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done a good job of making the managed
care systems in our Texas consumer
friendly, as well as provider friendly.’’

Governor Bush continued. ‘‘I have
also allowed a piece of legislation to
become law that allows for people to
take disputes with managed care com-
panies to an objective arbitration panel
called an independent review organiza-
tion.’’
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‘‘It is a chance for the insurance pro-
vider and for consumers to resolve any
disputes that may arise.’’

Here is the important part of this
statement. These are in Governor
Bush’s words. This is from the Texas
experience.

‘‘If after the arbitration panel makes
a decision, and if the HMO ignores that
decision, i.e., in this gentleman’s case
where he drank half a gallon of anti-
freeze case and died because of that
HMO’s medical necessity decision, then
consumers in the State of Texas will be
able to take the HMO to a court of law
to be able to adjudicate their dispute.’’

George Bush finished his statement
by saying, ‘‘I believe this brings ac-
countability to HMOs, and I know it
gives consumers the opportunity to
take their case to an objective panel.
This law is good for Texas. I believe
this law will be good law for America,
as well.’’

Mr. Speaker, the bill that we passed
here a few months ago, the Bipartisan
Managed Care Consensus Reform Act of
1999, the Norwood-Dingell-Ganske Act,
was modeled after the Texas laws. Let
me give some examples.

The Norwood-Dingell proposal on uti-
lization review, when a plan is review-
ing the medical decisions of its practi-
tioners, it should do so in a fair and ra-
tional manner. The bipartisan con-
sensus bill lays out basic criteria for
good utilization review: physician par-
ticipation in development of review
criteria, administration by appro-
priately qualified professionals, timely
decisions. All of these things, and the
ability to appeal those decisions, are in
the Norwood-Dingell bill.

Guess what, this became law in Texas
in 1991. These provisions that were in
the Norwood-Dingell bill were en-
hanced in Texas law in 1995.

How about internal appeals? The bill
that passed the House says, ‘‘Patients
must be able to appeal plan decisions
to deny, delay, or otherwise overrule
doctor-prescribed care and have those
concerns addressed in a timely manner.
Such an appeal system must be expe-
dient, particularly in situations that
threaten the life and health of the pa-
tient, and conducted by appropriately
credentialed individuals.’’

What is the situation in Texas? In
1995, these internal appeals were pro-
mulgated by regulations by the Texas
Department of Insurance.

How about external appeals? In the
Norwood-Dingell-Ganske bill, individ-
uals must have access to an external
independent body with the capability

and authority to resolve disputes for
cases involving medical judgment. The
plan must pay the costs of the process.
Any decision is binding on the plan. If
a plan refuses to comply with the ex-
ternal reviewer’s determination, the
patient may go to court to enforce the
decision. The court may award reason-
able attorneys’ fees in addition to or-
dering the provision of the benefit.

What is the Texas law? The same
thing. It became law in 1997. Since it
has been enacted, 700 patients plus
have appealed their health plan’s deci-
sions, with 50 percent of the decisions
falling in favor of the patients and 50
percent of the decisions in favor of the
health plan. The Texas external ap-
peals process is being challenged in
court. It could be overturned unless we
act here in Congress.

How about insurer accountability? In
the Norwood-Dingell-Ganske bill,
health plans are currently not held ac-
countable for decisions about patient
treatment that result in injury or
death under ERISA.

Currently, the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act preempts State
laws and provides essentially no rem-
edy for injured individuals whose
health plan decisions to limit care ulti-
mately cause harm. If the plan was at
fault, the maximum remedy is the de-
nied benefit. The bipartisan consensus
bill would remove ERISA’s preemption
and allow patients to hold health plans
accountable according to State law.

However, plans that comply with the
external reviewer’s decision may not be
held liable for punitive damages. That
is those $50 million or $100 million
awards. Additionally, any State law
limits on damages or legal proceedings
would apply. What is the situation in
Texas? The same thing. It became law
in 1997. Since that time, only three
lawsuits are known to have been filed
as a result of the Texas managed care
accountability statute.

Mr. Speaker, this missive that we
need to take with a truckload of salt
put out by AHP says, oh, yes, but there
are a bunch of cases out there in Texas
that have not been filed, so we do not
really know. I would point out that
Texas is tracking suits filed, not de-
cided. In Texas, there is a 2-year stat-
ute of limitations on bringing suits. If
those suits were out there, we would
know about them because they would
have to be filed. It simply is not hap-
pening.

Before Texas passed this law in 1997,
the insurance industry, the HMOs, said
the sky would fall, the sky would fall.
There would be a plethora of lawsuits.
Instead, we have seen three filed. How-
ever, we have seen probably over 1,000
of those disputes resolved before an in-
jury occurred. That is what we want to
do.

Choice of plans, the provision that is
in the Norwood-Dingell-Ganske bill,
the same thing in Texas, became law in
1999.

Provider selection provisions, those
regulations have already been promul-

gated by the Texas Department of In-
surance in 1995. Women’s protections
that are in the bipartisan consensus
bill became law in Texas in 1997. Access
to specialists in the Norwood-Dingell-
Ganske bill, the bipartisan bill, were
promulgated by regulation in Texas by
the Texas Department of Insurance in
1995.

