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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
Higher education offers individuals the chance to improve their lives and increase their families’ economic security. 
The ability to pursue higher education and maintain a flexible schedule attracts many adult learners and nontraditional 
students to for-profit schools.  

In recent years, the for-profit school industry has come under increased scrutiny regarding the quality of education 
that it provides to its students. For-profit schools have been known to falsely advertise graduation and job placement 
rates. In 2019, the University of Phoenix reached a nearly $200 million settlement with the Federal Trade Commission to 
resolve charges that the University of Phoenix used deceptive advertisements that falsely touted job opportunities with 
companies such as AT&T, Microsoft, Twitter, and The American Red Cross. 1

Additionally, many students attending for-profit schools rely on Title IV federal grant aid, GI bill funding, and federal loan 
assistance to pay their tuition and fees. The federal assistance that low-income students, veterans, and foster youths 
qualify for provides a strong incentive for for-profit schools to focus recruitment and outreach on these student groups.  

In our 2016 report Making the Grade, we found that the high cost, large debt burden, and high default rate of students at 
for-profit schools in Maryland are a cause for real concern. The tuition at for-profit schools is extremely high, completion 
rates remain low, and default rates are high.2  

In this report, MCRC examined three different indicators of for-profit schools’ quality: for-profit school closures, percentage 
of federal revenue received, and amount spent on instruction. In doing so, we found the following: 

For-Profit School Closures 
 • Enrollment in for-profit colleges in Maryland has fallen from 29,667 students in 2012 to 20,317 students enrolled at a 
  for-profit college in 2017. While some of this decline in enrollment at for-profits may be due to greater awareness of the 
  outcomes of these schools, much of the downturn is likely due to the abrupt closures of several for-profit school chains. 

 • In the past five years, 17 Maryland for-profit schools have closed. In 2015, Corinthian Colleges shut down, affecting 
  nearly 2,000 Maryland students. In September 2016, ITT Technical University abruptly closed its doors after a series of 
  federal disciplinary actions. 

Federal Revenue Received
 • Under the federal law, for-profits can receive no more than 90 percent of its revenue from federal financial aid, with 
  the rest, a minimum of 10 percent, coming from other sources. This is known as the 90/10 rule.

 • Because of a loophole in the 90/10 rule, the GI bill, Chafee funds, and Defense Department tuition assistance are 
  not listed as federal education aid in the statute. This means that for-profit schools can legally receive 100 percent of 
  their revenues from federal education aid, as long as 10 percent of it comes from the GI bill, Chafee funds, and Defense 
  Department tuition assistance. 

 • Brightwood College closed in 2018, while receiving almost 100% of its revenue from government sources, specifically 
  Title IV and GI bill funds, meaning that taxpayers footed the bill for this high cost, no-return school. 

1 See https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2019/12/ftc-obtains-record-191-million-settlement-university-phoenix. 
2 Marceline White with Renee Brown. “Making the Grade: An Analysis of For-Profit and Career Schools in Maryland.” (2016). 
 http://www.marylandconsumers.org/penn_station/folders/about/test_2/For-Profit_School_Report_-_for_website.pdf. 
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Amount Spent on Instruction
 • For-profit schools typically spend less money on instructional spending and more money on recruitment and advertising.3  

 • In 2016, twenty-four for-profit schools operating in Maryland spent less than 50% on instructional spending. Meanwhile, 
  Maryland public colleges (including two-year and four-year schools) spend on average $1.96 on instruction for every 
  dollar they collect in tuition.

 • At nearly half of Maryland’s for-profit colleges, it appears students and taxpayers are funding high cost programs, 
  despite the fact that these schools devote very little to instruction.

Policy Recommendations
In the past four years, the Maryland General Assembly has led other states in for-profit school regulation. However, there 
is still more that can be done to protect students attending for-profit schools and ensure that for-profits provide students 
with quality education. Maryland must close the 90/10 loophole, establish a standard for instructional spending, and 
develop safeguards for students if a for-profit college abruptly closes. 

INTRODUCTION  
Higher education is a critical path to higher earnings, greater family stability, and even better health outcomes. For years, 
earning a degree after high school has been touted as a way to gain entry to the middle-class. Consequently, tens of 
thousands of Marylanders enroll in for-profit colleges and private career training programs lured by the promise of flexible 
programs that end in a professional, and financial, upgrade.

