provided that the degree is equivalent to the 
degrees listed in the updated guidance's parentheƟcal for that CIP code.” It is unclear at this Ɵme 
whether ED intends to update the EA a second Ɵme to include this guidance on physician assistant 
degree CIP codes. 

The updated EA also did not address the NP plainƟff's quesƟon of whether the CIP code list is exhausƟve. 
ED’s response so far has been limited to updaƟng the EA with addiƟonal codes and has not directly 
addressed whether the list is meant to be exhausƟve. 

As with the eligible CIP codes in the June 29 guidance, these designaƟons remain interim: ED has been 
clear that it intends to conƟnue defending the RISE final rule's narrower professional degree definiƟon 



and could revert to that definiƟon if the department prevails in the ongoing liƟgaƟon. Related, ED has 
not yet appealed the court order, a path they can sƟll pursue. InsƟtuƟons should review the updated CIP 
list against their affected programs and work with insƟtuƟonal legal counsel to decide how to proceed.  

ED and the plainƟffs are due to file a joint status report, including a proposed briefing schedule for the 
full case hearing, by July 16. 

 

NASFAA’s Virtual Summit Opens with a Welcome Message from NaƟonal Chair, Dr. Angela Johnson 

NASFAA’s 2026 Virtual Summit kicked off, offering aƩendees the opportunity to tune into unique 
sessions focusing on professional development, the latest financial aid policy guidance, and much more. 

The reimagined summit — designed with more targeted content, greater flexibility, and learning 
opportuniƟes based on member feedback — began with an extensive Cash Management Professional 
CredenƟal session. While the recording of this session will be available to all Summit registrants, only 
those who aƩended the live training will have access to the credenƟal materials and the opportunity to 
sit for the credenƟal. 

During the opening session, NASFAA’s 2026-27 NaƟonal Chair Dr. Angela Johnson, the vice president of 
enrollment management at Cuyahoga Community College (Tri-C), welcomed aƩendees and encouraged 
parƟcipants to use the Summit as an opportunity to conƟnue conversaƟons from the NASFAA 2026 
NaƟonal Conference. 

“This virtual summit is another opportunity to culƟvate that growth,” Johnson said. “Throughout the 
week, our sessions will challenge your thinking, strengthen your pracƟce, and equip us to beƩer serve 
students in an ever-changing higher educaƟon landscape.” 

Johnson reminded aƩendees that, even aŌer challenging seasons, remarkable growth is possible when 
the right condiƟons come together and encourage financial aid professionals to embrace the 
opportuniƟes that lie ahead. 

“As we celebrate 60 years of excellence, may we conƟnue to build on that remarkable legacy of 
resilience, purpose, and hope, and together, conƟnue to bloom where students need us most,” Johnson 
said. “I hope you leave the summit inspired, connected, and ready for the important work ahead.” 

The NASFAA 2026 Virtual Summit offers a dynamic, fully online learning experience for financial aid 
professionals. RegistraƟon is open exclusively to current NASFAA member insƟtuƟons; everyone on your 
NASFAA roster can parƟcipate — live or on demand. Make sure your intuiƟon is registered so your staff 
roster has access to these Ɵmely sessions. 

 

NASFAA Updates OBBBA Resources Based on Recent Changes 

The ED recently released its final rule covering the new Student TuiƟon and Transparency System and 
Earnings Accountability (STATS) framework, created by the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA). NASFAA 
updated several of its OBBBA resources to align with the informaƟon and guidance reflected in the final 
rule and created a new resource related to the cohort expansion process. We also updated several 



resources in response to the recent court order, which led to temporary changes to the programs eligible 
for professional degree loan limits. 

 

NCAN: 2026 High School Seniors Set New FAFSA CompleƟon Record 

The high school class of 2026 set a new record in FAFSA compleƟons, with 59.1% of graduaƟng seniors 
compleƟng the FAFSA by June 30, according to new data from the NaƟonal College AƩainment Network 
(NCAN). 

Earlier this year, the class of 2026 already set an all-Ɵme high FAFSA compleƟon rate, with 54.7% of 
seniors compleƟng the FAFSA form as of May 1. Roughly two months later, NCAN saw an over 4% 
increase in compleƟons, with 59.1% of the class compleƟng the FAFSA, marking the form’s highest 
compleƟon rate since NCAN started tracking FAFSA compleƟons nearly 10 years ago.  

Compared to last year, the class of 2025 had a FAFSA compleƟon rate of 53.9% by June 30, 2025, which 
NCAN uses as the milestone date to measure FAFSA compleƟons. In 2024, high school seniors had a 
FAFSA compleƟon rate of 47.3% by June 30, 2024 – likely due to technical issues and delays related to 
the implementaƟon of FAFSA simplificaƟon.  

NCAN CEO Kim Cook said in a statement that this year’s record showed what is possible under FAFSA 
simplificaƟon “when biparƟsan policy, Ɵreless advocacy and sustained pracƟce improvements align.”  

“The increase in students compleƟng the FAFSA, shows that students deeply value college, and respond 
posiƟvely when we make it easier for them to get help paying for their educaƟon. SƟll, the simpler FAFSA 
cannot become a finish line,” Cook said in a statement. “ Now that we have made FAFSA simpler, there is 
more to do to increase postsecondary enrollment, persistence and compleƟon for students furthest from 
opportunity.” 

Specifically, Tennessee has the highest high school senior FAFSA compleƟon rate at 72.7%, followed by 
Illinois at 71.6%, Texas at 69.3%, New Jersey at 67.5%, and Mississippi at 66.3%. 

The states that saw the biggest gains in FAFSA compleƟons were Alaska, with a 20.7% increase, followed 
by New Mexico with a 18.8% increase, Florida with a 16.7% increase, Montana with a 16.5% increase, 
and Arizona with a 15.6%. 

Another factor contribuƟng to this record-seƫng year is due to states’ universal FAFSA policies, which 
make FAFSA compleƟon a requirement or expectaƟon for graduaƟon. Currently, 9 states have these 
policies.  

Other reasons for this year’s record, which NCAN previously noted in May, include the 2026-27 FAFSA 
cycle opening early on September 24, 2025. AddiƟonally, the FAFSA process was much smoother and 
simpler for families this year due to improvements from Federal Student Aid (FSA). AddiƟonally, since 
this is the third year out since the implementaƟon of FAFSA simplificaƟon, college access professionals 
have a lot more experience to beƩer assist students and families with FAFSA compleƟon. 

