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HELP STUDENT BORROWERS TRAPPED BY PREDATORY LOANS, 
AG COOPER URGES FEDS 
 
Raleigh: The federal government needs to do more to help victims trapped by predatory student 
loans, Attorney General Roy Cooper said today. 
 
“Predatory student loans can haunt victims for years and tarnish their futures,” Cooper said. “We 
need to make it easier and quicker for victims of unfair student loans to get relief.” 
 
Many students find the process for seeking relief from predatory student loans to be confusing 
and difficult. The federal government is considering new rules for student loan debt relief and 
state attorneys general are actively involved in the negotiations. On Friday, Cooper joined 
attorneys general from 18 other states to encourage the US Department of Education to go 
further in its reforms. 
 
“After years of abuse and deception by predatory for-profit schools, we join in the belief that the 
borrower defense rule will provide a means to help restore accountability for taxpayers and 
fairness for students,” the attorneys general wrote in a letter to Acting Secretary John King. 
 
Among the reforms Cooper and the other attorneys general are seeking: 
Letting students continue to use violations of state as well as federal law to make their claim for 
debt relief. State laws cover a number of problematic practices that can impact student loans, 
such as debt collection, misleading advertising, and other unfair business practices. 
An automatic and timely review by the US Department of Education whenever it learns of a state 
or legal aid investigation involving unfair student lending, so that students don’t have to wait 
years for cases to resolve before they can seek relief. 
Allowing students to use judgments or settlements won by attorneys general or other government 
agencies to help make their case for debt relief. 
No time limits for fraud victims to seek student loan debt relief. Student victims are often 
unfamiliar with their legal rights and may not learn about the violations against them until long 
after the current statute of limitations has expired. There is no time limit for collecting on federal 
student loans, and there should not be a time limit for eliminating fraudulent ones. 
 
Several of the reforms sought by state attorneys general have now been added to the proposed 
rules, including: 
A streamlined process for granting student loan relief when a school has defrauded many 
students. Under the new rules, all of a school’s students can be considered for debt relief as a 
group rather than having to apply individually. 
Changes to ensure that the discharge of student debt is not an adversarial process that pits 
students against schools. 
Limits on the use of binding arbitration agreements by schools, which can keep students from 
exercising their legal rights. 
 
Cooper has long been concerned about problematic practices at for-profit schools, such as 
targeting of military service members and veterans and attracting students with inflated potential 
salaries and job placement rates and then leaving them with lots of debt but little to show for it. 
 
In November, 2015, he won approximately $4.1 million in student debt relief for 2,881 North 
Carolinians as a part of a landmark settlement with Education Management Corporation that 



required the company to reform the way it recruits students to curb fraud. EDMC operates for-
profit schools Argosy University, The Art Institutes, Brown Mackie College and South 
University, including campuses of The Art Institute in Raleigh and Charlotte. 
 
Consumers can get tips on student loans or report student loans scams to Cooper’s Consumer 
Protection Division at ncdoj.gov or by calling 1-877-5-NO-SCAM toll-free within North 
Carolina.  
 
Contact:  Noelle Talley 
Phone:     919/716-6413 
 
Staffers given illegal raises ‘prepared’ to reimburse Gov Guam 
Jasmine Stole | Post News Staff   
 
More than 15 months after 107 Adelup employees were given retroactive pay raises deemed 
unlawful by the attorney general, a spokeswoman for the governor announced the employees are 
prepared to pay back the wages, a move the AG had suggested more than three months ago. 
 
“I appreciate that the governor has finally decided to comply with the attorney general's opinion, 
but these steps should have been taken three months ago. Unfortunately, the repayment scheme 
executed by Adelup in December of 2015 – and its numerous contradictory statements since then 
– have complicated this issue far beyond the initial act itself,” said Vice Speaker Benjamin Cruz. 
 
Between the time Attorney General Elizabeth Barrett-Anderson informed Adelup of its 
wrongdoing in December 2015 and yesterday, an effort to procure the services of an independent 
prosecutor commenced. 
 
The Office of the Attorney General yesterday said it would continue to pursue a request for 
proposal for an independent prosecutor. The RFP was issued in February, with the deadline to 
submit a proposal at the end of this month. One of the tasks of the independent prosecutor is to 
determine whether criminal charges are warranted in this case. 
 