Drug formulary, prescriptions. The
provisions that are in our bill that
passed this House with a vote of 275 be-
came law in Texas in 1999.

Mr. Speaker, maybe Governor Bush
and for that matter Senators MCCAIN
and HATCH, Senator LOTT, the majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), and presidential candidate
Gary Bauer are also aware of the De-
cember poll by the Harvard School of
Public Health and the Kaiser Family
Foundation which found that nearly 70
percent, let me repeat that, 68 percent,
to be precise, of Republican respond-
ents, that is two out of three, more
than two out of three Republicans, said
that they would favor patients’ rights
legislation that included the right to
sue their health plans.

It is awfully hard for somebody to
argue that an industry which is mak-
ing life and death decisions should have
a shield from liability that no other in-
dustry in this country has. Do auto-
mobile makers have a shield from li-
ability if they make a car that ex-
plodes? Do medical manufacturers have
a shield from liability if their product
causes a patient to die? No. I do not
know of too many Americans that
think they should.

When each and every one of us is not
only a purchaser but a participant in
this health system, when we know that
a member of our family or a friend or
a colleague at work has been mis-
treated by their HMO and denied medi-
cally necessary care, that is why about
85 percent of the people in this country
think that this Congress ought to pass
strong bipartisan patient protection
legislation.

I sincerely hope that we move in that
direction before the end of this session.
I look forward to working with my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to try
to effect a bill that we can get on the
President’s desk, get it signed into law,
that handles the medical necessity
issue and that provides an effective en-
forcement mechanism.
f

AMERICA’S PROBLEMS WITH ILLE-
GAL NARCOTICS AND DRUG
ABUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to return to the floor in really the sec-
ond half of this session of Congress to
renew my continued efforts to bring to
the attention of the Members of this
body and the American people the
problem that we as a Nation face in our
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tremendous problem of illegal nar-
cotics and drug abuse that have rav-
ished our land.

Tonight I will probably begin my 20-
something special order of the 106th
Congress by first of all reviewing a lit-
tle bit of what has taken place in some
of the omissions of the President in his
State of the Union Address, particu-
larly in regard to the threat we face as
a Nation from illegal narcotics.

Then I would like to focus a bit on a
General Accounting Office report that I
requested last year which is on drug
control. It was released a few weeks
ago, the end of the last year, in Decem-
ber. It is entitled ‘‘Assets That DOD
Contributes to Reducing the Illegal
Drug Supply Have Declined.’’ I will
speak about that particular report that
I requested, along with one of my col-
leagues from the other body.

Tonight again I think it is important
that I cover and the Congress pay at-
tention to items relating to illegal nar-
cotics and drug abuse that were not
mentioned by the President of the
United States, and as this problem af-
fects our state of the Union.

Just a few days ago, last week, the
President took the podium behind me
and he gave only glancing lines, one or
two lines, a sentence or two, in a very
lengthy presentation to the Congress
and the American people on the State
of the Union, and in particular, with
regard to illegal narcotics and drug
abuse. I will try to fill in some of the
gaps in what really is probably the
most serious problem facing us as a Na-
tion, the most difficult social and judi-
cial problem that we face, and one that
I have a small responsibility in trying
to develop a policy for in the Congress,
particularly in the House of Represent-
atives, as chair of the Subcommittee
on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources.

I think that anyone who just takes a
few minutes to look at social problems
facing us has to be struck by the sheer
magnitude of the illegal narcotics
problem. Since President Clinton took
office in 1993, and he did not mention
these figures, nearly 100,000 Americans
have lost their lives as a direct result
of illegal narcotics, overdoses and ac-
tivities related to illegal narcotics and
drug abuse. That is only the tip of the
iceberg because there are many, many
tens of thousands of other deaths re-
lated to illegal narcotics that are not
even reported in statistics and in the
numbers that I have cited.

Just in the most recent reporting pe-
riod, over 15,900 Americans lost their
lives as a result of narcotics in our
land. The problem is not diminishing,
the problem is in fact growing. That is
confirmed by just about every statis-
tical report our subcommittee has re-
ceived, and also by the sheer facts that
we see in picking up our daily news-
papers, whether it is in our Nation’s
Capital, Washington, D.C., or through-
out this land.

This problem we did not hear the
President talk about has resulted in

the incarceration of an unprecedented
number of Americans, with over 1.9
million Americans in jail today. It is
estimated 60 to 70 percent of those indi-
viduals behind bars are there because
of drug-related offenses.

The toll goes on and on. The most re-
cent statistic cited in this GAO report
has identified $110 billion in costs to
our economy.
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And if all the costs related with this
social problem are added up, it could be
as much as $250 billion a year.

So the cost is dramatic. The cost in
dollars is dramatic, but the cost in de-
stroyed lives across this land is abso-
lutely incredible.

Mr. Speaker, it is something to talk
to parents who have lost a young life
and drugs, illegal narcotics particu-
larly, impact our youth population.
But to try to understand the agony of
people that must deal with addiction,
the agony of people that have young or
adult individuals in their family
hooked on illegal narcotics, the rav-
ages that this has done to our economy
and what could otherwise be productive
lives is just untold.