NCAN wrote that it will conƟnue to monitor FAFSA compleƟon through the 52nd week of this year’s 
FAFSA cycle, and then transiƟon to tracking the 2027-28 FAFSA cycle. 



NASFAA 2026 Virtual Summit: Examining the Future of Higher EducaƟon Amid OBBBA 
ImplementaƟon, Midterm ElecƟons, and Other Challenges Ahead 

AŌer a difficult year following the enactment of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA), NASFAA 
President and CEO Melanie Storey sat down with Jon Fansmith of the American Council on EducaƟon 
(ACE) at NASFAA’s 2026 Virtual Summit to discuss the future of higher educaƟon by examining trends, 
challenges, and opportuniƟes for the financial aid community. 

A large part of Tuesday’s session with Storey and Fansmith, who is ACE’s senior vice president of 
government relaƟons and naƟonal engagement, was directed at the implementaƟon of OBBBA. Storey 
noted that the July 1, 2026, implementaƟon date is just a “starƟng gun of a marathon,” and that while 
there are many more challenges ahead, there are also opportuniƟes for the higher educaƟon 
community.  

A key part of the issue for financial aid offices, and the higher educaƟon community as a whole, has been 
the accelerated Ɵmeline from the ED to implement several provisions of OBBBA by July 1, 2026 – 
including new loan limits, the eliminaƟon of Graduate PLUS loans, new loan repayment plans, and much 
more. Along with that, there have been issues with ambiguity from the department, which includes 
unclear or no guidance on how insƟtuƟons will remain compliant under these new regulaƟons.  

“We've spent the beƩer part of a year in a lot of ambiguity,” Storey said. “Our insƟtuƟons need to be in 
compliance with literally billions of federal dollars. We need to be good stewards of those dollars, and in 
some cases, we just aren't quite sure what our responsibiliƟes are.”  

Storey added that the changes made under OBBBA are right on the coaƩails of FAFSA simplificaƟon, 
which was also a turbulent Ɵme for ED and financial aid offices. Beyond OBBBA, ED is also pushing other 
key iniƟaƟves, including prevenƟng fraud in the student aid programs, which also falls on financial aid 
offices.  

A possible way to avoid the whiplash and ambiguity insƟtuƟons are feeling right now could be solved 
through the reauthorizaƟon process of the Higher EducaƟon Act (HEA), both Storey and Fansmith 
noted. The budget reconciliaƟon and annual appropriaƟons processes, which are how Congress has 
been enacƟng policy changes to higher educaƟon in the absence of a long-overdue HEA reauthorizaƟon, 
don’t fully address the complex issues insƟtuƟons face, especially regarding the student aid programs.  

“The problem, of course, as we see Ɵme and Ɵme again, is simple ideas when translated into really 
complicated environments, like the myriad of circumstances students face financing their educaƟon 
rarely works smoothly,” Fansmith said. “There are all these unintended consequences that would be one 
thing to anƟcipate over a mulƟ-year HEA reauthorizaƟon process, definitely are not going to be fully 
addressed in a couple months long reconciliaƟon process, which is what we had.” 

Fansmith added that many members of ACE and NASFAA are struggling to stay afloat during the 
changing landscape of higher educaƟon.  

“A lot of [members] are paddling furiously to stay afloat and do the best they can as the Ɵdes shiŌ, while 
also waiƟng to see in three months, six months, a year, where the sore spots emerged, and where the 
problems, and things that really need to be addressed are,” Fansmith said.  



Storey agreed with Fansmith, adding that in the past few years, Congress has implemented “piecemeal” 
federal policy rather than a comprehensive overhaul of higher educaƟon, and that these efforts “don’t 
serve the diversity of students and insƟtuƟons.” 

Looking ahead, the duo spoke about November’s midterm elecƟons and how a shakeup in Congress 
could impact higher educaƟon. Fansmith said it's likely that Democrats will control the House, but it's 
uncertain which party will control the Senate.  

Fansmith warned that even if Democrats do end up taking control of both chambers, gridlock is sƟll to be 
expected with the Trump administraƟon in office. 

“It's not going to mean a lot of the reversals of the Trump administraƟon's policies,” Fansmith said. “It's 
also probably not going to mean there's going to be new laws geƫng passed because of a divided 
government, even Democrats in control of both chambers, they might be able to pass bills, but they will 
be bills the president won't sign.” 

Storey and Fansmith concluded the session by addressing some quesƟons from aƩendees, and Fansmith 
encouraged parƟcipants to share their stories about higher educaƟon.  

 

NASFAA Shares Preview of Comments Concerning ED's Federal Direct Loan Program RegulaƟons for 
Forbearance and Loan RehabilitaƟon 

NASFAA is pleased to share a draŌ of its response to the ED’s request for comments on its informaƟon 
collecƟon for the Federal Direct Loan Program RegulaƟons for Forbearance and Loan RehabilitaƟon, 
specifically ED's new Digital RehabilitaƟon ApplicaƟon. NASFAA's comments address the applicaƟon's 
default status banner and pre-applicaƟon disclosure language, including a recommendaƟon that ED 
account for the second rehabilitaƟon opportunity created by the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) 
starƟng July 1, 2027, as well as the sequencing of spousal informaƟon collecƟon during the Marital 
Status step. NASFAA hopes our members will use these comments to inform their own comments, which 
are due July 20, 2026. 

 

FSA Announces New Office Hour Dates, Reschedules STATS Webinar 

Federal Student Aid (FSA) on Tuesday announced three addiƟonal virtual office hour sessions this month, 
and rescheduled its webinar focused on the Student TuiƟon and Transparency System and Earnings 
Accountability (STATS) and Earnings Accountability final rule. The webinar will now take place on July 29 
from 11 a.m.-12:30 p.m. ET. FSA also provided an updated list of the schedules for its virtual office hours 
on July 16, 23, and 30 from 3-4 p.m. ET.  

 

 

 

 



House EducaƟon CommiƩee Advances LegislaƟve Package to Transfer ED ResponsibiliƟes and 
AppropriaƟons to Other Agencies 

The House EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee advanced a legislaƟve package that would transfer several 
of the ED’s responsibiliƟes and appropriaƟons to other agencies within the federal government.  

The 10-bill package, introduced last week, aims to codify the Trump administraƟon's efforts to dismantle 
ED and would directly impact higher educaƟon programs. That includes the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer 
Student Aid Act”, which would transfer the funcƟons of Federal Student Aid (FSA) to the Treasury 
Department, along with the office’s exisƟng appropriaƟons funding, staff, contracts, and records, which 
was introduced by Rep. Tim Walberg (R-Mich.), chair of the House EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee.  