“The RFP for an independent prosecutor continues,” said Carlina Charfauros, public information 
officer for the attorney general. “The AG is conflicted out of the Adelup case and cannot and will 
not speak on the issue.” 
 
The Calvo administration will also introduce a bill as a means to rectify the situation, another 
move the attorney general suggested more than three months ago. 
 
Not support 
 
However, Cruz said in a statement that he will not support Adelup’s legislation. “Asking the 
legislature to legitimize these actions retroactively is something I will not support, because it 
legitimizes what never should have been done in the first place,” Cruz said. 
 
When the AG said the raises were against the law, she also noted that the problem could be 
remedied through legislation or repayment of retroactive wages. 
 
According to a statement, the governor's office will pursue both remedies.  The amounts will be 
fully paid to the general fund over 30 months through monthly payroll deductions beginning in 
July and ending in December 2018. 



 
Checks for 68 employees to repay retroactive wages were distributed within days of the AG’s 
memo to Adelup dated Thursday, Dec. 10, 2015. The Department of Administration issued the 
checks for repayment by Monday, Dec. 14, 2015. On Sunday, Dec. 13, 2015, the governor's 
chief policy advisor, attorney Arthur Clark, said the affected employees would not be asked to 
physically return the raises that were processed as lump sum payments in December 2014, 
according to news files. 
 
In December 2015, Clark said the payments in December 2014 were a processing error due to a 
technical glitch. 
 
Yesterday, a statement from Adelup employees said the governor authorized a lump sum pay 
adjustment for his staff because “the governor didn’t want his staff to be left out of the 
Competitive Wage Act.” 
 
The remaining 40 employees who did not receive checks from DOA in December 2015 were 
instead sent letters from Adelup last month, requesting they “make arrangements" to repay "the 
pay adjustment on a schedule that is reasonable and affordable.” 
 
The 40 employees, who are no longer employed with the governor's office, will be part of the 30-
month payroll deduction plan the administration will start in July to repay the retroactive raises. 
The payroll deductions will begin if the legislation the administration introduces is not passed by 
the legislature. 
 
Public Law 33-123 outlaws unclassified employees from receiving lump sum retroactive pay 
adjustments, unless specified by law. The bill lapsed into law about three weeks ago. 
 
Cruz introduced the measure in response to the 2014 raises. 
 
In a statement, the governor’s chief of staff, Mark Calvo said, “It isn’t worth keeping this lump 
sum if it means taking our focus away from all the good things the Calvo-Tenorio administration 
is trying to get done.” 
 
US Supreme Court Order: Montana Entitled to Damages for Wyoming’s 
Violation of Yellowstone River Compact 
 
The United States Supreme Court issued an order today in State of Montana v. State of 
Wyoming that recognizes Montana suffered damages as the result of Wyoming’s failure to abide 
by terms of the Yellowstone River Compact with respect to waters of the Tongue River. The 
order remanded the case to the Special Master for determination of damages and of other 
appropriate relief. 
 
Attorney General Tim Fox said, “Montana has believed all along that appropriate injunctive 
relief to prevent future violations by Wyoming was a critical component of the lawsuit, and this 
gives us the ability to seek that relief from the Special Master. Montana and Wyoming are 
neighbors sharing the resource, and a defined path forward as to how that sharing will occur is 
key to productivity on both sides of the border.” 
 
Last April, Montana prevailed in the Special Master’s ruling on the case, and Wyoming 
acknowledged that it violated terms of the Compact by failing to provide water to Montana when 
called upon to do so. Attorney General Fox asked the U.S. Supreme Court to uphold the Special 



Master’s ruling in favor of Montana, and to also uphold Montana’s full measure of damages for 
Wyoming’s violation of the compact. Since Montana prevailed, it will request that Wyoming pay 
all fees and costs associated with this litigation, and that the Court specify a firm mechanism to 
prevent Wyoming from ignoring Montana’s calls for water in the future. 
 
In 2014, Attorney General Fox presented the state’s closing arguments in the Montana v. 
Wyoming water trial. The attorneys general of Montana and Wyoming presented their arguments 
before Barton Thompson, the special master appointed by the U.S. Supreme Court. Thompson is 
a professor at Stanford Law School. 
 
