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Rabbi Ronald D. Gerson, Congrega-
tion Children of lIsrael, Athens, Geor-
gia, offered the following prayer:

O Lord, Ruler of our Nation and all
nations, gathered in this hallowed
Chamber, the indomitable spirit of Co-
lumbus, remembered this week, should
move both legislators and constituents.
It reminds us how the quality of explo-
ration has crowned our country’s past
and emboldened its future with hope,
enriched by the monumental vision of
our Founding Fathers who were in-
spired by Thy holy word.

May we in this land continue our ex-
ploration. May we continue to reach
new destinations of justice and peace
in our Nation and in the world.

Heavenly Father, as we strive to new
horizons in our country’s glory, guide
us through the admonition of the
prophet Mica to do justly, to love
mercy, and to walk humbly with our
God.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. LAMPSON led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. There will be 15 one-
minutes on each side.

WELCOMING RABBI RONALD D.
GERSON, GUEST CHAPLAIN

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, the pray-
er this morning was offered by Rabbi
Ronald D. Gerson, who comes to us
today from my district in Athens,
Georgia, the largest city in the Elev-
enth District of Georgia. Rabbi Gerson
has been a rabbi for a quarter of a cen-
tury and now serves at Congregation
Children of Israel in Athens, Georgia. |
am delighted to introduce him to the
House of Representatives and thank
him for his inspiring words of prayer
for today’s session.

Rabbi Gerson has devoted his life to
public and spiritual service, and | was
honored to first meet Rabbi Gerson
when | visited his congregation a cou-
ple of years ago. | want to also recog-
nize his wife and daughter and brother-
in-law who are visiting today also, and
I have been informed that Rabbi
Gerson’s mother, who lives in Cali-
fornia, is probably watching her son at
the early hour of 7 a.m. on the West
Coast.

His knowledge of the tradition of
faith and his ability to share his under-
standing of it with others has found an
appreciative audience in Georgia and
today across the country and the world
as he carries the eternal message to
others. | am proud to share the floor
with Rabbi Gerson because of his reli-
gious convictions, his commitment to
the service of others, and his faithful
devotion to his congregation. | join all
my colleagues in the House in thank-
ing our distinguished guest chaplain
for bringing us an inspirational mes-
sage to commence this day of the
House session.

SAVE AMERICA’S SCHOOLS FROM
VIOLENCE

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, all of us
are duly concerned about the alarming
rise in school violence, and | am
pleased to report that the American
Medical Association Alliance in con-
junction with the New York State Med-
ical Society is resolved to do some-
thing important about it. Today, com-
munities throughout our Nation are
joining in announcing this new pro-
gram, Save America’s Schools From
Violence, which recognizes that guns in
the playground are only a part of the
problem. Solutions such as turning off
violent television programs, ignoring
music with violent or provocative
lyrics, avoiding violent videos and
computer games and engaging in con-
structive play will be encouraged
throughout this 1-year initiative.

School violence takes many forms,
from name calling, to pushing, to bul-
lying. Over 3 million crimes were com-
mitted against teenagers in schools in
1996 including robbery, theft, van-
dalism, rape, sexual battery, and phys-
ical attacks. The American Medical
Association Alliance’s goal is to make
our schools a safe place for our chil-
dren to learn to play and grow by send-
ing the positive message that violence
in our schools is unacceptable.

COMMENDATION OF DR. BERNARD
MILSTEIN

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, 20 years
ago a person of vision saw a way to im-
prove the sight of many residents. With
his foresight and dedication the Gulf
Coast branch of Prevent Blindness
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Texas was formed and began its mis-
sion. Tonight, the Gulf Coast branch
will proudly celebrate its 20th anniver-
sary with a gala event, and on this oc-
casion the founder of the Gulf Coast
branch of Prevent Blindness, Dr. Ber-
nard Milstein, will be honored as this
year’s person of vision. | commend Dr.
Milstein on this wonderful honor.

Prevent Blindness Texas is the larg-
est voluntary health organization in
Texas that takes proactive measures in
the prevention of blindness. Over the
years Prevent Blindness Texas has pro-
vided free vision screening to almost
one million Texas preschoolers and
screened well over 650,000 adults for
blinding glaucoma. The Gulf Coast
branch alone screened nearly 2,100
adults and children during the last fis-
cal year. Nearly 500 Galveston resi-
dents were provided free eye exams and
glasses from this branch last year, al-
most doubling the prior year.

This organization exists without gov-
ernment funding or United Way fund-
ing because of the generosity of people
who share in its vision of saving sight.
Funds are raised locally and work lo-
cally. My heartiest congratulations to
Dr. Bernard Milstein and to Prevent
Blindness Texas.

PRESIDENT’S COMMITMENT JUST
AS EMPTY AS H.R. 1

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, it has been
now 10 months since the White House
Conference on Social Security. During
that conference we pulled together, the
President pulled together, much to his
credit, leadership from both sides of
the aisle, the leadership in both par-
ties. The chairman and the ranking
member on the Committee on Ways
and Means came together. | was there
as a chairman of the Subcommittee on
Social Security, and we promised to
work together in order to save Social
Security.

The President at that point made a
commitment to us that he wanted to
take the lead and that he would be
sending us legislation. Mr. Speaker,
today that commitment is just as
empty as H.R. 1, which was reserved by
the Speaker of this House to place the
President’s Social Security bill, the
Social Security reform bill, in place in
order to save Social Security for this
country. We have been reaching out in
a bipartisan way to the Democrat side
in order to do that.

Mr. Speaker, it is time now for the
President to come forward and give the
leadership that this country needs to
save Social Security.

SAVE TODAY
(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, Congress
may be struggling to fight against vio-
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lence affecting our young people, but
our communities are doing something
about it. Today in San Luis Obispo,
California, and around this Nation, the
American Medical Association Alliance
is kicking off its save schools program.

SAVE, which stands for Stop Amer-
ica’s Violence Everywhere, began in
1995. This year the AMA alliance will
focus its efforts directly on our
schools. In my district, the San Luis
Obispo Medical Society Alliance will
team up with the local high school stu-
dents and a local homeless shelter.
Dedicated teenagers will mentor
younger children in need and help them
learn to resolve their conflicts peace-
fully.

Mr. Speaker, I am especially proud
that the national president of the AMA
Alliance, Ann Hansen, lives in my dis-
trict. |1 join Ann in offering this ral-
lying cry in the fight against school vi-
olence. Save today.

PRESIDENT'S SCHEME TO RE-
STRICT ACCESS TO PUBLIC
LANDS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, Amer-
ica’s public lands are vital to the fu-
ture of this Nation, and | have very se-
rious concerns about the President’s
new scheme to restrict access to these
public lands. Most Americans recognize
the value that public lands hold for its
natural resources as well as the use
and development of those natural re-
sources for the quality of life we all
enjoy, and no one can deny the oppor-
tunity that public lands hold for recre-
ation.

Since these lands are in the public
domain, individual costs are low and
the lands are generally open for all of
us to use and enjoy. Now we are seeing
a fundamental shift in how our lands
are managed for our access. Histori-
cally, we have allowed the public to ac-
cess our lands in the public domain,
but unfortunately it appears the Presi-
dent is setting a trend toward keeping
our public lands closed unless posted
open. This scheme is completely unac-
ceptable to all Americans who use our
public lands. To say the public cannot
access their lands unless the Federal
Government gives them permission is
fundamentally opposite to the free-
doms our country was founded upon.

I yield back, Mr. Speaker, the bal-
ance of the time | have and any access
America has to its public lands.

DAIMLER-BENZ, A GERMAN
COMPANY?

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, in the
1970s Congress bailed out Chrysler, and
last year Chrysler merged with
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Daimler-Benz. Chrysler is now a Ger-
man corporation, and upon merging
they said Americans will always have a
strong voice in the new company’s
leadership.

So much for the tooth fairy, Mr.
Speaker. The three top American ex-
ecutives were replaced, and now the
German company announced they will
invest $28 billion, all of it in Germany.

What is next, Mr. Speaker? Mercedes-
Benz limousines for our White House?

Beam me up.

| yield back the billions of dollars
that Congress invested into what is
now a German company.

NO TAX INCREASES OR RAIDS ON
THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST
FUND

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, notwith-
standing the unwavering opposition of
President Clinton and his free-spending
allies in this Congress, American tax-
payers are now enjoying a budget sur-
plus for the first time in a generation.
One might think that the President
would be willing to share some of that
surplus with working American fami-
lies. After all, they created the surplus
with their hard work and their tax dol-
lars.

Tax relief perhaps? Not a chance. In-
credibly the White House instead pro-
poses either, A, more taxes or, B, a raid
on the Social Security Trust Fund to
pay for yet more government spending
programs.

Mr. Speaker, this is one Member of
Congress who is more than willing to
stay here until Christmas if that is
what it takes to stave off another tax
grab by the Clinton administration or
a raid on the Social Security Trust
Fund. American families are taxed
more than enough. Leave them alone,
Mr. President, and keep your hands off
their Social Security. Stop the raid.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHooD). The Chair advises all Mem-
bers to address their remarks to the
Chair and not to the President.

EXPANDED INTERNET ACCESS IN
WESTERN MASSACHUSETTS

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the natural beauty of western
Massachusetts is hardly a well-kept se-
cret. We are attracting more people
each day who seek the quality of life
that is offered. However, there is some-
thing that we need in western Massa-
chusetts that would make our lives
even better, and what we want is the
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high-speed Internet connections that
our friends down the pike and in the
Cape Cod area already have.

Our businesses, employers, and
households have a serious interest in
the Internet to win contracts, coordi-
nate production and distribution, ex-
port entertainment, enhance edu-
cation, and both to teach and learn at
the best medical centers. Right now
there are too few capacity Internet
data trunks that make the trek from
Boston to western Massachusetts.
When we get a few high-capacity Inter-
net trunks or backbones, as they are
called, we can take it from there.

0 1015

We already have excellent fiberoptics
within my district. This is why | sup-
port legislation that provides an incen-
tive that is needed for expanded invest-
ment in the Internet backbone into
rural areas. Having a better choice pro-
vides those who seek it stronger data
links that will make Western Massa-
chusetts an even better place to live.

THE CAN SPAM ACT OF 1999

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, | come to the floor today to
address my bill, H.R. 2162, the Can
Spam Act. Spam are the millions of un-
solicited commercial e-mail messages
clogging up computer networks and the
entire information superhighway. Thir-
ty percent of sample is pornography.
Another 30 percent is get-rich-quick
schemes, and much of that is targeted
towards senior citizens.

In effect, spam levies a tax on all
Internet consumers by causing ISPs to
spend money on additional bandwidth,
hardware, as well as time and staff to
deal with the bulk commercial e-mails.
The increased costs are passed on to
consumers.

America Online estimates that 30
percent of their costs are associated
with spam. This cost is passed onto
consumers. That is like getting a post-
age due letter that you do not want
and being forced to pay for it.

To combat this problem, | have intro-
duced the Can Spam Act. This bill
gives ISPs a civil right of action
against spammers who violate their
published policy prohibiting spam.
They can litigate for $50 per message,
up to $25,000 per day for damages. That
would also levy penalties on spammers
who hijack another person’s domain
name for the purpose of sending out
unsolicited commercial e-mail.

We need to defend our constituents
and the businesses in our districts from
commercial advertising.

HIGH MATERNAL DEATH RATE
AMONG AMERICA’S BLACK WOMEN

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, black
women who are pregnant are dying at
an alarming rate. Maternal death rates
among black women are four times
those of whites. This represents the
largest racial disparity in all public
health. We need to know why. We need
to get data and improve standards of
care.

A report released by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention shows
that for minority women, motherhood
is deadly. The discrepancy of maternal
mortality rates between black and
white women is bordering on a crisis.
Despite tremendous advances in the
last 20 years, we have failed to make
progress on maternal mortality.

I have joined the bipartisan effort to
close the gap of maternal mortality
rates between black and white women
by cosponsoring the Safe Motherhood
Monitoring and Prevention Research
Act. Women have joined hands across
the aisle to support this bill.

This legislation is the cornerstone of
our effort to promote better health and
to educate women about their preg-
nancies. Let us work to promote safe
motherhood.

NATIONAL BREAST CANCER
AWARENESS MONTH, AND THE
RACE FOR THE CURE IN MIAMI

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
every 3 minutes a woman is diagnosed
with breast cancer, and astonishingly,
80 percent of these women will have no
known risk factors. Mr. Speaker, these
numbers can be simply translated to
say that every woman is at risk of de-
veloping breast cancer at some point
throughout her lifetime.

We know that the key to defeating

breast cancer is early detection
through self-exams, mammographies,
and clinical tests. However, none of

these components can be beneficial if
they are not regularly practiced. This
month we celebrate national breast
cancer awareness, where breast cancer
survivors and supporters will share in-
formation and raise funds to cure this
disease.

This Saturday, the YWCA of greater
Miami will host race for the cure,
Miami 99, to benefit the Susan G.
Komen Foundation, a national organi-
zation dedicated to the eradication of
breast cancer. This year’s race is dedi-
cated to the memory of Nancy Bossard,
a Miami Dade County public school
teacher who, sadly, lost her life to
breast cancer.

Up to 75 percent of the race’s pro-
ceeds will stay in our community to
support local breast cancer programs
and to provide detection to equip
women in their battle against this
deadly disease.
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THE RED SOX, THE FINAL MAJOR
LEAGUE BASEBALL WORLD

CHAMPION OF THE MILLENIUM

(Mr. MARKEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the base-
ball gods are smiling down upon Red
Sox Nation. The hardball heroes of
Boston are in the process of lifting one
of the most vexing curses of all time,
the curse of the Bambino. For the
Fenway faithful, the curse has taken
on mythic proportions. It is Shake-
spearean, epical, Biblical, in the same
league as the curse of Macbeth, the
curse of King Tut’s tomb, or the curse
of the Tower of Babel.

Mr. Speaker, today | join with the
millions of Red Sox fans who are say-
ing, wait until next year, no more. How
will Pedro, Nomar, and the rest of Olde
Towne Team meet this daunting chal-
lenge? They will blast away at the
Bronx Bombers in the House that Ruth
built. They will swarm the stadium and
swat the sultans’ spell. They will crush
the curse of the Bambino.

Mr. Speaker, this year is our year.
The Red Sox are about to have their
millenium moment. The Indians could
not stop them, the Yankees cannot
stop them, and neither the Mets nor
the Braves will be able to stop them as
they become the final Major League
Baseball world champions of the mil-
lennium. The Sox in six, Mr. Speaker.
This year we win the World Series.

THE NEW YORK TIMES RECOG-
NIZES REPUBLICANS’ ROLE IN
SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUND

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to quote from today’s New
York Times:

“Surplus social security funds have
functioned as money under the mat-
tress for Congress for four decades.
When general government revenues to
run the Federal agencies run out, Con-
gress taps into the retirement funds.
Some outside experts say that social
security surpluses has had no effect on
its benefits.

“Republicans have been vowing al-
most daily never again to spend the
money. Speaker J. DENNIS HASTERT
again promised today ‘never to return
to the days when Democrats raided so-
cial security.”” This is from the New
York Times, of all things.

THE HATE CRIMES PREVENTION
ACT OF 1999

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to rise today and speak in favor
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of the Hate Crimes Prevention Act of
1999, which is cosponsored by myself
and 184 of my colleagues.

Recently our country was shocked
once again when a gunman entered a
Jewish community center in Los Ange-
les, California, shooting at innocent
children and workers with the intent of
sending a message by killing Jews.

Last year in Laramie, Wyoming, a
young man was killed only because he
was gay. In Texas, an innocent man
was murdered and dragged through the
streets of Jasper just because he was
an African-American. All of these inci-
dents are hate crimes, and these do not
just affect the group that was Killed,
but they affect all Americans.

I believe the Hate Crimes Prevention
Act of 1999 is a constructive and meas-
ured response to a problem that con-
tinues to plague our Nation, violence
motivated by prejudice.

I know some people believe that hate
is not an issue when prosecuting a
crime. They say our laws already pun-
ish the criminal act and that our laws
are strong enough. | answer with the
most recent figure from 1997, when
8,049 hate crimes were reported in the
United States.

REPUBLICANS BALANCE THE
BUDGET WITHOUT RAIDING SO-
CIAL SECURITY

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
would echo the comments of my col-
league, the gentleman from North
Carolina, and would call to the atten-
tion of this House, and by extension,
the American people, the headline
which appears in the New York Times
today. | quote it: ‘““Budget Balances
Without Customary Raid on Social Se-
curity.”

Granted, Mr. Speaker, the Times
tried to bury this on page A-18, but
even the writer of the article says that
this is enormous, this is of enormous
import. Here is the reason why, Mr.
Speaker. For the first time in 40 years,
this Congress has balanced the budget
without using social security funds. In-
deed, there is a surplus of $1 billion.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let us take a walk
down memory lane. For those 40 years,
we had four Republicans in the White
House and four Democrats, but also,
for those 40 years, we had the liberals
in control who spent 100 percent of the
social security surplus on an annual
basis and drove us further into debt.

Mr. Speaker, this is enormous news.
We have balanced the budget, we have
generated a surplus, and we have
stopped the raid on social security
trust funds.

WE NEED TO PUT AMERICA’S
CHILDREN FIRST INSTEAD OF
LAST
(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-

sion to address the House for 1 minute

and to revise and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, school has
been in session from anywhere from 1%
months to 2 months, and we have got
anywhere from 2 weeks to 2 months to
bring this budget cycle to a close. It is
time to put America’s children first in-
stead of last.

I have been working hard to reduce
class size by putting 100,000 teachers
into classrooms across America. We
clearly need smaller class sizes in my
congressional district. Some of the
newest schools have overcrowding
problems already, even though they
have only been open for a year or two.

At other facilities, they either have
trailers in the parking lot and in the
schoolyard, or else there has not been
any new construction since 1927, in
some of the rural communities in my
congressional district.

We need the ability to build class-
rooms where classrooms are needed. We
need the ability to put additional
qualified teachers into those class-
rooms. We need to put America’s chil-
dren first, instead of last. We need to
get that taken care of in the next 30 to
60 days in this Congress.

REDUCING BLOATED FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT WILL KEEP SO-
CIAL SECURITY TRUST FUND
SAFE

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, how sweet
it is. This year the Republican Con-
gress will balance the budget without
spending the social security trust fund.
This is the second year in a row. Most
people are surprised to find that out. It
has not been easy. We have made some
tough choices. We have taken some
harsh criticism from our opponents,
from the media, and even from our
friends.

Yes, it has been tough, and it is not
over this year. The administration has
a different idea. The President says we
can spend more money. All we have to
do is dip into social security, like a
bear dips into a jar of honey. It is easy,
and if we do not like that, well, we will
just raise taxes.

Mr. Speaker, that would be a bitter
pill. We do not need to dip into the jar
of honey and we do not need to take a
bitter pill to stop the raid on the social
security trust fund. All we need to do
is put our overweight Federal Govern-
ment on a diet and reduce its consump-
tion. Then we will stop the raid on the
social security trust fund, take care of
those truly in need, and balance the
Federal budget. How sweet it is, Mr.
Speaker.

THE INSURANCE INDUSTRY, HMOS,
AND THE REPUBLICANS WORK
TO UNDERMINE THE PATIENTS’
BILL OF RIGHTS

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last
week we passed a historic piece of leg-
islation giving patients strong protec-
tions against HMO wrongdoing. We put
medical decisions back where they be-
long, in the hands of doctors and pa-
tients.

But the glow of our victory has
quickly faded. Today the insurance in-
dustry, HMOs, and the Republican
leadership are garnering their forces to
undermine the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
The chairman of the Committee on
Commerce said yesterday that the bill,
and | quote, “‘will never reach the
President’s desk.”” Plans are underway
to bend, tear, and spindle these basic
patient rights.

Families with loved ones who are
sick need the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
They need it now. We should begin
work immediately to reconcile our bill
with the other Chamber’s, and give pa-
tients the ability to choose their own
doctors, guaranteed access to emer-
gency and specialty care, the right to
make health decisions with their doc-
tors, and the ability to hold HMOs ac-
countable.

Last week’s victory was one battle in
the war for strong patient protections.
The American people deserve the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, and they deserve
it now.

SOCIAL SECURITY LOCKBOX BILL
HELD HOSTAGE BY FILIBUSTERS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, on May 6 of
this year, 139 days ago, | joined with
415 of my colleagues here in the House
in supporting H.R. 1259, the social secu-
rity lockbox bill.

The fight to stop the raid on social
security in this year’s budget debate
offers the best possible reason for pass-
ing the social security lockbox bill. If
the lockbox were in place this year, the
big spenders would have to think twice
before trying to go after the funds that
rightly should be set aside for the sen-
iors of today and tomorrow. We must
stop balancing the Federal budget on
the backs of our seniors and our social
security trust fund.

Unfortunately, Members of the mi-
nority in the other body refuse to allow
this bill to be brought to the floor for
a vote. Six times there has been an ef-
fort to end the filibuster. Six times
that effort has failed. The social secu-
rity lockbox bill has been held hostage
for 139 days. One hundred and thirty-
nine days is long enough. It is time for
the other body to act.

RURAL AMERICA AND THE POOR
REMAIN LEFT OUT OF HIGH-
SPEED DIGITAL INTERNET AC-
CESS

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, a study
here in Washington by Legg-Mason re-
cently reported that we are about to
become a Nation of haves and have-
nots in the worst way. That report says
that as long as 3 years into the next
millenium, one-half of America will
still be deprived of high-speed digital
Internet access.

That means that for half of America,
our families, our businesses, will not
have access to the Information Age,
while the other half of America will
have good, competitive service. Guess
who is left out? Rural America, the
poor, the impoverished parts of our
country. It means that for half of
America, they will either have a single
monopoly provider or no provider at
all.

Why? Because of old laws that still
exist on the books to regulate long-dis-
tance and local phone companies.
Those old laws restricting competition
in those areas are going to hold back
the deployment of high speed to half of
America.

Members should try to explain to a
business in their district, if they live in
rural America, like | do, that has to
shut down because it cannot get access
to the Internet. Explain to a family
that cannot get their children educated
that they did not do anything about it.

It is time to change those old laws
and to end this system of haves and
have-nots in America.

O 1030

WE HAVE REACHED THE
PROMISED LAND, FOR NOW

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, we have
reached the promised land for now. The
Federal Government, for the first time,
the first time since 1960, balanced its
budget in the just-ended year without
tapping Social Security. The Congres-
sional Budget Office reported that yes-
terday.

Now, this is very, very important.
Those people who paid their money
into Social Security in the form of
taxes now can realize that they are
protected, they are secure. Quote, “We
stopped the raid on Social Security.
There is no going back,” end quote.
That is what our leader, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), said. And this
is what Robert Reischauer of the
Brookings Institution said, ‘‘In a sense
what we have done is we have reached
the promised land and it will become
an issue of who lost the promised
land.”

Republicans are committed. Stop the
raid on Social Security.
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WHEN WILL H.R. 1 BE DELIVERED
TO THE HOUSE?

(Mr. OSE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
inquire when are we going to get H.R.
1 delivered to this House? When | ar-
rived here in January, one of the
things we did out of respect for the ad-
ministration was reserve H.R. 1 for the
President’s plan on Social Security. It
is now the middle of October, and the
President’s plan is still absent.

When can we expect the delivery of
H.R. 1 from the administration?

FIRST EVER CLEAN AUDIT OPIN-
ION OF U.S. HOUSE FINANCIAL
RECORDS

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, when we drafted the Contract with
America in 1994, we promised to con-
duct public audits of the House books
and records, but in 1995
PricewaterhouseCoopers could not even
render an opinion. The records, and |
should say the lack of records, were de-
plorable. Millions of dollars were
tracked on handwritten ledgers with
numbers scratched out and written in
different ink colors. Supplies and
equipment were purchased without
competitive bidding. There was $14 mil-
lion in over-budget spending. There
were problems with the post office and
the House bank.

After a great deal of work to clean up
the mess and start keeping records
under the guidelines of general ac-
counting principles, this fall we re-
ceived a totally clean bill of financial
health. For the first time ever, the
House books are clean, open to the pub-
lic, and follow those principles.

We are committed to the highest
standards of integrity and full account-
ability to taxpayers, including bal-
ancing the budget without using the
Social Security trust fund surplus.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2561,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 326, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 326

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2561) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAaHooD). The gentlewoman from North
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Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FRoST), pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted a nor-
mal conference report rule for H.R.
2561, the Fiscal Year 2000 Department
of Defense Appropriations Act. The
rule waives all points of order against
the conference report and against its
consideration. In addition, the rule
provides that the conference report
shall be considered as read.

This should not be a controversial
rule. It is a type of rule that we grant
for every conference report that we
consider in the House.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s military
coup in Pakistan was a reminder to all
of us that we live in an unstable world.
We cannot ignore national defense.
This appropriations bill, as well as the
defense authorization bill which the
President recently signed into law, is a
strong step forward as we work to take
care of our military personnel and pro-
vide for our national defense.

We have a long way to go, but H.R.
2561 fully funds a 4.6 percent military
pay raise so that we can get some of
our enlisted men and their families off
of food stamps. It provides $1.1 billion
more than the President requested for
the purchase of weapons and equipment
and it sets aside funding for a national
missile defense system so that we can
protect ourselves from terrorist na-
tions.

This is a good bill. 1 urge my col-
leagues to support the rule and to sup-
port the underlying conference report,
because now more than ever we must
improve our national security.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
rule and this conference report; but,
first and foremost, | rise in support of
the men and women who serve the Na-
tion faithfully, as well as members of
our armed services. They are the ones
who, when called upon, will be required
to sacrifice their lives so that we may
continue to live in freedom; and this
conference report, Mr. Speaker, fulfills
a commitment to them which | am
proud to support.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
contains a package of pay and retire-
ment improvements which keeps faith
with our men and women in uniform.
This conference report contains the
largest military pay raise in 18 years,
as well as funding for a change in pay
scales and a series of pay and bonus in-
centives. These pay increases, bonuses,
and other incentives prove our commit-
ment to a better quality of life for our
military personnel and their families.
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As an editorial in the Fort Worth Star
Telegram noted on Monday, when the
President signed the National Defense
Authorization Act last week, he said
the excellence of our military is the di-
rect product of the excellence of our
men and women in uniform. This bill
invests in that excellence.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, the same
holds true for this conference report.
The conferees are to be commended for
ensuring that quality of life, benefits
and training for the soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and Marines, upon whom we
depend for our national security, are
squarely addressed. There is much left
to do, but | believe the provision of the
4.8 percent pay increase is a solid be-
ginning. Incentives to retain our most
skilled military personnel are also in
the bill; but, again, there is still much
to do to ensure that we not continue to
lose men and women who have the
skills and experience that are so crit-
ical to maintaining a fighting force
that can quickly and effectively re-
spond to any emergency or who can
sustain a long-term effort.

The ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON),
early this year called 1999 the Year of
the Troops. This bill lives up to the
commitments we as a body made ear-
lier this year; but this is not the end of
the story, Mr. Speaker, because there
is still much to be done. In spite of the
constraints on our budget, we must all
make a commitment to continue to
improve the quality of life for our mili-
tary personnel and their families. Con-
sidering how much we ask of them, this
is the least that we can do.

The conference agreement also pro-
vides for those weapons systems that
our military men and women will man
and operate, and in particular this bill
reflects a workable compromise on the
future of the F-22 stealth fighter.
While | would certainly have preferred
that full funding for production of the
first six F-22 fighters be included in
this bill, the agreement does provide
$750 million for the development of a
test aircraft which will be subjected to
rigorous tests prior to going forward
with full scale acquisition. Also in-
cluded is $277 million for the purchase
of components for advanced procure-
ment of ten F-22s if the test aircraft
meets the test thresholds established
in the conference agreement and pro-
vides the $1.2 billion requested by the
President for further research and de-
velopment of the aircraft.

Mr. Speaker, production of this air-
craft is the number one modernization
priority of the Air Force. This program
has received the unqualified endorse-
ment of the entire Joint Chiefs, as well
as all 10 war fighting commanders in
chief.

The Secretary of Defense has called
the F-22 the cornerstone of our Na-
tion’s global air power in the 21st Cen-
tury. Mr. Speaker, no other aircraft in
our current arsenal will be able to ful-
fill the role that the F-22 is designed to
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fill in the next century, and the con-
ference agreement is a vast improve-
ment over the zero funding that was in
the House-passed bill. The conference
agreement also provides for $246 mil-
lion to build ten F-16-C fighters, as
well as $283 million for F-16 modifica-
tions and upgrades. The bill also pro-
vides $302 million for upgrades for the
B-2 bomber fleet and $856 million for
the acquisition of 12 V-22 Osprey
tiltrotor aircraft and $183 million for
additional research and development
on the V-22.