So we have a problem that has been
swept under the table. It was not men-
tioned by the President in his address,
but again except a glancing and I think
talking briefly about aid to Colombia,
and I will talk about that very shortly.

But we got into this particular situa-
tion not by accident, I believe, because
in the 1980s under the leadership of
President Ronald Reagan and Presi-
dent George Bush, we began a decline.
At that point we had a cocaine epi-
demic and drug epidemic in the early
1980s that we were beginning to get
under control. If we look at the statis-
tics, we see clear evidence that, in fact,
drug use and prevalence of drugs, par-
ticularly among our young people was
on the decline. That there was, in fact,
a war on drugs in the 1980s and the be-
ginning of 1989.

Mr. Speaker, that multifaceted and
comprehensive program was, in fact,
dismantled beginning in 1993 with the
Clinton administration taking office.
Very purposefully, the President began
dismantling that effort. Some of that
dismantling is detailed in this report
that I requested. And, again, not my
statistics, but actual statistics com-
piled by and information compiled
independently by the General Account-
ing Office we will go over a bit tonight.

But the first thing that was done was
the dismantling of the drug czar’s of-
fice which was slashed from 120 staffers
to 20 staffers. I ask, how can we con-
duct a war or a concentrated effort
against narcotics, against the scourge
of drugs by slashing the command
structure? I say that is impossible, but
that was the very first step in this
process.

The next step, and I brought these
charts up before, but let me just bring
them out again, was dramatic declines
starting in 1992–93, here we see dra-

matic declines in drug spending for
international programs. Now, many
people might wonder what inter-
national programs are. International
programs would be stopping drugs at
their source.

So this war on drugs or fighting a
war on drugs is not really rocket
science. It does not take somebody
years and years to develop a strategy,
because we know that 100 percent of
the cocaine that is produced, I will say
99.5 percent of it that is produced,
there might be a little bit somewhere
else, but we know that it is produced in
Bolivia, Peru and Colombia. Again, not
rocket science.

We know that it is very cost-effective
for a source country eradication pro-
gram to deal with the problem. We
tried it and if we eliminate drugs where
they are grown, coca that produces co-
caine in a limited area of the world
where it can be grown, we do not have
a lot of cocaine production. Simple.

We also know that today some 65 to
70 percent of the heroin produced in the
world that is on our streets, and we
know factually that it is on our streets
from the fields of Colombia, comes
from, in fact, Colombia. We know
where the heroin comes from that is
spilling over in unbelievable quantities
on our streets and throughout our com-
munities.

The reason that we have incredible
supply of drugs in this country is basi-
cally because in 1993–1994, during the
Clinton administration and a Demo-
crat-controlled Congress, they made a
very direct decision to cut these cost-
effective eradication crop alternative
and drug programs in source countries.

Actually, this chart shows the 1995–
96, the period the new majority and Re-
publicans took over, that we have
begun to restore funds. If we use 1992
dollars in 1999, we are just about back
to the 1995 levels.

The same thing happened in interdic-
tion. Let me put this chart up if I may.
Again, we are going to stop and think
about this. It is a common sense ap-
proach. If they cannot produce drugs
and we stop them at their source, we
have stopped some of the supply. Now,
the next most cost-effective way to
stop illegal narcotics and a huge supply
from reaching our streets is simple. It
is to stop it as it is leaving the source
where it is produced. That can be very
cost-effectively done, as the Reagan
administration demonstrated and the
Bush administration, with interdiction
programs.

We brought the military into the
process in the 1980’s, not for our mili-
tary to be law enforcement officers,
not for them to conduct combat
against illegal narcotics traffickers,
but to provide surveillance intelligence
information.

Now, first of all we have to realize
that our military is conducting this
around the world all the time. I must
admit some of our resources have been
strained to the limit because this
President has deployed more forces in
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various deployments throughout the
world than probably any President in
the history of the Nation. But in any
event, we have in this arena for the
most part military, and we have re-
sources in this area. So what they have
been supplying is intelligence, surveil-
lance, and information. That is the
interdiction program heart and soul.

Now, again, using the military in
this fashion, again, 1993, we see a dra-
matic reduction. In fact, a 50 percent
slash. This GAO report which I will
cite tonight details even more what
took place. It is pretty startling what
took place about taking the military
and our assets out of this effort.

Again, if we look back here in the
Republican administration actually,
the Republican control of the House of
Representatives and the other body in
1995–96, we began to restore the funds.
And, again, because of 1992 dollars
versus 1999 dollars, we are just about
back at those levels. But, in fact, it has
been very difficult to put together
those resources. Again, in interdiction
programs also with a Department of
Defense, which this report outlines
that has not really been willing to co-
operate, and an administration, start-
ing with the Commander in Chief who
has not wanted to conduct a real cost-
effective and targeted war on illegal
narcotics.

