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The good news is that we have start-
ed a bipartisan effort that can fix this.
My partner and colleague in this, Sen-
ator BLUNT, and I, over a year ago, au-
thored a provision that was passed by
the House and Senate to begin some-
thing called the Excellence in Mental
Health Act. We now have in law a defi-
nition of quality behavioral health
services. We have federally qualified
health centers in the community where
people without insurance can go and
get preventive care and get the phys-
ical health services they need, but the
health clinics can’t get reimbursed for
mental health or substance abuse serv-
ices. So we now have a definition. We
have standards for what quality behav-
ioral health care, mental health, and
substance abuse care looks like. We
have standards. We begin to provide
dollars so that communities can pro-
vide those services if they meet the
standards.

A couple of years ago when we put
together money for the first step by
saying we are going to provide money
for 8 States to be able to meet those
standards—8 out of 50—the good news
was that half the States in the country
responded and said: We want to be one
of those eight States. Twenty-four
States across our country now have
signed up. They have received planning
grants to assess their community men-
tal health services, what they are
doing, and how they can meet these
new high standards, how they can
make sure they include 24-hour psy-
chiatric emergency services in their
community so their citizens have the
help they need as well as ongoing help
for families and individuals. Twenty-
four States have said: Sign me up. We
are willing to do the work.

We have funding for eight of those
States to actually be able to do it, to
change lives; eight of those States to
be able to provide services, treatment,
hope for individual families, help for
the sheriff, and relief for the emer-
gency room. What we are proposing
now and what is under consideration is
to fund the 24 States. We have 24
States that have stepped forward. Let’s
provide them the resources. In the con-
text of what we are talking about in
the budget, it is a very small amount
of money. We could say to the commu-
nities across this country and virtually
half of the States that we are going to
give them the resources to meet higher
quality standards, to be able to provide
the services desperately needed for one
out of four people every year who have
some kind of mental illness. The rami-
fications of doing nothing are severe in
SO many ways.

The reality is that we are at a point
where we have the opportunity to say
that as a country we are going to rec-
ognize and treat diseases above the
neck the same as diseases below the
neck and support communities that
step up with higher quality standards
and services. In the world in which we
live, this would be a huge bipartisan
victory.
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I know this is under discussion, and I
am hopeful that as the leadership
moves forward, they will join us—the
bipartisan coalition in the House and
the Senate—in saying yes to give the
people an opportunity to live their
lives, be successful, work, and manage
their diseases in the community just
like any other disease.

I wish to say in closing that if you
are a diabetic, you check your insulin
every day. If you check your sugar and
take your insulin, you manage your
disease. It is not debilitating. You can
go out and live your life. I imagine
there are many people who work in the
Senate who are managing diabetes.
You can do the same thing if you are
bipolar. It is a chemical imbalance of
the brain. It is just a different organ, a
different part of the body. If, in fact,
you have the medication to stabilize
and you have the support and treat-
ment you need, you can manage that
disease, go on with your life, be suc-
cessful, work, have a family, and be
able to live with dignity. That is what
we are talking about. We are talking
about giving people who have diseases
in the brain the same opportunity for
treatment and management of those
diseases to live healthy, hopeful, suc-
cessful lives as we do for people who
have diseases in any other organ of the
body. We have the opportunity to do
that. At the end of next week, I deeply
hope we will be able to celebrate that
we have done something incredibly im-
portant for families across America.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FLAKE). The Senator from Indiana.

(Mr.

WASTEFUL SPENDING

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this is the
29th time I have been on the floor over
this current session to address what is
called, “Waste of the Week.” Twenty-
nine weeks of this year, I have been on
the Senate floor talking about exam-
ples of how the Federal Government
wastes taxpayers’ money through
waste, fraud, and abuse. I have laid out
specific examples.

Some changes have been made in pro-
grams as a result of the publicity it has
received not just from me but from the
accounting offices that are doing the
checking and the inspectors general
who are doing the checking.

Sometimes I wonder if anybody is lis-
tening, but I am very encouraged by
the fact that a number of us now, in-
cluding the Presiding Officer, are talk-
ing about this issue. I hope every Mem-
ber in this body, all 100 of us, start
thinking about ways in which we can
make our Federal Government more ef-
ficient and effective and stop wasting
through fraud and abuse, stop wasting
taxpayer dollars. I don’t want to keep
doing this, but I am going to keep
doing this until there is a majority and
hopefully a unanimous clarion call say-
ing: Let’s clean up this government.
Let’s go after this waste, fraud, and
abuse.
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In terms of examples, we have now
totaled well over $100 billion. We are
coming up with much higher numbers
as we come down to the floor every
week. The Presiding Officer just issued
a book, which I think every Member of
this body ought to read, collecting
other examples of waste, fraud, and
abuse.

