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These are real patients with real diseases,

real pain, and real fear.
We have heard for so long about the oner-

ous obstacles that patients face in getting the
care they need.

We have come together as a House to pass
sound legislative remedies.

Now let us finish the job we began last ses-
sion without further delay.

Mr. Speaker, these patients don’t have any
more time to wait, nor should they have to
wait . . . We owe it to them to finally deliver
the relief that is promised in the Norwood-Din-
gell bill.

And the Patient’s Bill of Rights isn’t just
about patients—it’s about beleaguered health
care providers gagged from speaking their ex-
pert opinion and prohibited from practicing to
give the best medicine they know.

No single piece of legislation passed during
this Congress has more support and more ur-
gency than the Patients’ bill of rights.

I call on my colleagues assigned to the con-
ference committee to waste not one more
minute in bringing this legislation to the desk
of the President, so that the Patients’ Bill of
Rights can become law.
f

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
UNAUDITABLE DUE TO SLOPPY
RECORDKEEPING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I want
to talk tonight about some of the work
that we have done in our committee
over the last few months, and I chair a
subcommittee that has oversight re-
sponsibility for the Education Depart-
ment.

It was back in October, October 29,
that me and some of my colleagues
from the committee, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) and the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON),
walked down Capitol Hill. We walked
to the Department of Education. We
wanted to meet with some of the peo-
ple at the Department of Education,
and we wanted to meet with Secretary
Riley to find out if we could help the
Secretary find a penny on the dollar of
savings. It was when we were going
through the budget negotiations and a
various range of activities. One of the
things that we were saying is, can we
find some savings in our various de-
partments so that we can stay within
the budget caps, make sure that we do
not raid Social Security and actually
develop a surplus in the general fund,
as well as in the Social Security fund.

Well, when we went there that day,
we found out some interesting things.
For 1998, the fiscal year of 1998, the
Education Department had just re-
ceived their audit, the financial audit
completed by Ernst & Young, which is
a report that Congress mandated that
every agency go through, that they
bring in independent outside auditors
to review the books. What did we find
out? We found out that for 1998, the

Education Department was 7 months
late in meeting their statutory dead-
line. That is the good news. The bad
news that we found was that Ernst &
Young was not going to give them a
clean audit. Actually, they did not
render an opinion on any of the 5 finan-
cial statements that the Education De-
partment was required to complete. So
basically, their books could not be au-
dited.

What we also found out is we went
and dug through this, and we found
that there was an account called the
‘‘grant-back account.’’ It had $594 mil-
lion. This is money that is recovered or
supposed to be recovered from schools
and universities who have had some
problems with the grants that they are
receiving. They returned this money
back to Washington; that is why it is
called the grant-back account. It had
$594 million in it. The auditor stated
that of this, only $13 million could ac-
tually be attributed to grant-back ac-
tivities, meaning that over $580 million
of that account could not be rec-
onciled, that the Education Depart-
ment could not tell us how the money
got there, what accounts that this
money had come from, or where this
money was going to be used. As a mat-
ter of fact, under law, most of this
money should have gone back to the
Treasury, but it was still sitting at the
Department of Education.

Mr. Speaker, they receive $35 billion
a year. As they were going through the
process, the auditors had found an in-
stance where, in 1998, as they were ad-
justing their books, they had made a $6
billion, that is with a B, a $6 billion ad-
justment in their books. Now, this did
catch the attention of the auditors,
and they went back to the Education
Department and said, could you please
explain to us why in this preliminary
statement it was x amount, and why in
this follow-up statement you had made
a $6 billion adjustment.

Can you perhaps explain to us and
give us the paperwork and the back-
ground so that we can understand how
this first statement was so totally in-
accurate and where the documentation
was and why it was not there in the
first place, and the answer coming
back from the Education Department
is no, we do not have the backup data
to explain exactly why we needed to
make this $6 billion adjustment.