So, again, stopping drugs at the
source is most cost-effective, and then
the second most cost-effective thing is
getting the drugs as they are coming
from the source. What is interesting
too is that practice, and what I am
talking about in interdiction really
does not require forces of the United
States to go after these. These would
be primarily giving intelligence and
working in a cooperative international
effort with countries like Bolivia,
Peru, and Colombia where the heroin
and cocaine is produced. We then allow
them, and they have, except where the
administration has blocked the infor-
mation and the intelligence, gone after
the drug traffickers, in some cases shot
them down or had the information and
the surveillance fed to them so that
they could cost effectively go after
drugs as they came from the source but
before they reached our border.

Now, this administration has picked
the least cost-effective way of going
after the war on drugs in my opinion.
In 1992 or 1993, they began an effort to,
in fact, put most of our war on drugs in
the treatment category. Most of the
expenditures from the Congress were
dedicated or redirected towards treat-
ment. Now, treatment by itself is very
necessary, but alone it will not solve
the problem. And it is very costly and
sometimes fairly ineffective, particu-
larly public sponsored treatment pro-
grams which have a 60 to 70 percent
failure rate.

I compare this a little bit, if one is
going to conduct a war, they target the
source, which was not done by the Clin-
ton administration. Then one tries to
get at the target as the destruction

comes from the source, which is inter-
diction. This method of the Clinton ad-
ministration has been pretty much just
treating the wounded in the battle, and
that is those who were afflicted by ille-
gal narcotics.

In fact, we have almost doubled since
1993 the amount of money for treat-
ment. Now, the President also came up
with his 100,000 cops on the street and
put the Congress in a bind to fund
those. We have funded those. I submit
tonight that that is probably one of the
most costly approaches to fighting this
war on drugs. And we can continue to
put cops on the street, it can be effec-
tive. Tough enforcement can be very
effective. But it is a costly way of
doing it, as opposed to putting a few
dollars at the source country to stop
drugs before they ever get to the
street.

The difficulty is once they reach our
borders, illegal narcotics, it is almost
impossible for all the law enforcement
agencies at every level, whether it is
local, State or national, to get all the
drugs; particularly in the huge quan-
tities that are coming across our bor-
ders, again, because the drugs have not
been stopped at their source.

So there has been, in my estimation,
a major flaw in the whole strategy of
the Clinton administration and really a
misappropriation of resources in this
effort. The results are pretty dramatic.
In fact, let me leave this interdiction
chart up here. Let me show here the
long-term trend and lifetime preva-
lence of heroin use. As we see in the
Reagan and Bush administration, there
is some activity here and a decline, ac-
tivity, and a decline. With the institu-
tion of the Clinton-Gore policy in 1992–
93 here, this is where it would take ef-
fect, we see a dramatic rise in the prev-
alence of heroin use.

It is amazing how this chart, if we
took it and had an overlay of the pre-
vious two charts, would show, again,
the failure of the current drug policy of
this administration.
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That is probably why President Clin-
ton did not want to talk about it the
other night when he came before the
Congress. We see here a slight decline,
and that is with the advent of a Repub-
lican-controlled policy and the begin-
ning of our trying to get resources
back in place.

One of the problems we have here is
the Clinton administration blocking
assistance to Colombia. It was their
policy that got us into a situation
where the President next week is going
to make a request to the Congress for
$1.5 or $1.6 billion. Now, he sort of
mumbled over the situation in Colom-
bia, but Colombia, in his term of office,
has become the major producer of co-
caine and heroin.

Again, in 1992–1993, there was almost
no coca production in Colombia. Al-
most no heroin production. Almost zip
in Colombia. And what the President
did through very direct actions, and I

will be glad to detail them for the
House of Representatives, he actually
began the increase of heroin and co-
caine production in Colombia.

The first step was in 1994. And having
served in the House of Representatives
during the 1993–1994 period, let me de-
tail what took place. I served on the
committee that oversaw drug policy. I
was in the minority at that time. I per-
sonally requested and had 130-plus
Members, Republicans and Democrats,
request a hearing on this change that
the Clinton administration had made,
on the Clinton’s so-called drug policy,
the changes that were made. Because I
saw then the beginning of a disaster.
That request was ignored. One hearing
was held. One hearing specifically on
the drug policy. There were cursory
hearings on the budget items.

In contrast, when the Republicans
took control of the House of Represent-
atives, we held dozens and dozens of
hearings, both under Mr. Zeliff, who
chaired the subcommittee with drug
policy responsibility, and then under
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), who is now the Speaker of
the House and former chairman who
was involved in restarting most of the
anti-narcotics effort in the Congress,
and particularly in the House of Rep-
resentatives as chair of that sub-
committee.

But the first step in this disaster and
how we were going to end up, the tax-
payers of this country, with a $15.5, $1.6
billion next week, is that on May 1,
1994, the sharing of drug trafficking in-
telligence and information with the
governments of Peru and Colombia
ceased. This was a, and I am sorry to
put this into the RECORD, but a
cockamamie plan and decision by the
administration and out of the Depart-
ment of Defense under the Clinton ad-
ministration, that we would cease
sharing intelligence information with
Colombia.

Actually, this raised the ire on both
sides of the aisle. And I remember
meeting the President at the Hemi-
spheric Conference in Miami. He was
inundated by protest from Members on
both sides of the aisle, and in a closed-
door meeting he said he did not know
that this had taken place. In fact, the
administration fought us in trying to
restart this effort, claiming they need-
ed additional legislative authority.