The conference agreement provides
for a total of $267.8 billion for the De-
partment of Defense in the first fiscal
year of the new century. The conferees
have done the best with the funds
available to them but, Mr. Speaker, we
have found ourselves in the unenviable
position of making trade-offs and de-
laying the funding for needed mod-
ernization programs while at the same
time the needs of our military continue
to grow as our obligations as the
world’s only superpower continue to
expand. This bill is a good bill as far as
it goes, but | believe that in future
years the Congress must make every
effort to continue to fund the needed
programs that will ensure our national
security.

Mr. Speaker, | urge the House to
adopt this rule and to adopt the con-
ference report. This bill is good for our
country and deserves our support.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. HEFLEY).

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the rule, and | do this
based on a provision that is in the bill,
section 8160, which makes the state-
ment, “Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, all military construction
projects for which funds were appro-
priated in Public Law 106-52 are hereby
authorized.”

In other words, in an appropriations
bill they are saying that anything we
want to do is okay to do and we will as-
sume that they were authorized. Now,
this is not unusual. We do this often in
bills. In fact, there are many commit-
tees who do not do an authorization
bill and then an appropriations bill,
but that is not the case with defense.
We work very hard to do an authoriza-
tion bill. We struggle with that. We
have endless hours of hearings with
that. We come up with a bipartisan, it
is almost always a unanimous, vote.
Certainly in my committee it is always
a unanimous vote on the authorization
process. Then we go to the full com-
mittee, and it is almost always a unan-
imous vote.

So we have struggled with these
things, trying to authorize the things
that really do make sense, that are
good public policy.

Then we go through the conference
process, and we struggle with the Sen-
ate, and we come out, and we have an
authorization bill. Now, many times
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the appropriations bill is out ahead of
the authorizations bill, and so they can
accept statements like this because
they are out ahead, but that is not the
case this year. The authorization bill is
first. It has been signed by the Presi-
dent. The Committee on Rules, | asked
in the Committee on Rules that they
make these authorizations subject to a
point of order so that we could at least
get to these things and determine
whether or not we want to do them or
not. The Committee on Rules did not
do that.

This is bad policy. This is a bad way
to do our business here on the House
Floor. It raises the question of whether
or not we need an authorization com-
mittee and a Committee on Appropria-
tions if the Committee on Appropria-
tions is going to do it all.

So, Mr. Speaker, | would request that
we would reject this rule and come
back with a rule that would give us an
opportunity to deal with this blanket
authorization which is being done in an
appropriations bill.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking member
on the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, first of all, |
want to congratulate the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEwiS) and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) for doing their dead-level best
to bring new thinking to this bill.

They tried mightily, for instance, on
the issue of the F-22, because they rec-
ognized that, if we are putting all of
our money in that basket, we do not
have enough money to provide other
high priority needs that our defense
posture very badly needs.

They have been partially successful,
and | congratulate them for that. | rec-
ognize that they could not go as far as
they needed to go because of con-
straints imposed upon them by the
leadership of this House. | regret that.
I think we should have gone further.

But | want to take the time of the
House today to give my colleagues a
more basic reason for my concern
about this bill. I am not going to vote
for this bill in the end because | do not
believe in supporting legislation which
in the end conveys a falsehood to the
American people.

When we had President Reagan ram
his budget through here in 1981 and be-
yond, | opposed those budgets in very
large part because they promised some-
thing that they could not deliver. They
promised that they would balance the
budget in 4 years. Instead, they pro-
duced the largest deficits in the history
of the country.

When we had the budget agreement
in 1997, which was signed by the Presi-
dent and pushed through the Congress
by then Speaker Gingrich, 1 did not
support it and called it a public lie, be-
cause, in my view, it promised things
that would never take place. In fact,
time has demonstrated that the doubts
about that bill were correct.
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Now, we have a new situation. We
have the Republican majority telling
the country that they do not want to
sit down in an omnibus negotiation
with the President on all remaining
bills because, if they did, they say we
will wind up just like last year where
we had some $21 billion in emergency
spending rammed into last year’s om-
nibus appropriation bill.

First of all, that misreads history,
because, in fact, that number was driv-
en up substantially by then Speaker
Gingrich who insisted that, whatever
increases we had on the domestic side
be matched on the military and intel-
ligence side, whether we needed them
or not. So they wound up spending $21
billion on emergencies.

But, ironically, this year, this Repub-
lican House has already spent $24.2 bil-
lion and designated them as emer-
gencies. They spent $8.7 billion on agri-
culture and declared it an emergency.
They spent $7.2 billion in this bill on
defense, declared it emergency. They
spent $4.5 billion on the census. They
declared it an emergency. Low-income
heating assistance, which has only
been around for 24 years, they declared
that an emergency at $1.1 billion. They
declared $2.5 billion in FEMA as an
emergency. They declared half a billion
dollars in bioterrorism as an emer-
gency for a grand total of $24.2 billion.

So they have already spent more in
emergencies than we spent last year.
Yet, they claim the reason they do not
want to negotiate with the President is
to avoid that which they have already
done. That strange logic makes sense
only, | guess, on this floor.

I would also point out that, in this
bill, this bill pretends to spend $249 bil-
lion in outlays. In fact, when we take
into account all of the gimmicks, it
spends $271 billion in outlays. They
have $21 billion worth of gimmicks in
order to pretend that the bill is spend-
ing less than it actually spends.

It has an emergency designation of
$7.2 billion in budget authority and $5.5
billion in outlays. It pretends we are
going to make $2.6 billion through
spectrum sales. We know that is not
going to happen. It has an advance ap-
propriation of $1.8 billion.

Then it simply directs the Congres-
sional Budget Office to pretend that
the spend-out rate for this bill is going
to be $10.5 billion less than it will actu-
ally be, and they simply tell the Con-
gressional Budget Office to ignore re-
ality. That hides another $10.5 billion.
Then they delay payments to contrac-
tors for a few days to save $1.25 billion.

So we have overall total gimmicks of
$21.6 billion. That is not a good rec-
ommendation for passing this bill.

One thing we ought to do, no matter
what our political differences are, no
matter what our philosophical dif-
ferences are, we at least ought to level
with people about what we are doing.
Yet, we are engaged in this ridiculous
fiction that we are not above the caps
and that this Congress has not already
spent Social Security money for the
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coming year, by engaging in all of
these phony accounting gimmicks.

That is happening, no question about
it, at the direct direction of the leader-
ship of this House. | think it brings dis-
credit to the entire process. It brings
discredit to this institution.

Whatever we pass ought to be on the
level. This bill is as far from being on
the level in terms of being honest with
budget numbers as any | have seen in a
long time. This and the Departments of
Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education and Related Agencies
appropriations bill, which has all kinds
of similar gimmicks, are two reasons
which demonstrate that, when it comes
to telling the truth, this House gets a
flunking grade.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | do intend to support
the rule and the conference report, but
| wanted to express my concerns about
some particular provisions concerning
U.S. policy in South Asia.

The conference report language that
would give the President authority to
waive certain sanctions against India
and Pakistan, including the prohibi-
tion on U.S. military assistance to
Pakistan mandated by the Pressler
Amendment, as well as other arms
transfer controls.

While | have long supported lifting
the economic sanctions against India
and Pakistan, which the conference re-
port also addresses, | am concerned the
provisions in the conference report
would result in a renewal of U.S. arms
transfers to Pakistan.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday we were re-
minded in a stunning and very dis-
turbing way about the potential prob-
lems associated with renewing our
military ties with Pakistan. The Paki-
stani Army Chief of Staff, in a nation-
ally televised address, confirmed that a
military coup has taken place.

Prime Minister Sharif has been dis-
missed and placed under house arrest.
Troops took over state-run TV and
radio stations and closed the major air-
ports. Pakistan’s army has ruled the
country for 25 of its 52-year history, so
Army takeovers have been a relatively
common occurrence. But this time, the
subversion of civilian government
means that Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal
is under direct control of the military
leaders, the same hard-line forces who
precipitated Pakistan’s incursion into
India or onto India’s side of the Line of
Control in Kashmir earlier this year,
greatly heightened tensions in that re-
gion.

I believe the provision in the Defense
authorization conference report to
grant waiver authority for the Pressler
amendment essentially on a permanent
basis is a grave mistake. Combined
with expanded waiver authority on
other provisions of the Arms Export
Control Act, this opens the door for the
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administration to renew the U.S. Paki-
stan military relationship.

Although the Arms Export Control
Act waivers would theoretically apply
both to India and Pakistan, with con-
gressional notification, | am concerned
that that goal is to renew military as-
sistance to Pakistan. 1 hope that the
administration would not help Paki-
stan militarily thereby putting India
at risk. Likewise, | hope that any steps
against Pakistan would not be matched
by corresponding actions against India.

The conference report also provides
for extended waiver authority of the
Glenn Amendment economic sanctions.
I have lobbied for a suspension, if not
an outright appeal, of the Glenn
amendment.

I am glad that the conference took
action on the Glenn sanctions. Extend-
ing the waiver is a positive step, but |
just think we could have gone a little
further.

I also want to thank the conferees for
another positive provision, a sense of
the Congress resolution that the broad
application of export controls to nearly
300 Indian and Pakistani entities listed
on the so-called Entities List, which is
adopted by the Bureau of Export Ad-
ministration, is inconsistent with the
specific national security interest of
the U.S., and that this list requires re-
finement.

There is also language that these ex-
port controls should be applied only to
those entities that make direct and
material contributions to weapons of
mass destruction and missile programs
and only to those items that so con-
tribute.

The BXA went way too far in black-
listing entities with little or no con-
nection to nuclear or missile programs.

So, Mr. Speaker, again, | urge that
we adopt the conference report and the
rule, but I am very concerned about
the repeal, essentially, of the Pressler
Amendment.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | urge the
adoption of the rule, and | yield back
the balance of the time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of the time, and |
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 326, |
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2561) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the conference report is
considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 8, 1999, at page H9651).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEwIS) and
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the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from California (Mr. LEWIS).
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2561, and that | may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, | first rise to ask the
membership for their support for this
very important bill. It involves the na-
tional defense of our country. In doing
so, Mr. Speaker, | would like to express
my personal appreciation to my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle who
have been, not just cooperative, but
who have been truly professional in the
best possible sense in presenting their
viewpoints regarding a number of
items that are very important, which
we will consider as we go forward with
this debate today.

In particular, | would like to express
my appreciation to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YouNGg), the chairman of
the full committee. He has been essen-
tially my trainer since | assumed this
job, for he chaired the committee be-
fore | did. The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) is not just a great leader
of the full Committee on Appropria-
tions, but, for his entire career, he has
provided the kind of leadership that
has allowed us to make certain that
America is the strongest country in
the world, as we play a role in leader-
ship for peace in that world.

Mr. Speaker, speaking just for a mo-
ment about the bill, this legislation
does provide for $267.7 billion in discre-
tionary spending authority for fiscal
year 2000. It meets all budget authority
and outlay Ilimits set in the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation.

This bill provides for $17.3 billion
more than was appropriated in fiscal
year 1999 and is $4.5 billion above the
administration’s 2000 budget request.

Let me take just a moment to out-
line some of the highlights of the bill.
This legislation provides $73.9 billion to
meet the most critical personnel needs
of our military. One of our top prior-
ities has been to improve the training,
benefits, and quality of life, to ensure
that the armed services retain their
most valuable asset, that asset being
the men and women who serve the
country in uniform.

There are essentially 2.25 million
men and women serving in the Armed
Forces, the reserves, and the National
Guard. These personnel, as well as our
colleagues, will be pleased to know
that this bill fully funds the 4.8 percent
pay raise that we have discussed pre-
viously.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, with those brief com-
ments outlining the highlights of the
bill, | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania for the
time.

Mr. Speaker, a minute ago, | talked
about the gimmicks that were in this
bill that hide its true spending levels. |
would like to continue on that theme
and put it in context by walking the
House through what the gimmicks are
in all of the appropriations bills that
we are expected to try to pass.

First of all, with respect to this bill
itself, one of the gimmicks in this bill,
I guess | would call it the Government
Deadbeat Amendment for the year. It
simply says that the government is
going to delay payment to defense con-
tractors on the bills that we owe from
12 days to 17 days, thereby saving $1.2
billion by squeezing that money into
the next fiscal year.
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I would like to point out when we do
that, we are not only affecting the cash
flow of the United States Government,
we are affecting the cash flow of thou-
sands of U.S. businesses, and we are af-
fecting their balance sheets for the
quarter in question and for the entire
fiscal year. And | think that what that
really does is to increase the cost of
doing business with Uncle Sam.

So what is the response of these con-
tractors likely to be? The response is
likely to be that they will factor in
that problem the next time they write
a contract with Uncle Sam. The net ef-
fect is it will raise the cost of those
contracts down the line and, in the
end, the taxpayers will pay for this
foolishness.

This is just one example of one of the
problems in the bill. And as | say, I
make no criticisms to the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEwIS) or the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MuR-
THA) when | cite this, because they had
no choice but to include gimmicks like
this because everybody in this House is
under orders from the leadership to
hide the true levels of spending. And it
is not just happening on this bill. It is
happening on all of them.

On agriculture we had just in di-
rected scoring alone, not counting the
emergency designation, just in directed
scoring alone, which means that they
pretend that they are going to spend
less than they are actually going to
spend, they hide $163 million that way.

In the Commerce-Justice bill, they
hide $5.4 billion through a series of
budgetary gimmicks. In this bill, as |
said earlier, they hide $21.5 billion in
spending that way. In the Energy and
Water bill that passed, they hide $103
million. In the Foreign Operations bill,
they hide $159 million. Interior, the
House-passed bill, hides $159 million, as
well.

Then in the Labor Health bill, which
was reported by the committee, we will
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have $12.1 billion in assorted gimmicks,
some of which their own leading presi-
dential contender has denounced as
being unfair because they balanced the
budget on the backs of the poor.

In Transportation we have $1.4 bil-
lion worth of these gimmicks that hide
the true nature of congressional spend-
ing. In Treasury-Post Office they hide
$151 million. In the VA-HUD bill, which
is going to come to the floor yet this
week, they hide $1.5 billion through
what | would call these hidden card
tricks in a magic show.

The problem is that it is not just a
few suckers paying a quarter who are
fooled, the entire American public is
deceived in the process. That means
that government-wide, in all of the ap-
propriations bills that we are supposed
to consider this year, we have over $43
billion in gimmicks. When we subtract
$14 billion from that, which represents
the amount of the non-Social Security
surplus that we have for the coming
year on that we are expected to have,
that means we have bills $29 billion
over the spending caps in real terms
when we do not count the gimmicks.

Now, | want to make clear some of
this has happened before. This is not
unprecedented. But what is unprece-
dented is the huge amount of game
playing that is going on.

I would just suggest, in the end, both
parties would be better off if we level
with the American people and if we
simply tell them what the true effects
are. | know the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) tried to avoid this. He
tried to bring a series of bills out of
committee which were bipartisan in
nature and which were a whole lot
more honest than the bills that we are
running to the floor today, but he was
cut off at the pass by people in his cau-
cus who thought they knew better.

The result is that the level of con-
sumer fraud in this House has reached
record levels, and | think that is unfor-
tunate for the country and the institu-
tion.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of our full
committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and | rise in support of this
conference report on our appropria-
tions bill for our national security and
our intelligence programs.

The gentleman from California
(Chairman LEwIS) deserves a tremen-
dous amount of credit for the hard
work that he has done in getting this
bill to the floor.

Having had many years of experience
as a member of this subcommittee, this
was probably the most difficult year to
go to conference on this bill that any
of us have seen. The gentleman from
California (Chairman LEwIS) has done a
really outstanding job and especially
since this was his first year in that im-
portant position as Subcommittee
Chairman, and | cannot say enough
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good words about the outstanding work
that he has done.

Also, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), who is the rank-
ing member and the former chairman
of this subcommittee, as usual has
worked with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwIS) to keep this bill and
any matters relating to national de-
fense or intelligence totally non-
political, nonpartisan, which is as it
should be. Our defense issues and our
intelligence issues should not be polit-
ical in any way.

One of the problems that they faced
as they produced this bill this year and
went to conference with the Senate
was a 13-year reduction in our invest-
ment in our national defense. However,
at the same time we were making these
reductions, we were sending our troops
to excessive deployments in all parts of
the world. Many of them, as all of our
Members know, are still deployed
today in places like Bosnia and Kosovo
and plus the permanent deployments in
Europe, Korea, and other places like
that.

We have tried to reduce the pressure
of these excessive deployments, with-
out much success, because the adminis-
tration believes that anyplace in the
world that there is an opportunity to
send American troops they ought to do
it. And they do it, and then they send
us the bill after they spend the money.

The air war in Kosovo, for example,
was a very expensive air war. That air
war was basically an American air war.
We provided the airplanes. We provided
the pilots. We provided the fuel. We
provided the munitions. And despite
the fact it was a NATO decision to go
into that war, it was a U.S. war, and we
basically paid for it.

With this bill we are replacing a lot
of the munitions, we are fixing a lot of
the worn out equipment, we are trying
to get a decent quality of life for those
men and women who serve in our mili-
tary by providing them a pay raise.
And it is not really enough, but at
least it is a significant step towards a
commitment that some of us have
made to get our men and women in the
military up to a livable wage.

It is really a shame when we still
have to report that there are still sev-
eral thousand Americans in uniform
who have to rely on food stamps to feed
their family.

So we have to give some recognition
to those people, and we have done that
in this bill in addition to changing the
retirement system. This is a good bill.
And again | say, in my many years of
experience on this subcommittee, this
was the toughest conference meeting;
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEwIS) and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. MURTHA) deserve just a
tremendous amount of credit in what
they have been able to do to bring this
conference report to the floor today.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. HEFLEY).
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Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEwis) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in great reluc-
tance to oppose the conference report
to accompany H.R. 2561, the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations act for
the year 2000. | oppose the legislation
because it contains numerous provi-
sions which taken together represent
an erosion of the prerogatives of the
authorization process and actually
raise the question of do we need an ap-
propriations process and an authoriza-
tion process if the Committee on Ap-
propriations is going to do both in

their bill.
I am not usually down here opposing
a defense appropriations bill. 1 always

have been and | continue to support a
strong national defense.

Let me tell my colleagues, there is a
lot of good in this bill. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) pointed out
many of the items. There is a lot of
good in this bill. The gentleman from
California (Mr. LEwis) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MuR-
THA) should be commended on the bill
that they have produced and for get-
ting this out of the conference report.

But since | have became chairman of
the subcommittee on military installa-
tions and facilities over 4 years ago, |
have worked closely with Members of
both sides of the aisle to find addi-
tional resources needed to improve and
enhance our military housing and in-
frastructure. | have always done so in
cooperation with the Committee on
Appropriations.

In fact, the military authorization
bill on military facilities and construc-
tion and the appropriations bill on
military construction in these last 4-
plus years have been mirrors of each
other because we worked so closely to-
gether. That is the way it should be.
That is not the way it is this year.

That is why it is especially troubling
to me to review the conference report
and see that there are so many provi-
sions that violate the necessary and
reasonable boundaries between the au-
thorizations and the appropriations
process.

First, section 8160 provides a blanket
authorization for all military construc-
tion projects for which funds are appro-
priated pursuant to the Military Con-
struction Appropriation Act, 2000. The
legislation contained funding or addi-
tional funding for 18 military construc-
tion projects amounting to $110.5 mil-
lion for which no authorization of ap-
propriations was provided in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, | will include a list of
these military construction projects at
issue following my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes the appro-
priations bill is out ahead of the au-
thorization bill; and when that hap-
pens, a provision like this may need to
be done, but it is usually done with the
idea that we are appropriating this
subject to the authorization of these
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projects, which we then look at the
next year and we get done.

That is not the case this year. The
authorization bill did not provide au-
thority for these military construction
projects because there was a consensus
among House and Senate conferees on
that bill to not break scope to add
large number of new projects, given the
limited resources available to us.

While these projects may have legiti-
mate military utility, none, in my
judgment, represent an urgent require-
ment that could not be evaluated dur-
ing next year’s authorization review. It
is not unusual for an occasional con-
struction project to be appropriated
without authorization. But, as | said,
we do that the following year.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFLEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | appreciate my colleague yielding.

Let me say this: the questions that
he is raising in his statement are very
legitimate questions, and | must say
that the gentleman has been more than
professional in his dealings with me. I,
too, feel that we need to work very
hard to make sure that we eliminate
conflicts between the authorizing proc-
ess where they may exist and the ap-
propriations process.

In this case, | guess the gentleman
and | working together would probably
agree regarding most of the projects
that may have been authorized. Some-
times elements at a different level
than that of the gentleman and mine
and the House get involved between us.
So, in connection with that, let me say
to the gentleman that | commit to him
that he and | will work very closely to
try to eliminate this kind of problem
in the future dealing with our leader-
ship and otherwise.

And with that, while the gentleman
is expressing very well his concern
about this matter, recognizing the
broad base of values in this bill, 1
would hope in the final analysis even
with this protest | would have the vote
of this gentleman.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate that. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwiIS) and | have worked
together; but we have been friends and
colleagues and worked well together
for darn near 15 years, and that is not
going to change because of this bill
this year. And we have talked about
next year and future years and how
this ought to be done, and we intend to
do it differently. | appreciate his com-
ments.

Second, section 8167 provide new ap-
propriations and authorization for an
Army Aviation Support facility to sup-
port the Army National Guard at West
Bend, Wisconsin. This MILCON project
was not included in either the House or
the Senate version of the defense au-
thorization bill or in the House or Sen-
ate version of the military construc-
tion appropriations bill. It is an en-
tirely new $10 million project that is
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not even included in the Future Years
Defense Plan, what is called the FYDP,
meaning that it is not part of the cur-
rent Army National Guard planning
until well after the year 2005.

That is not the way we do business.
The urgency of this project escapes me.
Its inclusion in the general appropria-
tions bill to support the Department of
Defense is simply wrong and com-
pounds the troubling precedent pre-
sented by section 8160.

Third, section 8163 provides authority
for the Secretary of the Air Force to
accept up to $13 million in contribu-
tions from the State of New York for
the purpose of combining those funds
with $12.8 million in appropriated funds
to consolidate and expand facilities at
Rome Research Site at New York.

O 1115

It sounds like a good deal for the Air
Force. The trouble is that the Air
Force does not support it.

The President’s budget request for
the coming fiscal year contained a re-
quirement for a $12.8 million facility at
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the Rome Research Site. The con-
ference agreements on the defense au-
thorization bill and the military con-
struction appropriations bill both pro-
vided the funding necessary for the
validated MILCON requirement. How-
ever, the proposal for broader author-
ity to permit the State of New York to
contribute funding for additional facil-
ity improvements was rejected by the
conferees on the defense authorization
bill. While the Department of the Air
Force fully supported the requirement
contained in the President’s budget,
the Secretary of the Air Force declined
to support the broader facility im-
provement plan. In a letter dated Au-
gust 6, 1999, the Secretary stated that
“The Air Force currently has no addi-
tional phased consolidation projects
for the Rome Research Site in the Fu-
ture Years Defense Plan and does not
have options for funding any future
phases.”

Finally, section 8168 contains exten-
sive new authorities for the Secretary
of the Air Force to conduct a “pilot
project” at Brooks Air Force Base,
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Texas. These authorities fundamen-
tally change the nature of installation
management. Although the provision
was slightly modified for the version
contained in the Senate-passed defense
appropriations bill, this is a matter
which deserves review by the author-
ization committee, even if it is just a
“pilot project.”

Mr. Speaker, as | said, | know the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS)
and other members resisted the inclu-
sion of many of these provisions and I
appreciate their efforts. Regretfully,
the conferees on H.R. 2561 could not
withstand the significant pressures to
depart from the well-established pat-
tern of comity that has governed the
authorization and appropriations proc-
ess for military construction in recent
years. | simply cannot support legisla-
tion that in the end significantly un-
dermines the authority of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
for the RECORD:

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS AUTHORIZED BY SECTION 8160 OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Amount in
thousands

State Service Location Project
Arizona Army Fort Huachuca Treatment Plant, Phase 1
California Navy NAS LEMOOTE ...vcevvvererernisirenssneiins Gymnasium
District of Columbia Navy 8th & | Barracks Site Imp its
Florida Navy Blount Island (Jacksonville) ... Land Acquisition, Phase 1
Florida ......... Air Force MacDill AFB ........ Mission Planning Center, Phase 1

Massachusetts .
Michigan .....
Minnesota ...

Army National Guard ..
Air National Guard
Air Force Reserve ..
Montana Army National Guard ..
New Jersey Army

New Jersey Navy

Ohio ... Air National Guard ...
Ohio ... Air National Guard
Ohio ... Air Force Reserve ..
Pennsylvania Army National Guard .

South Carolina Navy
Washington Army
Korea Army

Subtotal

Barnes ANGB .

Selfridge ANGB ...
Minneapolis/St. Paul ARS .
Great Falls
Picatinny Arsenal
NWS Earle ..........
Mansfield Lahm Airport
Toledo Express Airport .
Youngstown ARS
Connellsville R
NWS Charleston
Yakima Training Center
Camp Kyle

6,000

16,000
4,000

5,000

10,000

Army Aviation Support Facility

3,933

Replace Fire Crash/Rescue Station

7,400

Consolidated Lodging Facility, Phase 2

8,140

Readi Center

4,700

Armament Software Engineering Center, Phase 1

9,900

Security Improvements

1,250
2,700

Replace Security Forces Complex
Upgrade Maintenance Complex

8,400

Center

Apron Runoff/Storm Water/Deicing Collection System

3,400
1,700

Child Development Center

3,614

Tank Trail Erosion Mitigation, Phase 5

12,000

Physical Fitness Center

4,350

112,487

Offset for Authorization of Appropriations (P.L. 106—65)

Total

(2,000)

110,487

Note: Public Law 106-65, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 provided authorization of appropriations for Military Construction, Army in the amount of $2,000,000 for tank trail erosion mitigation at Yakima

Training Center, Washington.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS).

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of the conference report. |
want to commend the gentleman from
California, the chairman, along with
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the
ranking member, for putting together
what | think is a good quality bill.

As the gentlemen know, | was not
particularly pleased with the direction
at which we started out with respect to
the F-22, but | want to say to each of
the gentlemen, they have been very
straightforward in the debate, the dia-
logue we have had, they have been hon-
est in their beliefs and honest with me.
I appreciate them working hard to
make sure that we came up with a fair
resolution for the continued research
and ultimate procurement of a very
valued weapons system. It is going to
be necessary for this system to be pur-
chased if we are going to maintain air
superiority in the future, and we have

seen just most recently in the Balkans
how critical that is.

I also want to commend them on the
direction in which we are continuing to
go with respect to the C-17. The C-17 is
a very valuable airlift mobility asset. |
think that we ought to continue to
look at what we are doing with the C-
17 as a model for the purchase of future
weapons systems. A multiyear buy not
only provides our armed forces with
the best weapons systems available but
it also saves the taxpayers money, and
that is what we are ultimately here
and all about. We are operating in an
entirely different era now from what
we have operated in in past years be-
cause we simply do not have the money
to buy anything we want in the quan-
tities that we want to buy them.

I am a little disappointed in where
we are going, the direction, with the
130s. The Marine Corps asked for a
total of four and we were not able to
provide those. But | know that the gen-
tlemen are going to work hard to see if
we cannot improve that next year. We

are going to put the burden back on
the Air Force, that if they want these
weapons systems, they are not going to
be able to depend on add-ons in future
years. They have got to come ask for
them. That is the way it ought to be.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CHAMBLISS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, |1 want to
compliment the gentleman on his
statement, particularly on his com-
ments regarding the C-17. | am very
pleased and | want to compliment the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MURTHA) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwis) for putting in the
multiyear language for the C-17.
Frankly, I do not think 120 of these
planes is enough. | think we are going
to need more than that, simply because
we do not have enough aircraft for the
airlift and deployability issue.

Just yesterday, General Shinseki has
come up with this new program for the
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Army which is basically heavily reliant
on deployability and having all this
new equipment be able to fit into those
C-130s that the gentleman mentioned. |
look forward to working with him in
the days ahead, and | appreciate his
statement.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this con-
ference report. This year's defense appropria-
tions bill provides funding for many critical mili-
tary needs. Chairman LEwis and Ranking
Member MURTHA have ensured that the Con-
gress is addressing problems with recruiting
and retention and the readiness of our Armed
Forces. | thank them for their leadership on
this bill.

H.R. 2561 includes the final portion of a 4.8
percent pay raise for military and defense civil-
ian personnel. This pay raise will address the
pay gap between those at the Defense De-
partment and comparable jobs in the private
sector. The bill includes critical funding for
Navy ship maintenance, an area where in-
creasing backlogs have built up. This year’s
bill includes over $360 million more for ship
maintenance activities than the appropriations
bill for FY 99. And this bill has found a critical
balance for the modernization priorities of all
the services. In particular, | am pleased that
the conferees were able to restore much of
the funding in the President’'s Request for the
F-22, air dominance fighter. Funding included
in the bill will allow work to move forward on
the F-22 while also providing for additional
testing.