We found out that in 1998 in the audit
that there were $76.8 million in improp-
erly discharged student loans. These
are young people who had received stu-
dent loans, but the Education Depart-
ment, rather than expecting these stu-
dents to repay these loans, had improp-
erly discharged $76.8 million worth of
student loans, a great deal for these
students. The problem is, we expected
these students, and these students had
agreed, to pay us back and the Edu-
cation Department discharged those
student loans. They said well, let it go.
These are kids that completed college,
not a big deal. It is a big deal. The $76.8
million could have funded 20,000 new
loans for students.

There was $177 million in improper
Pell Grant awards. That is enough for
Pell Grants for 88,500 students.
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There was $40 million, and this is one
that is very interesting, there was $40
million in duplicate payments in Au-
gust of 1998 alone. What does that
mean, duplicate payments? It means
that the Department of Education has
a list and says, hey, we have to cut
checks. We have to write checks to
these students, to these organizations
today. They cut the checks, they cut
checks for $40 million, and they run it
through again, and they run another
set of checks for $40 million. In many
cases, they find these duplicate pay-
ments.

But the problem in this, and we will
talk about what happened in 1999, is
that these duplicate payments have
now continued for a period of over 13 to
15 months, meaning that on occasion
after occasion after occasion, the De-
partment of Education continues to
make duplicate payments. I believe in
most cases they are catching them, but
we do not know if they are catching
them in all cases or not.

Again, it is gross mismanagement of
taxpayers’ dollars, of some of perhaps
the most important dollars we are
spending in Washington: It is the dol-
lars we are spending and investing in
our kids’ education.

So what do we find now in 1999?
There was a hearing, and probably one
of the more disappointing hearings
that I have had since I have been here
in Washington. It was last week. We
will also talk about a hearing that we
had on Friday, because it was one of
the most exhilarating hearings that I
have had and have had the opportunity
to participate in since I have been in
Washington, but it is a sharp contrast.

On Wednesday, we brought in Ernst &
Young, the auditors. We brought in
people from the Department of Edu-
cation. We brought in people from the
General Accounting Office and the In-
spector General’s office to tell us about
the results of the 1999 audit: Could the
Department of Education now account
for where their $35 to $38 billion of
money went that the taxpayers gave
them to invest in our kids in 1999?

That was on Wednesday. On Friday,
we brought in some individuals who are
having an impact on education at the
local level, three people who are run-
ning charter schools in their local com-
munities, one from the Los Angeles
area, one from Colorado, and another
from Washington, DC.

What a sharp contrast between the
answers that we got from the Depart-
ment of Education on Wednesday as to
what they were doing with their $35
billion, and these individuals who are
running charter schools in their local
communities, in some areas going to
some of the toughest neighborhoods in
the communities and reclaiming those
kids, those schools, and those neigh-
borhoods through their activities.
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Obviously, what happened on

Wednesday was not good news. The De-
partment of Education came in and
said, well, we have made progress. At
least this year our report is not 7
months late. Actually, it is the Inspec-
tor General who is responsible for
doing the audit work. They came back,
and she hit the date. She was supposed
to be done by the end of February, and
she worked with Ernst & Young, and
the Inspector General did a great job to
inform Congress as to the status of the
Department of Education books for
1999.

The good news is they hit the target.
The bad news is, the books cannot be
audited. They have to, again, do five
statements. Four of the statements
have qualified opinions. The fifth
statement the auditors did not render
an opinion on, meaning the fifth state-
ment again cannot be audited.

On the other four statements there
were serious concerns about each one
of those statements that would lead
one to question the accuracy of the
numbers as to what they represented,
as to whether they accurately rep-
resented what went on in the Depart-
ment of Education in 1999.

They call these material weaknesses.
Some might say, it is a material weak-
ness, but you have the statements.
What are you worried about?

What I am worried about is that if
this would happen in the private sec-
tor, if there were a company that was
listed on NASDAQ, a publicly-held
company, and they came back and said,
here is what our auditors say about our
books, we asked the auditors what
would happen.

They said, this would be a huge prob-
lem, because what you would be telling
your shareholders is, we cannot really
tell you what your investment is worth
because your earnings per share, your
costs, your net worth, and all of those
types of things, are not accurately re-
flected in the statements. Most likely
what would happen is that the trading
of the stock would be suspended until
the company could get its financial
house in order.