And I might say that the House of
Representatives and the Congress did
act. And a GAO report in May of 1994
said the decision of the administration
to not share this information with Co-
lombia made life easier for drug traf-
fickers. But Congress did step in,
passed a law that would require the ad-
ministration to provide intelligence
and information. And even then, after
that took place and the damage that
was done from that, the administration
continued to block aid and assistance
to Colombia.

Incidentally, in January of 1995,
under heavy pressure from both Demo-
crats and Republicans, the intelligence
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sharing was resumed. The problem was
again in actions by the administration,
this administration, to cut off assist-
ance to Colombia so it could effectively
bring a halt to narcotics trafficking
and narcoterrorism in its country.

In 1995 to 1996, I remember writing a
request to the administration and to
others to try to get aid to that coun-
try. In 1997, critically needed law en-
forcement assistance, such as heli-
copters, to replace those shot down; de-
fensive ammunition and ballistic pro-
tective equipment was delayed by the
Department of Defense.

I also brought, and was able to find,
a letter dated August 25, 1994, asking
the then drug czar to respond to Mr.
Clinger about information, intelligence
sharing, with the governments of Co-
lombia. And this was in response to
protests from Congress about the pol-
icy that the administration had adopt-
ed dealing with providing that needed
intelligence information to Colombia. I
just thought it was interesting that we
have good documentation of showing
exactly how this administration and
various agencies thwarted every at-
tempt of the Congress and request of
the Congress to get needed critical
equipment to Colombia.

Unfortunately, the policy of decerti-
fying Colombia as not participating in
the war on drugs was inappropriately
handled by the administration. Having
dealt in the development of that law in
the 1980s, there is a provision in decer-
tification law to allow the President,
when they consider whether a country
should be eligible for aid and assist-
ance, to grant a national interest waiv-
er so that assistance, such as counter-
narcotics aid, can get to that country.
The administration failed to imple-
ment the waiver and kept any type of
assistance in the war on drugs from
reaching Colombia during a critical pe-
riod.

So first we take away information
sharing up to 1995, and then from 1995
into 1998 we decertify Colombia and not
make it eligible in a manner that could
be done with a waiver to get aid and as-
sistance so they could find
narcoterrorism and drug production
and trafficking in that country. The re-
sults are absolutely incredible.

As I said, now we have 65 to 75 per-
cent of the heroin that enters the
United States coming from Colombia.
We have a majority of the cocaine pro-
duced in Colombia today. And again,
some 6 or 7 years ago Colombia was not
even in the production business of ei-
ther of these hard narcotics.

Tonight I wanted to focus on a report
that I requested, and requested it last
year with the Senate caucus chairman
on International Narcotics Control, the
Honorable CHARLES GRASSLEY. This re-
port, prepared by the GAO, details ex-
actly what we suspected about this ad-
ministration’s policy. The GAO report
is entitled ‘‘Assets DOD Contributes to
Reducing the Illegal Drug Supply Have
Declined.’’

The report details some of that de-
cline, and again the Clinton adminis-

tration’s dismantling of anything that
could be termed even close to a war on
drugs. The report states, in fact on
page 4, the number of flight hours dedi-
cated to detecting and monitoring il-
licit drug shipments declined from ap-
proximately 46,000 to 15,000, or a 68 per-
cent decline from 1992 through 1999.
Likewise, the GAO report says that the
number of shipped days declined from
about 4,800 to 1,800, or 62 percent over
the same period.

Again, this report details a disman-
tling of any type of an effort that
might even be termed close to a war on
drugs. The decline in DOD assets that
DOD uses to carry out its counter-drug
responsibility is, according to this re-
port, due to a lower priority assigned
to the counter-drug mission and, sec-
ondly, they say, to reduction in defense
budgets and force levels.

Now, I might say that most of the re-
ductions, and we looked at the inter-
diction, most of the reductions to the
war on drug effort were instituted in
1993–1994 by a Democrat-controlled
Congress. Only in the last several years
have we been able to up the spending in
the defense category. And even some of
the money that we have appropriated
for anti-narcotics efforts has been di-
verted, according to this report. And
even some of the assets have been di-
verted to other deployments, according
to this report, such as Kosovo, Haiti,
and other activities directed by the
President.

The GAO report also is very critical
of DOD’s really basic activities or com-
mitments in the war on drugs. It says
that DOD has failed to develop meas-
ures to assess the effectiveness of its
counter-drug activities and rec-
ommends that such a system of meas-
uring the effectiveness of its counter-
drug activities be instituted.

DOD officials noted that the level of
counter-drug assets will continue to be
restrained by DOD’s requirement to
satisfy other priorities. So basically,
drugs have not become a priority.

It is also interesting to see the re-
sults of the change in policy by the ad-
ministration. And again I just want to
show what has taken place since 1980
with Ronald Reagan and the long-term
trend in lifetime prevalence of drug
use. In the 1980s we see the beginning
of a decline down through the end of
President Reagan’s term, and on down
to a bottom when President Bush left
office. The policy adopted by this ad-
ministration, back again in 1993, with
the election of President Clinton and
Vice President Gore, shows a steep re-
turn to the prevalence of drug use. And
this is lifetime drug use.