All of this is really in honor of a
former Member, Senator Tom Coburn
of Oklahoma, who really led the charge
on this issue. I regret that Tom is not
still a Member of the Senate. He had a
way of digging out this information
that was commendable. He would come
to the floor and make a persuasive case
through the illustration of various
forms of abuse of the taxpayers’ dol-
lars.

A number of my colleagues are pick-
ing up the clarion call. As I said, we
need all 100 of us to come to the con-
clusion that we don’t have to stand
here and say we are doing everything
we possibly can to manage the people’s
money when we know that is not true,
when we know that inspectors general
of virtually every agency in the gov-
ernment have come up with reports
that simply say ‘“Why in the world are
you doing this in the first place?’ or
“Look at this amount of fraud.”

One-hundred billion dollars or more
is just a drop in the budget, so we are
going to continue to expose this waste.
Today I had hoped this 29th waste of
the week would be the last one of this
calendar year, but it looks as if we
might be here 1 more week, so we will
get the 30th in next week if necessary.

Recently, the inspector general for
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development conducted a series of au-
dits on HUD’s multibillion-dollar port-
folio. The results that have been print-
ed are deeply troubling. After review-
ing HUD’s books, the inspector general
found that the agency’s finances are
missing records, contain inaccurate in-
formation, and have even violated Fed-
eral laws. He acknowledged that HUD’s
accounting has lacked appropriate
oversight for a long time. This has
been going on for a long time.

Let me quote from his report:

Multiple deficiencies existed in HUD’s in-
ternal controls over financial reporting, re-
sulting in misstatements on financial state-
ments, noncompliance laws and regulations.
We have reported on HUD’s administrative
control of funds in our audit reports and
management reports since fiscal year 2005.
HUD continued to not have a fully imple-
mented and complete administrative control
of funds system that provided oversight of
both obligations and disbursements.

This was exposed in 2005. Ten years
later, they are still having the prob-
lem. They still haven’t cleaned up their
act.

This is just one agency. Maybe this is
the worst agency—I don’t know—in
terms of being irresponsible and how
they spend money, but I doubt it. I sus-
pect that this statement could have
been made by a number of our agen-
cies.
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I wish to highlight a couple of spe-
cific examples from the inspector gen-
eral’s audits.

One audit examined HUD’s Govern-
ment National Mortgage Administra-
tion, commonly known as Ginnie Mae.
Ginnie Mae buys mortgages from banks
and institutions, bundles those mort-
gages together, and then sells portions
of those bundles to investors. These
mortgage-backed securities are fully
backed by U.S. Government guaran-
tees.

The IG’s audit bluntly noted that
HUD’s financial records are so bad that
it was not even possible to audit the
entirety of Ginnie Mae’s $25.2 billion
portfolio. In other words, the record-
keeping for the transactions that took
place under HUD was in such disarray,
so bad, they couldn’t even provide an
audit that correctly addressed the
problem. From what the IG could re-
view, it found Ginnie Mae’s finances
contained nine material weaknesses,
eight significant deficiencies in inter-
nal controls, and six instances of non-
compliance with applicable laws and
regulations. After reviewing Ginnie
Mae’s 2015 finances, the inspector gen-
eral found over $1 billion in abuse and
inefficiencies.

If this had happened to any business
in America other than the Federal
Government, either the business would
be bankrupt, the stockholders would
have depleted its value, or the board of
trustees would have fired its manager.
They would have had to reorganize the
entire—no way can you run a business
this way. No way would it be possible
to run it. This would happen only in
the Federal Government because we
can print money and we can keep it
flowing into HUD and these other agen-
cies. And for the 10 years since it was
disclosed, they have continued the
same practices that have gone on be-
fore that don’t even allow us the abil-
ity to fully understand what they are
even doing. They have been warned
about it, and they have been talked to
about it. They said they are going to
clean it up, but it continues.

Let me give another example. The IG
also found waste and fraud and mis-
management involving HUD’s tax-
payer-subsidized housing benefits. The
low-income housing program provides
affordable housing for households with
incomes less than 80 percent of the me-
dian income for the area. This program
has helped many families put a roof
over their head through the years. Un-
fortunately, because of a loophole in
HUD’s review policies, households that
have too high an income and thus are
not qualified to receive Federal sup-
port have been able to remain in the
taxpayer-subsidized Federal housing
program.

