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be overpaying their taxes, and Gov-
ernor Bush is proposing that 29 cents of 
every surplus dollar go back to the peo-
ple who gave us the surplus, the tax-
payers. 

What is the alternative to that vi-
sion? It is not paying down debt. It is 
not a question of cutting taxes or pay-
ing off debt. It is a question of after 
paying off the debt and shoring up So-
cial Security and Medicare, giving peo-
ple their money back or spending it on 
new programs in Washington, which is 
what the Vice President is proposing. 

He is proposing a minor 7 cents out of 
every surplus dollar going back to the 
taxpayers who gave us the surplus in 
the first place and a whopping 46 cents 
of new spending out of every surplus 
dollar. So the question that the Vice 
President has answered, is, it is not a 
question of paying off debt, it is a ques-
tion of not giving anybody their money 
back or spending more money on new 
programs in Washington. 

If my colleagues take a look at the 
amount of spending, Bush wants to 
spend $278 billion over the next 10 years 
above and beyond the current budgets 
for national defense, for education, for 
fixing Medicare. GORE wants to in-
crease spending by $2.1 trillion. He is 
proposing the largest spending increase 
in 35 years to double the size of the 
Federal Government in 10 years. That 
is the proposal you see with the Gore 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a huge election. 
This is about philosophy and vision. 
The question is, do you want your 
money to come to Washington and to 
stay in Washington, so that Wash-
ington then can give you some of your 
money back if you engage in behavior 
that they approve of; or do you want to 
keep some more of your own money in 
your paycheck to begin with? Do you 
want us to become fiscally responsible 
and pay off our debts before we launch 
into new spending sprees and creating 
more programs? 

These are the questions that are 
being answered that are going to be on 
line in the ballot this November be-
tween Bush and Gore. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), who has or-
chestrated this hour and thank him for 
the time he has given. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN). I thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DREIER), the chairman 
of the Committee on Rules, and also 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ARMEY), the majority leader. We have 
had an opportunity today to speak 
about the differences between what is 
AL GORE’s old tax and scheme plans 
versus confidence and security that we 
will make sure that people make their 
own decisions back at home which is 
called the George Bush plan. 

I want to thank my colleagues for 
not only participating today, but for 

the fervency of their belief that Amer-
ica’s greatest days lie ahead of us; that 
I believe that America’s greatest days 
and no problem that cannot be solved 
in America, because America will be 
responsible for its own destiny and the 
future, not the government.

f 

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PEASE). 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 come to the floor this afternoon, and 
I hope to talk about the issue that I 
usually come on Tuesday to talk about 
but was preempted by the presidential 
debates on Tuesday night, that is, the 
problem of illegal narcotics and the 
damage that illegal narcotics have 
done across our land. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but come 
to the floor, though, preceding my col-
leagues who just spoke about some of 
the differences and the great balance 
that we have that may be undone here 
in this next election and some of the 
differences between the candidates on 
the issues. 

I sat with many of my colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, and watched the debates. 
There are some things I would have 
mentioned that were not mentioned. 
Governor Bush has not been part of the 
legislative process here. The governor 
was chief executive of the State of 
Texas. 

Mr. GORE has been a Member of the 
other body, and the differences are 
very dramatic. He served a number of 
years as a Member of Congress and fi-
nally as a Member of the other body, 
and it was interesting. 

Before I get into the drug portion of 
my talk this afternoon, I want to talk 
about some of the differences that are 
very distinct, the failure of the Vice 
President, when he was a Member of 
Congress, to ever come forth with a 
balanced budget; the failure of Mr. 
GORE to ever come forward with a pro-
posal to secure Social Security. He is 
talking about a lockbox.

b 1530 

The Republicans did a lockbox here. 
He is talking about paying down the 
deficit by 2012. We are talking about 
paying down the deficit sooner than 
that with the plan that we have. 

There are things that he had an op-
portunity, but why did he not propose 
this? When the Democrats had control 
of both Houses of Congress, the Senate, 
by a wide margin, and this body here 
by a wide veto-proof margin, they 
could do basically anything they want-
ed to do. What did they do? He said, 
well, I cast the deciding vote for an 
economic policy. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, his plan was to 
pass a deciding vote to increase taxes 

to the highest level they had. The plan 
that they brought to this floor of the 
House of Representatives in 1993 when 
they passed that huge tax increase pro-
jected, their projections were a $200 bil-
lion deficit this year. That would have 
been on top of raiding social security, 
which they had done decade after dec-
ade when they controlled this body. 

What a farce, to have this side and 
one of the leaders of the other side 
come before the American people and 
tell them that he is going to solve the 
problem if he is given another chance. 

He had a chance in the Congress, he 
had a chance when they controlled this 
place for 2 years with a wide, wide mar-
gin. What did they do? They taxed and 
they spent the largest tax increase. 

Talk about energy policy, they do 
not have a clue of an energy policy. 
They have allowed the United States of 
America to be held hostage by ten dic-
tators and by Middle East sheiks and 
others and allowed our reliance from 
around 50 percent on foreign oil to go 
now into the 56 percent and growing 
range. So we are held hostage. That is 
their policy. 

What is amazing is that we are being 
held hostage by people in the Middle 
East, we who sent, under President 
Bush, our young men and women to die 
for them, and they cannot even nego-
tiate an oil deal to give us a better rate 
on the per barrel oil price. 

They do not have a clue of an energy 
policy. On our side of the aisle, we have 
all backed a domestic plan and tried to 
increase domestic production, tried to 
get alternative fuels. I have been up to 
the ANWR region of Alaska. The foot-
print that they had and the technology 
they had years ago when they took oil 
out of Prudhoe Bay, and even taking 
oil out of Prudhoe Bay, it is not the 
same technology today that it was 20 
years ago. There is a very small im-
print and footprint for oil production. 

There is no reason why we have to be 
energy dependent. We can put a man on 
the moon. And there is no reason why 
we cannot devise technology for nu-
clear energy. Some countries produce 
much, much more of their energy sup-
ply by nuclear means. They do not 
want to talk about that, of course. But 
there is no reason why we cannot do 
away with nuclear waste and turn that 
actually into energy production. There 
is no reason why we should be held hos-
tage. Under this administration, we 
have increased our dependency to for-
eign sources. 