In 1998, the books cannot be audited.
In 1999, a failed audit. What the De-
partment and what the other people
told us is that the reason they are fail-
ing their audits is because they do not
have systems, automated systems, in
place that provide protections that in-
dicate that the way you are spending
the money is an accurate reflection of
actually what is really happening.

How does this then manifest itself?
How does this make a difference to the
people back in Michigan, the people
back in Colorado, or whatever? It is
kind of like, well, the money is coming
out of Washington. It is getting to my
schools, right? If they are just a little
off on their numbers, what are you
worried about?

Number one, I am worried about it
because it is $35 billion. It is a lot of
money. The second thing that I am
worried about is, coming from the pri-

vate sector background, we know that
when we have an organization that
does not have the correct systems in
place to manage its business and its ac-
tivities, we are creating an environ-
ment that is ripe for fraud and abuse,
inefficiency, ineffectiveness, and mis-
takes.

Do we see any of that in the Depart-
ment of Education? Here are just some
recent examples: In 1998, duplicate pay-
ments. What did we see in 1999? In De-
cember, because their fiscal year starts
on October 1 of 1999, they had duplicate
payments in 1998, they had them in
1999, and they have had them in this
current fiscal year. They had them in
December and January of what would
be their fiscal year 2000. Duplicate pay-
ments are continuing.

Sloppy management leads to mis-
takes. The Department, for student
loan applications, printed 3.5 million
forms incorrectly. They need to be
scrapped. We know there is fraud in the
student loan program. The auditors
have reported that as they have tried
to work with the Department of Edu-
cation to try to identify how this
money got into this grant back ac-
count, this $594 million, and they have
asked for the backup data. The Depart-
ment of Education still cannot provide
the appropriate backup data to say
how money flows in and out of this ac-
count.

Fraud? In our hearing on March 1,
the IG, Inspector General, and the De-
partment of Education indicated that
they have, and we cannot go much be-
yond this, but they currently have a
vigorous investigation that is ongoing
to investigate the theft of computers
within the Department; that the con-
trols for maintaining their capital as-
sets, for the purchasing of computers,
technology, software, that the controls
were not in place to enable the Depart-
ment to track and monitor its com-
puter equipment, so they currently
have a vigorous investigation that is
ongoing.

Perhaps one of the most dis-
appointing things that indicates how
sloppy management, failed audits for a
$35 billion agency, translates itself into
having an impact on an individual
within one of our districts, here is an
example of what happens when we have
sloppy management and we do not have
good controls in place.

The Jacob Javits scholarship pro-
gram, this is a program that is awarded
to students who are graduating from
college and provides them with the op-
portunity to continue their work in
graduate school, it can be up to a 3- or
4-year program, and in some cases pro-
viding benefits to the students of up to
$30,000 per year, because there is a liv-
ing stipend along with an agreement to
pay for the student’s tuition.

So we have these students out there.
They see this Federal program out
there, a Federal scholarship program,
the Jacob Javits scholarship program.
They are going to go out and compete
for it. I know what is going on because

I have an 18-year-old at home who is
looking at going to college next year,
and she is competing for some scholar-
ships.

I know the excitement on her face
when I call her at night and she says,
hey, Dad, I just got notified last night
that if I go to XYZ college, I have a
$3,500 scholarship for each of the next 4
years. She is excited. She feels great. I
feel great because it means that maybe
my investment will be a little bit less,
but she is excited because of the rec-
ognition that institutions and others
have made on her achievements.

What happened with the Jacob Javits
scholarship this year? Failed audits,
$35 billion, an agency that does not
have proper controls in place, how does
it affect these students applying for
the Jacob Javits scholarship program?

It was not all that long ago, in the
last few weeks, that 39 students, col-
lege students who had applied for one
of the nicest and most plum scholar-
ships that one could get, 39 students
were notified that they won the Jacob
Javits scholarship. The bad news is
that two or three days later, these stu-
dents were notified and were told,
sorry, it ain’t so. Really, you didn’t
qualify. You didn’t win the award. You
have really just been selected as alter-
nates, and if some of the real award
winners have gotten other scholarships
or have decided they are not going on
to graduate school at this time or
whatever, then you are in line to be eli-
gible for a Jacob Javits scholarship.