The inspector general of HUD found
that more than 25,000 over-income fam-
ilies were living in HUD taxpayer-sub-
sidized housing in 2014 alone. So over
25,000 people who don’t qualify for the
program any longer because their in-
come has improved are still living
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under the subsidized housing program,
which is providing subsidies to them
that they are no longer qualified to re-
ceive.

One doesn’t actually have to have a
low income to participate in this tax-
payer-subsidized low-income housing;
they simply had to have a low income
when they applied. But hopefully this
helped them as they were having in-
come problems and financial prob-
lems—those who are able to come out
of the system and who receive a larger
income and therefore no longer qualify
retained the subsidies, and HUD never
took action to basically determine that
they no longer qualify for this. There
were over 25,000 specific incidents.

In a specific example in New York
City, the program’s income ceiling for
a four-person household is just a little
over $67,000. Yet a New York family
was legally able to remain in public
housing when their annual income was
nearly $500,000. In fact, they owned real
estate that produced over $790,000 in
rental income within only 4 years. So
people who had qualified for this had
achieved tremendous financial suc-
cess—from what source, I am not ex-
actly sure. They have moved from a
program that said you have to have in-
come below $67,000 to qualify. Their in-
come was over $500,000, and yet they
still retained their qualification.

Let’s look at a small town. In Oxford,
NE, a single-person household earned
over $65,000 annually and had assets of
nearly $1.6 million—far higher than the
city’s income cap of $33,500. In other
words, to be in the program you could
not earn over $33,500. This individual
was earning obviously extraordinarily
more than that with a $1.6 million
value of assets and yet still received
subsidized housing.

If this was a one-off, if this was a few
people here and there taking advantage
of the system and so forth—but we are
talking tens of thousands of people on
just this single program. Remember,
the audit of HUD looked at a whole
range of discrepancies. I am talking
only about a couple of specific pro-
grams.

It is not hard to agree that this waste
of taxpayer dollars is something that
can be addressed. I am encouraged that
my colleagues are looking at this in a
number of ways—and the more the bet-
ter. We do this in respect and honor for
what Senator Coburn started, and I am
happy to be a part of that. I know the
Presiding Officer is also.

I will conclude by saying for just this
one agency, I can give a lot more exam-
ples of reckless disregard for use of tax-
payer money that have been docu-
mented by the inspector general and
that have been provided to that agen-
cy, which has not been able to clean up
its act since 2005. They have had 10
years to do it, and it still continues.
The inspector general says it is such a
mess, it is so disassembled, it is so
poorly administered that it can’t even
come to a conclusion of how bad it is.
It is impossible to fully audit the De-
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partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment because of their financial in-
eptness and their financial incapability
of keeping records on their very own
programs.

Today we are going to add a modest
amount. This could be tens of billions.
We took only a couple of examples
here, and those examples total
$1,174,000,000. That is not small change.
Think about being about to send this
back to the taxpayers who are working
their hearts out and having taxes lev-
ied on them or think about how we can
send this money to higher priorities—
maybe to some things related to na-
tional security where we are scraping
for funds to be able to provide the secu-
rity this country needs. Whatever the
reason, the waste continues to pile up.
No one coming down to this floor can
say ‘“We can’t cut a penny more of
spending” without addressing this
first.

It appears that we will be down here
for the 30th ‘‘Waste of the Week’ next
week, which I regret. But we have plen-
ty of waste lined up to be talking
about.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

———

SENATE ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, it is De-
cember 10, and Congress is working its
way through some final items of busi-
ness, including a giant spending bill
called an omnibus—some might call it
an ‘‘ominous’—bill because it is so big
it takes all of the discretionary spend-
ing that Congress makes for the entire
year and wraps it up into one big pack-
age. I have to say it did not have to be
that way. It shouldn’t have been that

way.

In the 114th Congress, under new
leadership, we actually did something
that hadn’t been done in 6 years. We
actually passed a budget. The purpose
of the budget in part is to set caps on
spending levels for the Appropriations
Committee and for the 12 appropria-
tions bills that should come out—and
in fact did come out—of the Appropria-
tions Committee. But the reason we
find ourselves here at the end of the
year with this ominous Omnibus appro-
priations process is that our Demo-
cratic colleagues filibustered all of
those individual appropriations bills.

It would have been so much better to
take those up one at a time so the
American people and Members of the
Senate could read them and understand
them. We could debate them, we could
offer amendments to try to improve
them, and then we could finally pass
them and send them on to the Presi-
dent. But because of the desire to force
the majority to agree to higher spend-
ing levels, our colleagues across the
aisle filibustered those appropriations
bills. So here we are, at the end of the
year, with a few huge pieces of legisla-
tion left to consider.

I think most people looking at Wash-
ington, DC, these days are tempted to
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