If we took this chart and just showed
our youth, the statistics are even more
dramatic.
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Now, this report that again I bring
before the House tonight, the GAO re-
port on the decline of our military as-
sets in the war on drugs, has some star-
tling information and comments. I

want to take them right out of the re-
port.

According to General Wilhelm, and
General Wilhelm is the general in
charge of SOUTHCOM, SOUTHCOM is
the Southern Command, which is in
charge really of this surveillance oper-
ation, the detection and interdiction
effort. According to General Wilhelm,
the Southern Command commander,
the Command can only detect and
monitor 15 percent of key routes in the
overall drug trafficking area about 15
percent of the time. And this is in the
report, and I met with General Wilhelm
during the recess and he confirmed this
statement.

What is even of greater concern and
should be a concern to every Member of
Congress and every American citizen is
not only have they closed down any
semblance of the war on drugs and
cost-effectively dismantled interdic-
tion and we are down to this capa-
bility, but even as this report was writ-
ten, we had the further damage done to
this whole effort by the United States
last May being dislodged from Howard
Air Force base in Panama.

Almost all of the operations for for-
ward surveillance and forward oper-
ating locations in the war on drugs is
located at Howard Air Force Base in
Panama. All flights ceased last May 1.
So we have had an incredible gap left
wide.

That is why we continue to see in-
credible amounts of heroin. And this is
not the heroin of the 1980s that was 10
percent pure. This is the heroin of the
1990s that is now 70 and 80 percent pure.
That is why we continue to see the
death and destruction that we see.

I come from an area that has had
heroin overdose deaths, particularly
among its young people, that now ex-
ceed the homicides in Central Florida.
And I represent one of the most pros-
perous, well-educated districts in the
Nation. So we have seen an incredible
number of deaths.

I met with local law enforcement of-
ficials and particularly the High Inten-
sity Drug Traffic Area Group that I
helped establish to deal with this prob-
lem of, again, drugs coming into our
region in Central Florida. I met with
them during the recess, and I was
stunned to hear their commentary that
the deaths have basically leveled out.
We have still a record number of deaths
but they have leveled out some. But
the overdoses continue to explode.

The only reason that the deaths are
not greater in my area and other areas
is that medical emergency treatment
has become better in helping save
young lives and people who suffer from
drug overdose. That is sort of a sad
commentary that we have even more
overdoses, and the only way that we
are really making any slight progress
is through additional and swifter and
better medical treatment for overdose
folks.

But if my colleagues want to know
where the illegal narcotics are coming
from, this basically says that the war
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on drugs was closed down in 1993 by the
Clinton administration. It does not
paint a very pretty picture and I know
that people are not happy to see this
by the commander of our Southern
Command who is in charge of that ef-
fort, but that basically is what has
taken place.

The report is even more disturbing in
that in this chart we conducted a hear-
ing the morning of the President’s
State of the Union address on January
27 and had DOD, the Coast Guard, and
U.S. Customs come in, whose activities
are also detailed in this record, but we
use this chart and it is taken right
from the report again and it shows that
in the blue here it shows the requested
assets of the Department of Defense by
SOUTHCOM.

So our commander who is in charge
of the interdiction, the important part
of keeping drugs from our shores, re-
quested, and these are his requests in
blue and part of the graph here in red
is what asset he received from DOD.

So we see the requests here again in
blue and the red is actually what he
got. This is even more disheartening
because Congress has put more money
into defense and defense in this admin-
istration are providing fewer and fewer
assets in the war on drugs.

Now, I take great exception to any-
one who tells me that the war on drugs
is a failure. Because the war on drugs,
and I can bring back the chart of the
Clinton administration and the Bush-
Reagan administration, here, my col-
leagues, is the failure. It is very evi-
dent. This details exactly what took
place. That is the failure. And how in
heaven’s name can Congress appro-
priate additional money to DOD, and
we have appropriated some of the first
increases since again the fall of com-
munism and the Berlin Wall to defense.

Now, I know a lot of that has been di-
verted to Kosovo, Bosnia, Haiti, and
Somalia, but even in this scenario it is
just unbelievable that very few assets
and the policy of this administration
has diverted assets again from this ef-
fort.

Now they are coming forward with an
emergency appropriation for Colombia.
The situation in Colombia, as I said,
was really generated by direct policy
decisions of this administration, and
we are now going to pay for them in a
very big way with a very big tab. But
this shows again the lack of putting
any real cost-effective method of fight-
ing illegal narcotics.

This chart, and I will hold it up for
just a minute, shows the decline in the
assets that DOD contributes to reduc-
ing illegal drugs. And in this chart,
this center red here shows DOD de-
cline. A little bit of the slack has been
taken up since 1995 by the Coast Guard,
which is in this line, I believe it is
green, you are dealing with a color
blind Member of Congress; and this
blue line here is the total assets con-
tributed.

So some of the slack has been taken
up by the Coast Guard and also by U.S.

Customs. That is the only reason
things are not even worse today even
with the commitment that the new
majority has made since 1995 in the
war on drugs.