Can Members imagine these 39 young
people and the excitement that they
must have felt on the day they got the
call that said, you have qualified for a
3- or 4-year scholarship of $30,000 per
year? It is like, yes, the work that I
have done for the last few years has
been recognized and the dream that I
have for the next 3 or 4 years of con-
tinuing my education has been real-
ized, and all of a sudden, you are
knocked off the pedestal and your
dreams are shattered when someone
calls you back and says, I am sorry, we
made a mistake. You really did not
qualify.

Now, the Department of Education is
going to make it right. They are going
to provide these students with the
scholarships that they promised them.
That is probably the right thing to do.
But the problem is, they do not have
the money to do it. They award x num-
ber of scholarships because that is how
much money they have. If they are now
going to give 39 more, they are going to
have to come up with this money from
someplace else. They are probably
going to come back to Congress and
say, well, it is only $1 million.

Yes, for Jacob Javits, it is only $1
million. But how much have the dupli-
cate payments cost? How much have
the 3.5 million forms that were printed
incorrectly, what has that cost us?
What has the computer theft within
the Department, what has that cost us?
What is the cost of the fraud in the stu-
dent loan program? What is the cost of
the grant back account?
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What we are finding here is that this

is an agency that gets some of the
most important dollars and is focused
on one of the most important issues
that we are dealing with in Wash-
ington, and they are not meeting the
basic test. They cannot keep their
books, and they cannot even tell the
students which ones received a scholar-
ship and which ones have not qualified.

b 1800
The bottom line when one takes a

look at the Department of Education is
that, what this is, and we ask ourselves
the question, is this an agency that
educates kids? How many kids are en-
rolled in schools run by the Depart-
ment of Education? Zero. The Depart-
ment does not educate kids. The De-
partment does not run any schools.

What the Department does is it dis-
tributes roughly $35 billion around the
country. What we are now finding is
that, after the last 2 years, and based
on the feedback from the external
auditors, that for at least the next 2
years, there is a high probability that
they will fail their audit for 4 years in
a row.

What the Education Department is,
it is not a school educating our kids, it
is a bank, it is a financial institution;
and it is not doing that job very well.
It is failing some of the basic tests. It
is failing some of the basic tests at a
time when the Education Department
should be one of the most exciting
places to work in in Washington.

Why do I say that? I say that because
of the hearing that we had on Friday.
The hearing on Wednesday was an ab-
solutely miserable hearing where the
Department of Education came in and
told us that their books could not be
audited. On Friday, we met some peo-
ple where the rubber hits the road.
These are the people who are running
some public schools, in this case, they
were running charter schools, in Los
Angeles, in Colorado, and in Wash-
ington, D.C.

To listen to what they are doing in
their communities, in Los Angeles, this
is a group of teachers and administra-
tors that went out and said, we are
going to take this school, and we are
going to turn it into a charter school.
It is going to free us up from some of
the bureaucratic red tape and the rules
and regulations that just encumber, at
least in that case, encumber them from
achieving what they wanted to get
done in their local schools.

What did they do? They went in, they
formed their charter school, and their
kids’ test scores have improved. They
used to have a high turnover rate. The
families would move and the kids
would just transfer from one public
school to the other. Families are still
moving. But the kids in some cases
now are traveling an hour to go to this
school because of the results that they
are getting. Significant improvement
in the test scores and in the perform-
ance of the students in these schools.

It is the same story in Colorado, and
it is the same story that we have heard

about Washington, D.C. Committed
teachers, committed administrators,
committed parents, and committed
communities going out and making a
difference in their kids’ lives.

The other exciting thing is, in many
cases, they are all breaking the mold of
education for their kids. In Los Ange-
les, again, they have embraced tech-
nology. The computer-student ratio in
this school is one to one in the seventh
grade. They are taking new models of
learning for their kids.

One can see the interaction as these
individuals who are running these
schools, as they were talking to each
other, and as they were sharing with
the panel, the excitement that they
felt as the woman from Los Angeles
was talking about the one-to-one com-
puter-student ratio, as she was talking
about the learning that was going on,
as she was talking about the improved
test scores, and how kids were com-
muting up to an hour to come to that
school.