AddiƟonally, the bill package includes “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Workforce Development Act,” also 
introduced by Walberg, to transfer responsibiliƟes and appropriaƟons of the Office of Career, Technical, 
and Adult EducaƟon to the Department of Labor (DOL). The “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Higher EducaƟon 
Act,” introduced by Rep. Mark Harris (R-N.C.), would require certain postsecondary educaƟon programs 
to be transferred to DOL, including the federal TRIO programs, the Gaining Early Awareness and 
Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP), and the Graduate Assistance in Areas of NaƟonal 
Need (GAANN) program. And the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Foreign GiŌ Transparency Act,” introduced 
by Rep. Michael Baumgartner (R-Wash.), would allow the Department of State to manage all foreign giŌ 
and contract reporƟng done under secƟon 117 of the Higher EducaƟon Act (HEA).  

Walberg opened up the markup by staƟng that ED has failed, noƟng that the student loan porƞolio 
stands at $1.7 trillion, and over 9 million borrowers are in default. 

"The 10 bills we are marking up today will advance that vision by reducing unnecessary bureaucracy and 
beƩer connecƟng educaƟon and workforce training programs so high school and college graduates leave 
with the skills they need to succeed,” Walberg said. “President Trump and Secretary McMahon have 
pointed the way to an educaƟon system that is more responsive to state and local needs, and we are 
excited to take the first steps toward realizing their vision.” 

Rep. Bobby ScoƩ (D-Va.), ranking member of the commiƩee, however, expressed concerns about the 
legislaƟve package, staƟng that the Treasury Department is not equipped to manage FSA’s 
responsibiliƟes.   

“Now Treasury must secure another contractor and does not expect to have the contracted staff needed 
to support default resoluƟons unƟl the end of 2026, at the earliest,” ScoƩ said. “And what does the 
Department of Treasury know about which colleges and which programs within a college are even 
eligible for student loans, or when a student might be eligible for a discharge of his loan, by compleƟon 
of the requirements of Public Service Loan Forgiveness or fraud by a college? These programs have been 
administered by the Department of EducaƟon for years, and now you’ve got an agency that hasn’t dealt 
with that.” 

Throughout the markup, Democrats offered several amendments to the 10-bill package but were 
ulƟmately rejected by the commiƩee. For example, when considering the “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer 
Student Aid Act,” Rep. Joe Courtney (D-Conn.) introduced an amendment that would allow the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) to study the effects of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) on 
student loan borrowers before FSA’s responsibiliƟes would be transferred to the Treasury.  



Rep. Alma Adams (D-N.C.) also introduced an amendment that would allow GAO to look at default 
prevenƟon and loan rehabilitaƟon, which includes examining the interagency agreement (IAA) between 
ED and Treasury, before FSA could move to Treasury.  

Adams specifically requested informaƟon concerning how many borrowers would be at risk of default, 
whether they are geƫng accurate informaƟon, default prevenƟon efforts, access to rehabilitaƟon 
opƟons, and whether Treasury is prepared to manage the department’s porƞolio.  

UlƟmately, the commiƩee advanced porƟons of the 10-bill package that impact higher educaƟon with 
near idenƟcal votes of 20-16 – “Less Bureaucracy, BeƩer Student Aid Act” advanced by a recorded vote 
of 19-16. 

Following the commiƩee markup, EducaƟon Secretary Linda McMahon said it was a “major step” in 
cemenƟng the administraƟon’s effort to overhaul the department. 

“Today’s bills put forth by the House EducaƟon and Workforce CommiƩee move us closer to a leaner, 
results-driven government – one that empowers families, supports educators, and delivers beƩer 
outcomes for students by ensuring each federal responsibility is carried out by the agencies best 
equipped to manage them,” McMahon said. 

 

NASFAA 2026 Virtual Summit: Working Through ED’s Accountability Framework 

The ED extensive rulemaking agenda has created a flurry of new regulaƟons that took effect earlier this 
month, and while a significant porƟon of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) is having an immediate 
impact on campuses, the administraƟon’s new accountability framework will also lead to new 
responsibiliƟes for financial aid offices.  

During the NASFAA 2026 Virtual Summit, members of the policy team hosted a Ɵmely session to dive 
into the new Student TuiƟon and Transparency System and Earnings Accountability (STATS) framework, 
which was officially published on July 1.  

While Under Secretary of EducaƟon Nicholas Kent noted at NASFAA’s 2026 NaƟonal Conference that 
there is no immediate urgency for schools to address these new regulaƟons, he reminded aƩendees that 
the first data reporƟng period is due October 1, 2026, and that the department will begin calculaƟng 
new earnings tests in 2027. 

In order to prepare financial aid offices for this change, Megan Walter, NASFAA’s senior policy analyst, 
began Wednesday’s session by providing an overview of the Gainful Employment and Financial Value 
Transparency (GE/FVT) Ɵmeline and how previous efforts daƟng back to 2011 were ulƟmately stalled.  

Most changes to the STATS framework are effecƟve July 1, 2027, with an opƟon to implement early, 
beginning July 1, 2026. Walter explained to aƩendees how the new “low-earning outcome test” will 
work for undergraduate and graduate programs, and how the new STATS framework differs from GE/FVT 
regulaƟons.  

NASFAA recently developed a flowchart outlining the process that the Department of EducaƟon will use 
to determine which student completers and their earnings are included when calculaƟng a program's 
First-Year Earnings Premium under the new STATS/Earnings Accountability regulaƟons. 



Walter noted some of the exempƟons and carve-outs in the new STATS framework. The final rule has an 
exempƟon for insƟtuƟons that enroll only students with a documented specific learning disability or 
auƟsm. These insƟtuƟons sƟll have to comply with STATS reporƟng, and ED will sƟll calculate an earnings 
premium for their programs. What they're exempt from is the consequence: even a failing earnings 
premium will not trigger loss of Direct Loan or Title IV eligibility for those programs. 

Some insƟtuƟons are also shielded from losing all Title IV eligibility, even if they have a failing program. 
InsƟtuƟons that don't parƟcipate in the Direct Loan program, and haven't for the five most recent award 
years, are exempt from that consequence. The same protecƟon applies to insƟtuƟons that agree not to 
permit Direct Loan borrowing for a failing program for five consecuƟve award years, provided ED 
determines that doing so serves students' best interest. 

During the presentaƟon, Jill Desjean, NASFAA’s director of policy analysis, walked aƩendees through the 
warning process if their insƟtuƟon fails the new STATS framework, as well as the insƟtuƟonal appeals 
process.  