And again this is the result of what
we see today. And these are the latest
statistics on heroin. This is provided to
me by DEA, our Drug Enforcement
Agency, and they can tell us because of
scientific analysis, just like DNA anal-
ysis, where heroin is coming from. We
know South America, and this is all
Colombia, 65 to 70 percent is coming
from there.

What is scary here is the chart I got
from 1997 shows Mexico, which again in
the early 1990s was a very very small
producer of heroin, is now a 17-percent
producer. And that is also I think di-
rectly as a result of this administra-
tion’s policy of give Mexico every pos-
sible trade benefit, give Mexico every
possible financial benefit, give Mexico
access to our financial and inter-
national assistance programs, and get
nothing in return.

And what we have gotten in return is
an increase in heroin produced in that
country. And then southeast Asia pro-
duces about 14 percent. But the bulk of
the heroin that we have seen that is
flooding into our streets and our com-
munities, and we have to remember
that this red portion would not even
have appeared in the early 1990s has
been as a direct result of not targeting,
going after, the source of illegal nar-
cotics and again in a very cost effec-
tive way.

Now, you may say can that be effec-
tive. Let me say, since 1995 when we
took over, I went with Mr. Zeliff and
then also with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HASTERT) who chaired this
subcommittee into Peru and Bolivia.
We met with President Fujimori, we
met with Hugo Banzer Suarez and
other leaders of those countries and
asked what will it take to reduce co-
caine production. And we got small
amounts of money, it is almost insig-
nificant in the amounts of money that
we are spending and the impact on our
economy, but somewhere between $20
million or $40 million out of $178 billion
to those countries.

In 2 years of work and 2 years of
planning, we have been able to reduce
the cocaine production in Bolivia by 53
percent and by almost 60 percent in
Peru, which is absolutely remarkable.
So very little money has helped curtail
that.

Now, there is one problem that we
have seen, and in fact that is produc-
tion of cocaine, and this is from one of
the newspapers just a few days ago,
January 19 in an Associated Press, ‘‘Co-
caine Production Surges in Colombia.’’

Why is it surging in Colombia? Be-
cause the resources that Colombia has
requested still have not gotten to Co-
lombia, the resources that this Con-
gress appropriated to Colombia. We ap-
propriated $300 million to Colombia in
the last fiscal year, which ended in De-
cember. We are into October in a new
fiscal year.

To date, this administration has con-
tinued to block or bungle getting aid to
Colombia. The record is just unbeliev-
able.

Now, my colleagues may have heard
that Colombia is now the third largest
recipient of United States foreign as-
sistance. Well, that would be all well
and great and factual if they got that
money. But, in fact, the record of this
administration in blocking and thwart-
ing and bungling getting aid to Colom-
bia is just unbelievable.

Our hearing helped detail some of
that. Our closed-door meetings with
the Department of Defense, Depart-
ment of State and other agencies indi-
cated a horrible job and failure in get-
ting assistance there.

Let us take a minute and look at
what has happened with the $300 mil-
lion that Congress appropriated in the
past fiscal year. Where is that money?
Less than $100 million, a third of that,
is actually in Colombia today. Most of
$100 million, or one-third of that, is in
the form of three Blackhawk heli-
copters.

It is absolutely unbelievable. It is
mind boggling. Every Member of Con-
gress should be contacting the Depart-
ment of State tomorrow and asking
why those helicopters that we have
given to and asked for for 3 or 4 years
and finally gotten down to Colombia
late last fall are still not flying be-
cause they do not have protective
armor, they do not have ammunition
to even conduct combat or participate
in the war on drugs.

b 2115

What an incredible bungling. We did
not hear anything about that from the
President when he spoke at the podium
last week. We will not hear about that
next week when the President asks for
$1.5 or $1.6 billion of hard-earned tax-
payer money. We will not also hear the
incredible story, I do not have this to-
tally documented but I am told by staff
that during the holidays when every-
one was concerned about the terrorist
threat and everything, that the ammu-
nition that was to be delivered years
ago and requested and appropriated
partly through the $300 million and
even promised before that as surplus
material for the war on drugs to Co-
lombia, the ammunition was delivered
to the back door loading dock of the
State Department. This in fact is not
only the administration that closed
down the war on drugs, this is the ad-
ministration that bungled the war on
drugs. I do not mind putting whatever
resource we can cost effectively into
these countries to combat illegal nar-
cotics. But what an incredible fiasco to
find out that the helicopters that we
paid for still are not conducting a war
on drugs, to find out they are not
armed, to find out they are idled, to
find out that the ammunition we have
requested time and time again cannot
even be delivered to the country in an
orderly and timely fashion.
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And what do we see? Cocaine produc-

tion surges in Colombia. Now, I wonder
why.