One could see the excitement and the
enthusiasm in the other two as they
were saying, when we leave here, I have
got to call her and find out exactly
what she is doing because I think there
are some things that I can maybe learn
from her that I might want to take and
put into my charter school.

Then as the other two talked about
the programs that they were running,
the woman here in Washington, D.C.
talking about the 15, the 20, the 30 stu-
dents that they take to Cornell in the
summer because, for many of these
kids in this neighborhood, going to a
prestigious school never even was a
dream that they could think about. It
was the impossible dream. It was the
impossible dream because they could
not even think about escaping the en-
vironment they were in or believing
that, when they graduated from school,
when they graduated, that those kinds
of opportunities would be available to
them.

Now, what they are doing is they are
going there for a week in the summer,
and they are experiencing it, and they
are also learning that, when they go,
they are knowing they have got the
background, the knowledge that they
have completed the learning that will
enable them to be successful when they
graduate from high school, that they
can dream about going to Cornell, that
they can dream about going to some of
our prestigious universities, or they
can just think about going on to col-
lege.

They will know that, when they get
there, they will be successful. That is
what education is about. I think, as we
take a look at the Education Depart-
ment and where it needs to go, I think
there are some things that we need to
recognize, that there is a role for a De-
partment of Education.

But what the role of the Department
of Education should not be is distrib-
uting dollars and managing dollars. We
do not need an agency that is just dis-
tributing and trying to be a bank and
not doing a very good job.

What we need is we need a Depart-
ment of Education that can be a re-
source to the types of individuals that
testified at our committee on Friday,
that they can be a resource so that, as
people at the local level either are
dealing with challenges, opportunities,
or have some significant break-
throughs, that they can communicate
with the Department of Education and
say, you know, we just did this great
program, we have got a great model for
integrating technology into the class-
room for seventh graders, here is how
we are doing it, you know, please share
this with other schools so that, if they
have got some questions or comments,
we have got a great resource here.

Or if they have got a great challenge
that they are facing, perhaps the com-
munity, the face of the community is
changing, and the school board or the
administrators are struggling with how
do we change this or how do we face
this changing face of the community,
how do we deal with it in our schools,
that they can go to the Education De-
partment and say, you know, have you
got other school districts that have
faced these kinds of challenges or these
kinds of issues that we can talk to, not
for them to tell us what to do, but that
we can talk to them, and they can tell
us what they tried, what worked, what
did not work, so that, as we design a
school and a school system that meets
the needs of our community, we can
learn from others that have already
done that. An Education Department
that funds basic research in to
learning.

We see a lot of the people now talk-
ing about how technology can impact
the learning process. Have we fully re-
searched the broad, new avenues of
learning that technology opens up for
us? I do not think so. But that is an
area where Department of Education,
perhaps through grants to the private
sector or whatever, can foster the basic
kind of research so that, as schools are
contemplating integrating technology,
they can go somewhere and get the lat-
est research that says, if you are going
to try to teach reading in this kind of
environment, here is how perhaps you
can integrate technology. Here is how
you can use technology for math. If
you have got a problem with class size,
maybe technology can deal with an
issue of large class size.

So there is a wonderful role and a po-
tential role for the Department of Edu-
cation to kind of like become the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, a research-
based, a learning organization that is
on the cutting edge that others can
learn from and that others can take
the research and apply to their learn-
ing opportunities in their local
community.

What a different vision for a Depart-
ment of Education that is a cutting
edge, research-based department that
helps local parents and school adminis-
trators learn, learn about how most ef-
fectively to teach our kids.

That I think is a future vision for the
Department of Education, compared to
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a Department of Education today
which has $35 billion per year going
through it along with another $80 bil-
lion to $85 billion in student loans; and
what they actually cannot do is keep
their books. An organization that con-
sistently is failing their audits versus
one which is on the cutting edge, which
is a breakthrough type of agency.

There is a role. It is time to reform
that role. Why is it time to reform that
role? It is time to reform that role,
number one, because the current model
is broken. The other is that we are not
doing nearly well enough with our
kids’ education.