Those are some of the things that I 
noticed in the debate. 

They talk about a tax cut and bal-
ancing the budget without hurting peo-
ple. We heard the other side here, as we 
attempted to balance the budget. Bal-
ancing the budget is something they 
could have done for 40 years here. All 
they had to do was match the expendi-
tures with the revenues. It is not a 
complicated thing. Most Americans do 
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it every week. They have to limit their 
expenditures to what they take in. 

We did that, and kicking and scream-
ing and dragging some of our people 
through elections and calling them 
names and accusing them of all kinds 
of atrocities is unfair. They want to do 
that again with Mediscare, with scar-
ing seniors about social security. 

Stop and think. I have great respect 
for senior citizens all in my family 
that I know because they have been 
around a long time, and they are not 
fooled by those who will tell them that 
they bankrupted social security when 
they had control of the entire process. 
They were not only bankrupting the 
country in these huge deficit expendi-
tures, but dipping into the social secu-
rity trust fund, dipping into the High-
way Trust Fund, dipping into the avia-
tion trust fund, dipping into the Fed-
eral employees’ trust fund. 

Every one of these accounts they 
raided, until we were just about at our 
financial knees. Thank goodness a Re-
publican majority, a new majority in 
the House and in the other body, came 
along to rescue that. 

So now the folks from the other side 
that raided these funds, we restored 
the funds and took the abuse from 
them and were putting our Nation’s fi-
nances in order, and they had the gall 
to go before the American people and 
tell them that they need another 4 
years in the White House to solve these 
problems. They need control of the 
House and Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, their history is tax and 
spend. Their history. We passed legisla-
tion putting our financial House in 
order. We also passed a $1,000 tax credit 
for those people who have children in 
this country when they said we could 
not do it, that we could not do that. We 
passed a marriage penalty tax which 
was vetoed by those same folks that 
have taken control that want to deny 
tens and tens of millions of working 
men and women a little bit of money 
back in their pocket and not be penal-
ized for being married. 

Is that family-friendly? Is that help-
ing working people? So I saw those de-
bates, too. I am so glad my colleagues 
were here before me to reiterate some 
of the issues. 

The question of education, for 40 
years the other side has done nothing 
but bring power to Washington, as far 
as education. We heard in the debates 
that only 6 cents of every dollar comes 
from the Federal Government. We have 
a Department of Education with thou-
sands of bureaucrats, most of them in 
Washington, D.C., 5,000, and many 
thousands of contract employees. They 
disguise the true number of employees. 
I will talk about Federal employees in 
just a moment. 

But in education, we have 5,000, and 
within just a few miles of my voice in 
this Capitol there are 3,000 Department 
of Education Federal employees. 

One time I took a student who was 
visiting here. We were on our way down 
to the White House. We drive from the 
Capitol to the White House and see all 
of these buildings, these massive build-
ings. He asked me, what do people do in 
those buildings? We passed the Depart-
ment of Education. I told him, there 
are 3,000 Federal education employees 
just in Washington, D.C. I will tell you 
what they do, they administer hun-
dreds of Federal education programs. 
We were up to 760 Federal education 
programs, all well-meaning, but all 
that required administration and over-
head. 

Not only do they require it in down-
town Washington in those buildings, 
where they make $60,000 to $100,000, on 
average, and show me one teacher in 
my district that makes $60,000 to 
$100,000. I do not know of any. But they 
make it in those buildings here. 

I will tell the Members what those 
people do in the Department of Edu-
cation: They pass rules and regula-
tions. They administer those 760 pro-
grams. 

I have no problem with the Federal 
Government providing money to edu-
cation. In fact, I guarantee Members, if 
we ask this question and people would 
answer, this would be the response. The 
question would be, if we were thinking 
about it, who would provide more fund-
ing for education, Republicans or 
Democrats? If we had an audience here, 
Mr. Speaker, of citizens sitting here, 
they would probably say the Demo-
crats would.

That is wrong. The Democrats, when 
they had control, again, and when they 
were running these deficits, they put 
very little money into education and 
increases. 

If we take the same period of time 
that we have had control of this House 
and we go back when they had control, 
we dramatically increased the funding 
and money available for education as a 
percentage compared to what they did, 
and put more money in student loans. 
The difference is that they put more 
money in administration. They put 
more emphasis on regulation. They 
want the control here in Washington, 
D.C., so that is why they not only re-
quire those 3,000 Federal employees 
here administering these programs, 
again, well-intended, but they require 
them in the regional offices. 

Then, what is worse is they require 
them in the State capitals and down at 
the school boards until we get down to 
the poor teacher. The teacher is held 
captive by rules, regulations, by the 
mandates coming from Washington. I 
guarantee Members that if we had a 
President GORE, he would be the king 
of rules and regulations, and more con-
trol in Washington. 

That is what the debate is about: Do 
we want Washington and the Federal 
Government to have more control, 
more power, more authority, or do we 

want the money that is hard earned by 
the taxpayers to go back to the tax-
payers? That is the major question, the 
major difference, for the people who 
get their check at the end of the week 
and they look at the check and there is 
very little left. 

I remember when my daughter grad-
uated a couple of years ago from col-
lege. Her biggest shock was to get her 
first paycheck. She almost cried. She 
said, dad, I have hardly anything left, 
and she was not making that much 
money. But she was shocked, as every 
American worker is shocked, at the 
end of the week, how much they have 
left; at the end of the month, at the 
end of the year, how much they have 
left. 

This is one of the best fundamental 
debates this Congress and this country 
has ever heard, because the debate is 
about where that money is going to 
end up and who controls that money: 
whether we control it, have it back in 
our pockets, or whether they send it to 
Washington and tell us how our school 
will be run, whether they add more ad-
ministrators in that Department of 
Education in Washington, whether 
they force more administrators at the 
regional level, whether they force more 
at the school level. 

I served in the State legislature in 
Tallahassee, Florida, the capital, back 
in the seventies. If Members go to Tal-
lahassee, Florida, there is a huge cap-
itol building. I was there when they 
built it. 