This report also details an incredible
story about a request from the United
States Ambassador to Peru. Now, that
would be a Clinton appointee. The U.S.
Ambassador to Peru on page 17 and 18
of this report warned in an October 1998
letter to the State Department that
the reduction in air support could have
a serious impact on the price of coca
and coca production in Peru. Here we
put in place a very cost-effective and
effective program and we have gotten a
60 percent reduction in cocaine and
coca production in Peru. The Ambas-
sador asked for assistance and warned
that the reduction that is detailed
here, the reduction that this adminis-
tration has directed basically taking us
out of this effort is going to result in
additional coca production. I was
stunned to learn by information pro-
vided to me at the Southcom briefing
in Miami by our leaders down there
that for the first time they are now
seeing an increase in production of co-
caine and coca in Peru again. It is in-
credible that we cannot get minimal
resources and cost-effective resources
to the source countries to stop illegal
narcotics production and then get the
drugs before they get to our shores,
interdict them and at least provide the
intelligence and surveillance informa-
tion to countries that have the will
like President Fujimora who instituted
a shootdown policy. The drug dealers
go up and they shot them down. Some
people did not want us to provide that
information to the government of
Peru. Some people said that was cruel
and unusual punishment on those drug
dealers. I would like to take those who
believe that and let them talk to the
mothers and fathers in my district that
have lost a young person to drug over-
dose. I would like to take them to the
15,900 Americans who just in 1 year to
their families, the survivors who have
lost a loved one and see what they
think about this failed policy.

I think it is also important to see
what this policy has wrought on this
Nation of late. Just during the recess
in the last few days, there was a report,
and actually this is from last week,
this is January 27, ironically the same
day the President stood a few feet from
where I am now standing and talked to
us about the State of the Union. He did
not talk about the State of the Union
in this headline: Drug Use Explodes in
Rural America. Not only have our
urban centers been decimated by ille-
gal narcotics, not only has now our
suburban area, the other parts of the
country, and I represent a suburban
area that had really not been victim
here, but now, thanks to this great pol-
icy and this great failure, we have
managed to make our rural areas a
killing fields. The statistics are unbe-
lievable. The percent of eighth graders
who said they used a drug at least
once, the highest percentage of this use
in marijuana, cocaine, crack, heroin

and amphetamines is now in our rural
areas. We did not hear the President
talk about that. Nor did we hear him
talk about this failed policy. And now
we know why, because the legacy of
this administration to address the
most serious social problem we face in
our Nation, that is again destroying
countless lives, that again is impacting
our youth in every part of our country,
metropolitan, suburban and now rural,
we see why we have gotten ourselves
into this situation by again failed poli-
cies.

It is nice to talk about who failed,
and I do not want to be partisan in
that, but I think people must be held
accountable. I should also report that
the Republican majority has begun to
put this effort back together. We have
begun to restore the cost-effective pro-
grams, the one I described in stopping
cocaine production in Peru and Bolivia.
We would like to restart it in Colom-
bia, but we need an administration
that is capable of at least delivering
the resources to our allies in this effort
and restarting a real war on drugs
where the drugs are produced, where
the drugs are coming from. Addition-
ally, we have brought the Coast Guard
back and United States customs and
provided additional funding and re-
sources. We are back up to the 1992–1993
funding levels for that.

Now, we know that just restarting
interdiction and source country pro-
grams is not the answer. I had proposed
legislation that would require our
media and particularly those broadcast
media, because I know television, radio
impact our lives and particularly our
young people, influence their opinion
more than just about anything today.
But I had proposed that they devote
more of their time. In fact, we mandate
that that time, public airtime be given
to drug messages and not just at odd
hours but throughout prime time. The
President, of course, has had a dif-
ferent approach, which was spending,
and he proposed expenditure and pur-
chase of those. The compromise, and,
of course, we must deal in a com-
promise situation to get anything done
here because we have a great diversity
and a very narrow majority, the com-
promise was a plan that combined my
plan with the President’s plan, and we
have $1 billion appropriated for 3 years
for drug education, we are 1 year into
it, and the other part of the com-
promise was to have at least a match
in donated time. We are 1 year into it.
I am not real pleased with the begin-
ning. I thought it was not a good start.
Hopefully we will have even more effec-
tive drug and antinarcotics ads, edu-
cation ads for our young people and
adults, because it is important that
education along with eradication,
interdiction, enforcement and also
treatment be part of a multifaceted ap-
proach.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues and bringing that multi-
faceted approach. I am pleased to re-
port again on this issue to the Congress
and the American people.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after
12 p.m. on account of family matters.

Mr. LARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for January 31 on account
of airport delays.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. KIND, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. STEARNS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today and February 2.

Mr. SWEENEY, for 5 minutes, Feb-
ruary 8.

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,

today and February 2.
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. KINGSTON, at his own request, for

5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 25 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 2, 2000,
at 10 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5923. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Technical Amendments to
FDIC Regulations Relating to Rules of Prac-
tice and Procedure and Deposit Insurance
Coverage (RIN: 3064–AC30) received Decem-
ber 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

5924. A letter from the Director, Office of
Thrift Supervision, transmitting the annual
report on the national flood insurance pro-
gram, pursuant to Public Law 103–325, sec-
tion 529(a) (108 Stat. 2266); to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

5925. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the annual report of the
National Advisory Committee on Institu-
tional Quality and Integrity for fiscal year
1999, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1145(e); to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

5926. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting a report on the quality of ground water
in the nation and the effectiveness of state
ground water protection programs; to the
Committee on Commerce.
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