The TIMS study, this compares our
kids with kids on an international
basis in the 12th grade. How do our kids
rank? In math, out of 21 countries, our
proficiency, we are 19th out of 21. That
is not good enough. I spent a lot of
time going to high schools and dif-
ferent schools throughout the district
over the last 9 months. Actually, I
have been doing it much of the time I
have been here in Washington.

But when looking at these kids, they
want to learn, they want to be success-
ful, and they are going to be competing
against other kids from around the
world as they enter the job market.

What is their vision about their edu-
cational system? Being 19th out of 21 is
not good enough for them. Whether we
are in the Bronx in New York, and we
have had hearings in 19 different States
with our Education at a Crossroads
Project, whether one is in the Bronx,
whether one is in Cleveland, whether
one is in Milwaukee, whether one is in
Muskegon, Michigan, whether one is in
L.A., whether one is in Albuquerque,
these kids all have the same vision.
They want to be number one, not self-
ishly, but what they want to have is
they want, as they are going through
the education process, they want to be
the best educated kids in the world;
that when we put them through a bat-
tery of tests on math or reading or any
other kind of measurement, they want
to be at the top. Because they know
that, if they are not at the top, they
may not be prepared to compete in a
global economy.

The TIMS study for reading, how did
we do in reading? We did better than
what we did in math. In math, we were
19th out of 21. In reading, we moved all
the way up to 16. We were 16th out of
21 countries.

What else is going on? We know that
at the fourth grade in reading, 38 per-
cent of our kids are below basic. In
eighth grade, 26 percent are below basic
skills. At 12th grade, still 23 percent
are below basic. That means that they
have not achieved what we consider the
basic skills necessary or required at
that level.

How about in math? In the fourth
grade, 36 percent of our kids are below
basic. In the eighth grade, 38 percent of
our kids are below basic. By the 12th
grade, we are still at 31 percent, or
roughly one out of every three of our
kids are below basic levels.

That means we are in danger of los-
ing almost a third of our kids because
we have not provided them with an en-
vironment of academic excellence that
will allow them to achieve, not only at
the basic, but well beyond the basic.
Thirty-one percent of our kids at the
12th grade in math are still below
basic.

Is it any wonder that, as we have
gone around the country with our hear-
ings, Education at a Crossroads, that
one of the fastest growing programs in
our colleges is remedial education. We
talk to different college administra-
tors, and it struck me when we started
this process 31⁄2, 4 years ago, some of
the first hearings that we had where
the college administrators came in and
they said, you know, whatever you do,
do not cut out remedial education. If
anything, we need more money for re-
medial education. They told us that in
California. They told us that in Ari-
zona. They have told me that in Michi-
gan.

Finally, one kind of steps back and
says, you know, why do you need reme-
dial education? These are kids that you
have accepted into your college pro-
grams. What is the need for remedial
education for kids going into college?

The answers come back reflecting the
test scores. Well, 23 to 25 percent of the
kids coming into college are not pro-
ficient in reading at 12th grade pro-
ficiency when we get them. So we need
to catch them up in reading. A third of
the kids coming in are not at 12th
grade proficiency for math. So what we
have to do is we have to catch them up.
Those are roughly the numbers. Rough-
ly somewhere between a quarter and a
third of the kids entering college have
to go through some type of remedial
education.

b 1815

So we are seeing the standards. We
are seeing how our educational system
and our students are stacking up. On
an international basis, we rank 19 out
of 21 in math and rank 16 out of 21 in
reading. And then, as we compare our
kids to a standard that we have estab-
lished for reading and for math, we
consistently find that by the 12th grade
we are still having a quarter to a third
of our kids leaving our high schools
without basic proficiency in reading or
math.

It is not good enough. And the Wash-
ington response has been an education
department that does not give our peo-
ple at the local level a lot of informa-
tion about how to improve their sys-
tems. It just funnels money back and
forth and ties a lot of strings and a lot
of red tape to it. It is not working.