Unfortunately, the quality and value of for-profit colleges is in question. Research has shown students enrolled in for-
profits have higher student loan debt and default rates than peers at comparable public colleges. For-profit schools cost 
three to five times more than public colleges and have lower completion and job placement rates. As a result, many 
students are left saddled with a poor-quality education, unmanageable student loan debt, and either no degree or a 
degree that is not worth much more than a high school diploma. 

Many for-profit colleges receive nearly all of their revenue from federal sources, and when students are not served well and 
do not graduate, taxpayers are left with the bill, while college owners keep their profit. To protect students and taxpayers, 
Maryland should enact legislation that ensures quality instruction and clear market value at all of the state’s for-profit 
colleges. 

In this report, the Maryland Consumer Rights Coalition (MCRC) analyzes the different indicators of quality of for-profit 
schools and policy recommendations to increase the quality of for-profit schools operating in Maryland. MCRC used 
quantitative data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) to gather information on for-profit 
schools’ instructional spending and revenue from federal sources. The report focuses on both private career schools and 
for-profit schools with particular attention paid to those that maintain a brick-and-mortar presence in Maryland.

3 Nationally, for-profits spend an average of 29% of funding on instruction, whereas public institutions spend about 142%. 
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FOR-PROFIT COLLEGES   
For-profit schools differ from nonprofit public colleges in significant ways. For-profit colleges largely depend on funds from 
federal student financial aid programs (Title IV funding) from low-income students as well as benefits for veterans for the 
majority of their revenue. 

For-profit colleges are run as businesses, so no matter how many good intentions owners or investors may have, financial 
incentives prevail. This means for-profit colleges, as any business, strive to maximize earnings for their shareholders, often 
to the detriment of spending on student instruction and support services. 

Public and nonprofit colleges, on the other hand, are required to sink revenue and “profits” back into the educational 
mission of the school. Nonprofit laws and the Higher Education Act (HEA) prohibit those who run nonprofit institutions 
from pocketing tuition money in the way that for-profit executives and shareholders do.

In 2016-2017, 20,315 students were enrolled in 200 programs in for-profit and private career schools in Maryland.4  Of the 
157 for-profit schools operating in Maryland, 47 are eligible for Title IV funding. Many for-profit schools in Maryland cost 
between three and five times more than their public school counterparts.5  For example, a for-profit college in Maryland 
charges $52,737 for a degree in dental hygiene. In contrast, an associate’s degree in dental hygiene at Maryland public 
colleges costs roughly one-sixth that price, at an average cost of $8,704.48.

Costlier programs mean students must borrow more to attend for-profit schools. In fact, the average median debt for 
students at Maryland for-profit schools is $18,083 compared to $5,610 for students at comparable public institutions.
The larger the student loan debt a borrower carries, the more difficult it can be to maintain monthly payments. In 
Maryland, 23% of students who attended for-profit schools default on their loans, compared to 15% of their public college 
counterparts.

Students take out larger loans for these costly programs in order to obtain degrees that will lead to higher paid jobs. 
However, only 33 percent of students pursuing a bachelor’s degree at for-profit schools complete their degree, compared 
to 51 percent of students at a public institution.

Of the 29,667 Maryland students who enrolled and completed coursework at private career schools in 2012, only 11,877 
(58 percent) found jobs.6

In Maryland, students saddled with high loans, low completion and employment rates are disproportionately students of 
color. Of the total number of African-Americans enrolled in post-secondary education, 62% were enrolled at for-profit and 
private career schools, even though African-Americans only comprise 30% of the population in Maryland.

NEED FOR ACTION: RECENT SCHOOL CLOSURES HIGHLIGHT LOW QUALITY AND HIGH 
RISK TO STUDENTS AND TAXPAYERS   
Enrollment in for-profit colleges in Maryland has fallen from 29,667 students in 2012 to 20,317 students enrolled at a 
for-profit college in 2017. While some of this decline in enrollment at for-profits may be due to greater awareness of the 
outcomes of these schools, much of the downturn is likely due to the abrupt closures of several for-profit school chains. 
Faced with increased scrutiny from law enforcement and consumers, many for-profits failed to demonstrate either the 
quality of their instruction or that their graduates were gainfully employed after finishing school. Instead, these schools 