From there, Desjean outlined the Ɵmeframe for this new STATS reporƟng framework, with GE/FVT 
reporƟng due on October 1, 2026, and STATS reporƟng due on October 1, 2027. Desjean pointed to 
an electronic announcement from ED that provided limited guidance on how insƟtuƟons can implement 
the STATS reporƟng framework early.  

Clare McCann, managing director of policy and operaƟons at American University’s Postsecondary 
EducaƟon & Economics Research  (PEER) Center, presented data outlining earnings thresholds for 
undergraduate programs by state, and graduate programs by broad field of study.  

From there, McCann walked through data on low-earning programs. Overall, she said, the data indicate 
that fewer than 4% of students are enrolled in failing programs, with the largest share in undergraduate 
cerƟficate programs. Notably, McCann pointed out that undergraduate cerƟficates account for only 8% 
of enrollment but 52% of students in low-earning programs.  

She added that her organizaƟon found that most insƟtuƟons, except for for-profit insƟtuƟons, have very 
few of their students in failing programs. Notably, McCann pointed out that HBCUs and MSIs have lower 
enrollment in failing programs than other insƟtuƟons.  

The session ended with the panel answering quesƟons from aƩendees. One aƩendee asked what a 
school should consider when weighing whether to opt for early STATS implementaƟon.  

Desjean said she didn’t have an answer, but she imagined that the department would likely address this 
quesƟon in its upcoming STATS and earnings accountability webinar on July 29.  

Another aƩendee asked whether insƟtuƟons would have access to American Community Survey (ACS) 
data, which is used as a threshold in the STATS framework, and whether they could use this data to run 
their own model and see the potenƟal impact in advance.  

McCann said ACS data is public, but it is not the most straighƞorward and gave some caveats to using the 
data. She added that her organizaƟon is currently conducƟng its own analysis of what the STATS 
framework will entail for all programs and insƟtuƟons. 

 



NASFAA Submits Comments on Federal Direct Loan Program RegulaƟons for Forbearance and Loan 
RehabilitaƟon 

NASFAA is pleased to share its response to the ED’s request for comments on its informaƟon collecƟon 
for the Federal Direct Loan Program RegulaƟons for Forbearance and Loan RehabilitaƟon, specifically 
ED's new Digital RehabilitaƟon ApplicaƟon. The department has redesigned the applicaƟon as part of its 
efforts to simplify the loan rehabilitaƟon process for borrowers with defaulted loans. NASFAA's 
comments address the applicaƟon's default status banner and pre-applicaƟon disclosure language, 
including a recommendaƟon that ED account for the second rehabilitaƟon opportunity created by the 
One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) starƟng July 1, 2027, as well as the sequencing of spousal informaƟon 
collecƟon during the Marital Status step. 

 

Court Sets Schedule for Professional Degree DefiniƟon Lawsuit, Case to ConƟnue Through At Least 
December 

The court overseeing the nurse pracƟƟoner (NP) and physician associate (PA) groups' (plainƟffs) lawsuit 
against the ED, challenging ED’s definiƟon of a professional degree under the RISE final rule, has set a 
briefing schedule that will run through early December. This Ɵmeline means that the June 29 Electronic 
Announcement (EA) issued by ED updaƟng the list of professional degree programs eligible for higher 
Unsubsidized Loan limits will likely remain in effect unƟl a final decision is made by the judge, which can 
happen any Ɵme aŌer December 4, unless ED successfully appeals the stay or takes other acƟon. 

Unlike the preliminary injuncƟon hearing, the remainder of the process will proceed through wriƩen 
filings or briefings. There is no meeƟng or hearing scheduled at which both sides would present their 
arguments live before a judge. Once the court receives the final document on December 4, the judge can 
then make their final ruling. 

The case, which resulted in a parƟal stay, or pause, of the rule in June, is now entering a longer merits 
phase, meaning the court will work through the full substance of the case. Both parƟes agreed to resolve 
the case by summary judgment, where a judge decides the case without a trial. According to the 
briefing schedule set by the court, the key dates are: 

 July 30, 2026: Deadline for plainƟffs to amend their original complaint that started the lawsuit 
(see below) 

 September 4, 2026: ED must produce its administraƟve record (the internal documents and 
materials ED relied on in developing the final rule, and guidance if added to the complaint) 

 October 2, 2026: PlainƟffs file their moƟon, or main wriƩen arguments, asking the court for 
summary judgment 

 November 6, 2026: ED files its moƟon for summary judgment 

 November 20, 2026: PlainƟffs file their reply in support of their own moƟon and opposing ED's 
moƟon 

 December 4, 2026: ED files its final reply to the plainƟff's moƟon, closing the briefing phase 



In the briefing schedule, the plainƟffs signaled that they may amend their complaint to request that the 
court also review the department’s June 29 EA and its subsequent July 10 update in response to the 
original court-ordered pause. As part of resolving the case, the court would need to determine whether 
it has authority to review agency-issued guidance before reaching the quesƟon of whether the guidance 
itself is lawful, and to determine the legality of the final rule. 

Depending on whether the court decides it has authority to review the EA, there could be a few different 
scenarios as a result: 

 If the court finds it cannot review the EA but finds the rule illegal, the "professional degree” 
definiƟon would revert to the pre-One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) definiƟon of "professional 
degree" at 34 C.F.R. § 668.2, which is the definiƟon Congress wrote into the law, Schools would 
conƟnue to operate under the terms of the EA unless ED revises or rescinds the guidance or a 
new challenge to the EA itself comes before a court.  

 If the court finds it can review the EA and upholds that guidance but strikes down the final rule, 
the "professional degree” definiƟon would revert to the pre-OBBBA definiƟon of "professional 
degree" at 34 C.F.R. § 668.2, which is the definiƟon Congress wrote into the law. Schools would 
conƟnue to operate under the terms of the EA unless ED revises or rescinds the guidance.  

 If the court finds it can review the EA, and that both the EA and the rule are illegal, the 
"professional degree” definiƟon would revert to the pre-OBBBA definiƟon of "professional 
degree" at 34 C.F.R. § 668.2, which is the definiƟon Congress wrote into the law, and ED would 
presumably draŌ new guidance to replace the EA that the court struck down. 

 If the court upholds the final rule, meaning it finds the rule to be legal, it is not enƟrely clear 
what happens to the EA. By ED’s own terms, the EA's interim CIP list applies only for the duraƟon 
of the stay. ED has not explicitly addressed what would happen if the final rule is ulƟmately 
upheld, but the EA's language suggests the interim guidance would end with the stay. 