Washington has hundreds of pro-
grams in the education area, each of
these going back to a local level, tell-
ing people at the local level that if
they want this money this is what they
need to do. These are the forms that
need to be filled out so that we can see
that you actually did what we said had
to be done. And, by the way, at the end

of the year we will send an auditor in
to make sure your books are auditable
even though ours cannot be.

There is a better way to do it. We
talked about one of the elements of a
new vision for an education depart-
ment and a reformed education depart-
ment, which is that we have an edu-
cation department that is a leading-
edge educational department; that it
can identify best practices so that it
can be a resource to parents, teachers
and administrators at a local level.

What is another part of our vision?
Another part of our vision says that
perhaps we can increase funding not by
spending more but by being more effi-
cient in how we spend it. What if in-
stead of having 200 or 300 K through 12
education programs in Washington
that really control how local schools
are run, what about consolidating some
of those programs and giving States
and local schools a tremendous degree
of flexibility in how they can spend
those dollars and on what programs
and in what areas they will spend those
dollars?

By consolidating, perhaps we can
save 5 percent of the dollars that we
spend on education and ensuring, in
the process, that rather than spending
this 5 percent here in Washington, we
spend 5 percent where the real leverage
point is; that we spend 5 percent in the
classroom, with a teacher that knows
our children’s names. That is one re-
form that we can make: getting more
money out of Washington and getting
it into the classroom with a much
higher degree of flexibility.

A second thing that we can do is
eliminate some of the red tape. As I
said, when we have all these programs,
local school districts have to find out
about the programs, they have to apply
for the programs, then they have to re-
port back, and they have to be pre-
pared to be audited. What if we can cut
out some of that red tape and some of
that bureaucracy through that process
and give those local schools a whole lot
more flexibility.

And, really, what we are going to be
focusing on will not be on the process
of how they spend the dollars; we will
not focus on the process of did they do
the right reports at the right time and
get the money back and report every-
thing correctly. But what we are going
to do is we are going to focus on wheth-
er they actually improved the learning
of the students in their school. Has
their performance improved or has
their performance declined or has it
stayed the same? Where we still have
young people at 31 percent below basic
in math, where we have 23 percent
below basic in reading, are we turning
out students where we have 95 percent
at basic or above in both reading and
math so that we are not letting kids
fall behind?

Let us focus not on the process. It is
time to focus on the results. We should
not have a department focused, and we,
as a Congress, should not be focused on
telling local schools what to do. We
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ought to be talking to States and local
school districts and holding them ac-
countable for what they have achieved.
Because this is not about managing
process. If it is, we know this education
department cannot do it. This is about
something much more important. It is
about educating our children.

So we give the schools more flexi-
bility, and we eliminate the red tape,
which gets more dollars into that local
classroom. And from a practical sense,
what does this mean? It means that a
school, rather than getting money for
class-size reduction or hiring teachers
and getting another pot of money for
technology, getting another pot of
money for some school construction or
school modification, getting some
other money for the arts, getting some
other money for some other kind of
training and these types of things, it is
giving the money to the States and to
the local schools and telling them that
if they need to focus on technology, if
they think technology is the answer,
that we will give them the flexibility
to improve the technology within their
school.

That may be exactly what some of
the schools in my congressional dis-
trict would need, and they would have
the flexibility to go out and do that.
For others, they might say that they
have invested in technology; but when
they did, they found out that what
they really needed to do, in addition to
that, but they do not have the money
to do it, is they need to invest in teach-
er training so that they could use these
tools to be most effective with our
kids. Let them use the money for
teacher training.

If they need to use some of the
money for school construction, let
them use the money for school con-
struction. But allow them the flexi-
bility of designing the programs that
are most effective for the problems, the
issues, and the opportunities that they
have in their local schools. Because
this is about our kids. It is not about
process. It is not about the education
department. This is about how do we
get the maximum impact in learning
for our kids.

Are we going to get it by mandating
from Washington and controlling from
Washington; or is it going to be by con-
tinuing to invest in education through
Washington, through an education de-
partment, but allowing a great degree
of latitude and flexibility to the people
at the local level? The local people
know our kids’ names, they are the
people that know the school, the prob-
lems, the opportunities, and the issues
that they face. The local people know
the neighborhoods, know the commu-
nities, knowing exactly, maybe not ex-
actly, it is not a science, but the local
people will have the best idea as to how
they could improve education in their
local community.