4 “Maryland Higher Education Commission Databook 2019.” https://mhec.state.md.us/publications/Documents/Research/AnnualPublications/
 2019DataBook.pdf.  
5 Marceline White with Renee Brown. “Making the Grade: An Analysis of For-Profit and Career Schools in Maryland.” (2016). 
 http://www.marylandconsumers.org/penn_station/folders/about/test_2/For-Profit_School_Report_-_for_website.pdf. 
6 Ibid.
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have suddenly closed, leaving thousands of students with debt but no degree. In 2015, Corinthian Colleges shut down, 
affecting nearly 2,000 Maryland students. In September 2016, ITT Technical University abruptly closed its doors after a 
series of federal disciplinary actions. In Maryland, approximately 900 students were enrolled at ITT and of those enrolled, 
580 were Pell Grant recipients and 233 were veterans using their GI bill to attend. 

In December 2018, Brightwood College suddenly shut its doors, giving only two days’ notice to students and leaving 
Maryland students at its three campuses scrambling. Many were left with few options. Maryland Army Veteran Rosalyn 
Ruffin-Moore said she has no other options for funding: 

“These programs cost $32,000, so I have spent $64,000 here only to be tossed out within two days because we got a notification  
at 5 p.m. on Wednesday to tell us school was closed.”7  

- Ruffin-Moore

Brightwood College received almost 100% of its revenue from government sources, specifically Title IV and GI bill funds, 
meaning that taxpayers footed the bill for this high cost, no-return school. The unanticipated closure of Brightwood 
College and other for-profit institutions is evidence that the current financial responsibility standards are woefully 
inadequate. For-profit schools’ abrupt closures illustrate that the current federal 90/10 rule is not strong enough to ensure 
gainful employment, quality instruction, or other student protections. (Note: The federal 90/10 rule states that for-profit 
schools can only receive up to 90% of their revenue from federal financial aid. More about this rule later in the report.)

Because for-profit schools aggressively recruit students who can receive the maximum amount of Title IV funding and 
educational funding for veterans, these school closures affect those who can least afford to recover from them. Students 
are left with large amounts of debt and dreams deferred. In Maryland, the numbers speak for themselves (see Table 1 on 
page 6). 

In the past five years, 17 for-profit colleges have closed in Maryland. These closures have affected 6,872 students. As Table 
1 illustrates, of the students affected by these sudden school closures, 64 percent were low-income (Pell Grant recipients), 
74 percent were women, and 56 percent were Black, 6 percent were Hispanic, and 21 percent were white.

The closure of these for-profit schools disproportionately affects women and Black borrowers, two groups that tend to 
have higher debt loads and simultaneously contend with salary inequities. 

While the data does not include the number of students who relied on GI bill benefits, given national data, it’s evident that 
Maryland veterans are also disproportionately affected by for-profit closures. In 2015, 46 percent of all GI bill tuition and 
fees went to for-profit colleges.8 A Maryland veteran described the effects of her school’s closure stating:9

“I used the last of my post 9-11 GI bill and 3 years later, I still don’t have a job. The school promised job placement assistance 
but closed down within weeks of my graduation. I felt so short changed, and now I have student loans that I can’t afford to 
pay back.” 

 - Latrecia

In other words, Maryland taxpayers are paying for schools that perform poorly, cost more than public colleges, and shut 
down abruptly, leaving veterans and vulnerable residents with enormous student loan debt but no degree to allow them 
to obtain good-paying jobs. Not ensuring the quality of the schools is a waste of student benefits and taxpayer money. 
Maryland students could have been protected from abrupt closures if the state held for-profit colleges accountable for 
ensuring quality and value for what they offer. 

7Joy Lambert. (2018). “Brightwood College abruptly shuts down all locations.” https://foxbaltimore.com/news/local/brightwood-college-abruptly-
 shuts-down-all-locations.  
8 Testimony of Walter Occhinko, Veterans for Education Success, Ed. Dept. Hearings, November 2017.  
9 Testimony of Ramond Curtis, Veterans for Education Success, Maryland Senate EHE Committee, February 2019. 
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 Institution Location Closure Enrollment Percent Pell Percent Percent Percent
   Year  Grant Recipients  Women  Black  Hispanic