But the second biggest building in 
Tallahassee, Florida, is a skyscraper 
which is a Department of Education, a 
State Department of Education. That 
Department of Education grew to a 
huge bureaucracy, one, because of some 
of the rules and regulations and man-
dates that came out of Washington. 
Again, they only supply 6 cents on 
every dollar. The rest of the money 
comes from local property taxes, State 
sales tax and State fees and local 
money. But they pass down to the local 
level this huge bureaucracy, this red 
tape, so a teacher is held hostage in her 
classroom, so a principal cannot con-
trol the school, so the school board has 
to have hundreds and hundreds of man-
dated Federal employees carrying out 
Federal mandates. 

That is where the education money 
goes. That is why this is a great and 
fundamental debate. If people want 
government to have more control, 
there is a very clear choice. If they 
want education mandated out of Wash-
ington, there is a very clear choice. If 
they want more regulations in edu-
cation, there is a very clear choice. 

Some of this is not rocket science. 
We know that children need basic edu-
cation. Governor Bush, I heard his pro-
posal for Head Start. What a great pro-
posal. What he has done in Texas with 
his young people, if we could do that 
for our country, for our children, which 
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are the poorest and most at-risk chil-
dren in this country, they need basic 
education. They need to be able to read 
and write and do simple math. It is not 
complicated. My wife was an elemen-
tary schoolteacher, and this is some of 
the answer. 

Let me tell the Members what they 
put in place. Even I tried to change it, 
and we cannot change the bureaucracy 
because they will veto it. This Presi-
dent will veto it. 

With Head Start, a great program, I 
was involved in helping, when I went to 
the University of Florida some 40 years 
ago, before some of my colleagues here 
were even born, I was trying to help 
young people, particularly with an in-
stitution, with the University of Flor-
ida. 

Here is a great education university 
next to a community in Gainesville 
that had many poor children who did 
not have an opportunity for education. 

The Great Start concept is to take 
good resources, teaching resources, and 
to give those young people the ability 
to have a head start, to have access to 
education so that they have the basic 
skills so when they enter school they 
can do simple math, they can read.

b 1545 

Governor Bush, and I hope will be 
President Bush, proposed that we con-
vert Head Start into a reading program 
or at least an emphasis on reading and 
basic skills. 

I have a good Head Start program in 
my local area, but we also have a Head 
Start program which I examined in my 
area. My Head Start program, the pub-
lic one, is a great example of what we 
should not be doing with taxpayer 
money. One of the Head Start pro-
grams spends between $8,000 and $9,000 
per year per student for a part-time 
program which is basically a glorified 
baby-sitting program. It has turned 
into a minority employment program 
so that the student who is coming out 
of a disadvantaged home is going into a 
disadvantaged program and not learn-
ing. 

I examined the program, and the pro-
gram had administrators, over 20 ad-
ministrators in a program for around 
400 students, 20 administrators earning 
between $16,000 and $60,000. The teach-
ers, there was not one certified teacher 
in the program, not one certified teach-
er. The so-called teachers were making 
between $12,000 and $16,000. Is that a 
head start? That is a farce. 

But if those children who are so dis-
advantaged had just a minimal oppor-
tunity to learn to read, to learn to do 
simple mathematics. Try to hire some-
one today who can do simple mathe-
matics and read out there, it is very 
difficult. 

One of my community college presi-
dents told me that over half of the stu-
dents entering community college in 
my area need remedial education. We 

have an education recession, and that 
is because they have taken the power 
to Washington with all of these man-
dates and regulations. 

Do my colleagues know what they 
have done? They have failed. They have 
failed. A teacher cannot teach. A 
teacher goes into the classroom in 
many areas and is threatened with bod-
ily harm. One of my district aid’s wife 
is a teacher in one of the schools in 
central Florida and has been physically 
attacked. 

There is not much the teacher can 
do. The teacher has lost control of the 
classroom. Why? Because of the liberal 
policies and left wing policies of well-
intended people who have managed to 
take control away from parents, from 
teachers, from principals and local 
school administrators and amass them 
all here in Washington, D.C. 

That is the clear choice that the 
American people are going to have: Do 
you want more power here in Wash-
ington over education? Do you want 
more mandates? Do you want more 
rules? Do you want the people who, for 
40 years, have brought power and regu-
lation to education and so encap-
sulated the regulation of education 
that a teacher cannot teach, a parent 
cannot discipline, that we cannot teach 
basics, that we have programs that 
were intended to give children a head 
start? What do they do? They keep 
them at the lowest common denomi-
nator. 

We look at what Governor Bush did 
just with education in the State of 
Texas for his young people. These are 
the young people. If we fail them, ask 
any teacher what will happen, ask any 
principal what will happen. First, these 
will be the disruptive students in the 
classroom. Next, they will be the drop-
out students who used to be in the 
classroom and who are now roaming 
our streets and neighborhoods. They 
will be the social problems. These chil-
dren will be the social problems be-
cause they cannot read, they cannot do 
mathematics. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and 
Human Resources, I have had the op-
portunity to sit in some of our prisons 
and some of our drug treatment pro-
grams and penal institutions and 
talked to young people and talked to 
also those older who were incarcerated 
behind bars, the lost souls of this coun-
try. A common denominator among al-
most all of them is that they failed in 
school. They did not succeed in school. 

Of course many of them came from 
disruptive families, and they had sub-
stance abuse problems, and I will try to 
talk about that in the rest of my talk. 
But one of the basic problems with 
young people getting into trouble is 
the lack of education, lack of being 
able to compete in and participate in 
school and having basic educational 
skills. 

So if for no other reason if on the 
basis of education, we turn over to the 
tax and spenders and the regulators 
and the mandators, this Congress and 
that White House, it would be a very 
sad day for America. It would be a very 
sad day for education in this country. 

I talked a little bit about education 
bureaucrats. I do not advocate the nec-
essary abolishment of the Department 
of Education. The Federal government 
can play a role. I do not know that we 
need 5,000 people or 3,000 people in Edu-
cation. My God, we might have to have 
some of them go out and teach for a 
living and actually be in a classroom 
and stop regulating. We might have to 
take those dollars instead of the 
gobbledegook administration of them 
and the hundreds of millions of dollars 
spent on administration and block 
grant that money. 