It is worth noƟng that the type of judgment the plainƟffs receive (if it is in their favor) maƩers here as 
well. A vacatur removes the challenged provision from the regulaƟons enƟrely, based on a finding that 
they were unlawful, and is harder to undo on appeal. A permanent injuncƟon produces a similar 
pracƟcal result for schools in the near term, but it's more vulnerable on appeal, since courts weigh 
injuncƟons against addiƟonal factors like harm and fairness, not just whether the rule was legal. That 
gives an appellate court a way to narrow or liŌ the injuncƟon without ever revisiƟng whether the rule 
itself was lawful. 

As the briefing schedule doesn’t close unƟl December 4, 2026, unless the court or ED takes some other 
acƟon in the meanƟme, ED’s June 29 guidance remains in effect, and schools can conƟnue to rely on it 
while the case proceeds. At this Ɵme, there is no indicaƟon that ED has filed or announced plans to 
appeal the court’s June parƟal stay. AddiƟonally, as previously reported, plainƟffs raised the 
exhausƟveness quesƟon with ED counsel in an exchange that was referenced in the parƟes' joint filings, 
but it was not presented to the court as a quesƟon for the judge to resolve. As a result, ED faces no court 
deadline to answer it directly, and its pracƟce so far has been to respond through incremental EA 
updates rather than a formal posiƟon on the record. ED has sƟll not addressed whether the list is meant 
to be exhausƟve, leaving open the possibility of further updates. 



ED Publishes FAQ Addressing Real-Time FAFSA Fraud DetecƟon Process 

The ED published an electronic announcement on Friday that provides a list of frequently asked 
quesƟons related to the real-Ɵme FAFSA fraud detecƟon process.  

The FAQ covers five topic areas:  

 IdenƟty ConfirmaƟon Methods and Standards 

 Fraud Comment Codes, Rejects, and V4/5 

 FAA Fraud Override and Inter-School CoordinaƟon 

 Special PopulaƟons and Scenarios 

 Compliance, OIG ReporƟng, and Prior-Year Aid 

While many of the quesƟons have been answered in other forums, such as ED’s earlier 
announcement detailing the fraud detecƟon process and their May 1, 2026 webinar, the FAQ provides 
new informaƟon for several previously unanswered quesƟons. Financial aid administrators should read 
the full FAQ, as it contains important details beyond what is covered here. 

In the FAQ, ED reiterates that no acƟon is required when an ISIR is flagged with comment code 360 (risk 
evaluaƟon could not be performed) and adds that those records will not be reevaluated automaƟcally. 
Instead, if a correcƟon is made to the FAFSA, the record will be reevaluated at that Ɵme. 

ED also provided informaƟon about the fraud detecƟon process for incarcerated applicants, explaining 
that they are not exempt from the real-Ɵme fraud evaluaƟon or idenƟty confirmaƟon process. If they are 
unable to confirm their idenƟty in real-Ɵme on a mobile device with an acceptable form of idenƟficaƟon, 
their ISIR will be rejected and they must confirm their idenƟty with the insƟtuƟon. The department 
reminded insƟtuƟons of the documentaƟon flexibiliƟes available to incarcerated individuals when 
confirming their idenƟty, as outlined in Electronic Announcement APP-25-16. 

Another key quesƟon addressed whether schools are required to return previously disbursed Title IV aid 
if the student's applicaƟon is later determined to be fraudulent. ED confirms schools must return all Title 
IV aid in cases where a student is determined to have been ineligible for Title IV aid, even if the school 
did not have knowledge of the ineligibility at the Ɵme of disbursement. The FAQ says “This applies even 
in cases involving fraud, where the school did not have verificaƟon flags or other indicators at the Ɵme of 
disbursement. The absence of prior knowledge or verificaƟon selecƟon does not relieve the school of 
responsibility if the student was not, in fact, eligible under the statute or regulaƟons. The financial 
responsibility for improper payments lies with the school.” 

 

FSA to Start Beta TesƟng 2027-28 FAFSA in August 

Federal Student Aid (FSA) provided details on plans to begin beta tesƟng the 2027-28 FAFSA in August, in 
preparaƟon for its October 1 launch deadline.  

FSA has conducted beta tesƟng on the FAFSA for the past two cycles in an effort to catch issues and 
deploy technical fixes before the form is available to the public.  



This cycle’s beta tesƟng will have two phases, with the first phase starƟng on Wednesday, August 5. 
During this period, the 2027-28 FAFSA will be beta tested by a limited group of school districts, 
community-based organizaƟons, and insƟtuƟons of higher educaƟon through in-person and virtual 
events. 

For the second phase FSA will broaden beta tesƟng to the general public. FSA indicated that this period 
of tesƟng will occur someƟme “in late August or early September” aŌer the first phase concludes. FSA 
clarified that during the second phase of tesƟng, any student or parent will be able to request to 
parƟcipate in beta tesƟng on StudentAid.gov, and FSA will admit groups of users throughout the month. 
FSA said it will post an update to the electronic announcement when this parƟcipaƟon request form 
opens. 

As a reminder, under law October 1 is the official launch date for the FAFSA each year, and the 
Department of EducaƟon (ED) must cerƟfy by September 1 that the FAFSA will be ready by October 1.  

As a result of FSA’s beta tesƟng, insƟtuƟons and state agencies may start receiving a small number of 
InsƟtuƟonal Student InformaƟon Records (ISIRs) in August, since students parƟcipaƟng in beta tesƟng 
are compleƟng real 2027-28 FAFSAs. The number of ISIRs insƟtuƟons receive will likely grow throughout 
August and September as beta tesƟng conƟnues.  

FSA clarified that insƟtuƟons do not need to do anything with these ISIRs before the regular award year 
begins. However, insƟtuƟons and agencies are able to download these students’ ISIRs into their systems 
and process the records on their preferred Ɵmeline. FSA reminded insƟtuƟons that it released test ISIRs 
in July, which can be used for system tesƟng. 

For the insƟtuƟons that do download ISIRs before October 1 and experience any issues, FSA encourages 
these insƟtuƟons to report their issues to both their soŌware vendor, if applicable, and to the FPS Help 
Desk.  

 

House Democrats Host Panel Over Trump AdministraƟon's Changes to Student Loan System 

Rep. Bobby ScoƩ (D-Va.), ranking member of the House EducaƟon and Workforce CommiƩee, hosted a 
panel of student loan experts to discuss the impact of the Trump administraƟon’s efforts to change the 
student loan system, with a focus on the enactment of the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA).  