 American Beauty 
 Academy Wheaton 2015 1414 64% 71% 71% 13%

 ITT Tech Owings Mills 2016 906 74% 22% 65% 3%

 Everest Silver Spring 2015 865 65% 86% 66% 16%

 Brightwood Baltimore 2018 827 74% 75% 75% 6%

 ITT Tech Hanover 2016 622 65% 22% 55% 8%

 Brightwood Towson 2018 532 75% 75% 70% 4%

 Fortis Baltimore 2018 500 72% 88% 88% 2%

 International 
 Beauty School Cumberland 2015 384 100% 87% 14% 1%

 DeVry Bethesda 2014 221 57% 51% 54% 8%

 L’Academie 
 de Cuisine Gaithersburg 2017 194 40% 51% 21% 9%

 University of 
 Phoenix-MD Columbia 2018 138 17% 41% 38% 1%

 Regency Beauty Baltimore 2016 128 91% 97% 37% 0%

 Regency Beauty Gaithersburg 2016 56 77% 93% 39% 25%

 Aaron’s Academy 
 of Beauty Waldorf 2017 42 42% 95% 76% 5%

 Cosmopolitan 
 Beauty School Ellicott City 2016 21 67% 100% 14% 0%

 Maryland Beauty  
 Academy Baltimore 2017 16 92% 100% 76% 0%

 Harmon’s Beauty 
 School Landover 2016 6 13% 100% 100% 0%

 TOTAL   6872 64% 74% 56% 6%

Source: Chronicle of Education 10

INDICATORS OF LOW QUALITY AND LOW VALUE: 
THE 90/10 RULE AND INSTRUCTIONAL SPENDING    
Clearly, for-profit colleges have a history of abusing government funding, misleading students, and providing low-quality 
programs. The state should require a market-value indicator and ensure schools are devoting the majority of their 
resources to students’ education. 

10Brightwood-Beltsville also closed in 2018, however, no data was found regarding the school at the time of its closure. Michael Vasquez and 
 Dan Bowman. “College Closures, 2014-18.” Chronicle of Education. https://www.chronicle.com/interactives/college-closures#id=MD_3_all. 

TABLE 1: Maryland For-Profit School Closures, 2014-2018
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The federal “90/10” rule11 is designed to ensure the market-value of a school. The 90/10 rule states that a for-profit 
school can receive no more than 90 percent of its revenue from federal financial aid, with the rest, a minimum of 10 
percent, coming from other sources. The idea is simple: if a school’s offerings are truly valuable, someone other than the 
government (i.e. employers, students with money to put towards higher education, and private scholarship programs) 
should be willing to put in some amount of funding towards the school. Put another way, the cap is designed to 
protect students from borrowing for programs that are not worth the money, and to protect taxpayers from subsidizing 
schools that exist just to take advantage of the financial aid program, not to serve students. Therefore, the schools must 
demonstrate that some of their revenue comes from sources outside of the government. 

Requiring non-government funding as a check on quality originated as a response to a wave of predatory for-profit 
colleges and training programs that formed to take advantage of returning soldiers pursuing college or vocational training 
using their GI bill after World War II. The 1944 GI bill provided federal support for soldiers for higher education or to qualify 
for low-interest loans to purchase a home.

The 90/10 Loophole
Under the current 90/10 rule, the GI bill, Defense Department tuition assistance, and Chafee dollars (which provide 
educational assistance to foster youths)12 are not listed as federal education aid in the statute. This means that for-profit 
schools can legally receive 100 percent of their revenues from federal education aid, as long as 10 percent of it comes from 
the GI bill or Chafee funds. This loophole undermines the market-value check that the 90/10 rule was intended to address. 
While low-income students are heavily recruited to make up the first 90 percent of for-profit college revenues, veterans are 
aggressively targeted for the remaining 10 percent. As a result, as Holly Petraeus, retired Assistant Director at the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, remarked “This loophole gives for-profit colleges an incentive to see service members as 
nothing more than dollar signs in uniform, and to use aggressive marketing to draw them in.”

Department of Education research examined for-profit schools’ reliance on Title IV funding as well as Veterans Affairs (VA) 
and Department of Defense (DOD) educational benefits. The analysis looked at which schools would be in violation of 
the 90/10 cap if all three sources of funding were included. As Title IV funding declined, schools that exceeded the 90/10 
cap saw a nearly 60 percent increase in funding from GI educational benefits-$1.15 billion nationally.13  In other words, the 
current loophole in the federal 90/10 rule incents for-profit colleges to aggressively target and recruit veterans.
An investigation into Corinthian Colleges found that recruiters were told to target students with low self-esteem.14 In one case, 
they targeted a young single mother, recently out of foster care, and promised her special accommodations for her learning  
disabilities. After a few days into the program, she realized that she could not keep up, and dropped out with $6,000 in debt.