We passed a simple proposal here to 
try to get 90 percent of Federal dollars 
into the classroom and to the teacher. 
To get a good teacher, one has to pay 
a good teacher. To have a student able 
to learn in a classroom, one wants the 
dollar to go there, not the dollar to go 
to Washington. 

This is an unbelievable statistic. But 
under their plan, the Democrat plan, 
under what they have done for 40 years 
in bringing education and bureaucracy 
to Washington, almost 90 percent of 
Federal dollars go to everything but 
basic education. Our plan was to turn 
that around for teachers, for students 
to benefit. 

Now, just take a few minutes. I 
would pray that the American people 
would take a few minutes, Mr. Speak-
er, and look at what is being proposed 
here and what has been done here to 
their schools, public schools. 

I was educated in a public school. My 
wife was educated in a public school. 
My wife was a teacher in a public 
school. I think public schools are one 
of the best institutions this country 
has ever created. But they are man-
aging to ruin them. That is why they 
go to charter schools. That is why they 
are proposing vouchers as an alter-
native, because they are failing.

So if we want them to fail more, we 
can regulate them more from Wash-
ington. If we want them to succeed, we 
can put parents and teachers in con-
trol. We can have that money come 
from here and be a partner with them, 
but let local parents and students and 
educators make the decisions. Let us 
take back the schools. 

That is what I think Governor Bush 
is talking about, successful programs 
and education that teach basics. Ba-
sics. If one cannot read and write in 
this society or do simple math, how 
can one function? So that is a great 
difference. I am glad my colleagues 
were here to talk about it. 

Before I talk about the drug situa-
tion, I have to talk about Federal em-
ployees. I heard the Vice President of 
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the United States taking credit for, 
and I could almost cry when he did it, 
for reducing the size of the Federal bu-
reaucracy, I think he said by more 
than 300,000 Federal employees. 

Mr. Speaker, those 300,000 Federal 
employees were almost all Federal De-
fense employees. They have not met a 
bureaucrat that they do not like on 
this side of the aisle. They love to ex-
pand the size of government, and they 
have had a great deal of experience at 
it, whether it is the Department of 
Education. 

They cut the Defense civilian em-
ployees, and almost every one of those 
cuts came out of those agencies. If one 
looks at it, EPA is bigger than it ever 
has been, the Department of Com-
merce. Then if we see any shrinkage, 
Mr. Speaker, do not let them fool us. 
Do not let the Vice President of the 
United States, who knows better, tell 
us that he has reduced the size of the 
Federal bureaucracy because it just is 
not so. 

I will tell my colleagues, as chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Civil Service, 
I will tell my colleagues where the bod-
ies are buried. What they have done is 
they have contracted for employees. So 
we have millions and millions of Fed-
eral contract employees rather than 
Federal employees on the payroll. 

So that is where some of these folks 
are. The only agency I know of that 
Bill Clinton cut when he came in, he 
reduced the Drug Czar’s office from 120 
to about 27. We have managed, fortu-
nately, with General McAffrey and oth-
ers to try to restore the viability of 
that office. But it has been a struggle. 
That is where they made their cuts. 

That might be a good lead into the 
subject that I came to talk about that 
I usually talk about on Tuesday night 
but was preempted by the debates. I 
wanted to make a few points. It is very 
frustrating as a Member of Congress to 
have seen the folks who brought this 
country into fiscal disarray, who oper-
ated this Congress, this House of Rep-
resentatives like a poorly run southern 
plantation with taxpayers subsidizing 
the Member’s restaurant downstairs, 
with the House bank run as a piggy 
bank for anyone who wanted to write a 
check and bounce a check and have the 
taxpayers fund it, who wanted to see 17 
people deliver ice, even though they in-
stituted refrigerators here in the re-
cent years, they still had 17 people 
spending three-quarters of a million 
dollars delivering ice the morning and 
afternoon, who ran this place like a 
poorly managed southern plantation is 
the only comparison I could give. The 
shoe shine operation was subsidized. 
The haircut was subsidized. 

What did we do? We came in. We cut 
this committee staff by a third. I was 
sitting with a Member here, and I re-
lated this to the Member, a new Mem-
ber of my side of the aisle. Republicans 
do not even recall what the Repub-

licans have done in the Congress. We 
cut the committee staff by one-third. 
We cut the number of committees by 
one-third. We privatized the dining 
room and turned it over to a private 
operator. We no longer subsidize the 
barber shop, the shoe shine shop. They 
are private vendors. We took out the 
printing office which was doing sweet-
heart deals for Members, and now you 
must compete with everyone. 

Let me tell my colleagues one more 
that just galls me. They had disabled 
people that were blocking the Repub-
lican National Headquarters yesterday. 
I saw them, I guess it was, last night. 
I thought I would stop and talk to 
those people, but they did not want to 
hear the truth. 

When I was a Member and came here 
as a minority member in 1993 when Bill 
Clinton took over, when the Democrats 
had control of the House of Representa-
tives and the other body, I had visually 
disabled blinded people coming to visit 
me as a Member of Congress, and they 
bounced off the walls going down the 
halls. There were no accommodations 
for disabled. 

I wrote the chairman of the Com-
mittee on House Administration, and I 
said, it is a disgrace that the House of 
Representatives does not live under the 
laws that we have. I came from the 
business sector, and the business sector 
was not allowed to ignore the law. 
Business people must go by the letter 
of the law, the Americans With Disabil-
ities law. There is no reason why this 
Congress should not accommodate it, 
particularly the House of Representa-
tives, the people’s house. 

Do my colleagues know what the 
Democrat chairman did? He ignored 
me. I wrote him again, and he ignored 
me. I wrote him again. They ignored 
the disabled. The disabled Americans 
who come to this Capitol, came to this 
Capitol when they controlled by wide 
margins the House of Representatives 
and the other body, and they ignored 
the disabled. 

I begged them if they would please 
accommodate. These are good people. 
They deserve to have the law enforced 
as far as the House of Representatives, 
their people’s house, even when they 
come to lobby or talk to or visit their 
Members of Congress. They ignored me. 