Earlier in May, ScoƩ and Rep. Alma Adams (D-N.C.) sent a leƩer to Rep. Tim Walberg (R-Mich.), chair of 
the House EducaƟon and Workforce CommiƩee, and requested an oversight hearing with Federal 
Student Aid (FSA) on its ability to serve students and borrowers. In a press release, ScoƩ said 
Republicans did not respond to the request.  

In response, ScoƩ hosted a panel with student loan experts, including Wil Del Pilar of EducaƟon Trust, 
Jordan Matsudaira of Postsecondary EducaƟon & Economics Research, José Miranda of the InsƟtute for 
College Access and Success, and James Carroll of the United States Student AssociaƟon.  

ScoƩ opened up the panel by criƟcizing the Trump administraƟon’s efforts to dismantle the ED, staƟng 
that the Treasury Department has “no experƟse” on how to serve students or insƟtuƟons of higher 
educaƟon, or how to monitor student loan servicers.  



Compounding the administraƟon’s efforts to dismantle ED is the enactment of OBBBA, ScoƩ said, noƟng 
that the law could be harmful to many students through the eliminaƟon of Graduate PLUS loans, and the 
enactment of new loan limits and repayment plans.  

“These changes come at the worst possible Ɵme, as millions of borrowers are experiencing delinquency 
and default for the first Ɵme in more than five years,” ScoƩ said. “The ‘big ugly bill’ also makes college 
less affordable for the next generaƟon of students. It eliminates Grad PLUS loans, capped Parent PLUS 
loans, limited access to Pell Grants in certain situaƟons, and created new lifeƟme borrowing limits that 
leave many students without enough federal aid to complete their educaƟon.”  

During the panel, ScoƩ pointed to work that House Democrats have done to combat the Trump 
administraƟon’s higher educaƟon policies, including a bicameral Joint ResoluƟon under the 
Congressional Review Act (CRA) to rescind ED’s final rule on OBBBA’s new student loan provisions.  

ScoƩ said Wednesday’s discussion serves as an opportunity to hear directly from experts about what 
Congress should be doing to protect borrowers.  

Throughout Wednesday’s panel, experts discussed their concerns, parƟcularly about ED’s definiƟon 
of professional student and how some students would be locked out from pursuing their degrees, 
parƟcularly in high-demand medical fields.  

 

OIG Review Reveals RIF Impact at FSA 

A recent review by the ED’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) reveals the impact of the Trump 
administraƟon's efforts to dismantle the department, with specific numbers of how many employees 
have leŌ Federal Student Aid (FSA). 

This review, conducted by OIG covers changes in ED’s staffing, operaƟons, contracts, and grants from 
January 20, 2025, through March 31, 2025, when the Trump administraƟon began its efforts to 
dismantle the department. With this review, OIG noted that there was a scope limitaƟon due to ED not 
providing all requested informaƟon and “unfeƩered access” to department staff. 

Overall, OIG found that the administraƟon’s reducƟon in force (RIF) resulted in staffing changes in 16 of 
ED’s 17 offices. ED saw a 40% decrease in its workforce, with an overall reducƟon of at least 1,579 of its 
3,902 employees. 

A majority of those employees were separated by ED’s RIF, with OIG finding 1,227 employees were 
separated by RIF acƟons, and at least 352 employees voluntarily separated through other opƟons. 

OIG’s review also examined changes in ED grants, with the office finding the department:  

 Terminated 90 grants with total obligaƟons totaling $504 million; 

 IdenƟfied 223 addiƟonal grants totaling $252 million for terminaƟon; 

 Moved 84 grants totaling $316 million in obligated funds to closeout; 

 Awarded 15 new grants totaling $22 million; 



 And modified the terms and condiƟons of 21 grants totaling $18 million awarded to 2 grantees. 

When it comes to contracts, the OIG review found that ED: 

 Terminated 129 contracts with a total value of $1.3 billion; 

 Descoped an addiƟonal 27 contracts; 

 Awarded 77 new contracts with a total value of $610.4 million; 

 And reversed 3 previously terminated contracts with a total value of $100.2 million. 

The review also looked at staffing at FSA from January through March 2025. As of January 20, 2025, FSA 
had 1,446 employees within 136 suboffices. 

But, as of March 11, 2025 – roughly two months later – 72 of FSA’s suboffices, which consisted of 918 
employees, were impacted by ED’s RIF effort, resulƟng in “at least” a 40% reducƟon in FSA staff. OIG 
specified that from these 72 suboffices, 411 employees were separated through the RIF and another 174 
separated through other means between January 20, 2025, and March 31, 2025. OIG esƟmated that 861 
employees remained at FSA as of March 11, 2025. 

Of the 72 FSA suboffices impacted by the RIF, OIG found 55 suboffices have 50% or fewer of their 
employees remaining, 23 suboffices have some remaining employees, and 32 suboffices have no 
employees remaining. 

OIG reviewed the funcƟons of the FSA suboffices directly impacted by the RIF. What OIG found is that 
suboffices that oversee guaranty agencies, lending insƟtuƟons, and servicers, and suboffices 
administering a program of eligibility, cerƟficaƟon, financial analysis, and oversight of schools 
parƟcipaƟng in FSA programs, had no remaining employees. OIG noted that these funcƟons are all 
statutory responsibiliƟes. 

OIG also listed other non-statutory funcƟons of 32 FSA suboffices with no remaining employees. Some of 
those funcƟons included designing and execuƟng FSA’s enterprise risk management system; managing 
FSA’s human resources operaƟonal funcƟons and program; managing processes for Cohort Default 
Rates, ScoreCards, and Gainful Employment rates, and more. 

There were also 23 FSA suboffices that had 50% or fewer employees remaining. Some of the funcƟons of 
these offices include managing FSA’s customer website, the myStudentAid mobile applicaƟon, and the 
MarkeƟng and CommunicaƟons plaƞorm; providing management services and support related to the 
performance of the Title IV porƞolio and administering oversight of insƟtuƟons parƟcipaƟng in the 
department’s federal student aid programs; providing primary IT services for all FSA systems; and more. 

OIG also listed the funcƟons of the 64 FSA suboffices not impacted by ED’s RIF. Some of those 
responsibiliƟes include; managing the Direct Loan program and the Teach Grant OriginaƟon and 
Disbursement processes maintained on the Common OriginaƟon Disbursement (COD) system and the 
COD website, including funcƟonality available to FSA, schools, and servicers; implemenƟng the 
Secretary’s authority to resolve appeals of final audit and final program review determinaƟons; and 
more. 