Closing the 90/10 loophole will force for-profit colleges to demonstrate and improve their value. Table 2 shows which 
closed, online, and brick-and-mortar Maryland for-profit schools would fail the current 90/10 standard and schools that 
would fail if the 90/10 loophole were closed. 

11Requiring non-government funding as a check on quality originated as a response to a wave of predatory for-profit colleges and training programs 
 that formed to take advantage of returning soldiers pursuing college or vocational training using their GI bill after World War II. The number of for-
 profit schools in the U.S. tripled five years after the GI bill was signed. In 1950, Congress investigated education and training under the GI bill. 
 The subsequent report found that 78 percent of schools using questionable practices were for-profits, while 90 percent of those that had lost their 
 accreditation were for-profit. For the Korea-era GI bill, Congress established the first 85/15 rule, requiring that schools stop enrolling veterans if 85 
 percent of students already enrolled are paying for the program using GI benefits. See: David Whitman. “Truman, Eisenhower, and the First GI Bill 
 Scandal.” https://tcf.org/content/report/truman-eisenhower-first-gi-bill-scandal/.
12The John H. Chafee Foster Care Independence Program (CFCIP) or Chafee dollars offers assistance to help current and former foster youth achieve 
 self-sufficiency. The Educational and Training Vouchers Program (ETV) is a part of the Chafee program and provides foster youth aging out of foster 
 care access to funding for educational opportunities. See https://www.acf.hhs.gov/cb/resource/chafee-foster-care-program.   
13Department of Education. “New Analysis Finds Many For-Profits Skirt Federal Funding Limits.” https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/ 
 new-analysis-finds-many-profits-skirt-federal-funding-limits.
14See https://www.propublica.org/article/how-a-for-profit-college-targeted-homeless-and-kids-with-low-self-esteem.
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TABLE 2: Maryland For-Profit Schools’ 90/10 if Loophole Was Closed

 Institution City State Percentage of Percentage of Fails 90/10  Fails 90/10
 Name   Revenue from Revenue from  Ratio - Title IV Ratio - All
    Title IV All Federal Aid Funding Only Federal Aid

 Brightwood College* Towson MD 90% 99% Yes Yes

 Brightwood College* Baltimore MD 91% 97% Yes Yes

 American Public 
 University System  Charles Town WV 43% 97% No Yes
 (Online) 

 Brightwood College* Beltsville MD 85% 96% No Yes

 Fortis Institute Towson MD 84% 88% No No

 Ashford University San Diego CA 81% 88% No No
 (Online) 

 Award Beauty Hagerstown MD 87% 87% No No
 School 

 Hair Academy New Carrollton MD 87% 87% No No

 Montgomery 
 Beauty School  Silver Spring MD 87% 87% No No

 Northcentral  
 University (Online)  San Diego CA 83% 87% No No

 University of Phoenix Tempe AZ 79% 86% No No
 (Online) 

 North American 
 Trade Schools Baltimore MD 68% 85% No No

 Baltimore Studio 
 of Hair Design Baltimore MD 84% 84% No No

 Lincoln College 
 of Technology Columbia MD 73% 84% No No

 Del-Mar-Va 
 Beauty Academy Salisbury MD 84% 84% No No

 Stratford University - 
 Baltimore Campus 
 and Online Falls Church VA 46% 82% No No

 Maryland Beauty 
 Academy of Essex Baltimore MD 82% 82% No No

 All-State Career Baltimore MD 80% 81% No No

 Capella University 
 (Online) Minneapolis MN 77% 80% No No

*Denotes that the school is now closed. 
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TABLE 2: Maryland For-Profit Schools’ 90/10 if Loophole Was Closed (cont.) 