Montana filed suit against Wyoming in 2007 for failing to release water to the Tongue and 
Powder Rivers as required by a 1950 compact between the two states. 
 
U.S. Supreme Court Declines to Referee State Disputes Over Marijuana 
by PETE WILLIAMS 
 
The U.S. Supreme Court declined on Monday to take up a lawsuit filed by two of Colorado's 
neighboring states over its legalization of marijuana. 
 
Nebraska and Oklahoma said Colorado's decriminalization has "increased the flow of marijuana 
over their borders," forcing them to expend greater "law enforcement, judicial system, and penal 
system resources," thereby harming the welfare of their residents. 
 
They claimed to suffer "a direct and significant detrimental impact — namely the diversion of 
limited manpower and resources to arrest and process suspected and convicted felons involved in 
the increased illegal marijuana trafficking or transportation." 
 
Colorado's approach, they argued, is in direct conflict with federal law, which makes it illegal to 
possess even small amounts of marijuana. 
 
The court turned the case away in an unsigned opinion. Justices Clarence Thomas and Samuel 
Alito dissented. Writing for them both, Thomas said court should have taken the case because 
"the plaintiff states have made a reasonable case." 
 
There were no lower court decisions, because disputes between the states come directly to the 
Supreme Court. 
 
Nebraska and Oklahoma did not challenge Colorado's legalization itself. Instead, they said the 
way it regulates the manufacture, possession, and distribution of marijuana was causing them 
harm. 
 
But Colorado said its neighboring states real quarrel is with the federal government's policy of 
declining to prosecute cases of simple possession in states where marijuana use has been 
legalized. Those states should sue the federal government, not Colorado, it said. 
 
"A state does not violate the sovereign rights of another state, by making a policy decision that 
parts ways with its neighbors," Colorado said. 
 
The Obama Justice Department urged the Supreme Court not to take the case. "Entertaining the 
type of dispute at issue here — essentially that one state's laws make it more likely that third 
parties will violate federal and state law in another state - would represent a substantial and 
unwarranted expansion of" of the Supreme Court's jurisdiction. 



ATTORNEY GENERAL’S RESPONSE TO SCOTUS DENIAL 
 
We are disappointed by the Court’s procedural decision to not hear this case at the present time. 
However, as both Justices Thomas and Alito recognized, the majority’s decision is clearly not a 
substantive decision on the merits of our claims. 
 
“Today, the Supreme Court has not held that Colorado’s unconstitutional facilitation of 
marijuana industrialization is legal,” said Nebraska Attorney General Doug Peterson, “and the 
Court’s decision does not bar additional challenges to Colorado’s scheme in federal district 
court.” 
 
At this time the Nebraska Attorney General’s Office is working with its partners in Oklahoma 
and other states to determine the best next steps toward vindicating the rule of law. 
 
Colorado Attorney General Cynthia H. Coffman Successfully Defends the 
State Constitution in Lawsuit Dismissed by the U.S. Supreme Court 
 
DENVER -- Colorado Attorney General Cynthia H. Coffman issued the follow statement this 
morning after reviewing the order of the United States Supreme Court dismissing the interstate 
legal challenge to Amendment 64 - the Amendment that legalizes and regulates the use of 
recreational marijuana in Colorado. 
 
“I’m proud of the legal team in my office that successfully defended this complicated case. I 
continue to believe that this lawsuit was not the way to properly address the challenges posed by 
legalized marijuana. But the problems are not going away. Although we’ve had victories in 
several federal lawsuits over the last month, the legal questions surrounding Amendment 64 still 
require stronger leadership from Washington.” 
 
ATTORNEY GENERAL OFFERS STATEMENT ON U.S. SUPREME 
COURT MARIJUANA CASE  
 
SEATTLE — Attorney General Bob Ferguson today offered the following statement regarding 
the U.S. Supreme Court denying an attempt to invoke its original jurisdiction in Nebraska and 
Oklahoma v. Colorado. 
 
Nebraska and Oklahoma sought the Court’s original jurisdiction to challenge Colorado laws 
legalizing marijuana. Washington filed a “friend of the court” brief in this case, arguing the case 
was not appropriate for the exercise of original jurisdiction. 
 