The conferees also approved multiyear pro-
curement authority for the FA-18 E&F and the
C-17. This will allow us to purchase 222 F-—
18s for the price of 200, a significant savings.
And it will allow us to take advantage of an
unsolicited proposal by Boeing to provide 60
more C-17s at an average price that is 25
percent lower than the current model. These
planes will address critical airlift needs re-
vealed in Kosovo.

The committee has also ensured that the
weaponization of our bomber force will con-
tinue. Earlier this year, the Air Force provided
Congress with a bomber road map laying out
their plan to weaponize the bomber force. It
was totally inadequate. Congress has provided
an additional $100 million for weaponization of
the B—2 bomber. These funds will allow for the
purchase of deployable shelters for the B-2 so
that when necessary it can deploy closer to
the theater of combat. We further integrate the
B-2 into the larger air campaign by adding
Link 16 connectivity to the B-2 along with the
most advanced displays for situational aware-
ness. We improve the in-flight replanning ca-
pability of the B-2's on-board computer sys-
tems. At the Air Force’s request, we pay for
the integration of the EGBU 28 bomb in the
B-2's bomb bay. And we start the process of
developing further improvements to the B-2's
stealth.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The conferees also provided funding for im-
provements to B-52's situational awareness
systems, and for additional conventional bomb
modules for the B-1B. These investments will
ensure that our bomber force can continue to
be as effective in the future as it was during
the recent Kosovo conflict.

Again, | would like to thank the Chairman
and Ranking Member, and urge support of the
conference report.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. | thank the gen-
tleman for those comments.

Lastly, just let me say that | appre-
ciate the efforts that we have made on
the quality of life issues. As | go
around and talk to enlisted personnel
all across the world, I am very im-
pressed with the quality of those folks,
and the provisions that the gentlemen
have made with respect to quality of
life are going to help those young men
and women out there.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER).

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the Department of
Defense conference report, legislation
that deserves overwhelming support in
this House.

I want to begin by acknowledging the
budgetary challenges that the gen-
tleman from California and the Sub-
committee on Defense faced in assem-
bling this conference report. Yet | also
want to thank this Congress and ac-
knowledge that the Federal Govern-
ment has no more important responsi-
bility than national defense. This bill
is a step in the right direction. | com-
mend the gentleman from California
for his leadership.

I have been an advocate for a strong-
er military for many years, but it was
not until | arrived in Congress that |
realized how hollow our military has
become and how important high-tech
weapons are to the future of our na-
tional security.

I want to commend the gentleman
for his scrutiny of the F-22 Raptor pro-
gram. This is an honorable compromise
that does not compromise our national
security. The F-22 will continue to be
developed. That is bad news for Amer-
ica’s enemies, but it is good news for
America’s security.

This conference report also funds
other programs critical to our national
defense, including the V-22 Osprey, the
F-16 Falcon, and the 4BW-4BN, H-1 up-
grade programs. | thank the gentleman
for his work on these priorities.

In closing, | would like to remind my
colleagues that our national security
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can be preserved only when we match
our greatest asset, which is our troops,
with the greatest weapons possible.
This bill acknowledges that when it
comes to national security, it is better
to be safe than sorry. For that reason,
I am proud to support this legislation.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill speaks for
itself. All the members have done a
marvelous job: the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MORAN) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS)
have been in the trenches; the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) did
a tremendous job; the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEwWIS) in a very dif-
ficult situation. This bill is carefully
crafted, articulately done.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, a very brief comment in closing. |
would be remiss if |1 did not just take a
moment to express my deep apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA) who is not just a
pro at this business but who has been a
great leader on behalf of national de-
fense for a long, long time. Within our
subcommittee, he has been the driving
force that has allowed us to create an
environment that is literally non-
partisan as it relates to national de-
fense. No bill is more important to the
national government, to America and
indeed to the world than this one. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania has
played a key role in making this year’s
effort such a success.

Beyond that, | would also like to ex-
press my appreciation to Greg
Dahlberg, his fine staff assistant who
has worked so closely with us this
year, Kevin Roper, my staff director,
and | must say my own personal staff
as well as our Appropriations Com-
mittee staff. Mr. Speaker, |1 do not
know where or how we find such fabu-
lous young people who are willing to
work endless hours, endless days. They
do not know weekends. They have done
a fantastic job this year to create an
extraordinary bill.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE|
MILITARY PERSONNEL

Military Personnel, Army. 20,841,687 22,006,632 21,475,732 22,041,094 22,006,361 +1,164,674

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (559,533}
Military Personnel, Navy 16,570,754 17,207,481 16,737,072 17,236,001 17,268,823 +688,069

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (436,773)
Military Personnel, Marine Corps 2/ 6,263,387 6,544,682 6,353,622 6,562,336 6,555,403 +2982,016

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (177,980)
Military Personnel, Air Force 17,211,987 17,899,685 17,565,811 17,873,759 17,861,803 +649,816

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (471,892)
Reserve Personnel, Army 2,167,052 2,270,964 2,235,055 2,278,696 2,289,996 +122,944

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (40,574}
Reserve Personnel, Navy 1,426,663 1,446,339 1,425,210 1,450,788 1,473,388 +46,725

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (29,833)
Reserve Personnel, Marine Corps 406,616 409,189 403,822 410,650 412,650 +6,034

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (7,820}
Reserve Personnel, Air Force 852,324 881,170 872,978 884,794 892,594 +40,270

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 {13,143)
National Guard Personnel, Army. 3,489,987 3,570,639 3,486,427 3,622,479 3,610,479 +120,492

Pay increase provided in P.L. 108-31 (70,416)
National Guard Personnel, Air Force 1,377,108 1,486,512 1,456,248 1,494,496 1,533,196 +156,087

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 (30,462)
Total, title |, Military Personnel 4/ 70,607,566 73,723,293 72,011,977 73,855,093 73,894,693 +3,287,127

Pay increase provided in P.L. 106-31 {1,838,426)
Total funding ilabl 70,607,566 73,723,293 73,850,403 73,855,093 73,894,693 +3,287,127

TITLE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operation and Maintenance, Army 17,185,623 18,610,994 19,629,019 19,161,852 19,256,152 +2,070,529
(By transfer - National Defense Stockpile) (50,000) {50,000} {50,000) (50,000} (50,000) .ot
(By transfer - Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund) .. . (-96,000) (+96,000)
Operation and Maintenance, Navy. 21,872,399 22,188,715 23,029,584 22,841,510 22,958,784 +1,086,385
(By transfer - National Defense Stockpile) (50,000) (50,000} {50,000} {50,000) (50,000) ..ooverrrirrenrainnes
(By transfer - Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund) .. . {-32,087) {+32,087)
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps 2,578,718 2,558,929 2,822,004 2,758,139 2,808,354 +229,636
{By transfer - Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund) .......ceeeeienienicscisens {-9,513) {+9,513)
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force 19,021,045 20,313,203 21,641,099 20,760,429 20,896,959 +1,875,914
(By transfer - National Defense Stockpile) {50,000) {50,000} (50,000} (50,000} (80,000)  .oceirinianienrinnne
(By transfer - Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund) ........ceecnmennninnens (-52,200) (+52,200)
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide 10,914,076 11,419,233 11,402,733 11,537,333 11,489,483 +575,407
(By transfer - Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund) .........ccveeeeecsnnesensinnns (-90,020) (+90,020)
Operation and Maintenance, Army Reserve 1,202,622 1,369,213 1,513,076 1,438,776 1,468,176 +266,554
Operation and Maintenance, Navy Reserve 957,239 917,647 969,478 946,478 958,978 +1,739
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve.........ovvvveciccierniecnnerannns 117,893 123,266 143,911 126,711 138,911 +21,018
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve 1,747,696 1,728,437 1,788,091 1,760,591 1,782,591 +34,895
Operation and Maintenance, Army National Guard .........cceiicececnineninnns 2,678,015 2,903,549 3,103,642 3,156,378 3,161,378 +483,363
Operation and Maintenance, Air National Guard 3,106,933 3,099,618 3,239,438 3,229,638 3,241,138 +134,205
Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund 439,400 2,387,600 1,812,600 2,087,600 1,722,600 +1,283,200
United States Court of Appeals for the Armed FOrces.........cuvnivcnernnnnninnns 7,324 7,621 7,621 7,621 7,621 +297
Environmental Restoration, Army. 370,640 378,170 378,170 378,170 378,170 +7,530
Environmental Restoration, Navy 274,600 284,000 284,000 284,000 284,000 +9,400
Environmental Restoration, Air Force 372,100 376,800 376,800 376,800 376,800 +4,700
Environmental Restoration, Defense-Wide 26,091 25,370 25,370 25,370 25,370 -721
Environmental Restoration, Formerly Used Defense Sites.........cccvevvnrneeenennne 225,000 189,214 208,214 239,214 239,214 +14,214
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid 50,000 55,800 55,800 55,800 55,800 +5,800
Former Soviet Union Threat Reduction 440,400 475,500 456,100 475,500 460,500 +20,100
Pentagon Renovation Transfer Fund 246,439 222,800 +222,800
(By transfer) (279,820) (-279,820)
Quiality of Life Enhancements, Defense 3/ 455,000 1,845,370 800,000  .ecverennenrirenneens 300,000 -155,000
Total, title i1, Operation and maintenance 84,042,814 91,268,249 93,687,750 91,894,349 92,234,779 +8,191,965

(By transfer) (150,000) (150,000 (150,000) {150,000) {150,000)




October 13, 1999

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

H9915

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE W
PROCUREMENT
Aircraft Procurement, Army 1,388,268 1,229,888 1,580,488 1,440,788 1,451,688 +63,420
Missile Procurement, Army. 1,226,335 1,358,104 1,272,798 1,267,698 1,322,305 +85,970
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army ..................... 1,548,340 1,416,765 1,556,665 1,526,265 1,586,490 +38,150
Procurement of Ammunition, Army. 1,065,955 1,140,816 1,228,770 1,145,566 1,204,120 +138,165
Other Procurement, Army 3,338,486 3,423,870 3,604,751 3,658,070 3,738,934 +399,448
Aircraft Procurement, Navy 7,541,709 8,228,655 9,168,405 8,558,684 8,662,655 +1,120,946
Weapons Procurement, Navy. 1,211,419 1,357,400 1,334,800 1,423,713 1,383,413 +171,984
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps......eerrmresnsressssaes 484,203 484,900 537,600 510,300 525,200 +40,997
Shipbuilding and Cor ion, Navy. 6,035,752 6,678,454 6,656,554 7,178,454 7,053,454 +1,017,702
Other Procurement, Navy 4,072,662 4,100,091 4,252,191 4,184,891 4,320,238 +247,576
Procurement, Marine Corps 874,216 1,137,220 1,333,120 1,236,620 1,300,920 +426,704
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force 8,095,507 9,302,086 8,208,313 9,918,333 8,228,630 +133,123
Missile Procurement, Air Force. 2,069,827 2,359,608 2,329,510 2,338,505 2,211,407 +141,580
Procurement of Ammunition, Air Force. 379,425 419,537 481,837 427,537 442,537 +83,112
Other Procurement, Air Force. 6,960,483 7,085,177 6,958,227 7,198,627 7,146,157 +185,674
Procurement, Defense-Wide 1,944,833 2,128,967 2,286,368 2,327,965 2,249,566 +304,733
National Guard and Reserve Equipment 352,000 oot 130,000 250,000 150,000 -202,000
Defense Production Act Purchase: 5,000 3,000 +3,000
Total, title ill, Procurement 48,590,420 51,851,538 53,025,397 54,592,016 52,980,714 +4,390,294
TITLE IV
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army.. 5,031,788 4,426,194 5,148,093 4,914,294 5,266,601 +234,813
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy .. 8,636,649 7,984,018 9,080,580 8,421,976 9,110,326 +473,677
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Air Force 13,758,811 13,077,829 13,709,233 13,489,809 13,674,537 -84,274
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide 9,036,551 8,609,289 8,935,149 9,327,155 9,256,705 +220,154
Developmental Test and Evaluation, Defense 258,606 253,457 271,957 251,957 265,957 +7,351
Operational Test and Evaluation, Defense 34,245 24,434 29,434 34,434 31,434 -2,811
Total, title IV, Research, Development, Test and Evaluation...........ccooucue. 36,756,650 34,375,219 37,174,446 36,439,725 37,605,560 +848,910
TIMLEV
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
Defense Working Capital Funds. 94,500 90,344 90,344 90,344 90,344 -4,156
Transfer stockpile balances to working capital fund 67,000
National Defense Sealift Fund:
Ready Reserve Force. 311,266 257,000 257,000 257,000 257,000 -54,266
Acquisition 387,100 97,700 472,700 97,700 460,200 +63,100
(Transfer out) (-28,800) (+28,800)
Total 708,366 354,700 728,700 354,700 717,200 +8,834
Total, title V, Revolving and Management FUNdS .........cccccceernnnnenernvcsnenes 802,866 512,044 820,044 445,044 807,544 +4,678
TITLEVI
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS
Defense Health Program:
Operation and maintenance 9,727,985 10,477,687 10,471,447 10,527,887 10,622,647 +794,662
Proct it 402,387 356,970 356,970 356,970 356,970 -45,417
Research and development 19,500 250,000 300,000 275,000 +255,500
Total, Defense Health Program 10,149,872 10,834,657 11,078,417 11,184,857 11,154,617 +1,004,745
Armed Forces Reti 't Homes 68,295
Chemical Agents & Munitions Destruction, Army: 1/
Operation and maintenance 491,700 593,500 492,000 543,500 543,500 +51,800
Procurement 115,670 241,500 116,000 191,500 191,500 +75,830
Research, development, test, and evaluation 172,780 334,000 173,000 294,000 294,000 +121,220
Total, Chemical Agents 780,150 1,169,000 781,000 1,029,000 1,029,000 +248,850
Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug Activities, Defense.............covinciinciicens 735,582 788,100 883,700 842,300 847,800 +112,218
Office of the Inspector General 132,064 140,844 140,844 137,544 137,544 +5,480
Total, titie VI, Other Department of Defense Programs............ccccceciicinnnnae 11,797,668 12,932,601 12,883,961 13,261,896 13,168,961 +1,371,293
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(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE VIl
RELATED AGENCIES
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disability System Fund.............. 201,500 209,100 209,100 209,100 208,100 47,600
Intelligence Community Management Account 128,123 149,415 144,415 149,415 158,015 +28,892
Transfer to Dept of Justice. {27,000) {27,000) (27,000) (27,000) (27,000) .cverierccecinenans
Payment to Kaho'olawe Island Conveyance, Remediation, and Environmental
Restoration Fund 25,000 15,000 15,000 35,000 35,000 +10,000
National Security Education Trust Fund 3,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 +5,000
Total, title VI, Related agencies 358,623 381,515 376,515 401,515 410,115 +51,492
TITLE Vil
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Ship Transfers (FY99 with FY2000 carryover) -636,850 -170,000 -170,000 -170,000 -170,000 +466,850
FFRDC's/consultants -62,000 +62,000
Defense reform initiative (DRI) Title Il savings -70,000 +70,000
National Defense stockpile transaction fund asset sale credit .. -100,000 + 100,000
Elisworth AFB claims sup general provision 8,000 -8,000
Fisher Houses 1,000 -1,000
Division B - omnibus general provision {sec. 104)......c...coueeerccrceernnncncccronens 2,000 -2,000
Procurement reductions -142,100 +142,100
FY 1988 Procurement inflation Savings -400,600 -285,800  ..oceeiienncenne +400,600
FY 1899 RDTA&E infiation saving; -166,500
FY 1898 Appropriations General Reduction -3,100,000
Information Assurance, 150,000
Guard Di: Response. 20,000
Fuel Repricing -502,000 “280,307 .o +502,000
Division B - omnibus general provision {sec. 105)........cocuurcviarmrurnsrsssersorereces -67,000 +867,000
Additional transfer authority (sec. 8005) (1,650,000) (2,000,000) (2,000,000) (2,000,000) (1,600,000} {-50,000)
indian Financing Act incentives (sec. 8024) 8,000 .o 8,000 8,000 8,000 ..ot
Disposal & lease of DOD real property {sec. 8040)..........cccrnmerueuecosssnusissnsences 25,000 32,200 32,200 32,200 32,200 +7,200
Overseas Military Fac Investment Recovery (sec. 8044} ...........covmveevrsencnverennn 38,000 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 -33,700
Rescissions (sec. 8058) -415909 ... . -612,887 -53,405 -350,180 +65,729
Lapsed ission 67,000 -67,000
FY 1988 Economic Adjustment {rescission} {sec. 8090) -452,100 -452,100 -452,100
Women in Service for America Memorial {sec. 8097) 5,000 . . 5,000 +5,000
Civilian personnel under execution (sec. 8100) -209,300 -123,200 -123,200
Foreign Currency Fluctuations (sec. 8101) -193,600 ... . -171,000 -206,800 -171,000 +22,600
A-76 Studies (sec. 8108) -100,000 .t -100,000 -100,000
WMD consequence management {sec. 8111) 50,000 ... 35,000 +35,000
Travel Cards (sec. 8119) 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Recovery of DoD admin expenses from FMS (sec. 8123) 87,000 e -87,000 -87,000
Advance pay appropriation (sec. 8129) -1,838,426 1,838,426 -1,838,426
Transfer to Department of Transportation (sec. 8131) {5,000} (5,000) {+5,000)
Aircraft leasing (sec. 8133) 11,000 18,000 +19,000
Munitions/Readiness (sec. 8134) -100,000 -100,000
Red Cross (sec. 8137) 23,000 5,000 +5,000
United Service Organizations (sec. 8143) 5,000 +5,000
F-22 Program Transfer Account (sec. 8146) 1,000,000 +1,000,000
F-22 Program Termination Liability {sec. 8147) 300,000 +300,000
Performance Based Academic Model {sec. 8148) 5,500 +5,500
Seattle Conveyance (sec. 8153} 1,000 +1,000
Eisenhower Memorial Commission (sec. 8162) 300 +300
Rome Labs ({sec. 8163) 13,000 +13,000
Aviation Support Facility {sec. 8167) 10,000 +10,000
Depot Maintenance (sec. 8169) -400,000 -400,000
Spares (sec. 8170) -550,000 -650,000
Base Operations (sec. 8171) -100,000 -100,000
Munitions (sec. 8172) -356,400 -356,400
O&M general reduction (sec. 8173) -7,200,000 -7,200,000
O&M contingent emergency (sec. 8173) 7,200,000 +7,200,000
Total, titie VIl -2,436,059 -128,500 -1,318,587 -6,196,638 -3,350,006 -913,947

DOD-WIDE SAVINGS -1,650,000
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FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE IX
Waiver of certain sanctions against India and Pakistan 43,000 +43,000
Grand total {before emergency funding for FYS9).......ccoenerervcrernrrennsnenss 250,520,548 263,265,959 268,661,503 264,693,100 267,795,360 +17,274,812
EMERGENCY FUNDING FY99
Emergency funding (P.L. 105-277):
Title ! - Readiness 5,893,053 -5,893,053
Title Il - Antiterrorism 528,027 -528,927
Title I - Y2K cor ion 1,100,000 -1,100,000
Supplemental (H.R. 1141) 8,573,969 -8,573,969
Total, Emergency funding for FY99 16,095,949 -16,095,949
Adjusted total (including emergency funding for FY89).........coevmrrvarcnece 266,616,497 263,265,959 268,661,503 264,693,100 267,795,360 +1,178,863
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP
Scorekeeping adjustments:
Adjustment for unapprop’d balance transfer (Stockpile) .. 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000  .....cciiivreierinenian
Stockpile collections (unappropriated) -150,000 -150,000 -150,000 -150,000 -150,000 ..o
Emergency funding -7,621,980 +7,521,980
Emergency funding -8,673,969 +8,573,969
Spectrum auction (sec. 8124) -2,600,000 -2,600,000 -2,600,000 -2,600,000
Subtotal. -16,095,949  ......ccevvenirivenn -2,600,000 -2,600,000 -2,600,000 +13,495,949
Advance pay appropriation (P.L. 106-31) 1,838,426 1,838,426 1,838,426 +1,838,426
Total adjustments -16,095,948 .......coevveveirrnen -761,574 -761,574 -761,574 +16,334,375
Adjusted total (including scorekeeping adjustments). 250,520,548 263,265,959 267,899,929 263,931,526 267,033,786 +16,513,238
Appropriations (250,869,457) (263,265,959) (268,965,016) (263,984,931) {267,836,066) (+16,966,609)
Rescissions (348,908}  covvnrrrrercrnsnerionne (-1,065,087) (-53,405) (-802,280) (-453,371)
RECAPITULATION
Title | - Military Personnel 70,607,566 73,723,293 72,011,977 73,855,093 73,894,693 +3,287,127
Title Il - Operation and Maintenance 84,042,814 91,268,249 93,687,750 91,894,349 92,234,779 +8,191,965
(By transfer) {150,000) (150,000) (150,000) {150,000} (150,000)  vvvrvrvrvmriirirenenne
Title Il - Procurement. 48,590,420 51,851,538 53,025,397 54,592,016 52,980,714 +4,390,294
Title IV - Research, Development, Test and Evaluation ...........cccvcemnninniicnnnns 36,756,650 34,375,219 37,174,446 36,439,725 37,605,560 +848,910
Title V - Revoiving and Management Funds 802,866 512,044 820,044 445,044 807,544 +4,678
Title VI - Other Department of Defense Program: 11,797,668 12,932,601 12,883,961 13,261,996 13,168,961 +1,371,283
Title VIl - Related agencies 358,623 381,515 376,515 401,515 410,115 +51,492
Title VIl - General provisions -2,436,059 -128,500 -1,318,587 -6,196,638 -3,350,006 -913,947
DoD-wide savings -1,650,000
Total, Department of Defense (in this bill) 250,520,548 263,265,959 268,661,503 264,693,100 267,752,360 +17,231,812
Funds provided in Supplemental Acts 16,095,949 1,838,426 1,838,426 1,838,426 -14,257,523
Total DoD funding available 266,616,497 263,265,959 270,499,929 266,531,526 269,590,786 +2,974,289
Title IX - India and Pakistan waiver of sanction: 43,000 +43,000
Other scorekeeping adjustments -16,095,949 ........iiivinnnnnne -2,600,000 -2,600,000 -2,600,000 +13,495,949
Total mandatory and discretionary 250,520,548 263,265,959 267,899,929 263,931,526 267,033,786 +16,513,238
RECAP BY FUNCTION
Mandatory 201,500 209,100 208,100 209,100 209,100 +7,600
Di tionary 250,319,048 263,056,859 267,690,829 263,722,426 266,824,686 +186,505,638

1/ Included in Budget under Procurement title.

2/ FY 2000 budget request was increased by $3,000,000 for a mistake in the budget appendix.

3/ FY 2000 budget amendment added $1,845,370,000.

4/ The total recommended for Title | was reduced by $1,838,426,000, the amount provided in the FY 1999 Supplemental for advance funding of pay and retirement reform initiatives.
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Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of the conference agreement to
H.R. 2561, making FY 2000 appropriations to
the Department of Defense.

As a Member of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, | would like to take this oppor-
tunity to recognize the strong bipartisan lead-
ership exhibited by Chairman LEwIS and Con-
gressman MURTHA in developing this con-
ference report.

Confronted with the difficult task of negoti-
ating an agreement between two vastly dif-
ferent bills, their bipartisan approach should
serve as a model of how this entire body
should work.

We have produced a strong bill that makes
a number of critical investments in our nation’s
military, most especially the people who serve
our country.

This bill funds a 4.8 percent pay increase
for our military personnel and an additional
$399 million to support DOD's recruiting and
retention efforts such as elimination of the so-
called REDUX policy.

After many long hours of negotiation, we
reached a compromise on the F—22 program
that will require further testing of the F-22 air-
craft and make procurement of the aircraft
contingent on the F-22 passing certain per-
formance tests.

This action sends a signal to the entire de-
fense establishment that, given the demands
on today’'s military forces, we cannot back
away from some difficult choices concerning
our weapons modernization programs.

This bill carefully balances all facets of our
military budget in order to sufficiently invest in
hardware without shortchanging our military
personnel.

For this reason, we should exercise every
opportunity to demand excellence and effi-
ciency from the money we appropriate.

| am optimistic that the outcome of this con-
ference will set a precedent for how our sub-
committees must balance our nation’s defense
spending priorities in today’s post-Cold War
era.

We have undertaken a serious debate on
how to develop and procure the best weapons
technology and military equipment available
today without shortchanging readiness and
quality-of-life issues that are equally critical to
the men and women who serve in our military.

| would also like to commend the staff from
both subcommittees for their assistance to my
office and, most especially, their tireless work
in developing this conference agreement.
Their professionalism throughout this process
is to be highly commended.

| have benefitted from the tremendous ex-
pertise and institutional knowledge my es-
teemed colleagues who sit on this Sub-
committee and am proud to support this con-
ference report.

| urge my colleagues to vote for this agree-
ment and promptly send it to the President for
this signature which | trust it will secure.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
opposition to this Defense bill. | am concerned
that this bill does not fit within existing prior-
ities and will make it extraordinarily difficult to
address budget reality. This measure appro-
priates $267 billion—$4.5 billion over the Ad-
ministration request and $8 billion when all as-
pects of 2000 spending are calculated. More-
over, $5 billion has been added to advance
previous 1999 emergency bills. Overall, this
bill easily represents a $20 billion increase in
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defense spending for 2000—a year when the
overall category is supposed to decrease
under the caps by some $25-30 billion and
collectively translates into a $50 billion reduc-
tion from other programs in the budget!

H.R. 2561 relies heavily upon budget gim-
micks. The GOP uses over $10 billion in
budget slight of hand, suggesting that spend-
ing is reduced by $1 billion by simply delaying
defense contracts, declaring $7.2 billion in
emergency spending to beat the budget caps
and claiming over $2 billion credit for sale of
the electromagnetic spectrum. These actions
defy common sense and the net effect will re-
sult clearly in higher spending and this House
ought to acknowledge the impact rather than
invest in scapegoats.

Surprisingly, the Republicans opted to un-
dermine peacekeeping efforts in the Balkans
by not providing any funds for the ongoing op-
erations in Kosovo. By such action, the GOP
has turned their backs on the U.S. role in
NATO and our involvement within the Balkans.
It is imperative that this Congress continue to
maintain our commitment in this troubled re-
gion by supporting the important peace-
keeping mission in Kosovo. No doubt a sup-
plemental spending bill will appear in the near
future to fund this and other short changed
commitments.

How can we justify appropriating a whop-
ping $4 billion to a national missile defense
system that is out of line with the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty and which on technical
grounds has failed to perform? This flawed
policy at its worst will invite a new arms race,
thus trashing a treaty for a missile defense
system of dubious performance. Nonetheless,
the Republican led House has found a way to
waste federal resources on a budget busting
and ineffective missile defense when reports
suggest that soldiers are living in substandard
housing and quitting in droves.

This Conference Agreement provides over
billions for aircraft not requested. Specifically,
the funding for the KC 130J Hercules alone is
$600 million and the National Defense Sealift
is $717 million, representing $320 million over
the Administrations request. Others collectively
include bombers, fighters and helicopters
which well exceed $1.1 billion beyond the
Presidents request and numerous other pro-
curement programs that go off the deep end.

The most controversial aircraft in this bill is
the F-22. This Air Force modernization project
was constructed to counter the soviet Union
and is estimated to cost well over $40 billion,
or $14-$18 billion a year, greater than the cu-
mulative budget of several Federal Depart-
ments combined a year, when in full produc-
tion for one aircraft program. Fortunately, com-
mon sense and reality limited funding for such
in this bill. However, this measure does pro-
vide $1 billion to research and develop “test”
aircraft. No doubt the advocates of the F-22
will live to fight another day and will be well
fed during the interim.

Congress should keep in mind that we just
don’t need smart weapons, but smart soldiers
and sailors. Our priorities should concentrate
on investing in the men and women in the
Armed Forces. Such paramount investment
constitutes health care and education opportu-
nities for our soldiers and future generations
long before they put on a uniform Unfortu-
nately, this bill and its distorted priorities pre-
cludes possible investment in people in other
parts of the budget. This represents the clas-
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sic slogan—"guns vs. butter”. We can’t have
both. This measure takes us down the path of
investment in hardware, not personnel.

| agree with the important and much needed
military pay and pension increases and health
care for our military personal, but not the pen-
sion changes. This increased military spending
brings big budget problems for tomorrow and
years ahead. It is my hope that this Repub-
lican led Congress will face up to the inflated
costs inherent in the policy blueprint of this
measure and get their heads out of clouds
and feet back on the ground of the real world.