One of the greatest satisfactions I 
had was, when we took over the House 
of Representatives, we passed the Con-
gressional Accountability Act. We put 
the Congress, the House of Representa-
tives under the same laws as the busi-
ness people. One of the greatest days of 
satisfaction that I have ever had, and if 
I never serve another day in the House 
of Representatives, is when they put a 
plaque on my door, and it said JOHN L. 
MICA; and underneath in braille, it had 
a braille reading for my constituents, 
so when they visited me they could be 
treated the same way they would in 
the private sector. 

That was denied when they con-
trolled this entire body by huge mar-
gins and could have done anything 
they wanted to do. That was denied the 
disabled in my district. 

If one goes around the Capitol, and I 
am now on the Committee on House 
Administration, it is ironic how tables 
turn. The Committee on House Admin-
istration that would not even hear a 
minority member asking about helping 
the disabled, it is ironic. I now serve on 
that as one of the Speaker’s designees 
on House Administration. Go around 
and see what we have done.

b 1600 
This place was a disgrace, and we are 

still trying to get it so it is accessible 
to the disabled. 

The fire alarms. We are still working 
to get them in order so it is a safe 
workplace even for the people who 
work here, which they ignored, as well 
as the access to people who are dis-
abled. 

But I am very proud of what we did. 
Every Member of the Republican side 
of the aisle can be very proud of what 
they did and of their legacy, not only 
as far as putting this country’s finan-
cial house in order but in the area of 
putting the people’s House in order. So, 
as Paul Harvey says, ‘‘That’s the rest 
of the story,’’ or a little bit more of the 
story. 

I guess they got my dander up be-
tween watching the debates and not 
hearing what should have been said. 
But we do need to continue the 
progress that we have made: keeping 
our financial house in order, helping 
Americans have a few more dollars in 
their pocket, working Americans, and 
helping people get off of government. I 
guess those who want a lot of control 
by government and want power in 
Washington, it is better to have people 
relying on them here in Washington. 
God only knows what JFK would be 
saying these days. He said, ‘‘Ask not 
what your country can do for you, but 
what you can do for your country.’’ 
The other side seems to think it is ask 
how much more Washington can do for 
you, and we will get your vote and your 
money. It is sort of sad, and I hope the 
American people pay attention to what 
is going on here. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and 
Human Resources, I have a very small 
responsibility of all the responsibilities 
here. I do not have control over the 
budget. I am one vote out of 435. I do 
not have control over the appropria-
tions process. But I do have responsi-
bility to try to focus on our national 
drug policy, and for the past year and 
a half, as chairman, and since assum-
ing that and leaving as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Civil Service of the 
Committee on Government Reform, I 
have tried to do my best to deal with a 
problem which we inherited as a new 
majority. 
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The other side was convinced when 

they came in to office that we did not 
need a war on drugs, so they began sys-
tematically dismantling what was 
truly a war on drugs. Now, if we all 
think back to the administration of 
Ronald Reagan and George Bush, they 
instituted a number of policies, com-
munity-based policies, against nar-
cotics. The First Lady led a ‘‘Just say 
no’’ effort. The President was engaged 
in this, we had a vice presidential task 
force, we had an Andean policy where 
we went after the drugs at their source. 
We brought in the military and the 
Coast Guard, not into arresting people 
but into drug surveillance; and we had 
an almost 50 percent decline in drug 
use in this country back from 1985 to 
1990. I brought that chart up and 
showed it many times. 

With the Clinton administration, the 
first thing they did was fire everybody, 
just about everybody, in the drug 
czar’s office. They took the military 
out of the war on drugs. They stopped 
intelligence sharing with our allies, 
who were going after drug traffickers. 
And it is better to have them go after 
them than to spend our resources. 
They blocked aid to Colombia, and that 
is why we have a $1.3 billion aid pack-
age to Colombia because they very di-
rectly stopped aid and information 
sharing and any type of assistance 
going to Colombia. 

Now Colombia has gone from prac-
tically having no production of heroin 
and no production of cocaine in 1993, 
this is the total supply of heroin pro-
duced in Colombia in 1993, this is a 
zero, I hope my colleagues can see this, 
this is a zero in 1993, and in 6 years of 
the Clinton-Gore lack of a drug policy, 
and an actually obstructive drug policy 
in Colombia, what they have managed 
to do is to have that come from zero 
production of heroin to being up to 75 
percent of the world’s supply. And 
most of that is coming into the United 
States from South America. 

This is the most recent report I have 
had as the chairman. We know where 
the drugs are coming from. Heroin is 
coming from South America. We see it 
is at 65 percent of all the heroin. We 
know this and DEA knows this. They 
have supplied me with these figures be-
cause they can do a DNA signature 
analysis and almost tell the field that 
the heroin has come from. So we know 
that now in the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration, in 6, 7 years, they have man-
aged to turn Colombia from producing 
zero to 65 percent of everything on the 
streets seized in the United States; 75 
percent of the world’s supply, as we 
see. These are DEA figures given to me. 

The other huge increase we see is 
Mexico. From 1997 to 1998 they went 
from 14 to 17 percent, a 20 percent in-
crease in the country that we gave 
trade assistance to; that we helped to 
secure their peso during their financial 
disaster. We loaned them money. We 

have given them the best trade benefits 
of probably any nation in the history 
of negotiation over trade. We gave 
them the best benefits. This adminis-
tration certified Mexico as cooper-
ating; yet they increased by 20 percent 
in one year the production of heroin. 
They blocked any aid going to Colom-
bia and turned it into the biggest pro-
ducer. 

So here are two of our problems: we 
know where it is coming from. It is 
coming across the border from Mexico. 
It is being produced, the last 6, 7, 
years, under the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration, in Colombia, where they de-
nied aid; they denied assistance. And 
even several years ago, when we appro-
priated $300 million to go to Colombia, 
that money was bungled in getting de-
livery of goods and resources to Colom-
bia to go after narcotics trafficking 
and also eradicating the narcotics pro-
duction in that country. 

