
 

 

  

February 27, 2026 

Ms. Tamy Abernathy 

Office of Postsecondary Education  

400 Maryland Ave. SW, 5th Floor 

Washington, DC 20202  

Email: NegRegNPRMHelp@ed.gov  

[Docket ID ED–2025–OPE–0944] RIN 1840–AD98  

Reimagining and Improving Student Education AGENCY: Office of Postsecondary 

Education, Department of Education.  

Dear Ms. Abernathy: 
 
The Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities (AJCU) submits these comments in 
response to U.S. Department of Education (ED) Docket Number 2025-OPE-0994: the 
proposed rule entitled “Reimagining and Improving Student Education.” This proposed rule 
would make changes to the current loan programs and definitions related to professional 
students in response to H.R. 1: One Big Beautiful Bill Act (OB3).  
 
AJCU is an organization that represents 27 colleges and universities in the United States and 
one in Belize, with three associate members in Canda. Our U.S. Jesuit colleges and 
universities are located in both rural and urban communities across the country. While 
different in size, all share a mission grounded in a 500-year-old tradition of a holistic 
education that tends to the academic and spiritual growth of each member of our campus 
communities. Approximately 25% of our students receive a federal Pell Grant, while our 
schools provide $3.4 billion annually in institutional aid to ensure access and affordability. 
 
The Department's proposed rule covers much ground related to student loans.  AJCU has 
joined the higher education community in comments on additional topics; in this letter, we 
include our own specific recommendation related to section 685.102 (Definitions).  We 
would request that the Department strike the proposed regulatory language and rely instead 
on the current language in 34 CRF 668.2 (b) that appropriately defines a professional 
program and includes an illustrative list that allows for students enrolled in programs 
deemed by their institutions to be “professional” to access the differentiated loan limits 
outlined in HR 1. That interpretation affords students the opportunity to pursue 
professional career pathways that lead to jobs and create opportunities to provide service to 
communities where many of these professionals are in short supply. 

 
There are significant unintended consequences that would arise from adopting the proposed 

regulatory language in 685.102, including the exclusion of many students from important 

professional opportunities because of the lower federal student loan limits.  
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The group most impacted by the proposed language to limit borrowing would be students with economic 

need who borrow for tuition and living expenses (or up to cost of attendance as allowed in statute). The limits 

on borrowing in federal student loan programs will shut low-income students out of professional career 

pathways that are gateways to the middle class. 

The proposed rule will create additional challenges for students enrolled in professional programs that 

encourage or require year-round attendance or where the training requires field education, practicum, 

internships, or fellowships. Many of these experiences are required for licensure and make work outside of 

academic programs challenging. These students rely on federal student loans for needs beyond tuition and 

lower federal student loan limits could keep them from pursing these fields of study or tackling them in a way 

that moves them through training efficiently. 

Many programs that prepare students for professional careers have requirements set by entities other than the 

institution of higher education, such as licensure boards and accrediting agencies; institutions must adhere to 

these strict lengths and training minimums in order to produce graduates who are eligible for licensure. In 

limiting borrowing for those omitted professional programs, there is a risk of undermining that training and 

exacerbating workforce shortages in high-demand fields, including health care and education.   

Finally, education for these professions is rigorous and demanding because the fields of practice depend on 

practitioners being well trained. In no way should our federal regulations limit the comprehensiveness of this 

training. Our confidence in our professionals is dependent on excellent preparation and strong licensure. Our 

regulatory framework should not undermine or discourage that rigor.  

In summary, AJCU encourages the Department to eliminate the definition of professional programs included 

in the proposed regulations and rely on the current definition and illustrative list in 34 CRF 668.2 (b); a 

sensible guide for determining whether a program is professional or graduate through partnerships with states, 

licensing bodies, and institutions of higher education. As a result of other changes in OB3 (including the 

elimination of the Grad PLUS program), student overborrowing is not an unaddressed issue. Providing 

appropriate and reasonable flexibility to determine whether a program is “professional” or “graduate” will 

ensure students from all economic backgrounds can pursue professional careers in service to others. 

 

Thank you for consideration.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jenny Smulson 

Interim Executive Director and Vice President of Government Relations 

Association of Jesuit Colleges and Universities (AJCU) 

 

 