This measure set us on a policy path where
expensive weapon systems and hardware
costs soak up all the available funds commit-
ting us to a faulty military policy and short
changing key people programs. Such people
programs are essential to our nation’s security
both economic and militarily.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in op-
position to H.R. 2561, the Defense Appropria-
tions bill for Fiscal Year 2000. Spending on
the F-22 is only a small portion of an already
bloated Defense Appropriations bill. The
House of Representatives will vote today on
spending $267.8 billion for the Department of
Defense. The GOP is unable to come up with
adequate funding for Labor-HHS, yet they
have mysteriously come up with $267.8 billion
for defense spending. | have a suggestion for
the leadership—cut wasteful defense pro-
grams.

The Air Force can expect to receive ap-
proximately $1 billion to develop “test” F-22
aircraft and $1.2 billion for research and devel-
opment on the plane. Lockheed Martin's K
Street lobbyists are certain to get a bonus in
their stocking at Christmas. Thanks to Lock-
heed’s relentless lobbying efforts and shrewd
production prowess, the company was able to
convince House and Senate conferees that
the program really is worthwhile.

The Department of Defense has spent $18
billion on the F-22 since the mid-1980’s. The
project is too expensive and simply not need-
ed. The program was initiated in 1981 to meet
the threat of next generation Soviet aircraft.
However, that threat no longer exists. The war
in Kosovo is the perfect example of why the
U.S. does not need the F-22. The current
fleet of F-15s and F-16s demonstrated U.S.
dominance in the air in Kosovo. Proponents of
the F-22 claim that the aircraft is far superior
than the F-15 in air to air combat. This may
be true, but we never had air to air combat in
Kosovo and we don't need anything superior.
The Yugoslav Air Force never engaged the
U.s. in air to air combat because they would
have faced defeat much sooner. No nation in
the world comes close to challenging U.S. air
dominance. But there are many nations whose
children’s elementary and secondary school
aptitude tests far exceed those of the U.S.

We must ask ourselves, where are our pri-
orities? When is classroom size reduction,
providing health insurance to 11 million chil-
dren and full prescription drug coverage to 40
million elderly going to be a priority for this
Congress? It is deplorable and shameful that
the wealthiest industrial nation cannot afford
quality health care or adequate education. Yet
at the same time, our nation is able to boast
of its air dominance and insist on more.

| urge my colleagues to join me in saying,
“enough is enough.” | urge a no vote on H.R.
2561.
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 2561, the defense appropria-
tions conference report, but with reservations.
| voted for this conference report because |
believe in a strong national defense and | sup-
port the men and women who risk their lives
to defend our nation. | am, however, strongly
opposed to the manner in which this con-
ference report funds these important functions.
| believe in a strong defense, not the budget
gimmicks that the majority uses to hide the ac-
tual amount of spending in the bill.

| voted in favor of a 4.8 percent pay in-
crease for military personnel who risk their
lives for this country, not an agreement that
shifts spending of an estimated $10.5 billion
our of fiscal year 2000 and pushes personnel
payments into the next fiscal year. | voted in
favor of our commitment to providing the
strongest defense in the world, not delaying
over $1.3 billion in payments to defense con-
tractors. | voted in favor of new defense tech-
nologies that will save lives, not for projects
like the F-22 that my colleague from Cali-
fornia, the Chairman of the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee says, “has become a
burden on the rest of the military.”

Mr. Speaker, | am offended by the manner
in which this Congress is proceeding with its
fiscal duties. Shifting $10.5 billion of FY 2000
dollars to FY 2001, delaying contractor pay-
ments into the next fiscal year and declaring
a $7.2 billion in “emergency” is not being fis-
cally responsible and it is not being honest
with the American people about adherence to
budget caps.

On September 29th, the non-partisan Con-
gressional Budget Office released a letter stat-
ing that Congress has already broken the
budget caps and has already consumed over
$18 billion of the Social Security surplus. Mr.
Speaker, as we move forward in the appro-
priations process, | hope both parties will work
together to preserve and protect Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, while providing for our
country’s basic needs. | hope the leadership
will choose to keep faith with Americans and
stop resorting to these kinds of budget gim-
micks, which only seek to deceive people
about the federal budget.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
support of H.R. 2561, the Fiscal Year 2000
Department of Defense Appropriations bill.
This bill will provide $267 billion for defense
programs which is sufficient to meet the needs
of today’s military. However, | am concerned
that $18 billion of this bill has been designated
as “emergency spending” and would therefore
not be subject to the budgetary caps included
in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. | support
providing additional resources to the Depart-
ment of Defense, but | believe that we must
be honest with the American people in recon-
ciling our need for additional defense spending
with our ability to do so under the existing
budget caps.

| would like to highlight an important project
included in this bill that would provide $10 mil-
lion for the Disaster Relief and Emergency
Medical Services (DREAMS) program. This is
the third installment on funding for DREAMS
that would help to save lives and reduce
health care costs. In 1997, Congress provided
$8 million for DREAMS and in 1999, $10 mil-
lion for DREAMS. These federal funds have
been leveraged with State of Texas funding, fi-
nancial support from the National Institutes of
Health and the ANA and philantrophic
sources.
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DREAMS is a joint Army research project
with the University of Texas Houston Health
Science Center and Texas A&M University
System. The DREAMS project will dem-
onstrate in both civilian and military terms how
to attend to wounded soldiers from remote lo-
cations during emergency situations. The
project will fund three different research
projects, including Emergency Medical Serv-
ices (EMS), diagnostic methods and therapies
for shock injuries, and chemical as well as bio-
logical warfare defense.

The EMS program will use emergency heli-
copters to fly directly to injured persons and
treat these individuals after a trauma injury.
Using the fiber-optic traffic monitoring system
already being used in Houston, the DREAMS
project will help helicopters to reach their vic-
tims faster. The second part of this EMS pro-
gram is to collect real-time patient data and
relate this information back to trauma physi-
cians to make immediate diagnosis and rec-
ommended treatments.

The chemical and biological warfare pro-
gram will help to develop chemical sensor
tests to treat victims on toxic substances. In
addition, DREAMS in developing mechanisms
for the biological decontamination and detoxi-
fication of these chemical agents. The City of
Houston is an ideal location for these tests be-
cause of that large number of petrochemical
and industrial facilities located in our area.

The diagnostic methods and therapies pro-
gram will determine possible applications to
treat patients during the “golden hour” fol-
lowing a traumatic injury. These methods will
include mechanisms to treat the decreased
blood flow that is common in many trauma pa-
tients. This project is also exploring how to
prevent cell death as a result of traumatic in-
jury. The DREAMS project will yield new re-
sults and procedures to help patients become
stabilized before sending them to trauma cen-
ters.

| am pleased that Congress has included
this vitally important research funding and
urge my colleagues to support this measure.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in opposition to the conference report
for Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year
2000. This bill is replete with budget gimmicks
that seek to mask the true cost of funding the
Department of Defense, such as declaring bil-
lions of spending to be an arbitrary “emer-
gency” and delaying payments to defense
contractors. Unfortunately, those gimmicks
cannot hide the fact that this bill exceeds the
Pentagon’s request by $8 billion, with much of
that money spent on unnecessary and even
unrequested projects such as $264.3 million
for the C-130 airplane and $375 million to
build the LHD-8 ship in Mississippi. This bill
also does not meet our commitments to fund
current peacekeeping operations or recon-
struction in Kosovo. This sends a disturbing
message to the rest of the world that we are
not willing to keep our promises to our allies
in times of crisis. For these reasons, among
others, | am voting against this conference re-
port.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 2561, the FY 2000 Defense Ap-
propriations Bill.

There are a number of good things in the
bill and | applaud the Members of the Sub-
committee for their efforts. | applaud the inclu-
sion of $165 million to boost the military pay
raise to 4.8 percent, increasing the 4.4 percent
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raise that was funded in the FY 1999 emer-
gency supplemental.

While | intend to vote for the package today,
I remain extremely concerned about the man-
ner in which this bill fits into the overall budget
picture and about the number of budgetary
gimmicks included in the legislation.

The bill is $3.8 billion over the President’s
request. The bill provides $267.1 billion for
various defense programs in FY2000, $269.7
billion if spectrum asset sales are excluded. Of
this amount, $7.2 billion of routine Operation
and Maintenance appropriations are des-
ignated as “emergency” for budget scoring
purposes, and an additional $10.5 billion in
outlays are not counted under the budget caps
due to “directed scoring” to the CBO by
House leadership.

While it is not clear if the President will sign
this bill, I am hopeful that he will examine this
legislation in the context of the important
needs our government has left to fund for the
next fiscal year.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, when combined
with defense appropriations in the Military
Construction and Energy and Water bills, the
Defense Appropriations Conference Report for
FY 2000 brings total defense funding to $289
billion, $7.4 billion more than the President re-
quested. This level of spending is above the
ceiling imposed by the Balanced Budget Act of
1997; and since the on-budget surplus of
$14.4 billion in FY 2000 has been committed
already by other appropriations bills, this
spending level could lead to borrowing from
the Social Security surplus in FY 2000.

To avoid the appearance of being over the
caps and into Social Security, the conference
report resorts to a number of “gimmicks.” It
classifies $9 billion in new budget authority as
“emergency spending.” It directs that outlays
in FY 2000 be scored at $10.5 billion less than
CBO estimates. As an offset to extra spend-
ing, it includes non-germane provisions that di-
rect spectrum sales in FY 2000, although CBO
deems them improbable, and it scores the
proceeds of the spectrum sales at $2.6 billion,
although CBO disputes any proceeds in FY
2000.

| support most of the defense spending in
this agreement, but not the “gimmicks.” This
is no way to budget. This report allows
“spending caps” and “emergency spending”
to mean whatever the majority says they
mean. It disregards CBO'’s scorekeeping, de-
spite its track record for accuracy, and by fiat
inserts outlay estimates of its own. These
rules, disciplines, and procedures have helped
us achieve the first budget surpluses in thirty
years. If we treat these rules in the cavalier
way this report treats them, our on-budget sur-
pluses are not destined to last long, and we
may soon find ourselves borrowing again from
Social Security.

This conference agreement provides $269.4
billion in discretionary budget authority (BA)
for defense in FY 2000. This includes $9.0 bil-
lion in emergency funding and $2.6 billion in
funding that is “offset” by spectrum sales
(more details below). Of the $9.0 billion in
emergency funding, $1.8 billion was previously
appropriated in the Kosovo Emergency Sup-
plemental bill for military pay raises. In con-
ference, $7.2 billion in Operations and Mainte-
nance (O&M) funding already included in the
House bill was designated as an emergency.
The purpose of this increase was not to in-
crease the total amount of defense funding
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(the conferees actually cut the House hbill).
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[Roll No. 494]

Rather, it was to raise the caps and create [In billions of dollars] YEAS—372
room for an increase to the allocations of o ol Abercrombie Ehrlich Largent
other subcommittees, such as Labor-HHS- U85S Aderholt Emerson Larson
H : : Allen Engel Latham
EducathI’?I. o . ggeegfudmsggﬁﬁeep'”g OF PIUGS v 2238 12283 Andrews English LaTourette
According to the Appropriations Committee’s  New “emergencies” ......... 9.038 6591 Archer Etheridge Lazio
press release, the gross total of the bill (in-  Delayed contractor payments 0000 125  Armey Evans Leach
B f : BTH Bachus Everett Levin
cluding emergencies) is almost $900 million Total 11638 20974 pgoiy Ewing Lewis (CA)
less in BA (and $3.3 billion less in outlays) Baker Farr Lewis (GA)
than the House-passed version of the bill, but BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT Baldacci Fletcher Lewis (KY)
$17.3 billion more in BA than the 1999 appro- The following table compares current ga"e_ﬂger EOI? t!ngierk.
priated level excluding emergencies. Accord- defense spending levels with levels g2 Ford LoBiondo
ing to the press release, the following ac- specified in the Balanced Budget Act of garrett (NE) Fossella Lowey
counts were increased. (Figures are dollar in- 1997: gaf:'ett EOWlir(MA) ::UCﬁS Egl))
creases compared to President's request ex- arton ran ucas
t Military P L): COMPARING DEFENSE PLANS: BBA VS, PRESIDENT'S ~ Bass Franks (NJ) Maloney (CT)
cep ilitary Personnel.): Bateman Frelinghuysen Maloney (NY)
. CURRENT PLAN VS. REPUBLICAN RESOLUTION Becerra Frost Manzulto
O&M—$1.0 billion. . ;
- [In billions of dollars] Bentsen Gallegly Martinez
Procurement—$1.1 billion. Bereuter Gejdenson Mascara
. i 2000~ Berkley Gekas Matsui
RigL-D $3.2 billion. _ 2000 2001 2002 2002  Berman Gephardt McCollum
Military Personnel—4.8% pay raise vs. 4.4% total  Berry Gibbons McCrery
pay raise. Balanced Budget Agreement of 1997 g:?gf;; g::::g]zeft mg'l_'nun%rs"
BUDGET GIMMICKS IN THE BILL BBU%:;et authority 2773 2819 289.7 8488 gilihrakis gilma:} mo:ng)lsh
FRS : Outlays 2757 2728 2739 8224 ishop onzalez cintyre
_Emergency Declaration: Besides the $1.8  pesident's current plan: Blagojevich Goode McKeon
billion for “emergency pay” contained in the gug‘get authority %ggé ggﬁ gggg gggg Bliley Goodlatte McNulty
Kosovo Supplemental, the conference report s ; RO Y Blunt Goodling Meehan
s X Republican FY 2000 budget resolution Boehlert Gord Meek (FL.
declares $7.2 billion BA for routine O&M ac- Budget authority 2918 3048 3093 9059 Doehler ordon eek (FL)
tivities to b th h th Outlays .. 2834 2889 2934 gg57 Boehner Goss Meeks (NY)
Ivilies 10 be an emergency even though these  prsigent abovelbelow BBA (squeeze o Bonilla Graham Menendez
activities were not declared emergencies in ei- NDE: o Bonior Granger Metcalf
ther the original House or Senate bills. This g™ co8 I8 e me B Green (1) Mica
gimmick is intended to help other subcommit- Re%llljlgiqan above/below BBA (squeeze o Boucher Gutierrez McDonald
tees, not the defense subcommittee, because Budget authority 146 29 196 571 Boyd Gutknecht Miller (FL)
the emergency will increase the total caps, Outlays 77 161 195 433 Brady (PA) Hall (OH) Miller, Gary
y Republ Brady (TX) Hall (TX) Mink
. ) . e epublican rady a n
and money is fungible. To facilitate this kind of = ™(geere on NDD): Brown (FL) Hansen Moakley
chicanery, the Senate has adopted a new rule, Budget authority 84 35 61 180 pgrant Hastert Mollohan
: . Outlays 31 45 01 17 ;
which requires 60 votes to declare a non-de- Burr Hastings (FL) Moore
fen mergen nl imple maijori Notes: (1) The BBA has been adjusted for emergencies, both released and ~ Burton Hastings (WA) Moran (KS)
ense emergency, but o y & simple majority to anticipated to be released. (2) The President's plan is from the June Mid-  Buyer Hayes Moran (VA)
declare a defense emergency. Sessin Foten a1 e i i ke ard areies - Callaan Hayworth  Morella
Delaymg ContraCtor Payments:' ,The con- emergencieé, both released and anticipated to be released. (4) the 1998 and g::]\{'ert :t_elrlgelz\‘ mu:tgi
ference report included two provisions, Sec- 1999 levels in both the President's plan and the Republican plan are per P il (IN) yrict
tions 8175 and 8176. not found in either the OMB. actual for 1998 and estimated for 1999. (5) All emergencies are per gam%bell :':: (MT) maplohtano
L ! - OMB estimates. anady illeary eal
original House or Senate bills, that relax the X i Cannon Hilliard Nethercutt
time table for Pentagon payments to defense This bill departs from the Bal_anc_ed Capps Hinchey Ney
contractors by an extra amount of time rang- Budget Act of 1997, and leaves in its garglm :lréojosa morthu%
h A - astle obson Orwoo!
ing from five to seven days longer than current Wake a lot of budget problems. For in- 7 - Hoeffel Nussle
practice, depending on the type of payment. Stance, in August 2000, when CBO and chambliss Hoekstra Ortiz
This will result in slipping about $1.250 billion OMB do their reviews of the budget, Chenoweth-Hage Holden Ose
in outlays from FY 2000 into FY 2001. outlays could easily be tracking CBO’s g::zmn :g'r; g:'c‘%rd
Scomng Adusments: Severs agusmens DISISCIIONS, [ Which case oy o o Pl
have been made to CBO'’s scoring of appro- - : on greal yourn Houghton Pascre
o . - L estimates plugged into this report. Or Coble Hoyer Pastor
priations bills that contain defense funding: . i Coburn Hulshof Pease
. consider the next fiscal year, FY 2001. - .
(1) Outlay  “plugs” or  “directed i i i i Collins Hunter Pelosi
- - The discretionary spending cap will be  combest Hutchinson Peterson (PA
scorekeeping” total $10.533 billion. As ex- ; ; ; : rson (PA)
lai | hi 5 f : ilion i coming down in FY 2001 while defense Condit Hyde Petri
plained below, tl is consists o $9.7 billion in spending will be going up, up by $22.9 Cook Inslee Phelps
general scorekeeping of outlays and $833 mil-  :y; : T f _ Cooksey Isakson Pickering
i I . ) billion in BA and $16.1 billion in out- (igene Istook Pickett
ion related to contingent emergencies. _ lays above the Balanced Budget Act cox Jackson-Lee Pitts
2) $2_.6_ billion has_ been added as a “credit” ceilings. Gimmicks may get this bill Coyne (TX) Pombo
fc_;r provisions th_at _dlrect the Federal Commu- over the threshold, but they may not g::nmeer jiﬂﬁms ggrr\:z:oy
nlcat_lons Commission to conduct a spectrum |ast the fu|| fiscal year, and may make Crowley Johnson (CT) Portman
auction. budgeting in the next fiscal year far Cubin Johnson, E. B. Price (NC)
CBO does not believe that the spectrum more difficult. This is the wrong way gﬁnmn“i“n'”gzm jggs:‘z'&sam ga’ﬁﬁ (OH)
auction of television frequencies can be com- to run a budget. Davis (,g:,_) Jones (OH) Radanovich
pleted in 2000, and scores its revenue poten- Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak- Dpavis (VA) Kanjorski Rahall
tial at zero for FY 2000. If the spectrum sales er, | yield back the balance of my time. Deal Kap_tuhr Ramsltad
were to occur on a more reasonable schedule, The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Bg:j;m ngl'; Egggsa
CBO believes they would only raise $1.9 bil- L_AHOOD). V\{ltho_ut objection, the pre- pemint Kildee Reynolds
lion, not $2.6 billion. The $9.7 billion plug is Vvious question is ordered on the con- Diaz-Balart Kilpatrick Riley
supposed to represent the difference between ference report. B:gigy E:zgs(t':\n() Eggr':gl:ez
OMB and CBO scoring of the President's There was no objection. Dingell Klegzka Rogan
budget, but that figure includes the difference The SPEAKER pro tempore. The pixon Klink Rogers
in contingent emergencies between OMB and question is on the conference report. Dooley Knollenberg Rohrabacher
CBO. Nevertheless, CBO is ordered to count  Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the Doottle Koykendall RS ehtinen
contingent emergencies twice for a total of yeas and nays are ordered. ) Dreier LaFalce Roukema
$10.533 billion in “plugged outlays,” $833 mil- The vote was taken by electronic de- Duncan LaHood Roybal-Allard
lion more than the discrepancy between CBO Vice, and there were—yeas 372, nays 55, g;‘\;’;rds t:nmtgss‘)” Eazﬁe

and OMB.

not voting 7, as follows:
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Ryan (WI) Smith (WA) Toomey
Ryun (KS) Snyder Towns
Sabo Souder Traficant
Salmon Spence Turner
Sanchez Spratt Udall (CO)
Sandlin Stabenow Udall (NM)
Sanford Stearns Visclosky
Sawyer Stenholm Vitter
Saxton Strickland Walden
Schaffer Stump Walsh
Scott Stupak Wamp
Sensenbrenner Sununu Watkins
Serrano Sweeney Watts (OK)
Sessions Talent Weiner
Shadegg Tancredo Weldon (FL)
Shaw Tanner Weldon (PA)
Sherman Tauscher Weller
Sherwood Tauzin Wexler
Shimkus Taylor (MS) Weygand
Shows Taylor (NC) Whitfield
Shuster Terry Wicker
Simpson Thomas Wilson
Sisisky Thompson (CA) Wolf
Skeen Thompson (MS) Woolsey
Skelton Thornberry Wu
Slaughter Thune Wynn
Smith (MI) Thurman Young (AK)
Smith (NJ) Tiahrt Young (FL)
Smith (TX) Tierney
NAYS—55
Ackerman Green (WI) Olver
Baldwin Hefley Owens
Barrett (WI) Hooley Paul
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Payne
Boswell Kind (WI) Peterson (MN)
Brown (OH) Kucinich Rangel
Capuano Lee Rivers
Conyers Lofgren Sanders
Davis (IL) Luther Schakowsky
DeFazio Markey Shays
DeGette McCarthy (MO) Stark
Delahunt McDermott Upton
Deutsch McGovern Velazquez
Doggett McKinney Vento
Ehlers Miller, George Waters
Eshoo Minge Watt (NC)
Fattah Nadler Waxman
Filner Oberstar
Ganske Obey
NOT VOTING—7
Carson Kennedy Wise
Danner McCarthy (NY)
Jefferson Scarborough
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Messrs. DAVIS of Illinois, RANGEL,
and OLVER, and Ms. MCcKINNEY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

Mrs. MEEK of Florida and Mr.
UDALL of Colorado changed their vote
from ““nay” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 494, the conference report
on H.R. 2561, the Defense Appropriation Act
of FY 2000, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
due to circumstances beyond my control, |
was unable to vote on the Defense Appropria-
tions Conference Report. Had | been present,
| would have voted “yes” on rollcall vote No.
494,

laid on

EXPORT ENHANCEMENT ACT OF
1999

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 327 and ask
for its immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 327

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1993) to reau-
thorize the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration and the Trade and Development
Agency, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on International Relations. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be
in order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the bill modified by the
amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on International Relations now print-
ed in the bill. Each section of that amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read. No amendment to that
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII and except pro forma amendments for
the purpose of debate. Each amendment so
printed may be offered only by the Member
who caused it to be printed or his designee
and shall be considered as read. The Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may: (1)
postpone until a time during further consid-
eration in the Committee of the Whole a re-
quest for a recorded vote on any amendment;
and (2) reduce to five minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on any postponed
question that follows another electronic vote
without intervening business, provided that
the minimum time for electronic voting on
the first in any series of questions shall be 15
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute made in order as original text.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LaHooD). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DI1AZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending
which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 327 is
a modified, open rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 1993, the Export
Enhancement Act of 1999. The rule pro-
vides for one hour of general debate,
equally divided between the chairman
and the ranking minority member of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

The rule makes in order the Com-
mittee on International Relations
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amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment.

Further, the rule provides for the
consideration of only pro forma amend-
ments and those amendments
preprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD prior to their consideration,
which may be offered only by the Mem-
ber who preprinted it or by his des-
ignee, and shall be considered as read.

As has become standard practice, the
rule allows the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole to postpone votes
during consideration of the bill and to
reduce voting time to 5 minutes on
postponed questions if the vote follows
a 15 minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, | believe this is an ap-
propriate rule for the consideration of
this legislation. It is legislation to re-
authorize several very important
United States investment trade pro-
motion programs, including the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation
known as OPIC, the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency and the export functions
of the International Trade Administra-
tion of the Department of Commerce.

OPIC’s authority to operate lapsed
on September 30, but it was extended
by the continuing resolution on an
emergency basis for only a few days
more. This bill must pass the House
and the Senate, as you know, in iden-
tical forms and be signed by the Presi-
dent in a very short time frame if these
programs are to be able to continue un-
interrupted. Therefore, | think that the
preprinting requirement in this rule is
an appropriate manner to allow inter-
ested Members to offer amendments
while expediting the bill’s consider-
ation.

H.R. 1993, the underlying legislation,
reauthorizes most commercial export
promotion programs that involve the
United States Government. OPIC is au-
thorized for 4 years and continuing
under this bill will be able to continue
its self-sustaining operations without
raising its liability ceiling, which is an
improvement and a significant change
over the bill that was considered in the
104th Congress.

In addition, H.R. 1993, the underlying
legislation, codifies the cost-sharing
and success fees of the Trade and De-
velopment Agency and provides the
Agency with $48 million, the amount
requested by the President. It also pro-
vides funding for all and reauthorizes
three programs of the International
Trade Administration in the Commerce
Department, $202 million for the U.S.
and Foreign Commercial Service, $68
million for the Trade Development
Program, and $4 million for the Market
Access and Compliance Program.

I am encouraged that the bill directs
the Department of Commerce to create
a special initiative to promote trade
opportunities and remove market bar-
riers in sub-Saharan Africa and in
Latin America. Obviously, Latin Amer-
ica is a tremendous export market for
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the United States and very important
to the United States economy.

| believe that this is a fair rule and it
brings forth a very good underlying
bill. 1 commend my colleagues, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GiL-
MAN), chairman of the Committee on
International Relations; the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
zuLLo) and the others who have worked
very hard on this legislation for ad-
vancing the bill. | certainly share their
support for this important piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 327 is
a fair rule. 1 would urge, and | do urge
its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. | want to thank the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DiAz-BALART) for
yielding me this time.

This rule will allow for consideration
of H.R. 1993, which is the Export En-
hancement Act of 1999.

As my colleague from Florida has ex-
plained, this rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the Chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.
Under this rule, only amendments
which have been preprinted in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD will be in order.

The bill reauthorizes the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation. It
also authorizes appropriations for the
Trade and Development Agency and
the International Trade Administra-
tion of the Commerce Department.

Foreign trade is a critical element of
our national economy. An estimated 12
million American jobs are directly tied
to U.S. exports. The Overseas Private
Investment Corporation is an impor-
tant part of our government’s efforts
to increase exports and create Amer-
ican jobs; and in the past 25 years, the
corporation has generated about 237,000
jobs and $58 billion in exports. This is
done through self-generating revenues,
not with taxpayer-supported dollars.

This bill contains important initia-
tives. The Overseas Private Investment
Corporation is directed to increase sup-
port for small businesses. The Commer-
cial Service is required to station em-
ployees in at least 10 countries in sub-
Saharan Africa. The International
Trade Administration is required to de-
velop an outreach program to increase
exports for minority-owned businesses.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bipartisan
bill. It appears to have strong support
on both sides of the aisle. Unfortu-
nately, the rule does permit only
amendments that have been preprinted
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This re-
striction is unnecessary.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN), the chairman of the Com-
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mittee on International Relations, and
at the same time commend him once
again for his hard work on this legisla-
tion.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

0O 1200

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the rule governs the consid-
eration of the Export Enhancement
Act of 1999, H.R. 1993. This bill reau-
thorizes several important U.S. invest-
ment trade promotion programs, in-
cluding the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation, OPIC; the Trade and
Development Agency, the TDA; and the
export functions of the International
Trade Administration, ITA, of the De-
partment of Commerce.

OPIC’s authority to operate lapsed
on September 30, but it has been ex-
tended by the continuing resolution on
an emergency basis. The stop-gap fund-
ing measure will keep this important
agency in operation only through the
next 10 days. It is vitally important
that we consider the Export Enhance-
ment Act as soon as possible, and that
we forward this bill to the President
for his signature.

Reconciling its provisions with the
Senate counterpart OPIC authorization
will take additional time, a commodity
in increasingly short supply as we ap-
proach of the end of our legislative ses-
sion.

This rule, Mr. Speaker, would provide
the best prospects for its prompt enact-
ment, a goal which will boost our ex-
ports and level the competitive playing
field for our companies that are facing
stiff competition and exclusionary
practices around the world.

For exporters, OPIC, TDA, and the
ITA programs all provide practical as-
sistance in their fight to win export
sales in highly competitive overseas
markets.

The act reauthorizes OPIC for 4
years, continuing its self-sustaining
operations without raising OPIC’s li-
ability ceiling. OPIC provides our
American companies political risk in-
surance and project financing for U.S.
investments in developing nations and
emerging economies. It has undertaken
new initiatives in Africa, in Central
America, in the Caribbean, and the
Caspian Basin, and has stepped up ef-
forts to help more small businesses
enter the global economy.