We will hear next week from DEA 
and from GAO and others that have 
looked at this situation, and they will 
outline that ‘‘the gang that can’t shoot 
straight’’ could not even get the aide 
that we appropriated more than 2 years 
ago to Colombia to try to get this situ-
ation under control. That scares me as 
far as the $1.3 billion we just appro-
priated. Even when it is appropriated, 
they cannot get it straight. 

The same is true for another deadly 
drug, which is cocaine. In 1993, Presi-
dent Bush had gotten the production of 
cocaine almost under control. They 
went after the cartels. They had an An-
dean strategy. We have to remember, 
from a position of wimping out on the 
narcotics issue, which is sort of the 
trademark of this administration, back 
to what took place in 1989. President 
Bush found one government trafficking 
in illegal narcotics, primarily cocaine, 
and what did he do? He sent our troops 
in and they surrounded the house. If 
my colleagues will remember, those of 
us that followed this, they surrounded 
and captured Noriega. He was captured 
because he was dealing in drugs and 
drug trafficking, and that is what he 
was charged with. And then there is 
this administration that has turned its 
back on trying to stop the production. 

This was a successful program. When 
we reduce drug use 50 percent from 1985 
to 1992 in this country, when it is re-
duced by 50 percent, that is a success-
ful program. But they will tell us that 
the war on drugs has failed. Their war 
on drugs has failed. Their war on drugs 
was a dismantling of any effort on 
drugs, and the evidence could not be 
more clear. 

Now, finally we have gotten the 
President’s attention. In 7 years, I be-
lieve the President mentioned the war 
on drugs eight times, just before the 
Colombian appropriation. When we do 
not have leadership from the top, when 
we do not have an effective strategy, 
when we take the military and surveil-

lance out of the war on drugs, what do 
we have? We have a huge supply of 
drugs. That is why they are dying in 
Vermont, that is why they are dying in 
Oregon, that is why they are dying in 
my State, that is why they are dying in 
Baltimore, right down the street from 
here in Baltimore. ‘‘Drug Overdose 
Deaths Exceed Slayings,’’ this is a re-
cent headline, September 15, in Balti-
more. That means that there are more 
drug-related deaths than homicides. 

This would be a horrible headline in 
any community. It has appeared in the 
headlines in my community. But the 
national media will not pay attention 
to this. We held a hearing a week ago 
on this, but in the United States of 
America, for the first time in the his-
tory of statistics, drug-induced deaths, 
drug-related deaths in the United 
States of America exceeded homicides. 
For the first time. They do not want 
that information out. The media would 
not cover it. God forbid anyone should 
think that they are not doing a great 
job. But when the drug czar and Donna 
Shalala held a conference several 
weeks ago that drug use among eighth 
graders had dropped slightly, they 
championed that like we had solved the 
whole problem.

I tell my colleagues, the problem is 
serious. Ask any parent, ask any young 
person. These are the headlines that we 
see: ‘‘High Schoolers Report More Drug 
Use.’’ Ask any high schooler, ask any 
parent, ask any single parent, any 
mother, any set of parents what one of 
their greatest fears is, and that is to 
have their child addicted to narcotics. 
Not only the problem of addiction, it is 
the problem of death. And now we have 
all kinds of drugs on the street. 

We have a huge supply. We saw where 
some of the supply is coming from. I 
am not sure if the Speaker has an 
HDTV or how many of my colleagues 
here have an HDTV. Probably not too 
many. Some might say, well, what is 
an HDTV? And what does high defini-
tion television have to do with drugs? 
It is a simple economics equation. 
When there is a short supply and a high 
price, there is not the demand. 

We have heroin, we have cocaine, we 
have methamphetamine, we have Ec-
stasy, we have all of these drugs flood-
ing our streets; and the administration 
has dismantled any effort to go after 
the supply, to go after the producing 
countries, to stop drugs most cost ef-
fectively at their source. And that is 
why we have an incredible supply of 
heroin, that is why we have heroin 
overdose deaths. Not only do we have 
heroin overdose deaths, we also have 
on the streets of our country the most 
pure heroin and cocaine that our drug 
enforcement people have ever seen, and 
our young people are mixing it with al-
cohol and with other drugs, and they 
are dying like flies. That is why drug-
related deaths, and many of them with 
our young people, now exceed homi-
cides in the United States. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:49 Dec 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00104 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H05OC0.004 H05OC0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE21116 October 5, 2000
Now, some people would say that the 

answer is treatment. And I heard this 
Geraldo Rivera debate the other night 
with one of the pro-legalizers talking 
about this is just a health problem. 
This is just a health problem. We treat 
everybody and we will be fine.

b 1615 

Well, they tried the health problem 
approach in Baltimore and they grew 
from a small number of addicts to 
somewhere between 60,000 and 80,000 ad-
dicts. Of course, the population went 
from 900,000 to 600,000 because people 
left Baltimore. They had a mayor who 
had a liberalization policy, no enforce-
ment policy. And what happened? Al-
most the same number of homicides 
every year. And we saw where now 
drug-induced deaths exceed homicide 
in Baltimore. That did not work and it 
does not work. 

The alternative is zero tolerance. 
Rudy Giuliani did it in New York. He 
cut the murders from over 2,000 in a 
year when he took office to 600. Six 
hundred is about double what Balti-
more had, and Baltimore has 600,000 
population. And there are millions and 
millions in New York City. Rudy 
Giuliani, through a zero tolerance pol-
icy and going after drug dealers, cut all 
crime in New York City. 

Walk through New York City and you 
will see the evidence of it by 58 per-
cent. The seven major felony cat-
egories were cut by 58 percent. So it 
not only cut murders from 2,000 down 
to 600, it cut down all of the mayhem 
and the felonies. But this is treatment. 

Now, they say we did not put enough 
money in treatment and we hear that 
from the other side. We put money in 
treatment, even under the Republicans, 
a 26 percent increase in treatment 
since 1995 funds. Every year we put 
money in treatment. And we see what 
has happened with interdiction, with 
international programs, when the 
other side, the Democrats, and under 
the Clinton-Gore policy cut the inter-
diction, cut the international source 
country programs. 