Lastly, OIG detailed changes in FSA contracts, finding that between January and March 2025, four FSA 
contracts were terminated and another four were descoped. The services provided by these contracts 
included Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility training; contract and procurement reviews; 
internal control assessments; and maintenance of FSA’s Digital and Customer Care applicaƟon. 
AddiƟonally, during January and March 2025, ED awarded nine new FSA contracts related to loan 
servicing, default management, and soŌware licenses. 

 

Amended SAVE Plan Lawsuit Claims ED Engaged in “Shadow Repeal” of REPAYE Plan 

An ongoing legal challenge to the ED’s wind-down of the Saving on a Valuable EducaƟon (SAVE) 
repayment plan was recently amended, with plainƟffs, made up of four individuals, arguing that the 
department’s acƟons to sunset the SAVE plan’s precursor, Revised Pay As You Earn (REPAYE), violates the 
AdministraƟve Procedure Act (APA).  

PlainƟffs argue that, because the SAVE plan regulaƟons adopted in 2023 amended the REPAYE 
regulaƟons, the federal court’s vacatur, or nullificaƟon, of the SAVE plan in March restored the REPAYE 
regulaƟons that were in place prior to the creaƟon of SAVE. 

Borrowers currently enrolled in SAVE, then, should not have to transiƟon out of that plan as ED currently 
requires. Instead, their repayment terms should revert to REPAYE terms, similar to how borrowers 
enrolled in REPAYE had their monthly payments automaƟcally recalculated when SAVE took effect. To 
repeal REPAYE, the plainƟffs argue, ED would have to engage in negoƟated rulemaking under the APA. 

By failing to revert to the REPAYE terms following the SAVE vacatur and instead requiring borrowers to 
transiƟon to other repayment plans, plainƟffs allege that ED has engaged in a “shadow repeal” of 
REPAYE, effecƟvely eliminaƟng that program, even though the court only ended SAVE. 

Since ED began sending communicaƟons to SAVE borrowers in July with a 90-day deadline to enroll in a 
new plan, the plainƟffs are requesƟng a preliminary injuncƟon and stay to postpone that deadline while 
the court considers the case. 

PlainƟffs are also arguing that ED should forgive balances for borrowers enrolled in SAVE who met the 
criteria for cancellaƟon prior to the SAVE vacatur and idenƟfy and accept payments from borrowers for 
the months of involuntary forbearance prior to the SAVE vacatur that they are enƟtled to buy back. 

ED has asked for the lawsuit to be dismissed. If dismissed, borrowers would need to select a new eligible 
repayment plan or be automaƟcally enrolled in a standard repayment plan. If the plainƟffs succeed, they 
seek immediate forgiveness for borrowers who have already reached the SAVE plan’s forgiveness 
threshold. They are also requesƟng that ED reinstate REPAYE and automaƟcally switch SAVE plan 
borrowers to REPAYE. It is unclear if SAVE borrowers who have already voluntarily changed plans would 
have REPAYE available to them as well if the plainƟffs are successful. 

As a reminder, the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act (OBBBA) sunsets the Income ConƟngent Repayment (ICR), 
PAYE, SAVE, and REPAYE plans as of July 1, 2028, so even if the court rules in the plainƟffs’ favor, 
borrowers in those plans will sƟll be forced to choose a new plan someƟme in the next two years. 

 



The Hope Center: Most Students Do Not Know Their College Offers Emergency Aid 

While data shows that more insƟtuƟons are offering emergency aid programs, most students do not 
know that their insƟtuƟon offers emergency aid, according to a new blog from the Hope Center for 
Student Basic Needs.  

The blog, wriƩen by Muhammad Kara, PhD, a former NASFAA DME intern, examined data from 
NASFAA’s 2025 AdministraƟve Burden Survey, the Trellis Student Financial Wellness Survey, and other 
sources to detail how insƟtuƟonal emergency aid programs may not be reaching the students who need 
it. 

For example, according to the Trellis Emergency Aid in the Wake of the Pandemic brief, the share of 
students receiving emergency aid decreased from 44% in fall 2021 to 4% in fall 2025, a decline of roughly 
90%. 

The scale of this decrease is also captured in addiƟonal data. According to data from a forthcoming Trellis 
Strategies survey, in fall 2021, 41% of students responded “yes” to receiving emergency aid from their 
insƟtuƟons. As of fall 2025, that number has dropped to 4% of students.  

This leads to the quesƟon whether students who need emergency aid can find it, qualify for it, and reach 
it in Ɵme, Kara wrote. 

“Emergency aid is one of the best tools in higher educaƟon for keeping students enrolled,” Kara wrote. 
“Unlike tradiƟonal financial aid, which is packaged months before a term and disbursed at fixed Ɵme 
periods, emergency aid is designed to move quickly. This maƩers when more than half of students could 
not cover a $500 emergency with savings or credit. A modest grant, oŌen a few hundred to a thousand 
dollars, can help a student cover an unexpected cost before it forces them to leave school.” 

Kara noted that NASFAA's 2025 AdministraƟve Burden Survey found that the number of insƟtuƟons 
offering an emergency aid program increased from 35% in 2020 to 52% in 2025.  

“That's good news,” Kara wrote. “But a program's existence is only the first of several steps toward 
ensuring students in crisis get help. The student must also learn that the program exists, establish that 
they qualify, and obtain the funds quickly enough to make a difference.” 

Throughout the blog post, Kara stressed the importance of reaching students with emergency aid and 
how crucial this aid is for students to complete their educaƟon.  

“Financial strain falls most heavily on the students with the least economic resources,” Kara wrote. “If 
students had ready access to emergency aid to fill gaps in their budgets and weather unexpected 
expenses, they’d be much less likely to rely on risky (and costly) forms of borrowing.” 

Kara listed other possible soluƟons to help students receive the emergency funding they need. That 
includes reviving federal emergency aid through the Higher EducaƟon Emergency Relief Fund (HEERF). 
During the Covid-19 pandemic, HEERF directed nearly $40 billion in emergency grants to students, who 
in turn used that aid for food, housing, transportaƟon, healthcare, and other costs, and were more likely 
to stay enrolled in their program. 

Congress can also pass legislaƟon allowing insƟtuƟons to award Federal Supplemental EducaƟonal 
Opportunity Grant (FSEOG) funds as emergency grants again, like it did during the COVID-19 pandemic. 



However, Kara noted that the FSEOG program could face a funding decrease under the current 
appropriaƟon process for fiscal year (FY) 2027.  