Mr. Speaker, over the past 2% dec-
ades OPIC has generated some 237,000
jobs and $58 billion in exports. Pro-
ducing a net income of $139 million just
in fiscal year 1998 alone, its reserves
reached a record level of $3.3 billion. It
is anticipated that the OPIC agency
will contribute $204 million in fiscal
year 2000 to support all the other ac-
tivities and programs in the inter-
national affairs budget.

According to a September, 1997, GAO
report to our committee, and | quote,
“Historically, OPIC’s combined finance
and insurance programs have been
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profitable and self-sustaining, includ-
ing costs due to credit reform and ad-
ministration.”

With 12 million American jobs now
directly tied to U.S. exports, there
could be little doubt that the trade
promotion agencies authorized in this
legislation play a critically important
role in our economy. Recently an-
nounced trade statistics showing de-
clining U.S. exports underscores the
urgency of promptly enacting this
measure.

Mr. Speaker, according to the most
recent Commerce Department reports,
in 1998 U.S. exports actually declined
below their level from the preceding
year for the first time in over a decade.
That decline, together with steadily
rising imports, has contributed to a
1998 U.S. trade deficit of $169 billion,
nearly $60 billion higher than in 1997.
In current trends, this deficit is ex-
pected to top $200 billion later on this
year.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, | urge the
adoption of this rule.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
Japan continues to violate market ac-
cess commitments in the form of deny-
ing rice imports from American farm-
ers. India denies market access to the
United States motion picture industry.
The European Union denies market ac-
cess in so many areas it is now legend.

The gentleman from New York
(Chairman GiLMAN) talked about a $167
trade deficit. Let me upgrade that for
the projection for next year. The last
quarter of 3 months was $87 billion. If
that is annualized, we are talking
about $340-some billion in trade defi-
cits in 1 year, more than a third of a
trillion dollars. It is unbelievable.

I have an amendment for this bill
that changes section 6(d). The bill calls
for a report on violations on those
trade agreements we have. The Trafi-
cant amendment maintains that, but
requires that report to be made to Con-
gress. But also it requires the Inter-
national Trade Administration to also
tell us what is the market access of
every country, and it stipulates a set of
criteria specifying those countries with
trade surpluses with America, and tell-
ing us what products we could be sell-
ing there, what market access is being
denied, and what would that impact be
on American jobs.

I know we have a lot of different
trade reports, a lot of different legisla-
tion. | have talked with the respective
chairmen. They may want to, at the
proper time or in conference, move this
into the reporting mechanism so it is
not as duplicative, if it is.

However, the market access informa-
tion is most important. | want the Con-
gress to know when this amendment
comes up, it does not only deal with
the report to Congress on those coun-
tries that are violating our trade
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agreements, but also for the Inter-
national Trade Administration to tell
us what is available in those countries
if we opened up and got those free mar-
kets.

With that, | am hoping that the com-
mittee will look favorably upon the
amendment. | am willing to tailor any
language necessary to conform it with
the final goals.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, | think that the rule is
fair. The underlying legislation is obvi-
ously extraordinarily important. Mr.
Speaker, | would urge support not only
for the rule but for the underlying leg-
islation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1993, the Export Enhancement Act, and
specifically in support of the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation. Since
1971, OPIC has worked with U.S. inves-
tors who do business overseas by sup-
porting projects where private financ-
ing and insurance are unavailable or
insufficient.

OPIC provides insurance against po-
litical risk, financing assistance
through loans and loan guarantees, and
financing for private investment funds
that provide equity to businesses over-
seas.

OPIC also acts as an important advo-
cate for American businesses in foreign
countries. The facilitation of private
investments overseas provides benefits
for the American economy. Since 1971,
OPIC has paved the way for upwards of
$58 billion in exports and the creation
of over 200,000 jobs.

Today OPIC supports U.S. businesses
in 140 countries. Perhaps, most impor-
tantly, this successful program is self-
sustaining and operating at no cost to
the American taxpayer. An important
part of OPIC’s work is focusing on and
helping small businesses. | look for-
ward to voting in favor of this legisla-
tion, not only the rule but the under-
lying bill, that will reauthorize the
program through 2003. | urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

As one of the cosponsors with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
zuLLo) on this legislation, 1 want to
rise to support the rule and also sup-
port the legislation. This is one of
those pieces of legislation that has
been worked on in a bipartisan effort.
It has many Democrat cosponsors on
it. It is one that brings us together on
the issue of trade because it is about
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creating American jobs at home and
making sure that America is competi-
tive abroad.

I know that during the debate we will
hear different views of that, but the
fact of the matter is that this is an
agency that gives money to the Fed-
eral Treasury, that ultimately pro-
motes American interests abroad, that
creates jobs at home, and at the end of
the day, also serves America’s national
foreign policy interests by having our
entrepreneurs abroad engage in those
economies.

So for all of those reasons, | urge
adoption of the rule, and | urge adop-
tion of the underlying legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
| yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
again supporting the rule, supporting
the underlying legislation, | also yield
back the balance of my time, and |
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAaHooD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 327 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
(H.R. 1993).

O 1210
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1993) to
reauthorize the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation and the Trade
and Development Agency, and for other
purposes, with Mr. LAHooD in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Export Enhancement
Act of 1999, H.R. 1993, and | would like
to commend the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZzULLO), the author of this
important legislation, and the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), and the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) for their support.

This bill reauthorizes several U.S. in-
vestment and trade promotion pro-
grams, including the Overseas Private
Investment Corporation, OPIC; the
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Trade and Development Agency, TDA,;
and the export functions of the Inter-
national Trade Administration, ITA,
all of the Department of Commerce.

OPIC’s authority to operate lapsed
September 30, but it has been extended
by the continuing resolution on an
emergency basis. That stopgap funding
measure will keep this important
measure in operation only through the
next 10 days, until October 22. It is vi-
tally important that we consider the
Export Enhancement Act as expedi-
tiously as possible and that we submit
this bill to the President for his signa-
ture. Reconciling its provisions with
the Senate counterpart OPIC author-
ization will take additional time, a
commodity that is in increasingly
short supply as we approach the end of
our legislative session.

For exporters, OPIC, TDA, and ITA
programs all provide practical assist-
ance in their fight to win export sales
in highly competitive overseas mar-
kets. The administration fully supports
enactment of this measure, and has
just released a statement of adminis-
tration position pointing out its sub-
stantial benefits for our American
workers.

The Act reauthorizes OPIC for 4
years, continuing its self-sustaining
operations without raising OPIC’s li-
ability ceiling. OPIC provides Amer-
ican companies political risk insurance
and project financing for U.S. invest-
ments in developing nations and in an
emerging economies. It has undertaken
new initiatives in Africa, in Central
America, and in the Caribbean and the
Caspian Basin, and has stepped up our
efforts to help more small businesses
enter the global economy.

Over the past 2% decades, OPIC has
generated some 237,000 jobs and $58 mil-
lion in exports. Producing a net income
of $139 million just in the last fiscal
year of 1998, its reserves have now
reached a record level of $3.3 billion. It
is anticipated that the OPIC agency
will contribute over $200 million in fis-
cal year 2000 to support all the other
activities and programs in the inter-
national affairs budget.

According to a September 1997 GAO
report to our committee, ‘“Historically,
OPIC’s combined finance and insurance
programs have been profitable and self-
sustaining, including cost due to credit
reform and administration.”

Over its 28-year history, the OPIC
agency generated some $14 billion in
U.S. exports generated by New York
State companies.
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It has supported more than 55,000
American jobs created by New York
State projects alone. In the last 5
years, OPIC has identified $672 million
in foods and services that they will buy
from New York State suppliers, 57 per-
cent of which are small New York busi-
nesses.

These alone will create more than
2,000 local jobs for New Yorkers. New
York businesses are seeking possible
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OPIC support for some 151 future
projects, representing a potential $12
billion of investment, and all of these
for just one State, not to mention all
the other States that are being bene-
fited by this program.

For those Members concerned about
how OPIC operates overseas, permit me
to point out that OPIC operates a com-
prehensive program to monitor every
project that it assists for impact on
our U.S. economy, on our environment,
on workers’ rights and on host com-
pany development. Each year, each in-
vestor must complete detailed informa-
tion about the actual financial flows
associated with the project, informa-
tion on financial issues and host coun-
try development aspects of the project.

OPIC has criteria for detailed, on-site
project monitoring for all projects that
impact potentially sensitive U.S. eco-
nomic sectors, all environmentally
sensitive projects and a group selected
through random sampling theory. Each
project that receives an on-site visit is
evaluated for impact on the United
States and host country economies and
employment, impact on the environ-
ment and conformance with inter-
nationally recognized workers’ rights.

With 12 million American jobs now
directly tied to U.S. exports, there can
be little doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the
trade promotion agencies authorized in
this legislation do play a critically im-
portant role in our Nation’s economy.
Recently announced trade statistics
showing declining U.S. exports under-
scores the urgency of promptly enact-
ing this kind of a measure. According
to the most recent Commerce Depart-
ment reports, in 1998 U.S. exports actu-
ally declined below their level from the
preceding year for the first time in a
decade. That decline, together with
steadily rising imports, has contrib-
uted to a 1998 U.S. trade deficit of $169
billion, nearly $60 billion higher than
the deficit in 1997. At current trends,
this trade deficit is expected to top $200
billion later this year.

During the general debate, | will also
ask the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZzULLO) to offer a technical and per-
fecting amendment on my behalf. It
takes into account the concerns of my
committee colleagues about the provi-
sions of the Urban Initiative of the
International Trade Administration.
Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, | urge my
colleagues to support this important
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, today we are taking a
very important step to help reverse the
trade deficit and support American
companies by reauthorizing the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation,
the Trade Development Agency, and
the International Trade Administra-
tion programs. | want to take a mo-
ment to thank the distinguished chair-
man of the full committee, the gen-
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tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN),
for his work and his support, as well as
my ranking Democrat on the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), for his en-
couragement and support in bringing
us through the committee and to the
floor today, and my coauthor of the
legislation, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MaNzuLLO). Working together, we
have fashioned a bipartisan bill that
promotes America’s interests at home
and abroad.

With the U.S. trade deficit reaching
record highs, $24.6 billion in June,
America needs to take immediate steps
to reverse the deficit by helping Amer-
ican companies to export American
products. This bill begins that process
by reauthorizing these agencies and by
looking at new ways in which we can
help American companies, small, me-
dium and large, to harness the opportu-
nities of emerging markets throughout
the world, particularly in Africa and
Latin America.

At a time when the Congress is striv-
ing to adhere to the constraints of a
balanced budget, when we talk about
the reauthorization of OPIC, it stands
apart as a revenue-earning program.
OPIC’s budgetary contributions are re-
turned to the Function 150 or the Inter-
national Affairs account and help off-
set the deep cuts that have been made
to our foreign aid and development pro-
grams. That is a fitting relationship, as
OPIC was created by President Nixon
to complement our foreign aid pro-
grams. OPIC not only complements our
foreign aid programs, it is helping to
sustain them while simultaneously
providing a much needed service and
market opportunity to American busi-
nesses.

Let me give an example. In my home
State of New Jersey, OPIC has provided
more than a billion dollars in financing
and insurance, generating $3 billion in
U.S. exports, items that were created
here, manufactured here, and exporting
them abroad, and created over 10,288
jobs. From Newark to Camden to
Princeton, OPIC has supported New
Jersey companies and their suppliers,
and that is only one small example of
the many places across the country for
which that is a reality as well.

Turning to the International Trade
Administration, among the branches of
the International Trade Administra-
tion is the U.S. and foreign commercial
services. These offices overseas and at
home provide real hands-on assistance
to small- and medium-sized companies
that need help getting started in the
export arena. We have to face it, we are
living in a global trading economy. The
fact of the matter is, we want to en-
gage more of our companies in the op-
portunities to be able to export their
products and services abroad. The U.S.
foreign commercial service helps us do
that.

TDA is also an important com-
plement to ITA and OPIC’s efforts.
TDA is often the crucial factor between
a project going to an American com-
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pany or to a foreign company. By fund-
ing feasibility studies, orientation vis-
its, specialized training grants, busi-
ness workshops and various forms of
technical assistance, TDA enables
American businesses to compete for in-
frastructure and industrial projects in
middle income and developing coun-
tries.

So when we are there creating the
standard and helping to create that
standard, the reality is we are creating
an American standard and in creating
an American standard we create the
opportunity for American companies to
succeed abroad.

So as we seek to address our trade
deficit and maintain our competitive
edge in the global market, we need to
look to programs like these which
yield big benefits for small costs. We
need to understand that American ex-
ports mean American jobs here at
home, and that the U.S. exports of
goods and services are estimated to
support more than 12 million domestic
jobs. Each one billion in dollars in U.S.
goods and services exports supports
some 13,000 U.S. jobs. We want to in-
crease those. We want to create more
jobs at home. We want to improve the
profitability of American companies.
We ultimately receive revenues from
that and everybody prospers.

So | urge Members to support the
bill. These programs are not corporate
welfare. They are opportunities for
American firms to compete on a level
playing field with our global competi-
tors, and their success means a lower
American trade deficit and more Amer-
ican jobs. That is ultimately what this
bill is all about.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr.
yield myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Export Enhancement Act. We are
reaching the point where we are at an
all-time historic high of a trade deficit,
and even the free trade economists
such as Alan Greenspan are concerned
about the implications of such massive
trade deficits.

The trade deficit is extremely impor-
tant to narrow in order to assure a ro-
bust American economy. U.S. exports
are barely keeping even with last
year’s level. It is encouraging that the
number of small companies that have
entered the export area have grown
dramatically from 1987 to 1997, as
shown by this chart.

In addition, nearly two-thirds of all
U.S. exporters had less than 20 employ-
ees, as is evidenced on this chart here,
so we can see that more and more
small businesses are becoming involved
in exporting. Most small businesses are
only casual exporters, that is, they ex-
port to just a handful of countries as
opposed to several countries, and thus
broaden the base of the small business
exporting community. Nearly two-
thirds of small exporters sold just to
one foreign market and posted total ex-
ports of less than $1 million. If more

Chairman, |
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casual small business exporters became
active exporters, our exports could go
up by $40 billion, according to the Com-
merce Department estimates.

Yes, any large reductions in the
trade deficit will come from macro-
economic forces. Yet our government’s
export promotion programs and serv-
ices should reinforce these larger
trends in order to increase exports and
reduce the trade deficit. The Export
Enhancement Act before us today
takes this direction.

The legislation is comprised of four
main elements: reauthorization of the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, OPIC, for 4 years, without expos-
ing taxpayers to further risk by not
changing the ceiling on OPIC’s max-
imum contingent reliability; two, reau-
thorization of the Training Develop-
ment Agency; three, reauthorization
and reforming of the export promotion
functions of the International Trade
Administration at the Department of
Commerce; and, four, refection in the
most efficient ways possible the efforts
of the trade promotion coordinating
committee.

Let me talk just about OPIC. OPIC
sells political risk insurance and
project finance for U.S. overseas in-
vestments. Where U.S. overseas invest-
ments go, U.S. exports usually follow.
Between one-fourth and one-third of
our exports go to overseas subsidiaries
of U.S. companies.

OPIC makes money for our Govern-
ment. $204 million is expected for 1999
from the premiums and fees it charges
U.S. companies for the use of its serv-
ices. This is unique. This is a Govern-
ment agency that actually makes
money for the taxpayers.

OPIC projects contributed $58 billion
in U.S. exports and 237,000 jobs since its
creation in 1971.

OPIC competes, and this is very im-
portant, OPIC competes against 37
other foreign equivalents to the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation.
OPIC contributes to our foreign policy
goals by helping countries move up the
development ladder. OPIC is not per-
fect. There are some areas in need of
improvement, particularly in the area
of helping more small businesses.

OPIC is making progress towards this
goal, and H.R. 1993 will make sure that
OPIC keeps on target.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the dis-
tinguished ranking Democrat of the
full committee.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, let
me first commend the gentleman from
Illinocis (Mr. MAaNzuLLO) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEz) for the fine work they have done
on this and so many other pieces of leg-
islation in their committee. So often
there seems to be a partisan divide
that is solely political in its nature in
the debate here; and it is clear that in
this instance there are differences, but
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they are not based on a political ori-
entation. It is a philosophical orienta-
tion. | think that is the way the debate
actually ought to run here, and par-
ticularly in this case the work is hard
and we have two excellent people lead-
ing the effort here, my good friend, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ), and the gentleman from II-
linois (Mr. MANZULLO).

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) has done an excellent job
on this subcommittee working with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO), and | have a particular affinity
for this subcommittee in that | used to
chair it at an earlier time.

It is easy often to get caught up in
the rhetoric and forget about our goal
here. Our goals here are very simple.
Our goal is to make sure that Amer-
ican economic and foreign policy inter-
ests are met and that American work-
ers are not disadvantaged. We have
seen that in so many places, where
competing with the French, the Japa-
nese, the Germans, that their cor-
porate and government cooperation
puts Americans at a great disadvan-
tage. Time and time again, we see their
regulatory authorities coming in try-
ing to choke out American business.

I think we have just had a great suc-
cess where the European Union tried to
block American jet engines, not based
on the decibel level. They said it was a
noise issue, and if they were really con-
cerned about noise, of course, they
would set a decibel standard, but what
they did was they talked about the
manufacturing process, trying to give
European-made engines an advantage.
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To that end, | offered, and we were
able to pass in committee an amend-
ment that adds additional personnel in
the EU to make sure we watch the reg-
ulatory process.

The Trade and Development Agency
that is also authorized in this legisla-
tion is critical. The Europeans are
starting to beat us worldwide because
they now have over 300 million of the
wealthiest people on the planet, and
they have got a single standard.

Now, they established that standard
trying to give European industry an
advantage. Whether it is telecommuni-
cations or electricity or almost any
field, they try to use the European
standard to, not just provide health
and safety or efficiency or confidence
in the equipment, but really to block
American products.

What does TDA do? TDA provides the
funding that takes a look at the needs
of the project and really gives Ameri-
cans a fair shot at that project.

Now, OPIC has made money, billions
of dollars for the American Treasury.
It is really a cash cow in many ways.
But that is not its primary goal. Its
primary goal, and it has been success-
ful at this, is to make sure that Amer-
ican industry can compete success-
fully.

Now, we think a private insurance
program would threaten the private in-
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surers. To the contrary, the program
has been so effectively designed that it
is complementary to the private insur-
ance that companies can get.

I will give my colleagues some of the
examples where we have used OPIC, es-
pecially as emerging democracies have
come out of years of oppression. We
have used OPIC, instead of taxpayer
money, we have used this fund gen-
erated from the fees paid by private
corporations to help American prod-
ucts be sold into these countries.

It does several things. If an American
company is building a facility, they
tend to buy American generators,
American parts. That means long-term
American products are sent there. Re-
placement parts are American. That
gives us the edge.

Oftentimes, as these countries are de-
veloping, the first companies in end up
controlling the technology. So if we
were even to shut OPIC down for a
short period of time, we might lose en-
tire countries to European competi-
tion. Now, we have the strongest econ-
omy in the world. But we also have a
massive trade deficit.

I want to again commend both gen-
tlemen for their focus on the fact that
this is one of the tools we have to com-
pete with our European competitors
and our Asian competitors. These peo-
ple are allies, but they are very tough
competitors.

I had a company in my district come
in and tell me that the Japanese, in a
number of instances, had come in and
offered an outright cash grant in order
to secure a contract for one of the com-
panies in their country. We do not use
taxpayer money. We use the power of
OPIC to make sure that we can be suc-
cessful for American workers.

Oftentimes, it is hard to separate the
rhetoric from the reality. But when it
comes to OPIC, not only can we take a
look at its tremendous reserves in ex-
cess of $3 billion, but we can focus on
the jobs it has created.

It has $2.7 billion in reserves it has
created as a result of its exports, and it
has facilitated 225,000 jobs in the coun-
try. In my State alone, it has helped
15,000 jobs. People that go to work
every day in each of our communities
are working today because of the work
that has been done by OPIC and TDA.
With the passage of this bipartisan bill,
it will make it even better.

| plan to offer later today legislation
to toughen the environmental stand-
ards to make sure that American pol-
icy furthers international environ-
mental standards.

I want to commend the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) for the great
work we have done together. | under-
stand there is an additional amend-
ment by the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROoHRABACHER) which will seek the
same goals. | think that it is important
that we marry these issues together.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to this authoriza-
tion bill. We have heard over and over
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again repeated in this debate that
OPIC is in some way responsible for
these number of thousands of jobs
being created and this amount of com-
petitiveness for America in relation-
ship to its competitors overseas. | have
only three things to say about that
analysis, and it is called baloney, balo-
ney, baloney.

There is no other institution that so
blatantly is corporate welfare at the
expense of the well-being and expense
of the taxpayers than OPIC. The bot-
tom line is that, if OPIC can operate as
a private organization and is not cost-
ing the taxpayers any money, so be it.
Let them operate in the private sector
as a private operation.

Why do we need to have congres-
sional backing behind OPIC? Well, let
me point out what OPIC does, and then
my colleagues will see why it has to be
part of the government. Because no
one, no one in the private sector would
be as screwball as this in order to un-
dermine the well-being of the people
who were picking up the tab.

Yes, we have heard it created this
number of jobs here or this number of
jobs there. What we have not heard is
how many American jobs have dis-
appeared by the fact that we are sub-
sidizing the investment of American
dollars overseas to create manufac-
turing units overseas that will then
hire those foreigners to do jobs that
could be done here in the United States
of America.

Now, | have an amendment. If people
object to what | am saying here and
say, well, that is not really true, we are
not doing that, | would invite those
who are objecting to that to support
my amendment. My amendment which
comes up with this authorization bill
simply says that none of the money
from OPIC will go to establish a manu-
facturing unit overseas.

Now, what does it do when we use
taxpayer dollars to guarantee a busi-
nessman who would rather set up a
manufacturing unit, let us say in Com-
munist Vietnam, rather than in Chi-
cago or rather than in New Jersey or
rather than in some other place in the
United States? Well, if we are taking
the risk, he is more likely to make
that investment over there, so it is
more likely he will invest money there
rather than create jobs here.

Number two what we have done is,
once that manufacturing unit is set up
overseas, what happens? Supposedly
that manufacturing unit is helping our
exports. Well, all too many times what
we found out is, no, it is not helping
American exports at all. It is taking
the place of American exports.

We have OPIC money being used to
guarantee businessmen going overseas,
they call it political insurance, in
order to create jobs for these people
which then, whoever they are overseas,
they are manufacturing these projects,
not to sell in their own country, but to
re-export to the United States. This is
adding insult to injury.

First, we put our people out of work;
we charge them money through their
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taxes to subsidize this investment; and
now they are going to have those prod-
ucts exported to the United States so
that what they are manufacturing in
the United States is no longer nec-
essary because this cheap foreign labor
is being used.

This is a ridiculous scenario. It is a
betrayal of the people of the United
States. The arguments that this in
some way creates jobs in the United
States is baloney. It makes jobs dis-
appear in the United States. By the
way, if that is not true, | would invite
those people who disagree with me to
vote for my amendment that ensures
that we are not using taxpayer money
to subsidize manufacturing units.

I have another amendment dealing
with the environment. | am glad that
this coincides with the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON). But the
worst part about this is there is no re-
striction on where we are placing this
money, where these businessmen will
be able to set up the manufacturing
units.

So our manufacturers, these people,
these businessmen are attracted to
what? They are attracted to tyrannies.
They are attracted to dictatorships
like Vietnam and China. We have no
provision in here at all that says, if one
wants to have a government, a tax-
payer guarantee, one is going to have
to set up in a democratic country.

Thus, we have businessmen who
should be attracted to countries like
the Philippines if they want to invest
overseas and take advantage of labor
that is cheaper overseas.

They are attracted to the very worst
pits of tyranny throughout the world
in order to invest. Because now they
have political protection provided by
the taxpayers of the United States of
America. That is a travesty.

It is not true that it is creating jobs.
It is making jobs disappear. Again, if
my colleagues disagree with that, |
would expect that they would be sup-
porting my amendment to make sure
that we are not setting up manufac-
turing units overseas. Because by defi-
nition, manufacturing units cost Amer-
ican jobs.

I intend to vote against this reau-
thorization, and | ask for support of
these two amendments.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to rise in sup-
port of the legislation and commend
the authors of it for taking a positive
approach in enhancing our ability to
export goods and jobs overseas. | am
also here to lend my strong support to
an amendment that will be offered a
bit later in the debate by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) to, |
think, improve the legislation before
us.

Unfortunately, U.S. companies sim-
ply cannot compete in foreign markets
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if they are denied market access and
forced to brave horrible conditions.
There are a number of examples that
we are all familiar with. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) ear-
lier this year and | introduced legisla-
tion to try to improve these cir-
cumstances. An element of that bill is
going to be offered as an amendment to
ensure that we have the necessary in-
formation to open markets for compa-
nies and workers in the United States.

Priority will be given, as far as those
investigations and studies to countries
which have a trade deficit with the
U.S., priority will be given to markets
which will result in significant employ-
ment benefits for U.S. producers. Pri-
ority will be given to critical tech-
nology sectors.

Too often, | think, we do focus on en-
suring that people play fairly in the
U.S. market. It is time we ensure they
play fairly in their own home markets
so we can enhance and increase our ex-
ports in job opportunities. I want to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) in his initiative and join
strongly in supporting his amendment
as well as this legislation.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, let
me just tell my colleagues that, if they
just look at the simple title of the
agency we are talking about, the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation,
and if they look at the history of OPIC,
they simply see that it is an organiza-
tion that was formed in 1971, to do ex-
actly what it is doing, to provide our
American people the opportunity to
sell products overseas.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) said we are exporting
jobs. We are not. We are exporting
projects. We are exporting products
that are made in America for the most
part, made in America, 137,000 jobs that
was created last year. Just because
American business had the same oppor-
tunity as Japanese businesses, as
French businesses, as every other coun-
try does.

The Overseas Private Investment
Corporation basically does one simple
thing. It says that, if we go into a
country, and we do support a facility
there that is manned by Americans
that is utilizing projects manufactured
in the United States, if that project or
any of the property is expropriated by
that government, then OPIC under-
writes the insurance program of that.

They tell the investors in those coun-
tries, if that project is taken away
from them by some unscrupulous dic-
tator in some country, then simply the
United States of America will collect
their money for them. No private in-
surance company can do that. No pri-
vate insurance company can go in and
say to them we are an agency of the
United States of America; they are not
going to treat our citizens this way.
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To think that we have people in OPIC
that are so unqualified as they would
do things to discourage the very thing
they were created to do, and that is to
create American jobs, is ludicrous.
That is not the case. OPIC makes
money. They made $137 million last
year.

Next year they are projected to make
$200 million. It costs about $50 million
to operate it. | do not know how any-
one in their right mind could possibly
say this is not good for American busi-
nesses because it is. It gives us the op-
portunity to play on a level playing
field with countries that we are com-
peting against in order to acquire the
opportunity for foreign investment to
that particular country.

Now, my colleagues can talk about
these Third World countries. They can
talk about these bad countries. They
can talk about all of these things they
want. But they have to look at the his-
tory. They have to look at the millions
of jobs it has created in the last 30
years.

They have to look at the million
units of dollars, hundreds of millions of
dollars that they have generated. They
have to, most importantly, look at the
fact that, without this agency, our
business people in the United States of
America would have no opportunity to
compete with the French, no oppor-
tunity to compete with the Japanese,
no opportunity to compete with most
countries because they are doing the
same thing.

So we do have a good agency that is
doing a good job. They are making
money. They are contributing to our
problems of spending because they are
contributing more than they are spend-
ing.
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And at the same time they are cre-
ating these hundreds of thousands of
jobs. So | am here today to encourage
my colleague to reauthorize this. Let
us not muddy it up by saying let us do
it for 1 year. Let us not muck it up by
saying let us restrict them; let us not
let them do business in countries that
we do not personally like. Let us let
this professional group of OPIC people
who are doing a great job continue to
operate and continue to operate with-
out the fear of being sunseted in 1 year.

It is a simple reauthorization of a
good project that is doing a lot of good
for American businesses. It is doing a
lot of good to create exports. It is
doing a lot of good to create jobs here
in the United States.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
can understand the argument of the
gentleman that this is good for Amer-
ican business because there is only a
certain number of people in this coun-
try that own businesses.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me respond to
that now.
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There may be a certain number of
people that just own businesses, but
those people that own businesses hire
thousands of people to work for them
and those are the people that | am con-
cerned about. I do not want to abolish
jobs. 1 want to create jobs.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
that is correct. But the question is,
these people that hire thousands of
people, as my colleague is saying, how
can it possibly be in the benefit of
those thousands of people that we are
giving a guarantee for businessmen to
instead build a factory overseas where
they will not be hiring those people?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, because the factory
is going to be built overseas anyway;
and, primarily, all we are doing is pro-
viding insurance. We are saying, if in-
deed a government expropriates that
property that the United States of
America is going to go after that coun-
try. A private insurance company, if it
went in there, those dictators and
those crazy people in some of those
crazy countries would just say, drop
dead. But if they walk in there saying,
I am from the United States, they have
taken this property away from an
American investor and we are going to
demand that they pay it.