We have a huge increase in drug use 
in almost every category in the United 
States because we have a huge supply 
coming in. And we can never treat 
enough people. So we will continue to 
put money into treatment. But do not 
let them fool you that this is a health 
problem that we can treat our way out 
of this. You cannot have a war or any 
kind of a conflict and only treat the 
wounded in battle. 

And once someone is addicted to nar-
cotics, our success rate in public pro-
grams is a 60/70 percent failure rate. 
Only a 20/30 percent success rate. And 
these people are repeat and repeat. Ask 
any parent who has an addicted young 
person. Ask any adult who has been ad-
dicted to narcotics. And it is the hard-
est thing in the world to treat these 
people. 

If we follow the Baltimore model, we 
will have tens and tens of millions of 
people who are addicted. We cannot af-
ford that. We have asked this adminis-
tration to go after drug dealers. And 
the Clinton-Gore administration from 
1992 to 1996, this is a chart that was 
supplied to us by the administration 
and all the statistics come from the ad-
ministration, it is entitled Individual 
Defendants Prosecuted in Federal 
Courts in Drug Prosecutions 1992 to 
1996, they cut the prosecution of going 
after drug offenders from 29,000 here to 
26,000 in 1996. So when we got after 
them to go after drug dealers and drug 
offenders, and we are not talking about 
people with small amounts of posses-
sion, we are talking about people deal-
ing in death and destruction in huge 
quantities trafficking in illegal nar-
cotics, they dropped the prosecution. 

And what happened is these are the 
headlines from the ‘‘Dallas Morning 
News’’: ‘‘Federal Drug Offenders Spend-
ing Less Time in Prison Study Finds.’’ 
We went after them, and we started to 
get the prosecutions up. And now we 
find in 2000 the drug offenders are 
spending less time in prison. 

We cannot win with these folks. First 
they will not prosecute folks; and then 
when they prosecute them, we finally 
get them to prosecute them and they 
do not let them serve prison terms. 

That is unfortunate. What is also un-
fortunate is our country is now being 
ravaged by not only heroin, not only by 
cocaine and other drugs of high purity 
and deadly levels, but we have a new 
plague across this country and that is 
the plague of Ecstasy and designer 
drugs. 

We just had a young person at the 
University of Central Florida die from 
an overdose of designer drugs just the 
past few days. We have young people 
who are dying from Ecstasy. We had a 
hearing of our subcommittee in At-
lanta and heard a father talk of his 
daughter who about 2 years ago took 
Ecstasy and went into convulsions. 
And for 2 years that family went 
through hell. The daughter was in a 
coma and finally died. 

We have had hearings where we had 
fathers talk about their sons who have 
tried Ecstasy and did not get a second 
chance. They are part of those statis-
tics of drug related deaths that exceed 
homicides. 

One father from Orlando told me, 
‘‘Mr. Mica, drug related deaths are 
homicides.’’ 

But one of the great misconceptions 
young people have is that Ecstasy is a 
harmless drug, designer drugs you can 
take and feel good.

This is a brain scan provided to us by 
the National Institute of Drug Abuse, 
who does scientific studies. This is a 
brain scan of a normal brain. This is a 
brain that has dealt with Ecstasy. Ec-
stasy destroys the brain tissue and it 
creates a Parkinson’s type disease al-

most in the brain, a destruction of the 
brain. This is a brain scan after use of 
Ecstasy. 

The young people and adults of this 
country must realize that they have a 
dangerous commodity out there. And 
now some of it is mixed with all kinds 
of substances and used with other 
drugs and is deadly. 

It is amazing how this stuff is pack-
aged. This is not a little cottage indus-
try. This has turned into a huge indus-
try of deadly drugs in designer pack-
ages. 

I do not know if we can focus on this, 
but they put all kinds of fancy designer 
labels on these drugs. This was pro-
vided to us by U.S. Customs Service, 
and that is what is out there. They try 
to make it attractive to our young peo-
ple, and this is what our young people 
get is a brain, if they survive, that is 
damaged. And you do not repair this 
damage to the brain. 

So right now we are facing an Ec-
stasy epidemic. We are facing it in 
California. 

I see my colleague the gentleman 
from California (Mr. OSE) is here. We 
were in his district for a hearing. I 
might want to yield to the gentleman 
to comment about his perspective. 
Maybe he can relate, too, to the House 
part of this problem. The gentleman 
does a fantastic job working on the 
subcommittee but shares, as a father 
and a parent, my concern for what is 
happening with illegal narcotics. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. OSE). 

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Florida for yielding to 
me. And I do want to commend his ef-
forts on the Subcommittee on Criminal 
Justice, Drug Policy and Human Re-
sources, on which I am honored to 
serve with him as chairman. 

He has in fact been to my district for 
a hearing, and at that hearing we heard 
the traumatic tales of families whose 
very fiber was ripped from seam to 
seam from the abuse of drugs by folks 
who should know better. 

I was hopeful, if I might, Mr. Speak-
er, if I could just have just a few mo-
ments to speak about, frankly, a fraud-
ulent initiative on the California ballot 
that will contribute to a far more pro-
nounced number of experiences than we 
have even today. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to yield to the gentleman. I think we 
have about 4 minutes, but I think it is 
important that he gets this message 
out to our colleagues, the Speaker, and 
the American people. 

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
leagues know, in California we have an 
interesting process called the initiative 
process. And on this year’s ballot we 
have Prop 36, which is labeled Sub-
stance Abuse and Crime Prevention 
Act of 2000. 

I have a copy of it here. And it is in-
teresting. I have gone through and I 
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have flagged the various parts of it 
that are so troublesome. This is about 
4,500 words in total. And it is inter-
esting, it is being marketed on the 
basis of treatment. It provides treat-
ment to people, that if we approve this, 
Californians will receive treatment. 
But of its 4,500 words, only 383 of them 
speak directly within the initiative to 
providing treatment for people. So can 
you imagine that, less than a tenth of 
the words in this initiative. 

Let me tell my colleagues that what 
this initiative really does is it imposes 
the wisdom of a criminal defense attor-
ney, it interjects that into California 
statute under the guise of providing 
treatment for folks who need drug 
treatment. 