“I am pleased that the U.S. Supreme Court today decided not to hear the lawsuit brought by 
Nebraska and Oklahoma against Colorado regarding Colorado’s effort to legalize and regulate 
marijuana,” said Ferguson. “States should be allowed to respect the will of our voters on this 
issue, and this positive step allows that to carry on. I will continue to defend the ability of 
Washingtonians to adopt our own approach to marijuana policy.” 
 
If the Court had taken the case and ruled against Colorado, it could have threatened not just 
Colorado’s law, but also the regulatory structure for marijuana established by Initiative 502 in 
Washington state. 
 
 



US Supreme Court Rules in Alaska’s Favor Over US Park Service Authority 
to Regulate Land Within a National Park 
 
Sturgeon v. Frost, 14-1209. The Court unanimously reversed the Ninth Circuit’s interpretation of 
§103(c) of the 1980 Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA), which 
addresses the National Park Service’s authority to regulate land within a national park that is 
owned by the state, a Native Corporation, or a private party. (Such lands are known as 
inholdings). The National Park Service generally has the authority to regulate activities in 
national parks. But §103(c) provides that no Alaskan inholdings “shall be subject to regulations 
applicable solely to public lands within such [national parks].”  
 
The Ninth Circuit interpreted the provision as meaning that the Park Service can apply its 
nationwide regulations to inholdings, but may not apply Alaska-specific regulations to the 
Alaska inholdings. The Court held that that interpretation is “inconsistent with both the text and 
context of the statute as a whole”:  Why would Congress want nationwide rules to apply in 
Alaska, but not those rules that “recogniz[e] Alaska’s unique conditions”?  
 
The Court vacated and remanded, without deciding multiple issues that remain open in this 
dispute arising from a moose hunter’s wish to use a hovercraft on a navigable river within the 
Yukon-Charley Rivers National Preserve, which is permitted by Alaska regulations but 
prohibited by a National Park Service regulation. Among those open questions are whether 
navigable rivers within national parks are “public” (i.e., national-park) lands under ANILCA; 
and whether, even if they are not, the Park Service may regulate them if the regulation applies 
both to national-park lands and inholdings. 
 
The State Of Vermont, Joined By Massachusetts, Connecticut, And New 
York, Asks Nuclear Regulatory Commission To Consider The Interests Of 
Host Communities And States In Decommissioning Rules 
 
Attorney General William H. Sorrell and four state agencies are leading a multi-state effort to 
have the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) take into account State interests as the NRC 
drafts new rules for decommissioning nuclear power plants. The Departments of Public Service, 
the Agency of Natural Resources, the Division of Emergency Management and Homeland 
Security, and the Department of Health contributed to the Comments filed last Friday. The 
Comments were joined by Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New York. “We greatly appreciate 
having the support of these other Attorneys General in raising the issues Vermont has been 
talking about for a while now,” said Attorney General Sorrell. “They see the importance of 
changing the rules to give real weight to state concerns relating to critical decommissioning 
issues. We don’t want to see plants simply being mothballed for decades. Nor do we want to 
have a plant owner without the money to cover an environmentally protective cleanup.” 
 
Department of Public Service Commissioner Christopher Recchia noted the importance of letting 
the NRC know where States stand on these issues: “Having three other Northeast states join with 
us in authoring these Comments shows that the issues Vermont has been raising with the NRC 
for more than two years are not unique concerns. These issues affect all states that are or will 
soon be faced with decommissioning a nuclear power plant within its borders. These multi-state 
Comments will highlight that point to the NRC.” 
 
Department of Public Safety Commissioner Keith Flynn affirmed the Division of Emergency 
Management and Homeland Security Comments stressing the importance of continued planning 
around nuclear power plants: “Emergency preparedness and response requirements should 



remain robust commensurate with the hazards at these facilities. We hope to see continued 
requirements memorialized in the new decommissioning rules.” 
 
Separately, last November, the State of Vermont and two utilities filed a Petition with the NRC 
regarding Entergy’s planned uses of the Vermont Yankee decommissioning trust fund. That 
matter is still pending before the NRC. 
 
Attorney General Morrisey Announces $19.7M in Debt Cancellation for 
W.Va. Consumers 
 
CHARLESTON — Attorney General Patrick Morrisey today announced nearly $20 million in 
debt cancellation for West Virginia consumers as part of a settlement with a debt collector, 
known as Cavalry Investments and Cavalry Portfolio Services among other names. 
  