 Institution City State Percentage of Percentage of Fails 90/10  Fails 90/10
 Name   Revenue from Revenue from  Ratio - Title IV Ratio - All
    Title IV All Federal Aid Funding Only Federal Aid

 Hair Academy II Hillcrest Heights MD 80% 80% No No

 Cortiva Institute Linthicum MD 73% 78% No No

 Holistic Massage 
 Training Institute Baltimore MD 59% 78% No No

 Walden University 
 (Online) Minneapolis MN 73% 78% No No

 Full Sail University 
 (Online) Winter Park FL 64% 77% No No

 Strayer University 
 (Online) Washington DC 75% 75% No No

 Hair Expressions 
 Academy Rockville MD 72% 72% No No

 Blades School 
 of Hair Design California MD 70% 71% No No

 Aspen Beauty
 Academy - Laurel Laurel MD 64% 68% No No

 DeVry University 
 (Online) Chicago IL 61% 67% No No

 Aesthetics Institute 
 of Cosmetology Gaithersburg MD 66% 66% No No

 Chamberlain 
 University (Online) Addison IL 62% 63% No No

 Aveda Institute 
 Maryland Bel Air MD 60% 62% No No

 Temple (The): A Paul 
 Mitchell Partner School Frederick MD 62% 62% No No

 Robert Paul Academy 
 of Cosmetology Arts 
 & Sciences Timonium MD 57% 61% No  No

 Omega Studios’ School
 of Applied Recording
  Arts & Sciences Rockville MD 56% 59% No No

 Institute of 
 Health Sciences Hunt Valley MD 58% 58% No No

 Frederick School 
 of Cosmetology* Frederick MD 50% 50% No No

*Denotes that the school is now closed. 
Source: The Century Foundation dataset using the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)15 

15The Century Foundation data from the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education 
 Data System (IPEDS) - (2016-2017).  
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Instructional Spending
Institutions’ instructional spending indicates how much of a student’s tuition goes to education. It shows a college’s 
investment in providing education. For-profit schools typically spend less money on instructional spending and more 
money on recruitment and advertising.16  

In 2016, twenty-eight institutions operating in Maryland spent less than 50% on instructional spending. Twenty-four of 
these schools were for-profit schools, three were private nonprofit, and one was a public institution (see Table 3). Maryland 
public colleges (including two-year and four-year schools) spend about $1.96 on instruction for every dollar they collect 
in tuition. The amount spent on instruction by these schools is in stark contrast to the amount students pay in tuition. At 
nearly half of Maryland’s for-profit colleges, it appears students and taxpayers are funding high cost programs, despite the 
fact that these schools devote very little to instruction.

TABLE 3: Maryland Schools with Less Than 50% Instructional Spending for 2016-2017 

 Institution  City State Type of Net Tuition Percent of  
 Name     School Price  Tuition Spent 
          on Instruction 

 Colorado Technical University-
 Colorado Springs (Online) Colorado Springs CO For-profit $14,061 8%

 Capella University (Online) Minneapolis MN For-profit $16,533 10%

 American InterContinental University 
 (Online)  Schaumburg IL For-profit $11,962 11%

 Strayer University-Global Region (Online) Washington DC For-profit $13,087 12%

 Strayer University-Maryland Suitland MD For-profit $13,615 13%

 Chamberlain University-Illinois (Online) Addison IL For-profit $19,611 14%

 Faith Theological Seminary Baltimore MD Non-profit $6,583 14%

 Strayer University-District of Columbia 
 (Online)  Washington DC For-profit $14,079 17%

 DeVry University-Illinois (Online) Chicago IL For-profit $10,382 18%

 Ashford University (Online) San Diego CA For-profit $13,062 19%

 Brightwood College-Towson* Towson MD For-profit $8,383 19%

 Brightwood College-Beltsville* Beltsville MD For-profit $8,392 19%

 Aesthetics Institute of Cosmetology Gaithersburg MD For-profit $9,565 21%

 Finger Lakes School of Massage Frederick MD For-profit $10,899 22%

 Baltimore School of Massage-Linthicum Linthicum MD For-profit $5,882 23%

 Paul Mitchell the School-Jessup Jessup MD For-profit $6,712 23% 

 Brightwood College-Baltimore* Baltimore MD For-profit $9,685 24%

*Denotes that the school is now closed. 

16Nationally, for-profits spend an average of 29% of funding on instruction, whereas public institutions spend about 142%.   
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17The Century Foundation. “How Much Education Are Students Getting for Their Tuition Dollar?” 

TABLE 3: Maryland Schools with Less Than 50% Instructional Spending for 2016-2017 (cont.) 