And if they then had a resource of a
Department of Education where they
could go to for best learning practices
or best teaching practices, what a

great partnership that might be. Local
decision-making; research-based data
and information to empower people at
the local level to make the best pos-
sible decisions for our kids.

It is not an issue about money. We
have spent and invested a lot of money
in education over the years. This is a
question of how we invest that money
most effectively. Not even necessarily
most efficiently, although that would
be nice, but how do we invest it most
effectively. Do we invest it through a
Washington-based model or do we in-
vest it through a locally based model?

The difference was so striking last
week. The Washington-based model,
with quality individuals working at the
Department of Education, who have
the best interests of our kids in mind,
but for the second year in a row cannot
even be held accountable for how they
spent these education dollars on our
kids. Compare that picture with the
education department who cannot even
take the time to put in place the poli-
cies, the procedures and the practices
to track $35 billion. Compare that to
the caring and the passion that we saw
on Friday where we had these individ-
uals coming in and talking about what
they were doing, improving test scores;
integrating technology; reclaiming
their kids; reclaiming their neighbor-
hoods; and making a difference in their
communities.

There was a concern demonstrated in
attention to detail. A Department of
Education that does not have the right
policies and practices in place sends
out erroneous information to 39 young
people telling them they have a schol-
arship, when they really did not and
then has to call them back, versus the
local decision-making where the people
that we saw last Friday are concerned
about each and every child in that
school and making sure that each and
every one of those children is going to
be successful, and doing what needs to
be done to ensure that that is the re-
sult, forming the partnerships with
business leaders, forming the partner-
ships with parents to make a real dif-
ference in their communities and these
children’s lives.

It is a really sharp contrast; a de-
partment that erroneously identifies
scholarship winners, a department that
makes duplicate payments, a depart-
ment that prints forms wrong, a de-
partment that currently has a vigorous
investigation into computer theft, a
department that has fraud in a student
loan program, and a department that
has an account with over $500 million
in it, or at least in 1998, that they can-
not tell us how it got there or where it
is going.

Then compare that to the passion
that, in many cases where these are
charter schools, they are facing a lot of
odds against their success. They have
to build those schools. They do not get
construction dollars. They just get
their per-pupil funds. And in many
cases they do not even get all the Fed-
eral dollars. The Federal dollars do not

follow these students. But in each one
of these cases, they are people pas-
sionate for what they are doing in their
communities.

I think the final element of a reform
package in education is reforming the
Department of Education into a re-
search-based learning think tank that
is a resource to the rest of the country,
freeing up dollars within the bureauc-
racy to invest in our kids. So taking
money out of Washington and putting
it back in the classroom, that is the
second step. The third step is taking
money out of the process and moving it
back to the local level, out of the red
tape. And the fourth part is investing
more in education by providing parents
and businesses the opportunity to take
credit, tax credits, for investing in edu-
cation.

There is a formula for improving edu-
cation, but it is taking decision-mak-
ing out of Washington and moving it
back to parents and local school dis-
tricts where we can really make a dif-
ference.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject matter of my spe-
cial order and the special order of the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
f

GLOBAL HEALTH ACT OF 2000
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, today,
we here in the United States, and
throughout the world, are celebrating
International Women’s Day.

b 1830
Unfortunately, too many women in

the world today have no cause for cele-
bration. Nearly 600,000 women die each
year from complications of pregnancy
and child birth. That is one woman
every minute. Of these deaths, 99 per-
cent take place in the developing
world, where maternal deaths account
for up to one-third of all deaths of
women of child-bearing age.

According to the World Health Orga-
nization, for every maternal death that
occurs worldwide, an estimated 30 addi-
tional women suffer pregnancy-related
health problems that can be perma-
nently debilitating. A woman’s life-
time risk of dying from pregnancy-re-
lated complications or during child
birth can be as high as one in 15 in de-
veloping countries, as compared to one
in 7,000 in developed countries.

Mr. Speaker, more than 150 million
married women in developing nations
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