The settlement requires Cavalry to forever cease efforts to collect $19.7 million in debt for 2,847 
consumers, in addition to paying $350,000 to the State of West Virginia. 
  
“This settlement provides significant relief directly to the affected consumers,” Attorney General 
Morrisey said. “Companies operating in our state must respect our laws.” 
  
The settlement stems from an investigation into complaints alleging Cavalry engaged in debt 
collection practices without a West Virginia license and surety bond. Both are required by the 
state’s Collection Agency Act. 
  
The investigation also revealed practices inconsistent with the state’s Consumer Credit and 
Protection Act. Those allegations included telephone abuse and harassment, along with a failure 
to identify the account owner in collection letters and in reporting alleged debts to consumer 
reporting agencies. 
  
Cavalry agreed to delete all account information from the affected consumers’ credit records and 
release all liens filed against the consumers’ property. The company denied any allegation of 
wrongdoing as part of the settlement. 
  
The Attorney General’s Office filed a lawsuit after issuing an investigative subpoena requesting 
Cavalry suspend all collection activities. Among those named defendants were Cavalry Portfolio 
Services LLC, Cavalry Investments, SPV I and SPV II, all headquartered in New York. 
 
Online Internet Marketing Training Seller to Refund Iowans and Cease 
Soliciting in Iowa 
 
Nevada company sells Internet-based online sales training program 
DES MOINES, Iowa – A Mesquite, Nevada-based Internet marketing training company will 
refund Iowa consumers and is prohibited from soliciting its online services to Iowa residents, 
through an agreement with Attorney General Tom Miller. 
 
The Consumer Protection Division alleges that Brookwater Ventures LLC, also doing business 
as Brook Water Ventures, and its owner, Clay Taylor, of Saint George, Utah, violated Iowa’s 
Consumer Fraud Act. 
 



The division opened an investigation in February after an elderly Des Moines woman 
complained that the company convinced her to sign a $3,500 contract for an online internet 
marketing training program that she claimed was untenable. 
 
The 86-year-old consumer reported being charged a $1,750 down payment on her credit card, 
added that the company arranged a third-party financing agreement for the balance, and 
complained that she was unable to earn any income utilizing the company’s online sales 
techniques. 
 
The agreement, called an assurance of voluntary compliance, requires Brookwater to provide full 
refunds to Iowa customers. According to company records, five Iowans collectively paid the 
company $16,700. 
 
The agreement prohibits the company from soliciting Iowans or providing information to Iowa 
consumers about earning income through any online marketing programs. 
 
FanDuel, DraftKings Agree to Shut Down in New York 
 
Shut down is part of a settlement with the New York state attorney general’s office 
By SHARON TERLEP 
March 21, 2016 1:35 p.m. ET 
 
Fantasy-sports operators FanDuel Inc. and DraftKings Inc. agreed to shut down in New York, 
their largest market, as part of a settlement announced Monday with the state attorney general’s 
office. 
 
The deal comes amid an effort by the attorney general to force the companies to stop accepting 
money from New Yorkers and pay restitution to contestants who lost money playing on the sites. 
 
The sites could reopen if New York lawmakers expressly legalize daily fantasy-sports contests. 
Otherwise, the companies’ paid contests will remain closed to New Yorkers until an appeals 
hearing in September. 
 
FanDuel, in a statement, said New York is a critical state for the company and called the move to 
shut down “disheartening.” 
 
 “We will continue to work with state lawmakers to enact fantasy-sports legislation so that New 
Yorkers can play the fantasy games they love,” DraftKings said in a statement. 
 
New York Attorney General Eric Schneiderman scheduled a news conference later Monday to 
discuss the development. 
 
New York delivers the biggest contingent of daily fantasy players, accounting for 12.8% of 
contestants, followed by California with 9.7% and Illinois with 6.7%, according to Eilers 
Research LLC, which tracks the gaming industry. 
 
The attorney general has said daily fantasy sports constitute gambling because players are 
“placing bets on events outside of their control or influence” and because games are based on 
one week or a day of action, unlike traditional fantasy-sports formats where players are drafted 
for a full season. In November, Mr. Schneiderman sought to ban the two from accepting money 
from New York residents. 
 
The operators have said daily fantasy sports is a game of skill and not akin to gambling. 