There is nothing in here that pro-
vides treatment to Californians. It 
changes criminal statute to allow peo-
ple who violate our laws as it relates to 
drug possession and use are treated, 
but it does not provide a single dollar 
for drug treatment to people who des-
perately need it. 

And keep in mind that this is an ini-
tiative written by a criminal defense 
attorney. The initiative itself was 
funded by three people who do not even 
live in California. There is no medical 
analysis, no medical input to drafting 
this. It is a shameful fraud being, at-
tempting to be perpetrated on the vot-
ers of California. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, just in the 
course of our committee hearings, the 
gentleman and I have heard time after 
time after time from medical profes-
sional after medical professional after 
medical professional that drug testing 
is an inherent and integral part of a 
successful drug treatment program. 
This initiative, the $120 million to be 
appropriated under this initiative, not 
a dime of it can be used for drug test-
ing whatsoever. So the initiative elimi-
nates the chance to use the most suc-
cessful tool we have. I just want to 
make that clear. 

I appreciate being able to come down 
here and visit with the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA).

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE) 
for his comments, and I thank him for 
the leadership on our Subcommittee on 
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and 
Human Resources. 

As we conclude, I again call to the 
attention of my colleagues, the Speak-
er, and the American people the need 
to be vigilant on the issue of illegal 
narcotics, not to make the mistake of 
the past, not to be fooled by the 
legalizers, but to make this country 
safe for our children and the next gen-
eration and stop the ravages of illegal 
narcotics. Because illegal drugs do de-
stroy lives and do a great deal of dam-
age to our society and our country and 
particularly to our families and young 
people. 

NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY IN 
AMERICA 

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss the Democrats’ and 
the Clinton-Gore administration’s en-
ergy policy versus the Republicans’ 
lack of energy policy and the Repub-
licans’ support for big oil rather than 
the consumers. 

I also have to underscore the fact 
that the Democrats’ energy policy pro-
tects rather than sacrifices environ-
mental protection. 

I know I am going to be joined this 
evening by some of my colleagues, and 
I wanted to first yield if I could to the 
gentleman from the great State of 
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New Jersey 
for yielding to me, and I appreciate 
very much his taking this time today 
to talk about the lack of a national en-
ergy policy. 

Perhaps the best known price in 
America today is that of gasoline. 
Americans see it posted along the road 
a dozen or two times a day. They pull 
in to fill up every week to 10 days, if 
not more often. 

It is also a price that perhaps because 
of that visibility can generate a lot of 
heat, especially when it is going up, as 
it has this year. 

This is in fact a price that tells the 
complex story of global supply and de-
mand, of technological change and of 
environmental consciousness, and of 
shifting consumer taste and social 
change. 

Despite the long-term trend, prices 
move up and down a great deal. These 
fluctuations can be caused, among 
other things, by political events, shift 
in supply and demand of fuel, weather, 
the level of inventories, disruptions in 
refinery operations, and the introduc-
tion of new environmental standards.

b 1630 

Over the last year or so, retail gaso-
line prices in the United States have 
bounced down and then up from very 
low levels and then back up to very 
high levels. In February of 1999, the na-
tional average retail price fell to 95 
cents per gallon, the lowest since 1989 
in nominal dollars and one of the low-
est levels ever seen in inflated dollars, 
and 30 percent lower than the price 2 
years earlier. Not much more than a 
year later, they had risen to the recent 
highs of over $1.50 per gallon nation-
wide. 

These price swings were detrimental 
to the producer and the consumer. The 
trucking industry, for example, in my 
district and all over the United States 
had a hard time maintaining oper-
ations as usual under the economic 

strain experienced by their businesses 
as a result of these price increases. Ag-
riculture also has borne the brunt. 
Today, high oil prices reflect in part 
the U.S. economic boom and recovering 
economies elsewhere. 

According to the study done by Cam-
bridge Energy Research Associates, gas 
price conditions felt this summer were 
attributed to four primary forces act-
ing on the market: number one, the 
price of crude oil, where for every $1 
per barrel, gasoline prices increased 2 
to 3 cents; two, inventories are low 
based on production constraints; three, 
new environmental regulations have 
created numerous variations, RFG, 
ethanol, MTBE, in gasoline contents 
making it difficult to transport or mix 
gas from one area into the next during 
times of crisis; four, the booming econ-
omy has created a 2 percent higher de-
mand for gasoline over last summer. 
This coupled with the fact that Ameri-
cans are driving more per person per 
year, 13,000 miles per person per year, 
has increased demand. 

The last President or last adminis-
tration to attempt to create a new en-
ergy policy was President Carter. I 
cannot remember a time when the Con-
gress, particularly in the last 6 years, 
in which we have had a serious debate 
in this Congress regarding energy pol-
icy. 

A national energy policy is a must 
for the United States and this policy 
must decrease America’s dependence 
on foreign oil. Our Nation gets almost 
60 percent of our oil from foreign 
sources, and this is absolutely unac-
ceptable as it puts our economic and 
national security at risk. The reju-
venation of the domestic oil and gas in-
dustry will benefit all Americans and 
ensure an energy security for this Na-
tion far into the future. Wide swings in 
price are not good for consumers or for 
producers. I happen to represent the oil 
patch. Less than 2 years ago when oil 
prices were at critically low levels, we 
had $8 per barrel prices, domestic oil 
and gas producers in my district, the 
17th District of Texas, were struggling 
to keep their operations open and 
many did not. 

In my district, claims for unemploy-
ment from the oil and gas industry 
quadrupled from 1,171 to 4,730 between 
December of 1997 and December of 1998. 
During this time, the lost wellhead 
value dropped $5.79 million and the 
value of oil to the Texas economy 
dropped by almost $1 billion. The num-
ber of producing wells declined by 2,855 
during this time as well. In my home 
county of Jones, oil production in De-
cember of 1997 was 83,706 barrels; in De-
cember of 1998 it had dropped to 69,000 
barrels; and in December of 1999 it had 
declined to 58,000 barrels. That is a de-
cline of 25,000 barrels per month from 
December of 1997 to December of 1999, 
or a decline of 30 percent. Total domes-
tic crude oil production has declined 
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