The very fact that their losses are
about one percent ought to tell us
about the success of this.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will continue to yield,
but does that not encourage the invest-
ment and creation of those jobs over-
seas?

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have the opportunity in this country to
do the same thing. We have the Small
Business Administration. We encour-
age it here, too. But we have got to
recognize we are in a global economy
now.

If they want the Japanese and
French and every other foreign country
to take total control of exports, if they
want to deny us the ability of export-
ing our products, exporting our ability
to make a profit and create American
jobs, yes. But just look at the very
title, Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to inquire how much time |
have remaining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) has 1
minute remaining. The gentleman
from |Illinois (Mr. MANzULLO) has 8
minutes remaining.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
gentleman from Alabama (Chairman
CALLAHAN), who is chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, for the tremendous work
that he has provided for OPIC.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
have never voted for a foreign aid bill
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since | have been in the Congress be-
cause | always felt that our country
needed that support, but | came very
close this last time under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Alabama
(Chairman CALLAHAN). | believe many
of the reforms being made in foreign
aid are good for the world and good for
our country, and | am going to have to
give it serious thought.

While the chairman is here, | have a
twofold message. The only company in
America to invest in a project with
OPIC in the Gaza Strip was one of my
companies; and they stole the money,
stole their equipment, and forced my
company to take them to court.

Now, a Federal judge ruled that the
bank in Gaza participated in a pattern
of conspiracy and racketeering and
stealing money and stealing the equip-
ment and had a finding against them.

But | want to say this to the chair-
man because | think he will feel good
about this: OPIC was good and it
changed my thinking a little bit and
OPIC stood there with my company.
And that matter now is being delin-
eated at the highest levels after the
finding from that court.

If the court of last resort does not
make any difference with the Pales-
tinian activities so involved, | will be
coming to the chairman for the ulti-
mate relief of an American company,
that is, Congress.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Alabama.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, that is the very point
and the rationale behind OPIC. OPIC
does not have the authority to go in
and threaten anyone on the Gaza Strip
or any other country, but the very fact
that we are saying, we are the United
States of America, we demand that you
treat our citizens fairly and that this
property not be expropriated is the
very reason we need OPIC.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, | feel very com-
fortable with the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Chairman CAL-
LAHAN), and | am sure that what he
says is heard also around the world.

I hope | have enough time to finish
my statement. | just want to make this
statement to the Congress.

The gentleman from New York
(Chairman GILMAN) says we have a $167
billion trade deficit, another record.
My colleagues, that is not the half of
it. The new trade deficit reports for the
first quarter of this year $87 billion for
3 months, close to $350 billion
annualized if it maintains the way it
is, that is 7 million jobs.

Now, | have not voted for any of this
legislation because, quite frankly, | do
not think it is really doing what it is
set out to do. But | am going to vote
for the modest reforms that are at-
tempted to be made in OPIC this year.

I want to commend the chairman in-
volved and the ranking member be-
cause it is, at least, a valid attempt.
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But my amendment says one other
thing: do not just tell us who is vio-
lating trade agreements. Tell us what
the status of the market access is in
those countries. Do not just tell us
they are denying or they are violating
trade agreements.

Under the Traficant amendment, it
tells us what is the situation on mar-
ket access and, if they are denying us
market access, what are the products
they are denying from America and
what is the marketplace that exists
there so we can export more of our
product. This is absolutely necessary.

I am for free trade. But, by God, if
they are denying us access, we do not
just need continuing reports telling us
what they are denying us access about
and what is the Trade Rep, what is the
International Trade Administration,
what is Department of Commerce going
to do about it.

I know the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman ROHRABACHER) has an
amendment coming up, and | am prob-
ably going to support his amendment.

I only have a little bit of time left,
but let me say this: | want to know
what they are denying to American
producers. And | think we have to keep
their feet to the fire.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I would just, Mr. Chairman, make a
few observations. Number one, when we
talk about a record-breaking trade def-
icit, that should suggest to every Mem-
ber of this body that it is high time to
make fundamental changes in our
trade policy with regard to NAFTA,
GATT, and Most Favored Nation sta-
tus.

There is something very, very wrong
when major American corporations are
investing tens of billions of dollars
throughout the world, including coun-
tries like China, where workers are
paid 20 cents an hour and have no
democratic rights; and yet it is very,
very hard to get these same companies
to invest in Vermont or New England
or any other State in this country.

The second point that | would make
is that we have heard some of our
friends here say, let us have a level
playing field. Let the United States do
what countries in Europe are doing. |
would suggest that if we follow that
line of reasoning, the United States of
America would institute a national
health care system guaranteeing
health care to all people. That is what
they do in Europe.

I would suggest that the United
States Government would provide free
college education to all of our Kids.
That is what they do in many countries
in Europe. | would suggest that the
United States Congress would mandate
4 or 5 weeks’ paid vacation for all of
our workers. That is what they do in
Europe.
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So | find it strange that some of our
friends here are saying let us have a
level playing field in one area, but let
us not have a level playing field in
other areas.

Lastly, I would commend my friend,
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man ROHRABACHER), who makes a very
sensible point. Why are we encouraging
American corporations to take manu-
facturing jobs out of this country, lay
off American workers, and take those
jobs abroad, often to countries where
the environmental standards are lim-
ited, where workers do not have free-
dom to stand up for their rights, to
form a union, and where they are paid
very, very limited wages? So | think
that amendment makes a lot of sense.

I would also point out to those people
who talk about the booming American
economy to understand that American
workers today are working 160 hours a
year more than they did 20 years ago. |
would point out to those people who
talk about the booming economy that
the average American worker today in
real inflation accounted for wages is
making less than was the case 25 years
ago.

So | think, while OPIC is the tip of
the iceberg, it makes no sense to me
that we put taxpayers’ money at risk
in what clearly amounts to a corporate
welfare situation.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the state-
ments of several of our colleagues. |
just want to put them in some context
in this general debate.

I want to address some of the argu-
ments that have been made because
they make good sound bytes, but | am
not sure they hold up under scrutiny.

We are not talking about, | say to
our colleagues who are listening back
at their offices and those that are here
on the floor, it is not about trade
agreements, it is not about Most Fa-
vored Nation trading status, it is not
about other trading issues that are
sometimes divisive in these chambers.

This is not about that. So let us get
that straight. | know many people will
try to bring in those issues in this de-
bate, but the legislation being consid-
ered today is not about that. It is
about creating the opportunities in the
context of the reality of the world
today to have American companies
that create American jobs here at
home and that export American prod-
ucts to those manufacturing plants in
other parts of the world to have oppor-
tunity.

Now, there are those that have ques-
tioned, why does OPIC not become a
private entity? Why the hell do we
need the United States Government to
be engaged? Well, the full faith and
credit of the United States is a power-
ful tool, and it is a tool that is not
available to private insurers. For a job
as big as this, this is a tool we need.

It is not that these projects are not a
good risk, because they are. But we,
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the United States, have an incentive to
provide this insurance that private in-
surers do not. We are leveraging the
full faith and credit of the United
States to create American jobs, to im-
prove American profitability. That is
an American interest. That is a func-
tion that benefits all Americans, and it
is a proper role of Government.

Now, if a factory is going to be built
overseas, it is going to be built over-
seas. OPIC already, in its law which we
reauthorize here, is statutorily prohib-
ited from supporting any project that
is likely to have a significant negative
effect on the U.S. economy. And a busi-
ness which receives OPIC’s support
must agree not to transfer U.S. jobs
overseas.

The question is, if a factory that does
not exist here is going to be built over-
seas, is it going to be a plant that re-
quires American parts, American man-
ufacturing skills, and creates demands
for American products overseas; or is it
going to be a French factory or a Japa-
nese factory or a German factory that
is not going to be buying any American
parts made here at home and sold
abroad but which American workers
are making and gaining salaries from?

So we should not advocate these jobs
to other nations. We should not advo-
cate these emerging markets to other
nations. As | said, OPIC’s charter pro-
hibits any financing for projects that
could cause Americans job loss here at
home. Those projects actually mean
more American jobs.

It is in that context that | want our
colleagues to think about this debate.
This is not about overall trade issues.
This is about helping American compa-
nies who find themselves competing
with companies of other countries
abroad whose countries are investing
enormous amounts of money to make
their contracts possible. The Germans,
the French, the Japanese all over the
world, they are helping their compa-
nies make it possible. How could we
disarm American companies, which
means American workers, from having
the opportunity to compete in that
global marketplace? That is what is at
stake in this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
yield the balance of our time to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, as
vice chairman of the authorizing com-
mittee and a cosponsor of H.R. 1993, |
rise in strong support of the Export En-
hancement Act.

I wish that one of our sage Founding
Fathers, Benjamin Franklin, were here
today. He would find the discussion
here interesting and reminiscent. He
said over 200 years ago, ‘“‘No Nation was
ever ruined by trade.” Indeed, that is
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true. International trade is a signifi-
cant part of American economic
growth and prosperity today. The pro-
grams of OPIC, the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency and the International
Trade Administration are an integral
part of our trade promotion system. We
need to protect it. They have a proven
record of strengthening trade and pro-
moting American exports, and they
certainly warrant reauthorization by
this Congress.

Since it was created in 1971, OPIC has
backed projects worth $121 billion and
helped create approximately 230,000
new U.S. jobs and $56 billion in exports.
More than $2.8 billion in American ex-
ports were generated by OPIC-sup-
ported projects in 1998 alone. More
than half of the identified suppliers to
OPIC-backed projects around the world
are U.S. small businesses. In this Mem-
ber’s State alone, OPIC projects have
generated about $869 million in exports
from the State generating 2,662 jobs.
Examples like that can be given from
every State.

OPIC is certainly cost beneficial to
the American taxpayer. In addition to
the American jobs OPIC projects cre-
ate, 100 percent of OPIC’s operating
costs are covered by user fees to the in-
dividual clients, meaning these admin-
istrative costs are not a burden to the
taxpayer. In fact, OPIC generates rev-
enue and has generated over $3.3 billion
to deficit reduction and other inter-
national affairs accounts. It is antici-
pated that in this fiscal year, OPIC will
generate an additional $200 million to
deficit reduction.

OPIC, then, is a win-win program
that is successful in mobilizing the pri-
vate sector investment in support of
U.S. foreign policy objectives at no op-
erating expense to the American tax-
payer. OPIC promotes U.S. best prac-
tices, too, by requiring projects to ad-
here to international standards on the
environment, workers rights and
human rights. OPIC projects help im-
prove the stability in developing coun-
tries and emerging economies by pro-
viding an economic boost to the efforts
of reform-minded governments. For ex-
ample, Hungary’s opening to the West
allowed OPIC to support U.S. invest-
ment there in 1990. These investments
at this critical time of transition cer-
tainly helped accelerate the kind of
positive economic and political reforms
in Hungary that transformed that
country from a captive Warsaw Pact
satellite into a free NATO ally.

To those who express concern about
OPIC-supported investments abroad
luring jobs from America to foreign
countries, this Member recommends
they examine closely what kind of in-
vestments OPIC is supporting and what
kind of so-called foreign jobs are being
created. For example, the United
States cannot supply raw electrical
power to Egypt. However, we can sup-
ply American-made power generating
equipment and services. How can sell-
ing power generating equipment made
in the U.S. by American workers and
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subsequently selling American-made
spare parts and services for this equip-
ment for many years to come be con-
sidered taking jobs away from Ameri-
cans? If we do not sell the Egyptians
these power plants, then the Euro-
peans, Japanese, Canadians or other
foreign competitors certainly will sell
them and their economies will benefit
at the expense of ours.

The United States does not grow tea.
Therefore, how does investing in a tea
plantation in Rwanda steal American
jobs? Indeed, it supports U.S. jobs inso-
far as that tea operation needs tools,
machinery, trucks and other services.
These are products and services pro-
vided by American firms and produced
by American labor.

The United States is not home to the
African savannah, and giraffes, zebras
and baboons are not our native wild-
life. Therefore, how does supporting
the eco-tourism industry in Botswana
by investing in new hotels and tour op-
erations take away American jobs? On
the contrary, this tourism type of de-
velopment requires all kinds of infra-
structure, construction materials, fur-
nishings, vehicles and a wide range of
services, everything from financing to
marketing. These are goods and serv-
ices that Americans produce and can
now sell to a new market in Botswana.

All of America’s economic competi-
tors, including Japan, Germany and
France, offer a comprehensive array of
export and overseas investment sup-
port. They far outstrip what we offer.
They certainly recognize the over-
whelming benefit to their own econo-
mies of such assistance. Indeed, the
U.S. spends less per capita as a per-
centage of GNP and in dollar terms on
supporting private sector investment
in developing countries than any other
major competitor country.

Mr. Chairman, the claims have been
made that OPIC is corporate welfare
and has eliminated American jobs. Op-
ponents of OPIC, and the Chairman
will like this one, have cited Cater-
pillar Corporation as one of those ‘“‘fat
cats” benefiting from OPIC. Caterpillar
makes much of its tractors and heavy
equipment in Peoria, lllinois, the epit-
ome of an American city, and, of
course, in other American cities. This
Member suspects he would be very hard
pressed to find among Caterpillar
workers assembling tractors any of
them who would believe that they are
the fat cats that are benefiting from
OPIC.

These are hardworking Americans.
At no cost to the taxpayer, OPIC helps
to promote the sale of tractors and
earth-moving equipment that they
make. Given the significant support
foreign competitors receive from their
governments, without OPIC, America’s
Caterpillar Corporation and its em-
ployees are in many instances at a real
disadvantage to Japan’s Komatsu or
Korea’s Hyundai Corporation.

To those who claim that OPIC is un-
necessary or competes against private
sector insurance providers, this Mem-
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ber would point out that OPIC does not
insure against commercial risk or cur-
rency devaluation. While OPIC is run
like a profitable private business, it
still needs to provide long-term polit-
ical risk insurance that is not fully
available in the private sector. For ex-
ample, with the assurance provided by
$1.8 million of OPIC political risk in-
surance, Agro Management, a minor-
ity-owned small business from Cali-
fornia, is now able to work with Ugan-
dan farmers to produce African chrys-
anthemums from which oil is extracted
and used as a natural nontoxic and en-
vironmentally-friendly insecticide.
This is just one example of many in-
vestments that will contribute to the
estimated $9 billion in increased trade
with sub-Saharan Africa that likely
would not occur if it were not for OPIC
insurance.

Similarly, the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency has a successful record of
promoting American business involve-
ment in infrastructure projects in de-
veloping and middle income countries.
Since its inception, the TDA has gen-
erated over $12 billion in American ex-
ports. This equates to $32 in U.S. goods
and services exported for every $1 spent
on TDA projects. And for every dollar
that TDA invests, the agency receives
another 50 cents in cost-sharing.

Last year alone, over $1.8 billion in
U.S. exports were associated with TDA
activities. Eighty percent of those ex-
ports were comprised of manufactured
goods, illustrating the strong link be-
tween TDA projects and U.S. job cre-
ation.

The International Trade Administration and
Foreign Commercial Service is also re-author-
ized in this bill. This funding supports the ac-
tual personnel stationed at U.S. embassies
and U.S. commercial offices around the globe
who successfully promote American goods
and services abroad and provide assistance to
American businessmen seeking new inter-
national trade opportunities.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1993, the export en-
hancement legislation before us, re-authorizes
a successful American export and trade pro-
motion system. The economic benefits of this
cost-effective system to American business-
men, workers and farmers have proven to be
overwhelming.

I urge my colleagues to give strong
support to this legislation.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, | rise today on be-
half of my home state of Oregon, and in
strong support of H.R. 1993, the Export En-
hancement Act.

Quite simply, trade is one of the critical driv-
ers behind Oregon’s current economic pros-
perity; and trade is expected to grow in impor-
tance in the years ahead. The Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation (OPIC), the
Trade and Development Agency (TDA), and
the International Trade Administration (ITA)
have played a key role in the promotion of Or-
egon exports. | strongly urge my colleagues to
support this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, OPIC, TDA, and ITA play an
important part in the promotion of American
exports. They are good for American workers,
good for American businesses, and good for
the American economy. Each of these very
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worth agencies requires a relatively small in-
vestment. But they certainly reap big results
for Americans.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge my colleagues
to support American exports and support this
important bill.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the bill modified
by the amendments printed in the bill
shall be considered by section as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment, and each section is considered
read.

No amendment to that amendment
shall be in order except those printed
in the portion of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD designated for that purpose
and pro forma amendments for the pur-
pose of debate. Amendments printed in
the RECORD may be offered only by the
Member who caused it to be printed or
his designee and shall be considered
read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this bill before us en-
compasses three agencies which are at
the heart of the U.S. strategy to ex-
pand its export opportunities and to
ensure greater access for American
companies, big and small.

As passed by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, it helps make the
Trade and Development Agency more
self-sufficient by requiring companies
and entities benefiting from its pro-
grams to share in the costs and to re-
imburse for projects secured, even if
the project is not the original one pur-
sued.

It establishes congressional guide-
lines and recommendations on the op-
erations of these agencies to seek and
use more private sector resources, and
to place greater emphasis on the pro-
motion of small businesses and make
them more export competitive.

This bill also provides for greater ac-
countability and oversight as it calls
for independent auditors to report an-
nually on the level of OPIC’s reserves
and requires that greater emphasis and
resources be dedicated to assisting
small businesses compete in the global
arena.

Further, it establishes reporting re-
quirements for ITA and focuses on the
work of the Market Access and Compli-
ance unit of the International Trade
Administration which, along with the
other units, monitors, investigates and
evaluates foreign compliance with over
250 U.S. trade agreements; helps re-
solve company and industry-specific
market access problems in country and
regional markets; identifies market
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and nontrade barriers to better prepare
and educate U.S. companies about de-
veloping markets.

Their list of accomplishments is
long, having succeeded in resolving se-
rious compliance problems relating to
discriminatory regulations and bar-
riers faced by American industries.

While not a perfect bill, it does pro-
vide certain safeguards for the Amer-
ican taxpayer and it does afford the op-
portunity for careful oversight by this
committee and the Congress in general.
I ask my colleagues to support this bill
this afternoon.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Export En-

hancement Act of 1999”.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 1?

The Clerk will designate section 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Since it began operations in 1971, the
Overseas Private Investment Corporation (in
this Act referred to as ““OPIC’’) has sold in-
vestment services and mobilized private sec-
tor resources to assist developing countries
and emerging democracies in the transition
from nonmarket to market economies.

(2) In an era of declining Federal budgetary
resources, OPIC has consistently dem-
onstrated an ability to operate on a self-sus-
taining basis to support United States com-
panies and promote economic reform in
emerging economies in Africa, the newly
independent states of the former Soviet
Union, Latin America, and the Caribbean.

(3) OPIC has played an important role in
reinforcing United States foreign policy
goals and in strengthening the United States
economy by creating jobs and promoting ex-
ports.

(4) Over the past 28 years, projects sup-
ported by OPIC have generated over
$58,000,000,000 in United States exports, mobi-
lized $121,000,000,000 of United States private
sector investment, and created more than
237,000 United States jobs.

(5) OPIC has been run on a sound financial
basis with reserves totaling approximately
$3,300,000,000 and with an estimated net budg-
et contribution to the international affairs
account of some $204,000,000 in fiscal year
2000.

(6) OPIC has maintained a claims recovery
rate of 95 percent, settling 254 insurance
claims for $541,000,000 and recovering all but
$29,000,000 since 1971.

(7) OPIC programs have served to rectify
market failures, including limited market
information in developing countries and un-
derdeveloped capital markets, by insuring
United States firms against economic and
market uncertainties.

(8) The Trade and Development Agency (in
this Act referred to as “TDA’) promotes
United States business involvement in infra-
structure projects in developing and middle
income countries.

(9) TDA has generated $12,300,000,000 in ex-
ports since its inception, with every $1 in
spending for TDA projects leading to the sale
of $32 in United States goods and services
overseas.

(10) The United States and Foreign Com-
mercial Service (in this Act referred to as
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the “Commercial Service’) plays an impor-
tant role in helping United States businesses
identify export opportunities and develop re-
liable sources of information on commercial
prospects in foreign countries.

(11) The Congress has, on several occasions,
encouraged the Commercial Service to focus
its resources and efforts in countries or re-
gions in Europe and Asia to promote greater
United States export activity in those mar-
kets.

(12) The Congress supports the expansion of
the Rural Export Initiative by the Inter-
national Trade Administration (in this Act
referred to as the ““ITA”’) of the Department
of Commerce, particularly those elements
related to the use of information technology
and electronic commerce techniques.

(13) The Congress is encouraged by the suc-
cess of the Market Access and Compliance
Unit of the ITA and supports the Unit’s ef-
forts to develop mobile teams to resolve
market access problems and ensure compli-
ance by United States trading partners with
trade agreements and commitments.

(14) The Congress acknowledges the de-
mands upon the Market Access and Compli-
ance Unit of the ITA and recommends that
priority be given to funding for this unit to
ensure that adequate resources are available
for it to fully implement its mission.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 2?

The Clerk will designate section 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:

SEC. 3. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS.

The Congress makes the following declara-
tions:

(1) OPIC should set its fees at levels suffi-
cient to cover all operating costs, repay any
subsidy appropriations, and set aside ade-
quate reserves against future losses.

(2) OPIC should maintain a conservative
ratio of reserves to contingent liabilities and
limit its obligations in any one country in
its worldwide finance or insurance portfolio.

(3) Projects supported by OPIC should not
displace commercial finance or insurance of-
ferings and should encourage private sector
financing and insurance participation.

(4) Independent auditors should report an-
nually to the Congress on the level of OPIC’s
reserves in relation to its liabilities and pro-
vide an analysis of the trends in the levels of
reserves and liabilities and the composition
of its insurance and finance portfolios, in-
cluding OPIC’s investment funds.

(5) OPIC should double the dollar value of
its support for small businesses over the next
four years.

(6) In administering the programs and ac-
tivities of the ITA, the Secretary of Com-
merce should give particular emphasis to ob-
taining market access for United States
firms and to securing full compliance with
bilateral and multilateral trade agreements.

(7) The ITA should facilitate the entrance
of United States businesses into the coun-
tries of sub-Saharan Africa and Latin Amer-
ica.

(8) The Commercial Service, within the
ITA, should consider expanding its presence
in urban areas and in urban enterprise areas.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. TERRY:

Page 6, insert the following after line 21:

(9) OPIC must address concerns that it
does not promptly dispose of legitimate
claims brought with respect to projects in-
sured or guaranteed by OPIC. The Congress
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understands the desire of OPIC to explore all
possible arrangements with foreign parties.
However, OPIC must be aware that private
parties with legitimate claims face financial
obligations that cannot be deferred indefi-
nitely.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to offer this amendment in hopes
that | can bring much needed account-
ability to OPIC’s operations. | believe
that government should exercise a high
degree of discretion in becoming in-
volved in essentially private sector
business functions. At the same time, |
understand that OPIC exists to fill a
void by providing political risk insur-
ance in countries where private insur-
ers may hesitate to go. The appropriate
balance is for an agency such as OPIC
to be scrupulous in maintaining a busi-
nesslike approach to its dealings, yet
be constantly aware of its duty to
maintain public confidence and trust.

The House Foreign Operations Com-
mittee has noted, ‘“OPIC must be aware
that private parties with legitimate
claims face financial obligations that
cannot be deferred indefinitely.”” Com-
panies that have disputes before OPIC
have the right to know where they
stand. It is reasonable for businesses to
have a full understanding of the status
of their claims.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment adds a
statement of policy that OPIC should
be more sensitive about the impact of
its delays on private businesses. | urge
its approval.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise, | think, in sup-
port of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY),
and | rise also to engage in a colloquy
with him, to tell him that there are
ways that we can get OPIC to respond,
if indeed they are not responding as my
colleague or some of his parties of in-
terest may think they ought to re-
spond. | would invite the gentleman, if
he would like, to bring his concerns to
me as chairman of the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing and Related Programs, the com-
mittee that funds OPIC, albeit we do
not need to fund them; we take their
200 million, and we give them back 50,
and that is sort of a plus for my com-
mittee.

But the gentleman is absolutely
right. If OPIC is not responding in a
professional, timely manner, then this
ought to be brought to my attention,
and | will support the gentleman’s
amendment and at the same time en-
courage the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. TERRY) to bring his concerns to
me, and | will call the proper officials
from OPIC to my office, and we will get
a quick response to any problem he
may have.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Alabama for that
offer, and | should have offered him the
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courtesy. A member of the gentleman’s
committee has been participating in
several discussions of which 1 have
been involved with Mr. Munoz and
OPIC concerning the status of several
claims and their unwillingness to deal
with them in a timely manner, and |
will meet with the gentleman as soon
as this colloguy and amendment are
over, and | will give him the details of
that, and | apologize for not doing that
in advance.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | do rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment offered by my
colleague from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).
Mr. TERRY has been very much engaged
in this issue as, in fact, his predecessor
and the whole Nebraska delegation has
been engaged for some period of time.
There were an unfortunate series of
things that happened with the collapse
of the economy in Indonesia that af-
fected many American firms, including
an energy facility firm in our State.
We have worked at length on this mat-
ter with OPIC, Treasury, and the Indo-
nesian Government without much suc-
cess. | believe that in all probability
these kinds of things would not happen
again, but with the support of the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs, and with the contin-
ued tenacity and diligence of my col-
league from Omaha, | believe that this
amendment should be adopted as a
sense of the House. It is an important
sense of the Congress to convey to
OPIC so that in fact a very good OPIC
program is improved and American
businesses not disadvantaged.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, | think of
course to some extent we can reform
our agencies to the maximum extent,
and they are doing excellent work, but
when we have a foreign government
that basically collapsed with an in-
volvement of the IMF as well, some-
times American business is disadvan-
taged.

So | thank my colleague and com-
mend him, and 1 urge support for his
amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would accept the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), Number 9.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

First of all, | rise in support of this
amendment, and obviously there is a
lot of fixing that we need to do on any
government program and obviously
sending a message out that we want
the program officers to be efficient and
effective and on time is certainly a
good message. | would like to remind
us, as we debate this particular amend-
ment, that there is a question, of
course, as to whether or not the very
fundamentals of OPIC deserve even an
amendment like this. While | support
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the amendment, let us again look at
the validity of the organization itself.

We have heard today, for example, a
question, and unfortunately this type
of debate we only get a couple chances
to go back and forth, and | did not get
a chance to ask my colleagues, but we
heard the declaration that what harm
does it do to have U.S. tourist dollars
poured into a certain country? Mr.
Chairman, | do not know what States
these people come from, but tourism
means a lot to the people of my area. |
would like us to have, rather than hav-
ing Americans, businessmen, investing
and luring tourist dollars away from
the United States, | would like those
tourist dollars to come to Orange
County, California, and to stay in the
hotels and to use the facilities in my
area, and if my colleagues do not want
them in their areas, that is fine. But
the fact is that building up the infra-
structure to attract tourist dollars to a
foreign country does impact on Amer-
ican jobs and, in fact, hurts the very
lowest employees, the people who
make the least in our society.

I happen to have earned a living
when | was younger scooping ice cream
at Marineland Snack Bar, which was a
tourist attraction. Yes, | would rather
those tourists come there, provide me
that work, than having American dol-
lars being guaranteed to build tourist
attractions overseas to create jobs
overseas.

I am sorry, those tourist dollars do
take away from American jobs.

And what about this great tractor
factory in Illinois that we heard about?
Well, okay. My amendment suggests
that OPIC will never be able to guar-
antee the building of a tractor factory.

I would suggest to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANzULLO) and the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER) who had this tractor factory in
their district, they should support my
amendment which will prohibit the
building of tractor factories with tax-
payer guarantees overseas. So | would
ask the gentleman from Nebraska and
the gentleman from Illinois and others
who have such factories, or if my col-
leagues have any factories in their dis-
tricts, let us make sure we do not guar-
antee the investment of building such
factories overseas. We are not doing
very good work for our constituents if
we do.

And what about that investment on
the West Bank that we heard from the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
about? Do we really want the tax-
payers to guarantee people who will in-
vest in places like the West Bank, or
should they have to take their own
risk? Why is it that we let people have
a guarantee of U.S. tax dollars for their
investment in far-off countries where
there are risky investments, but we
will not give people investing in the
United States those type of guarantees
when they come into our areas that are
a little bit risky or they are going into
a risky-type business? Here we are giv-
ing them this perverse incentive to in-
vest overseas rather than invest here.
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Now we could talk, and we have
heard about this over and over, jobs,
jobs, jobs. | hope people have gotten
down to the next level rather than just
this rhetoric. We are talking about the
loss of jobs. We are talking about an
organization whose very purpose, as we
have heard time and again, to build

tractor factories overseas, to build
tourist attractions overseas, to let
these American businessmen take

risky investments and have the Amer-
ican Government stand right besides
them. | do not want the American Gov-
ernment standing besides people who
are investing capital and creating jobs
overseas. | do not want the American
Government to help them. I want the
American Government either to stay
neutral or to create the jobs here in
the United States of America.