 Institution  City State Type of Net Tuition Percent of  
 Name     School Price Tuition Spent
          on Instruction 

 Institute of Health Sciences Hunt Valley MD For-profit $4,217 24%

 South University–Savannah (Online) Savannah GA For-profit $10,601 25%

 Columbia Institute  Silver Spring MD For-profit $10,815 27%

 Capitol Technology University Laurel MD Non-profit $21,202 27%

 Walden University (Online) Minneapolis MN For-profit $10,183 28%

 Lincoln College of Technology-
 Columbia  Columbia MD For-profit $13,865 28%

 Maryland University of 
 Integrative Health  Laurel MD Non-profit $18,123 29%

 Omega Studios’ School of Applied 
 Recording Arts & Sciences Rockville MD For-profit $35,380 31%

 The Temple-A Paul Mitchell 
 Partner School   Frederick MD For-profit $8,841 33%

 The Temple Annapolis-
 A Paul Mitchell Partner School Annapolis MD For-profit $9,118 33%

 Stratford University (Online) Fairfax VA For-profit $16,046 35%

 University of Maryland-
 University College  Adelphi MD Public $8,545 35%

 Holistic Massage Training Institute Baltimore MD For-profit $18,905 36%

 Fortis Institute-Towson  Towson MD For-profit $8,177 37%

 Fortis Institute-Baltimore Baltimore MD For-profit $8,373 39%

 Fortis College-Landover  Landover MD For-profit $9,115 43%

 All-State Career-Baltimore Baltimore MD For-profit $7,171 43%

 Aspen Beauty Academy of Laurel Laurel MD For-profit $6,963 43%

 North American Trade Schools Baltimore MD For-profit $12,508 44%

 Robert Paul Academy of 
 Cosmetology Arts & Sciences Timonium MD For-profit $10,691 47%

 Blades School of Hair Design California MD For-profit $12,786 49%

*Denotes that the school is now closed. 
Source: The Century Foundation dataset using the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)17
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: ENSURING QUALITY AND VALUE, REDUCING THE RISK 
OF HARM TO STUDENTS AND TAXPAYERS   
Over the past few years, the Maryland General Assembly has led other states in for-profit school regulation. In 2016, 2018, 
and 2019 Maryland passed bills to protect students whose schools defrauded them through strong regulations, the 
creation of a Guaranty Fund, pre-enrollment disclosure requirements, clear definitional distinctions between the for-profit 
and nonprofit sector, and more. But there is still work to be done.

Maryland must close the 90/10 loophole, establish a standard for instructional spending, and develop safeguards for 
students if a for-profit college abruptly closes. 

Closing the 90/10 Loophole in Maryland 
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) found “proprietary schools that relied more heavily on Title IV funds tended 
to have poorer student outcomes.”18 Despite this, the 90/10 loophole remains open at the federal level. Maryland can 
protect its students by closing the loophole. To do so, the state would clarify that the GI bill, Chafee funds, and other 
veterans’ education benefits are indeed federal funds that count toward the 90 percent portion of the equation. 

Gauging Quality in Maryland Schools Using Instructional Spending
The amount institutions spend on instruction is important for outcomes like graduation, employment earnings, and 
student loan repayment. The state should require for-profit schools to spend at least 50% of their tuition monies on 
instruction and provide meaningful enforcement and consequential penalties for those that do not. Schools can comply 
with this standard by improving their investment in student education or simply lowering their tuition. 

Other Opportunities to Safeguard Students Affected by Abrupt Closures
The recent number of abrupt closures at for-profit colleges indicates that protections are needed to ensure that students 
are not being further disadvantaged. When a school closes, students should not be left to figure out how they will complete  
their degrees or certificates - or worrying about paying a debt to an institution that is no longer operational. Maryland 
should make sure that if an abrupt closure occurs, the institution or holder of the institutional debt cannot recover, collect, 
or enforce the debt. Furthermore, complete academic records and official transcripts should be provided to each student 
at no cost to the student.19 

18Government Accountability Office (1997). Proprietary Schools. Poorer Student Outcomes at Schools That Rely More on Federal Student Aid. Report to  
 the Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, House of Representatives. 
 https://www.gao.gov/assets/hehs-97-103.pdf.
19Transcript withholding is a debt collection tool used by many postsecondary institutions. It prevents students from applying for scholarships, jobs/
 internships, and other opportunities that could be financially or academically beneficial for the student. Maryland should enact legislation that 
 prohibits institutions from withholding a student’s transcript if a student owes a debt to the institution. 
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