 

Temporary Changes to Professional Student Loan Limits: NASFAA Resource Details What Students 
Need to Know 

This new student-facing resource explains the June 24 court stay in the RISE Final Rule professional 
degree liƟgaƟon and what it means for borrowing. It walks through which programs are now temporarily 
eligible for the higher professional student loan limits ($50,000/year, $200,000 aggregate) versus the 
original 11-field list, and answers common student quesƟons in plain language, like whether schools 
have to raise their limits, whether it's safe to borrow the full amount given the uncertainty, and what 
may happen if the court later reverses course. This resource is now available as a webpage and PDF on 
the OB3 Web Center. 

 

Court Sets Schedule in State-Led Professional Degree DefiniƟon Lawsuit, Second Case Challenging RISE 
Rule 

Back in May, a coaliƟon of 25 states and the District of Columbia (plainƟffs) sued the ED over the RISE 
Final Rule's definiƟon of "professional degree." The states argued that by limiƟng the higher $50,000 
annual/$200,000 aggregate loan limit to a short list of programs such as medicine, law, and pharmacy, 
ED rewrote the One Big BeauƟful Bill Act’s (OBBBA) statutory definiƟon. The states also challenged the 
rule's grandfathering provisions' treatment of students who transfer, temporarily withdraw, and re-
enroll. The states are seeking a declaraƟon that these provisions are unlawful, a vacatur (or nullificaƟon) 
of those provisions, and a permanent injuncƟon. 

The court has now entered a scheduling order, seƫng out the dates for the case to be heard. The case 
will be resolved through cross-moƟons for summary judgment rather than a trial, meaning the judge will 
decide based on the administraƟve records that ED compiled when wriƟng the rule. 

July 31, 2026: ED has agreed to produce the administraƟve record (the internal documents and materials 
ED relied on in developing the final rule) 

August 26, 2026: PlainƟffs file their moƟon, or main wriƩen arguments, asking the court for summary 
judgment 

September 25, 2026: ED files its cross-moƟon for summary judgment, combined with its opposiƟon to 
the plainƟffs' moƟon 

October 16, 2026: PlainƟffs file a combined reply in support of their moƟon and opposiƟon to ED's cross-
moƟon 

November 6, 2026: ED files its reply in support of its cross-moƟon, closing the briefing 

PlainƟffs have indicated they'll request oral argument once the cross-moƟons are filed. ED isn't asking for 
a hearing or opposing one; it's leaving that decision enƟrely to the court's discreƟon. If a hearing 
happens, it would come someƟme aŌer the briefing closes in November. 



This case is on a similar scheduling track to the lawsuit brought by nurse pracƟƟoner (NP) and physician 
associate (PA) groups challenging the same rule, but it isn't the same case. The NP/PA case sought and 
won a preliminary stay (or pause) before the July 1 effecƟve date, so schools have been relying on ED's 
interim guidance in that case since June. The 25-state coaliƟon case, by contrast, didn't seek a 
preliminary injuncƟon, so the RISE Final Rule has been in effect since July 1, outside the scope of the stay 
ordered by the NP/PA lawsuit. 

Because this case's briefing closes first, on November 6, compared to December 4 for the NP/PA case, 
this case could get a ruling before the NP/PA lawsuit does. That ruling wouldn't bind the other court, but 
it could sƟll shape the outcome. The plainƟff states are asking for vacatur of the challenged provisions, 
which, if granted, would strike those provisions from the regulaƟons enƟrely and apply naƟonwide, not 
just in the plainƟff states. If that happens before the NP/PA case is decided, it could effecƟvely resolve 
the same legal quesƟon in that case as well, unless ED appeals or the court overseeing the NP/PA case 
reaches its own different conclusion. 

 

Senate HELP Advances College Transparency Act and Seeks to Limit ED’s Interagency Agreements 

The Senate Health, EducaƟon, Labor and Pensions (HELP) CommiƩee advanced several bills, including 
the College Transparency Act, a bill that aims to provide students with informaƟon about enrollment, 
compleƟon, and postsecondary earnings for insƟtuƟons and majors across the country.  

The College Transparency Act was reintroduced last year by Sens. Bill Cassidy (R-La.), chair of the Senate 
HELP CommiƩee, and Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.), who have both sponsored previous versions of the 
bill. The bill is supported by mulƟple higher educaƟon organizaƟons, including NASFAA, and advanced 
out of the commiƩee in a 21-1 vote on Thursday.  

Specifically, the bill would create a postsecondary student data system that would evaluate student 
enrollment paƩerns, progression, compleƟon, and postsecondary outcomes, along with higher 
educaƟon costs and financial aid for insƟtuƟons in the U.S. According to the bill text, this data system 
would help assist with transparency of college costs and would provide informaƟon to students and 
families to help inform their decisions about postsecondary educaƟon. The data system would be 
available to users through a website and analyƟcs tool. 

“This bill ensures students and families have beƩer informaƟon as they consider higher ed 
opportuniƟes,” Cassidy said during Thursday’s markup. “It modernizes the college reporƟng system for 
post-secondary data by providing accurate reporƟng on student outcomes such as enrollment, 
compleƟon, and post-college earnings across colleges and majors, while ensuring the privacy of 
individual students is securely protected.” 

The commiƩee also considered addiƟonal bills related to higher educaƟon, including the State-Based 
Loan Awareness Act, introduced by Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Ala.), which would clarify how state-based 
educaƟon loan programs are treated under federal financial aid rules by excluding them from the 
definiƟon of a “preferred lender arrangement” (PLA). This bill advanced in a 20-2 vote.  

The commiƩee also considered legislaƟon that would prohibit the transfer of certain offices – including 
the Office of Postsecondary EducaƟon – from the Department of EducaƟon (ED) to other federal 



agencies. While Sen. PaƩy Murray (D-Wash.) offered an amendment to prohibit ED from transferring 
Federal Student Aid (FSA) to other agencies, the amendment was rejected. UlƟmately, the legislaƟon 
advanced in a 13-9 vote.  

The Senate’s effort to limit ED’s interagency agreements (IAA) follows a recent House markup in which 
the EducaƟon & Workforce CommiƩee advanced legislaƟon that would transfer several of the 
department’s responsibiliƟes to other agencies. 

During the markup, Sen. Ashley Moody (R-Fla.) asked Cassidy when the commiƩee will consider the No 
Aid for Ghost Students Act, which passed the House in June. Cassidy said the commiƩee will consider the 
legislaƟon in September and that he personally supports the legislaƟon.  

 

 

 