Whose side are we on? Well, OPIC
certainly is on the side of the Amer-
ican worker; but we have heard it over
and over again that, yes, this helps
business. Well, everything that helps
business does not necessarily help the
American working people, and | hope
that by what | have said | have helped
people understand how, yes, it does
help a couple of investors make some
big bucks by investing in risky ven-
tures, sometimes in dictatorships over-
seas like Vietnam and Communist
China; but it dramatically hurts the
American working person.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT) over there told us about how he
was so concerned about this huge def-
icit that we have. How much of that
deficit is due to the fact that OPIC has
been encouraging people to invest over-
seas? And those factories are not nec-
essarily selling overseas, but what they
are doing is re-exporting to the United
States. How much of that, | ask the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
comes from there?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Speaker, | am listening to the de-
bate here today, and | hope that we
have some degree of context as we are
moving forward dealing with what I
think is a very important program for
America and for people in the State
that | represent, Oregon.

I have been trying to understand the
gist behind the amendments from the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).
I have talked to OPIC; | have tried to
get a feeling for what it is, in fact, we
should be doing.

Along with the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) | had the oppor-
tunity to spend some time earlier this
year in Indonesia, and as we hear the
two speakers that have addressed
themselves to this amendment now and
where it takes us, | feel that it is im-
portant to take a deep breath. | have
no objection | guess per se to the lan-
guage that has been offered, but there
is the subtext here that somehow OPIC
is not being responsive; that somehow
that these things can simply be moved
along very slick and easy; and that
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somehow someplace off in the bureauc-
racy there is somebody who is inappro-
priately holding things up.

It seems to me that when we are
dealing with OPIC’s ability to process
claims, which is the concern, | think,
that has prompted the gentleman from
Nebraska’s amendment, or maybe
there may be more here, that one has
to appreciate what OPIC has to do in
order to be fair to the businesses that
are involved, to be fair to the taxpayer,
because as has been pointed out by our
other friend from Nebraska, this is an
operation that, in fact, has not lost any
taxpayer money at all, and in fact this
year is going to be surplusing money.

Mr. Chairman, part of what they
have done in terms of hitting the bal-
ance has been careful processing of
claims of this nature. They have got
something like a 95 percent recovery
rate. | think it is important that we
not assume that the people in the orga-
nization are not, in fact, processing
these in an orderly fashion, that deal-
ing with a country like Indonesia
where we have multiple interests and
our friends at OPIC are not just dealing
with one company, but they are deal-
ing with fashioning a record in a coun-
try that is in turmoil, and | am sure
they are being pushed on by people
from other agencies, from the State
Department or from Treasury. We have
issues that people on this floor have
been concerned with, and we have
other national interests that we are
trying to do in stabilizing the situation
in Indonesia to try and play that in a
sophisticated and thoughtful fashion.

Mr. Chairman, | would just hope
that, as we are dealing with this lan-
guage that people are making asser-
tions about the behavior of our friends
at OPIC, that taking a step back, tak-
ing a deep breath, appreciating the dif-
ficult position they are in, caught be-
tween people on one hand who refuse to
acknowledge the positive contributions
that this makes to our economy and
economies around the world and then
interfering with an appreciation of
what they have to do to try and be a
loyal soldier and an arm of the United
States Government and advancing oth-
ers of our interests.

I will be prepared to talk at greater
length about that at another time.
Mercifully, Mr. Chairman, | am pre-
pared to yield back the balance of my
time at this point, but | do hope that
we do not have sort of cardboard cut
outs when we are considering amend-
ments like this and appreciate the dif-
ficult task that they have been given
and some appreciation for the bal-
ancing of the interests that they have
to have.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | just yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) to answer one small question.
He keeps referencing China, as | under-
stand it. How much business has OPIC
done in China?
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I understand OPIC is not doing busi-
ness in China.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Reclaiming my
time, it is important that we recognize
reality from what we would like reality
to be. There is no investments in
China. Even if they wanted to now as a
result of, | think, a bipartisan effort,
we have put in language because of
Tiananmen Square; they rightly can-
not do business in China.

So, reclaiming my time, we are going
to have plenty of time to go over this
debate further.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to take
this opportunity to express my support
of the work that OPIC is doing. It is al-
ways an emotional thing when we
think that in dealing with foreigners,
we are going to lose American jobs.
And, coming from a community like
mine who still suffers unemployment
and underemployment, | would like to
spend my time on the floor doing all
that | can to encourage investments in
my community and similar commu-
nities within the United States.

But | think we all have come to un-
derstand that trade and commerce in-
volves exports and that the exporting
industry creates jobs, many in my dis-
trict. | have had the opportunity to
make several trips to sub-Saharan Af-
rica and to work with OPIC and the Ex-
Im Bank and American businesses.

And so often we hear that with these
developing countries that we cannot
give them fish, but we have to give
them the tools to teach them how to
fish. And so many times we see in these
developing countries, well, it is not
just a question of American businesses
getting the protection of OPIC, but it
is the question of American businesses
being able to export to these American
businesses that are located in these
countries.

I would hope that the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER)
will continue to have enlarged tourist
activities in his district. But in order
to do this, people have to have jobs,
they have to have money, and many of
them are able to enjoy tourism here be-
cause they have jobs that are here.

So there are enough restrictions to
show that the investment is not going
to be a direct challenge to our manu-
facturing operation; that is written
into the law. But it would seem to me
that it would be a terrible thing to put
such restrictions on OPIC that those
people, and they are people who have
the courage to take the risks, to go
overseas, that America goes with them
as partners and say that we want in-
vestment in this part of the world, we
want people to be economically inde-
pendent, we want to make certain that
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we preserve democracy, because de-
mocracy without economic support
cannot last that long.

So it just seems to me that we can
take a deep breath about these things
when it involves foreign countries. We
say foreign and all of the vital juices
fly up. But God knows, | believe that
we ought to stamp out communism
wherever we find it, yet we find the
majority of people here think we
should do business with China and with
North Vietnam and North Korea, and
then we have a little island right out
there in the Caribbean. It seems as
though we get so upset when we try
just to remove the embargo, even
though I do not know about Castro try-
ing to do anything to overthrow our
government; still, we are very selective
when we start getting angry with Com-
munists.

But since there are so many other
countries that do have democracies and
these are the countries that certainly
do not cause us political problems, |
hope that my friends on this side and
the other side of the aisle would find
some worthwhile projects where we can
say we want to encourage investments
in these areas, we want that American
flag to be waving with capitalism and
investment, and that we want jobs on
this side of the ocean as well, which
will come as a result of forming these
types of economic partnerships.

So | just want to say that | want to
thank people on both sides of the aisle
for putting together a bill that we can
say is bipartisan, and let us give OPIC
a chance to do the job that they have
been created to do. | will be opposing
the Rohrabacher amendment, but I cer-
tainly will be giving my strong support
for the bill.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I can empathize with the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).
But he mentioned some of my com-
ments and my company, and | just
want to make a couple of points here.

OPIC is worth about $200 million a
year to us; and we give $50 million to
promote its activities, so that is about
$150 million gain. One of the qualifica-
tions for an OPIC investment is there
are stringent qualifications to the im-
pact of jobs lost and not one job can be
lost pursuant to an OPIC investment.

Now, without OPIC, my company, at
the request of this administration,
made an investment in Gaza, trying to
open up that whole opportunity and
bring them in as a neighbor of the
great world community. If it were not
for OPIC and the insurance and protec-
tion of Uncle Sam and our government,
my company would be laid out, washed
out, could possibly be belly up. We pro-
vide an opportunity for America to
make investments, reasonable invest-
ments to move us forward in the com-
munity of nations, and the return on
our investment has been very good.

So, | am going to support OPIC, but
I am going to support OPIC with the
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types of reforms that are coming from
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZuLLO), the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), and others. | think for once, it
turns a reasonable profit.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, it is very clear that
this debate in truth goes far beyond
OPIC. It goes to whether or not we as
Members of Congress feel positively
about our current trade policies, and
that, in truth, has to do with NAFTA,
GATT, MFN, has to do with the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the World
Bank, OPIC, Ex-Im Bank and so forth
and so on. That is what it really has to
do with. OPIC, in truth, is a small part
of that whole picture.

I would argue that any conscientious
Member of the House who examined
the facts would conclude that our cur-
rent trade policy, OPIC and everything
else, has not succeeded. By definition,
it has not succeeded, because we are
looking at a record-breaking trade def-
icit. And we hear our friends say, well,
this creates jobs and so forth and so on.
But we have to look at both sides of
the equation; and when we look at both
sides of the equation, what we are
looking at is a record-breaking trade
deficit. Our current trade policy is fail-
ing.

g\s | said earlier, and | want to touch
upon this point, | find it interesting
that there are Members here who are
quite conservative who would turn pale
at any mention that the United States
Government should have a national
health care program guaranteeing
health care to all people, apparently
think it is okay for the United States
Government to have an insurance pro-
gram to protect American corporate
interests.

Now, it seems to me that if a com-
pany wants to invest in China or in Af-
rica, in Asia or in any other place on
earth, they have the right to do that.
No one is arguing that. But what some
of us are suggesting is, should Amer-
ican taxpayer money be placed at risk
to protect that investment. Day after
day | find people come up who believe
in laissez-faire capitalism who say the
government is terrible. Get the govern-
ment out of our lives. Poor people, hey,
they are going to have to stand up on
their own two feet. Government cannot
help everybody. And yet, we have a sit-
uation here where apparently these
very same people are saying well, gov-
ernment cannot save the poor, cannot
help the working people, cannot get in-
volved in the environment, but govern-
ment can get involved with the Enrine
Oil and Gas Company who receive $400
million in U.S. Government-backed
OPIC financing and insurance for nat-
ural gas processing and storage facili-
ties in Venezuela. The U.S. Govern-
ment can get involved in that. The U.S.
Government can get involved with
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OPIC helping Texaco and its partners
receive $139 million in government-
backed OPIC financing for a power gen-
eration project in the Philippines.
Chase Manhattan Bank, oh, my good-
ness, the United States Government
can have the stand with Chase Manhat-
tan Bank who received $200 million in
U.S. Government-backed OPIC insur-
ance for a telecommunications project
in Colombia.

So | would suggest to my friends who
support laissez-faire capitalism, you
cannot do both things. You cannot say
that the government cannot protect
working people and low-income people
in this country, terrible thing, but yes,
the United States Government and
OPIC can protect the interests of mul-
tinational corporations.

Let me make another point, and I
think I am echoing a point that the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) made a moment ago. People
say well, we are in a global economy,
companies are going to invest abroad,
and that is true. But it seems to me
that given the fact that we have seen a
decline in real wages for manufac-
turing workers in this country, given
the fact that our working people are
working longer hours and in many
cases, for lower wages, because good-
paying manufacturing jobs have gone
to China and to other countries where
workers are paid horrendous wages,
then yes, | do have a problem.

And | share the concern of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) about providing OPIC help to
those companies who want to establish
manufacturing plants abroad. | think
it is very naive to say well, OPIC says
that that is not going to result in the
loss of any manufacturing jobs in this
country. | do not believe that.

| would argue, and maybe some of my
friends who support OPIC might want
to help me on this, that maybe instead
of OPIC overseeing private investment
corporations we want to have a domes-
tic OPIC, a domestic OPIC. What about
United States Government guaran-
teeing investments in the State of
Vermont or in low-income commu-
nities around this country making it
easier for companies to hire American
workers and pay them a decent wage.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANDERS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
a few moments ago my good friend, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
noted this company in his district
again, which without OPIC standing by
its side would have been laying there in
the dust in the West Bank. That com-
pany should have invested in an oppor-
tunity in the United States; it would
have not been lying there in the dust.
Americans would have been working.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).

The amendment was agreed to.

THE CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate section 4.
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The text of section 4 is as follows:

SEC. 4. OPIC ISSUING AUTHORITY

Section 235(a)(2) of the foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2195(a)(3)) is amended
by striking ‘1999’ and inserting ‘“2003"".
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. GEJDENSON

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. GEJDEN-
SON:

Insert the following after section 4 and re-
designate succeeding sections, and references
thereto, accordingly.

SEC. 4. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF OPIC PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—Section
231A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22
U.S.C. 2191a) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c);

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

*‘(b) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.—

““(1) ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  OR
AUDIT.—The Board of Directors of the Cor-
poration shall not vote in favor of any action
proposed to be taken by the Corporation that
is likely to have significant adverse environ-
mental impacts that are sensitive, diverse,
or unprecedented, unless for at least 60 days
before the date of the vote—

“(A) an environmental impact assessment
or initial environmental audit, analyzing the
environmental impacts of the proposed ac-
tion and of alternatives to the proposed ac-
tion has been completed by the project appli-
cant and made available to the Board of Di-
rectors; and

“(B) such assessment or audit has been
made available to the public of the United
States, locally affected groups in the host
country, and host country nongovernmental
organizations.

‘“(2) DISCUSSIONS WITH BOARD MEMBERS.—
Prior to any decision by the Corporation re-
garding insurance, reinsurance, guarantees,
or financing for any project, the President of
the Corporation or the President’s designee
shall meet with at least one member of the
public who is representative of individuals
who have concerns regarding any significant
adverse environmental impact of that
project.

““(3) CONSIDERATION AT BOARD MEETINGS.—
In making its decisions regarding insurance,
reinsurance, guarantees, or financing for any
project, the Board of Directors shall fully
take into account any recommendations
made by other interested Federal agencies,
interested members of the public, locally af-
fected groups in the host country, and host
country nongovernmental organizations
with respect to the assessment or audit de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or any other matter
related to the environmental effects of the
proposed support to be provided by the Cor-
poration for the project.”’; and

(3) in subsection (c), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘“‘each year’ and inserting ‘“‘every 6
months™.

(b) STUDY ON PROCESS FOR OPIC ASSIST-
ANCE.—The Inspector General of the Agency
for International Development shall review
OPIC’s procedures for undertaking to con-
duct financing, insurance, and reinsurance
operations in order to determine whether
OPIC receives sufficient information from
project applicants, agencies of the United
States Government, and members of the pub-
lic of the United States and other countries
on the environmental impact of investments
insured, reinsured, or financed by OPIC. Not
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later than 120 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Inspector General
shall report to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate on the results of its
review. The report shall include—

(1) recommendations for ways in which the
views of the public could be better reflected
in OPIC’s procedures;

(2) recommendations for what additional
information should be required of project ap-
plicants; and

(3) recommendations for environmental
standards that should be used by OPIC in
conducting its financing, insurance, and re-
insurance operations.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman,
first 1 would like to compliment the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
for a great effort on this issue and the
strong work she has done here and on
so many other issues in the committee.

This is a very direct amendment, Mr.
Chairman. This amendment ensures
that environmental concerns are taken
into account when OPIC is considering
assistance for projects that are likely
to have a significant adverse environ-
mental impact. The amendment en-
sures that no decision is taken by the
board of directors on such a project
until the 60-day waiting period for pub-
lic comment is passed and ensures that
environmental assessment will be
available to the public during that
time.

It further requires the president of
OPIC or his designee to meet with con-
cerned groups on these projects, and
the amendment further requires the
board of directors to have discussion on
these environmental matters every six
months, in public.

Finally, i1t requires an independent
study to review whether OPIC’s envi-
ronmental procedures should be ap-
proved.

One of the things we have to do as a
Nation is to make sure that we add the
environment and the rights of working
men and women around the globe into
every discussion. Because if we simply
move forward and clean up our envi-
ronment, give American families a bet-
ter living and the rest of the world de-
teriorates, it will damage our environ-
ment, it will damage our economy. We
have to make sure that America leads
the environmental standards upwards
and does not finance them downwards.

This amendment is important be-
cause | think it provides a reasonable
amount of time, it makes sure that it
clearly stipulates the need for public
involvement here, public access in pro-
viding the public the information and
to make sure that American activities
further America’s goals, which do in-
clude bringing those jobs home to
America, but also include that we are
not involved in projects that degrade
the environment in other countries. |
want to again thank the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE) for the excel-
lent work she has done here and in so
many other areas.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

| support the Gejdenson amendment.
I have a similar amendment, but my
amendment is a bit tougher than the
one the gentleman has proposed, but |
believe we both have the same goal in
mind.

The fact is that nobody should be re-
ceiving taxpayer money in order to go
overseas to involve themselves in eco-
nomic activity that despoils the envi-
ronment overseas and destroys the nat-
ural heritage of other peoples. | would
say especially this is true in countries
that are not run by the people them-
selves. In countries that are run by lit-
tle cliques, by dictators, by tyrants of
left and right, it is imperative that we
go on record that none of this OPIC
money that guarantees these invest-
ments overseas will go to those coun-
tries in a way that does serious damage
to their environment.

O 1345

As | say, the amendment that | have
in mind goes a bit further than the
amendment of the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON). It re-
quires that these loans not be made,
and that not just the environmental
impact report but all environmental
studies dealing with the guaranty in
question be made public, and that they
be made public 60 days prior to the
transfer of any funds, which will give
everyone the chance to have their say
and for organizations that hold the en-
vironment dear to come and try to pro-
tect what they consider to be an impor-
tant human resource.

Let me note that this amendment
and my amendment are very close to a
piece of legislation that the gentleman
from California (Mr. Cox) has sub-
mitted as a separate piece of legisla-
tion on which | am a cosponsor. |
would invite the gentleman from Con-
necticut and others to join me in co-
sponsoring the Cox bill.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | would first like to
thank our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
sSoN), for all the work he has put forth
in strengthening the implementation
of OPIC’s environmental standards,
and also for his support and guidance
on this issue.

Being a new member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, this
is the first year that | have reviewed
in-depth the purpose and function of
OPIC. | have been very careful and very
deliberate in my support of OPIC.

For the last two decades, and par-
ticularly during my time in the Cali-
fornia State legislature, | have strong-
ly encouraged the Bay area and the
State of California and members of the
business community to forge fair trade
partnerships, particularly with coun-
tries in Africa, Asia, and Latin Amer-
ica. In that vein, the mission and work
of OPIC is very much in line with ini-
tiatives that I have been encouraging
for nearly two decades.
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I understand from some of my col-
leagues that they believe that OPIC
sends American jobs overseas. Quite to
the contrary, OPIC does not support
projects that would create any job loss
in America.

Additionally, California OPIC
projects have created almost 40,000
American jobs, and in the last 5 years,
OPIC projects identified $1.5 billion in
goods and services that they will buy
from California suppliers, 70 percent of
which are from small businesses.

Additionally, as | researched OPIC’s
standards for the approval of projects,
| became acutely aware of the concerns
and criticisms from the environmental
community. The adherence to strong
environmental standards in business is
fundamental to my support of export
policy, and a necessary standard for
my constituents in an area of our coun-
try that is the birthplace of the envi-
ronmental movement.

It is for this reason that the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) and | engaged in a process of dia-
logue and exchange with OPIC and the
environmental community. The result
of that exchange is the amendment
that we are offering today.

OPIC has played a leading role
among bilateral international invest-
ment agencies in developing reasoned
standards that take into consideration
the concerns of their business clients
and those of environmental groups and
the United States taxpayer.

Working with a broad range of stake-
holders ranging from U.S. exporters to
international environmental organiza-
tions, OPIC has developed a sound envi-

ronmental policy handbook over the
past 2 years.
However, many remain concerned

with implementation of these stand-
ards in a meaningful and transparent
manner. The Gejdenson-Lee amend-
ment balances those concerns by codi-
fying existing practices and increasing
the transparency in a manner that will
not affect U.S. competitiveness.

This amendment will play a key role
in promoting strong environmental and
social standards for all projects sup-
ported by OPIC. Specifically, the
amendment will strengthen the process
of the 60-day public comment period on
OPIC’s environmental impact assess-
ments by prohibiting the OPIC board of
directors from voting on any proposed
action that may have a significant ad-
verse environmental impact until the
60 days of the public comment period.

Secondly, it allows for a representa-
tive of the NGO community to meet
with the President of OPIC or his des-
ignee to directly discuss concerns re-
garding possible adverse environmental
impacts of proposed projects.

Thirdly, it mandates semiannual
public hearings of OPIC’s board of di-
rectors to allow, once again, direct dis-
cussion of a wide range of environ-
mental and labor concerns regarding
both past and future projects.

Fourth, it requires that the IG of
USAID conduct an assessment of
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OPIC’s procedures for reviewing a
project and report the results to the
Committee on International Relations
and the Senate foreign relations com-
mittee. We should be promoting the
highest environmental standards pos-
sible, certainly when public funds are
at issue.

I have followed OPIC’s progress and
am convinced that what is now on the
books should be implemented in a
meaningful manner. In the writing of
this amendment, we worked closely
with OPIC and several environmental
groups. The amendment is endorsed by
the Friends of the Earth, the Environ-
mental Defense Fund, the Sierra Club,
Rainforest Action Network, and others.

I urge my colleagues to support this
environmental accountability amend-
ment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. LEE. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I of course agree with the positions the
gentlewoman has taken today and the
statement she has just made.

The amendment that | am consid-
ering offering goes just a little bit fur-
ther. It is not at all at cross-purposes
with the goals that the gentlewoman
has stated.

I would ask the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), as well, if
the gentlewoman would consider an
amendment to her amendment that
would bring the two amendments to-
gether, and which just beefs up a little
bit the gentlewoman’s amendment.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I would just tell the gentleman, we
are probably better off trying to work
this out in conference. Under the rule
before us, the amendments are not
amendable.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I would tell the gentleman, the amend-
ments are amendable. 1 think this
would save us some time. | do believe
that we have precisely the same goals.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, if
we can work this out before the gentle-
man’s amendment comes up, we will do
it.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | have a question with
regard to Gejdenson No. 35. That is,
under the present practice of OPIC,
OPIC will take a look at the general
impact on the environment as part of
its normal practices. My concern about
this amendment is that it sets up
something that is a lot more informal
by calling it an environmental impact
assessment, or initial environmental
audit.

Some of these impact assessments
and audits could actually take years.
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That really could end up putting the
end to any type of American company
wishing to use OPIC.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. My understanding
is that that is already part of the
present law. The assessment is in the
law. They make that assessment.

What this primarily does is several
things. It provides for a certain time
that they cannot bring the measure to
the board. What happened, at least in
one instance, maybe in others, is that
while there was a 60-day review period,
while the review was going on, the
board voted on it prior to the 60 days.
That leaves a lot of people concerned
about the environmental problems.

The gentleman and | share support
for this. | understand that he may have
some differences on the amendment. |
think what this amendment does, it
takes a number of groups that are com-
mitted to environmental policy and
takes away their opposition from what
is a very solid program.

I think if we can show sensitivity to
those environmental concerns, which |
think the gentleman shares, it will not
hamper OPIC’s operations. It will pro-
vide that we will not end up in an em-
barrassing situation where we are
doing some environmental damage in
some developing country, and that
both the gentleman’s desires and mine
will be met. We will have an OPIC that
has broader support, that does the
right things, and achieves the eco-
nomic and policy goals the United
States is interested in.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | am having great dif-
ficulty. Normally the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) and |
agree on so many things. | think our
mission is probably the same, because
the gentleman, as I, wants to protect
the businesses in our respective dis-
tricts, and give them the opportunity
to have a vehicle in order to compete
with all these foreign countries.

However, I am afraid, in reading the
amendment, and there are about six
amendments that are addressing this
floating around here, so I am having
very much difficulty. | have to apolo-
gize in advance to the gentleman for
not knowing the full content.

However, what | fear in reading this
amendment is that the gentleman is
putting such a hamstring on OPIC,
such a requirement on OPIC with re-
spect to notification, that we are prob-
ably getting into a situation where we
are going to prohibit them from par-
ticipating in projects because they are
going to have to disclose confidential
information.

Then when we have the Inspector
General, and as | understand the
amendment, and | do not apologize for
not having a law degree, but | do have
an honorary law degree from Spring
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Hill College in Mobile, but I am not
learned in the law. But my reading in
this from a layman’s point of view is
what the gentleman is saying, number
one, before OPIC can do anything they
have to have the Inspector General’s
approval to do it. That is how I read it.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Let me say, Mr.
Chairman, my great admiration and re-
spect for the gentleman has just been
increased to find out he only has an
honorary degree in law, rather than ac-
tually having a law degree, no offense
to any attorneys here.

I would say that is simply a study
with the Inspector General to make
sure the process is a good process. That
builds confidence in a part of American
society that has often had some ques-
tions about it.

I think if the gentleman reads this
carefully, and maybe the gentleman
might want to reserve his final deci-
sion until later because there are other
amendments coming, he will find that
what we basically do is codify the ex-
isting practice of OPIC, which has been
apparently, on occasion, violated, to
make sure they cannot have a vote be-
fore the 60 days. The review by the In-
spector General is to make sure the
procedures meet our environmental
concerns.

I think if the gentleman takes some
time and reads this, and the votes are
going to be postponed, he will see that
this is not going to do damage to OPIC.
I will commit to the gentleman that |
will work with him between now and
conference to make sure that his con-
cerns are addressed.

We want to make sure we are not
doing bad things environmentally. We
do not want the United States caught
in causing major environmental dam-
age in some country. | agree with the
gentleman, we also do not want to end
up with OPIC going through so many
different hoops and jumps that it can-
not operate in the real world.

That is why the difference between
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) and myself is that |
fear, frankly, the 120 days may go too
long. That is why we picked the 60
days, which we think is a reasonable
period of time.

Mr. CALLAHAN. | thank the gen-
tleman. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Chairman, | would say that | apologize
for not having a law degree. | do not
mean to inflict any criticism on the
law profession. My son-in-law is an
outstanding lawyer, Dan Cushing, in
Mobile, Alabama. Because of his pro-
fession, he supports my two grand-
daughters in a very, | think, well-to-do
fashion.

But my concern is here, and if the
gentleman says that we will work it
out in conference, | will be happy to
work with the gentleman. But what he
is saying is adopt my amendment,
which admittedly could cause great
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problems to the ability of OPIC to
work with American companies, and
then the gentleman says that we will
work it out in conference.

Why do we not just withdraw the
amendment, and then we will work it
out in conference to make sure the en-
vironmental concerns are met?

Mr. Chairman, | would just say, |
would respectfully ask the gentleman
to withdraw his amendment because of
the nebulousness of the fact that we
have all of these concerns: whether or
not the Inspector General is going to
be the agency determining which loans
are going to be processed, whether or
not they have the ability of some orga-
nization, some environmental organi-
zation or individual who writes a let-
ter, and then it Kicks in or triggers the
opportunity for delay of any project.

Then we are noncompetitive, because
the Japanese do not have this restric-
tion, the French do not have this re-
striction. No other country has these
types of restrictions, yet we have an
agency which is complying with most
every environmental concern that we
have.

I think we might be jumping into wa-
ters filled with alligators. We do not
want to do that. 1 know my good
friend, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) does not
want to do that, either. Yet, | am
afraid, without having the opportunity
to review this with the lawyers, that to
force OPIC to obey our environmental
concerns, we may be jumping into that
pond of alligators.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,

parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
MILLER of Florida). The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
is this the time that if | had an amend-
ment to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) that | would submit that amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Yes, it
could be offered at this time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROHRABACHER AS
A SUBSTITUTE FOR AMENDMENT NO. 1 OF-
FERED BY MR. GEJDENSON
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,

| offer an amendment as a substitute

for the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment of-
fered as a substitute for the amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROHRABACHER
as a substitute for amendment No. 1 offered
by Mr. GEJDENSON:

Strike the text of the amendment and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR

OPIC.

Section 239(g) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (21 U.S.C. 2199(g)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“(1)"” after ‘“(g)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) The Corporation shall not issue any
contract of insurance or reinsurance, or any
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guaranty, or enter into any agreement to
provide financing for any Category A invest-
ment fund project as defined by the Corpora-
tion’s environmental handbook, or com-
parable project, unless all relevant environ-
mental impact statements and assessments
and initial environmental audits with re-
spect to the project are made available for a
public comment period of not less than 60
days.”.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve a point of order.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the amendment that | am offering to
the amendment of the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), again re-
inforcing the fact that the two pieces
of a legislation or two amendments
that we have both introduced have pre-
cisely the same goal, my amendment,
the one objection that the gentleman
seemed to speak about a few moments
ago was that we elongated the process
up to 120 days. That has been crossed
out. It is no longer part of my amend-
ment.

What the difference between our
amendments seem to be is that the
gentleman is offering an amendment
that requires only the environmental
impact report to be made available by
OPIC for the loan to go forward, and we
are talking about 60 days prior to the
transaction. My amendment agrees
with all of the points that the gen-
tleman has made in his amendment,
but it also says not just the environ-
mental impact report but all environ-
mental statements, all environmental
analyses, all of the studies that have
been done that deal with the environ-
mental issues on these proposals over-
seas should be made available.

I do not see any reason why we
should just make one thing available.
What we are asking for otherwise is the
possibility of hiding from the public in-
formation that might suggest, for ex-
ample, that the project being funded
could result in horrendous environ-
mental problems in Brazil or Indonesia
but that that report, which is not in-
cluded in the environmental impact re-
port, remains stuck in the safe at
OPIC.

I do not think that that is good busi-
ness on our part, and | would say to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN) to the degree that businesses
are worried about their own secrets
and doing business overseas, they
should only worry about that if they
are doing it at their own risk. When
they come to the taxpayers, asking us
to pick up their risk, they then have no
right to keep from the taxpayers the
information as to whether or not that
guarantee, whether or not it is con-
sistent with the values of the American
people. The American people do not
want their dollars going to these huge
corporations that have major projects
overseas that would rape the environ-
ment of these foreign countries.

Yes, we would like to have the min-
erals and have those minerals avail-
able, but sometimes what we have done
in the past is destroy the historical
legacy of countries. Whether like
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Burma, which is a dictatorship, or In-
donesia, which was a semi-dictatorship,
or Brazil, which is somewhat of a de-
mocracy, we do not want any informa-
tion that would help us determine the
economic viability of these projects to
be kept from the American people. |
think it is very reasonable, and | would
hope that the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), whereas we
have the same goal in mind we simply
are saying that all the information
should be available, would accept my
amendment.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. | yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, |1
would like to be able to accept the
amendment of the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), but we
still have some problems with the lan-
guage in that it is not as simple as the
gentleman presents it. The situation
that the gentleman presents would in-
volve, indeed, proprietary information
beyond simply environmental assess-
ments that are mandated under the
procedures of OPIC. | think the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
was right. There were so many amend-
ments flowing around we have had a
little of this today, but | think the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN)
and | both have a concern here that
what the gentleman does creates a cou-
ple of hurdles.

The reason | would oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment in the present form
is that what | think it would do is, if
the gentleman’s amendment prevails,
it would increase the likelihood that
we would make no environmental
progress in this legislation.

| think if the gentleman can work
with us, we may be able to address
some of his concerns, but | do not want
to leave here, and that is what | was
trying to tell the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CALLAHAN) earlier, | do not
want to leave here with a bill that
leaves a cloud over the process.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. | would be will-
ing to withdraw my amendment under
the agreement with the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) and the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON) that they would work with
me in trying to develop appropriate
language that would be agreeable to all
parties.

Mr. GEJDENSON. | certainly would
do that because | think the gentle-
man’s goals are laudatory. We are all
in the same place. We just do not want
the process to tie OPIC up in knots so
they cannot move forward.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, all too often
American tax dollars are used for
things that are very horrendous to the
values of the American people. They
deserve that information, and people
who go to the Government and ask for
guarantees should not be asking for se-
crecy and proprietary rights on the in-
formation of their investments; and |
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think that all of us agree on those
points, but we still want to move for-
ward.

This is not an obstructionist amend-
ment, and | agree to work with my col-
leagues.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment of-
fered as a substitute for the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | would ask the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GEJDENSON) if he could respond to
a few questions with respect to the un-
derlying amendment which is the
Gejdenson amendment and which is
also offered by the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LEE).

What | am concerned about is that
with every good intention, we may be
creating such a delay in the process
that OPIC cannot act in a timely fash-
ion to meet the competition from the
export assistance or promotion agen-
cies of other countries. Could the gen-
tleman tell me, by walking through
once, how he expects that the proc-
essing of an application would work if
the gentleman’s amendment were
adopted? | yield to him for that pur-
pose if he wishes to respond.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, as
far as the time line goes, it would be
consistent with OPIC’s present rules,
which have been on occasion short
circuited, whether intentionally or un-
intentionally. Under the present rules
that OPIC operates under, OPIC has to
provide 60 days for commentary on en-
vironmental statements.

What has happened in the past, and
has caused great concern, particularly
with people who are concerned about
the environment, is that while they
left the 60 days open, the board voted
on it 45 or 50 days into the project.
OPIC supports this provision. They rec-
ognize that this strengthens their posi-
tion with the American public and it is
a good amendment. They do not have a
problem with the 60-day provision part
of it.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, is the gentleman
saying OPIC supports his amendment?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Not the entirety of
the amendment, because | think they
are probably not crazy about having
the IG review their procedures, as none
of us are when we ask an outside inde-
pendent agency to come in and review.
They do not have a problem with the 60
days.

Mr. BEREUTER. Reclaiming my
time, | would ask the gentleman if he
would expect that the IG review would
take place at the earliest possible occa-
sion and that it is his expectation that
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such an audit would be a one-time only
event until some changes would pre-
cipitate the need for another IG audit?

Mr. GEJDENSON. It is a one-time re-
view, just a simple review by the IG for
their procedures to make sure they
work.

Mr. BEREUTER. Is it true that the
procedures set fourth in this amend-
ment are primarily or largely re-
stricted to their environmental review?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Exactly prescribed
to be simply the environmental areas.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there further debate on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON)?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I offer amendment No. 6.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr.
ROHRABACHER:

Page 6, add the following after line 25 and
redesignate succeeding sections, and ref-
erences thereto, accordingly.

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON OPIC FUNDING FOR
FOREIGN MANUFACTURING ENTER-
PRISES.

Section 231 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (21 U.S.C. 2191) is amended by adding
at the end the following flush sentence: “‘In
addition, the Corporation shall decline to
issue any contract of insurance or reinsur-
ance, or any guaranty, or to enter into any
agreement to provide financing for an eligi-
ble investor’s investment if the investment
is to be made in any manufacturing enter-
prises in a foreign country.”,

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is simple and rep-
resents basic common sense. It also
goes to the heart of the debate here
today. All it says is that OPIC may not
provide taxpayer backing for manufac-
turing plants overseas. We have heard
time and time and time again in this
debate that OPIC creates jobs overseas.
Everyone who is supporting the OPIC
authorization comes up with jobs over-
seas.

Well, it is my contention that one
cannot build factories overseas without
having a negative impact on jobs in the
United States. That makes all the
sense in the world. Those who are lis-
tening to this debate need to listen
very carefully. This is the center, the
core of the debate on OPIC. What my
amendment does is say that none of
this money that is used by OPIC will be
used to subsidize and to guarantee an
investment that creates a manufac-
turing unit overseas.

Again, by definition, that manufac-
turing unit will do one of two things.
Opening up a manufacturing unit over-
seas will either reduce the number of
jobs in the United States by either ex-
porting the goods produced in those
factories to the United States, or they
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will reduce the jobs in the United
States by producing over there goods
that should be produced in the United
States and exported to that country, or
number two, what will happen by
building a factory overseas it will pre-
vent the creation of new jobs in the
United States. Either way, we do not
want to have taxpayer money being
used to reduce the number of jobs, to
create competition for our products
overseas, or to prevent, because the
jobs are now being exported over there,
the creation of new jobs in the United
States because they are all going to an-
other country.

By the way, although we have no
guarantees here, that is especially true
of nondemocratic countries. Again,
OPIC is offering a perverse incentive
for American businessmen to go over-
seas to build manufacturing plants, to
use slave labor or cheap labor, depend-
ing on if it is a democratic or undemo-
cratic country, and then to reexport
those goods to the United States of
America.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT) was right when he was concerned
about this incredible trade deficit that
we have. Well, this has something to do
with it. We are subsidizing people cre-
ating businesses overseas that create
employment in Vietnam.

Well, | have nothing against Vietnam
except for the fact that it is a dictator-
ship and also the fact that | think we
should watch out for the American peo-
ple and our constituents before we
watch out for creating jobs in Vietnam
or any other Third World country.

This is the essence of the debate on
OPIC, my amendment. | understand
there may be another amendment of-
fered to my amendment, which will
simply say that OPIC can move for-
ward if it does not determine that the
number of jobs will be reduced. Well, 1
am sorry, that is not good enough be-
cause that type of approach means that
there will be no new jobs created in the
United States. That means that jobs
would have been created in the United
States; but by saying if it does not re-
sult in a reduction then we can just see
to it that no new jobs are created in
the district of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. MANZULLO), or wherever.

I do not think it is good for us to
build tractor factories with taxpayer
subsidies in Vietnam or anywhere else.
I do not think it is good for us to even
build hotels necessarily, but this
amendment specifically says manufac-
turing units.
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It says it shall not be the policy of
OPIC to provide taxpayer support and
subsidies for businessmen going over-
seas. Again, why are we giving people
an investment to invest in risky situa-
tions? Do we want the taxpayers to
risk hundreds of millions of dollars in a
risky situation when, instead, they
could come to the United States.

Do my colleagues know why it is not
risky in the United States? It is not
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risky in the United States because the
American people, the American work-
ing people support free enterprise, sup-
port democracy, recognize the rule of
law. Now we are punishing them be-
cause they have been so good and so
true and faithful to American prin-
ciples and have made this a good place
so we do not need to provide risk insur-
ance for the United States.

We are going to take their dollars
out of their pockets, these decent,
hard-working Americans, and guar-
antee the building of factories overseas
that will compete with their jobs. This
is ridiculous.

Again, how this amendment is voted
on and how the people will vote on the
amendment that is a gutting amend-
ment that could be offered to this is
the essential part of the debate today.
I hope people pay attention.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to speak in op-
position to the Rohrabacher amend-
ment. | understand his passion, and |
certainly share his concern about
American jobs. But the fact is | believe
that this amendment, which is well-in-
tentioned, is unnecessary and actually
penalizes those that it is intended to
protect, which is U.S. workers.

OPIC is already committed in the law
not to export jobs. It is statutorily pro-
hibited from supporting any project
that is likely to have a significant neg-
ative effect on the U.S. economy. A
business that receives OPIC’s support
must agree not to transfer U.S. jobs
overseas. OPIC monitors projects and
terminates assistance if a company de-
viates from its commitment to protect
U.S. jobs.

Now, OPIC’s economists already
screen each prospect project for its im-
pact on U.S. jobs and exports. As man-
dated by its authorizing statute, OPIC
does not support any projects that
might harm the U.S. economy or that
will result in a loss of a single U.S. job.
It operates a comprehensive program
to monitor each and every project it
assists for its impact on the U.S. econ-
omy.

After it approves a project, OPIC
monitors such a project from the be-
ginning to the end of the agency’s con-
tractual commitments to it. It mon-
itors, and its monitoring enables the
agency to check the accuracy of its
own methodologies, ensuring the
project investors live up to its original
representation.

Now, there is a ban on manufacturing
projects which would hurt U.S. compa-
nies and the U.S. economy. Manufac-
turing projects help create new mar-
kets for U.S. goods and services, which
would be lost if the Rohrabacher
amendment were adopted.

Restricting the type of projects OPIC
supports would put U.S. companies at a
competitive disadvantage with their
heavily subsidized foreign counter-
parts. For example, if one has an auto
manufacturer who is both foreign and
domestic, having manufacturing plants
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all over the world to be closer to their
consumer market, the absence of OPIC
support may have the intended effect
of keeping an auto maker from having
a plant in Argentina. But it will also
mean that the company will sell con-
siderably fewer cars in Argentina be-
cause they would have used U.S. manu-
factured parts, inputs that would have
generated exports and create American
jobs here at home. That is an example
of what, in fact, we would do.

This is not about taking some plant
that exists in the United States and, as
a result of OPIC’s efforts, transferring
it to some other country abroad. |
think, generally, we would be opposing
that. That is not the issue here.

The issue here is whether or not we
allow OPIC to make such an invest-
ment in a plant that does not exist
now, that will not detract from Amer-
ican jobs, and that, by doing so, will
create American design and American
parts that will be used in that plant
that ultimately will create jobs here at
home.

So | understand the gentleman’s con-
cern. But the fact of the matter is the
very concern he has is undermined by
his amendment. It is important that
we look at the whole picture. It may
not be a choice between manufacturing
in the United States or overseas, but,
rather, whether or not to manufacture
at all if a company cannot get suffi-
cient financing or insurance to make
the investment.

It is a lot better to make sure that,
when we create the opportunity
abroad, that it is an American product
and American design using American
imports with American workers and
American ingenuity to, in essence, in-
fluence that market and to create the
jobs here at home that will go towards
that manufacturing plant in that re-
gard that did not exist here and would
not exist here under the set of cir-
cumstances that the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) envi-
sions.

| think we need to defeat his amend-
ment. 1 know we need to defeat his
amendment to protect the very goal
that he seeks to preserve.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
like to apprise Members that the Chair
is alternating recognition across the
aisle, and giving preference to Mem-
bers of the Committee on International
Relations and on the basis of seniority
on the Committee on International Re-
lations.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO TO
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. ROHR-
ABACHER
Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |

offer an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MANzULLO to
Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER:

In the amendment strike: ““in any manu-
facturing enterprise in a foreign country”’
and insert: ‘‘in a manufacturing enterprise in
a foreign country, if such investment would
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cause a reduction in manufacturing in the
United States.”

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, | ap-
preciate the efforts of the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER),
and | always admire his spirited de-
bate. The problem with the Rohr-
abacher amendment is that it would
prohibit an American firm from setting
up an American enterprise overseas
that does even the most modest of
manufacturing.

For example, one could set up some-
thing overseas that would be similar to
a warehouse that does minor assembly.
The American manufacturer would
send his products to the overseas facil-
ity for minor assembly for the purposes
of thereafter storing and then reselling
to the local market. It is not uncom-
mon to ship components from different
parts of the country for final assembly
in a foreign country. The Rohrabacher
amendment would prohibit that, even
if that is an American-owned company.

What our amendment does to his is
says, look, we will restrict an OPIC
guarantee in a manufactured enter-
prise in a foreign country only if such
an investment would cause a reduction
in manufacturing in the United States.
It is all about jobs. So we are saying
OPIC cannot get involved if it results
in the loss of American jobs.

That is already present in American
law. Take the case of Monique Maddy.
Monique was born in Liberia. She is a
United States citizen. She got an OPIC
guarantee to set up operations in Tan-
zania and Ghana. She sends U.S. manu-
factured communication components
to two facilities in Africa where they
are assembled and used for African con-
sumption, thereby having 400 to 500
jobs in Africa.

Now, wunder those circumstances,
that is not displacing American jobs
because the Americans would not be
manufacturing here and shipping over
there. But what it is doing is it is in-
creasing American exports of those
American made products.

I would ask that the Members of Con-
gress, the Chair entertain using the
Manzullo amendment as a perfecting
amendment to the Rohrabacher amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman form Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN).

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. | think he is right on target. As
bad as the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) despises OPIC, his
intent is to destroy OPIC. Essentially
what he is saying is, let us get rid of
OPIC through this obnoxious amend-
ment. What his amendment does is
does exactly what he says he wants to
do, protect American jobs. So what he
is saying is exactly right, that, yes, we
can create opportunities in foreign
countries, but not at the expense of one
American job.

The amendment of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) corrects
it to the extent that it should be and
still gives us opportunities to compete
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with the French and the Japanese and
other countries.

So | know that the mission of the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is to totally eliminate OPIC.
I think that there are a couple of Mem-
bers of the House that would like to do
away with OPIC. But their rationale is
ill-founded and should not be consid-
ered.

But the Manzullo amendment does
exactly what he is saying he wants to
do, that we will not go into any foreign
countries and make any guarantee of
investment if, indeed, it is going to
cost us one American job.

I get that as the mission of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), but his amendment, the way
it is written, would completely elimi-
nate the ability of OPIC to assist any
American who wants to go into a for-
eign country to create an opportunity
there to compete with the Japanese
and the French.

We are saying we will accept the
amendment if the gentleman from
California will allow us to perfect it to
the extent that it protects American
jobs. That is his mission according to
his statement, and that is the mission
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANzULLO). So | would support the
gentleman’s perfecting amendment to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, essentially, if my
colleagues support the mission of
OPIC, then the Members should sup-
port the Manzullo perfecting amend-
ment to Rohrabacher.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. Yes, | yield to the
gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
am trying to understand the impact in
terms of the loss of a single job. May |
give an example and ask how it would
apply.

Mr. MANZULLO. Yes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
there is a small lumber company in my
State, Ochoco Lumber, that has used
OPIC to set up a mill in the former So-
viet Union; Lithuania, | believe, is the
country. As a result of this manufac-
turing process, they have been able to
get product that they cannot get in Or-
egon because of some of the environ-
mental and supply problems.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the

Rohrabacher amendment would not
allow that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAN-

zuLLo was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield further to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
what | was trying to clarify is that this
has created hundreds of jobs in de-
pressed central Oregon. It may theo-
retically have displaced one job some-
place in the United States.
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| understand the Rohrabacher
amendment would Kkill what we have
done in this small mill.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. But what about
the gentleman’s perfecting amend-
ment?

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, our
amendment will allow the present op-
eration of the gentleman’s constitu-
ent’s firm in Lithuania. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
recently learned that more of the goods
sold here are manufactured in foreign
countries than in the U.S. That trend
is getting worse. The trade deficit is at
a record high. For that reason, | rise in
support of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

It is well known that global trade
agreements like NAFTA have worsened
the trade deficit by making it easier
for companies to close their American
plants and re-open them in developing
countries where they do not have to
pay a decent wage, where they do not
have to prevent work place injuries,
where they do not have to curb pollu-
tion.

The Overseas Private Investment
Corporation does the same thing and
adds to the same problem when it sub-
sidized companies to open factories in
foreign countries.

Now, the example was given of an
auto company. Let us say an American
manufacturer would want to open up
an auto company in another country.
Well, I am opposed to using U.S. tax-
payers’ money to help do that because
that takes away jobs of auto workers
in this country, pure and simple. It
does not get much more complicated.

So if we use that example, it totally
validates the reason why the amend-
ment of the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) ought to pass this
House. U.S. tax dollars should not be
used to undermine markets here in the
United States and to cost the people
who pay our salaries their jobs.

Why should any agency of the United
States Government subsidize the trade
deficit and the loss of U.S. jobs? Con-
gress should not tolerate it.

The Rohrabacher amendment simply
prohibits any OPIC support for wors-
ening the trade deficit, worsening the
trend of plant closings in the United
States.

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER), who | think could help
elucidate this subject.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I think that we have heard some very
good examples, and they keep coming
from those people who are opposing my
position here. For example, do we real-
ly want to have OPIC giving, providing
hundreds or tens of millions or hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to build a
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saw mill in gangster-ridden Russia? |
do not know what the environmental
impact of that is going to be. | think
we ought to know about that.

Why do they not just go to Burma
with that sawmill where they have got
a vicious dictatorship that they can
pay off and chop down all the teak
wood. That is going to create a lot of
jobs here, is not it? No, it is not. It is
going to spoil the environment, and we
need to know about that.

The fact is this is not a perfecting
amendment. As much as | like the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO),
he is a wonderful colleague, we are
good friends, this is not a perfecting
amendment. This is a gutting amend-
ment.

Already we have been told it is al-
ready policy of OPIC not to do things
where there are loss of jobs. Well, if
that is the case, accept my amend-
ment. But the central issue here is not
that, and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO) understands that.

The central issue is whether or not
building factories overseas in and of
itself, prima facie evidence, determines
whether or not jobs will be created
overseas rather than here.

The Manzullo amendment, which 1
think just basically is weasel words in
action here, because it permits OPIC to
subsidize the building of manufac-
turing units overseas that they deter-
mine, OPIC determines, will not reduce
employment here.
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But OPIC does not believe building
factories overseas reduces employment
here. Let me point this out. Even if the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) is correct and it does not have
a reduction of employment here, what
we are doing is subsidizing the building
of manufacturing units that will pre-
vent the creation of new jobs here, and
there is no doubt about that.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO)
because | think this debate is healthy
for the House.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, we
have a U.S. company building a lumber
mill in Lithuania using Lithuanian
lumber. Under no circumstances is that
going to result in the loss of American
jobs.

! Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KUCINICH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I do not know if we have unemployed
lumberjacks in this country or not. |
do not know whether or not there is
unemployment in the part of the coun-
try of my colleague. | think there
might be some unemployed lumber-
jacks in this country that would prefer
creating the jobs here in the United
States of America.

Of course, then we have to have some
environmental controls so that some of
these big companies could not rape the
environment.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
MiLLER of Florida). The time of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KUCINICH
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KUCINICH. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
the notion that somehow because there
are people that are lumberjacks that
are unemployed because there is not
access to timber supply means that
mill workers should not be allowed to
process timber and use materials to
build that mill from Oregon escapes
me.

It seems to me that we are better off
having those people using Oregon prod-
ucts, Oregon companies thriving, and
that it does not do anything to affect
the timber supply or lack thereof in
the Northwest.

Maybe | am missing something.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
obviously, this lumber mill example is
a very tiny, minuscule, one-half of 1
percent example of what OPIC does.

When we are talking about manufac-
turing units, we are talking about trac-
tor factories; we are talking about
other kinds of manufacturing that are
heavy, heavy manufacturing. We are
also talking about other exploitation
of natural resources.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | would like to just
say that it is a great debate, but the
thing that we have to be concerned
about is the impact of OPIC on our
heavy manufacturing, the export of
U.S. jobs, and a widening of the trade
deficit.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Manzullo amendment to the Rohr-
abacher amendment.

If my colleagues and the American
public are somewhat perplexed about
what is happening here, it is under-
standable because the arguments that
are being raised, | think, are turning
rationality on its head.

What the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO) is attempting to do by
his perfecting amendment would say
that there must not be a net loss of
manufacturing jobs in the United
States under OPIC activity. And that
should be the objective. That is what
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) says he wants to accom-
plish.

The gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
CALLAHAN) indicated a few minutes ago
that the Manzullo amendment accom-
plishes just what the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) says he
wants to do, but that perhaps he has a
different motive.

Now, | do not know whether that is
the case or not about the gentleman

October 13, 1999

from California, but my colleagues
should not be confused by this issue.

Let us suppose an American firm
wants to create a canning factory for
mangos in India. Now, we do not can
mangos in this country, no, not even in
Hawaii. The Rohrabacher amendment
would prevent OPIC assistance to an
American firm which wanted to build
or help build a plant in India to can
mangos. That would be, a net gain in
manufacturing jobs for the United
States because the products to produce
the canning factory are likely to come
from the United States. But there are
jobs in manufacturing being created in
India, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) would pre-
vent that by his amendment just as he
would prevent a tea operation in Sri
Lanka.

The gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) was trying to indicate
that in this case the OPIC guarantee
for a firm in Oregon actually resulted
in net manufacturing jobs being cre-
ated in the United States, not a loss.
So the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH) ought to be in favor of the
Manzullo perfecting amendment and
opposed to the Rohrabacher amend-
ment because the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) Kills, inad-
vertently perhaps, unintentionally per-
haps, he Kkills American manufacturing
jobs that are created by OPIC.

What we need to be concerned about,
already addressed in law, is that OPIC
activities do not result in a net reduc-
tion in manufacturing jobs in America.
The Manzullo perfecting amendment
will do just that. His amendment indi-
cates that, in effect, if there is a net re-
duction in manufacturing jobs in the
United States, then there would be no
OPIC activity, but only if there is a net
reduction, not just if there is one man-
ufacturing job created abroad. It is not
a zero-sum game on job creation under
OPIC activities, my colleagues.

Support the perfecting amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANzULLO), a perfecting amend-
ment to the Rohrabacher amendment.
Vote ‘“yes’ on Manzullo.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | want to rise to sup-
port the Manzullo amendment, as well,
because it does go to the very core of
what the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) says he wants to
accomplish and, in essence, accom-
plishes that. It clearly says, if any such
investment would cause a reduction in
manufacturing in the United States,
then clearly OPIC would not be able to
pursue such an investment. And so that
ultimately goes to the question of do
we lose any American jobs.

But if we do not adopt the Manzullo
amendment and we were to adopt the
Rohrabacher amendment, then, as the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) has suggested just a few
minutes ago, the reality is that we
would lose those American jobs that
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would not exist but for the opportuni-
ties created by that company in Lith-
uania. The reality is that we would
lose opportunity here at home to cre-
ate products that would be used abroad
in the development of the products
being made in these manufacturing
plants abroad. The fact of the matter is
that, in essence, we would lose Amer-
ican jobs here at home.

But | think our colleagues in their
passion, and | understand their pas-
sion, not to lose American jobs are
blinded by the fact that, in fact, what
they seek to do, in essence, will make
us lose American jobs here at home.

We are much better off to ensure that
opportunities of manufacturing here,
at home, parts or other supplies that
will be used abroad in an investment
make eminent sense. And we are much
better off to ensure that, in fact, that
the last 5 fiscal years where OPIC has
supported 43 manufacturing plants
have generated $3.1 billion in United
States exports and over 10,000 U.S. jobs.

Now, if we adopt the Rohrabacher
amendment, we will lose the $3 billion
in potential U.S. exports in the future,
these are real exports that have taken
place; we will lose those in the future
and whatever else we can enhance; we
will lose the 10,000 jobs created here in
the good ol’ U.S.A. That is not what
our intention is.

Our intention is to create jobs here
at home, to promote American inter-
ests here at home. And we are also pro-
moting it abroad, because often what
we are doing is creating new markets
abroad when we make these invest-
ments, which not only are investments
that are repaid but end up generating
revenue for the Treasury of the United
States.

So | want to support the Manzullo
amendment very strongly. It will ac-
complish what the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) wants to
do, but it will not strike the blow to
American jobs here at home that the
Rohrabacher amendment would.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | wanted to inject a
small note of what | think is reality in
the discussion in terms of what dif-
ference it will make for hundreds and
thousands of small businesses around
the country.

The gentleman offers an amendment,
and people think it is well intended. |
do not know that it is necessarily well
intended because | think we have al-
ready had a perfecting amendment that
has been offered that clearly states
how existing policy can be reaffirmed.

We already know that OPIC is con-
strained by its statutory framework
and by its own internal operations
from the result that the gentleman is
talking about.

He dismissed the example, a real-life
example, of a struggling timber com-
pany in eastern Oregon as that is just
1 percent or half a percent, while argu-
ing that, well, why do not we just go
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ahead and give money to the Burmese
Junta to cut down teak forests?

Well, what is lacking in this discus-
sion is any concrete example of where
there is, in fact, a specific area of
abuse, where the existing law and the
protections thereof are not being fol-
lowed, where there is a massive loss,
where we are giving money for the lev-
eling of teak forests by the brutal dic-
tatorship in Burma. It is thrown off. |
am not aware of any example. Nothing
specific has been brought forward.

But he dismisses something that re-
sults in American jobs, American prod-
ucts in an area that is hard hit in my
community. And | just think that that
is what is fundamentally wrong with
the debate that we have before us
today, Mr. Chairman, that we do not
have specifics in areas of real abuse;
and we take the hundreds and thou-
sands of a tenth of a percent here or 1
percent there that are real successes
for American companies and for coun-
tries overseas like in Latvia, where
they are struggling to recover from the
yoke of Soviet oppression, where they
are trying to modernize and refine
their economies, where they are trying
to enter the world stage, and we have a
classic win-win. And that is just dis-
missed out of hand as that is just 1 per-
cent or 2 percent.

I could stand here and give example
after example in my State where not
billions but tens of millions of dollars
have generated Oregon products that
have created hundreds of jobs in our
State and where the subcontractors of
little tiny companies that nobody has
heard of outside the boundaries of our
communities that has made a dif-
ference.

I think it is time for us to not use hy-
perbole and hypotheticals that are not
proven, that, in fact, are contrary to
practice and statute of OPIC and dis-
miss the good that is done by allowing
American companies to be able to work
in difficult situations, help emerging
democracies, strengthen these econo-
mies. | think this is precisely what we
should be doing.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, again | remind my
colleagues who are following this in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or on C-
SPAN that this is the essential part of
the debate, this is the central issue,
and what | think that they ought to
try, whoever is listening or reading
this in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to
determine what makes sense and what
does not make sense.

The other side is saying, having our
Federal tax dollars being used to sub-
sidize the building of factories overseas
is not doing anything to hurt American
working people. Building factories,
manufacturing units overseas does not
hurt American working people. That is
what they are saying.

Now, if that makes no sense to my
colleagues, | would invite them to try
to look and see what is happening here.
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We have got some huge American cor-
porate interests, huge, companies that
are worth billions of dollars. They have
got hundreds of millions of dollars in-
vested overseas that they would like to
make where they do not have to pay
the salaries to American workers and
they want that guaranteed by the tax-
payers. That is what this is all about.

They do not want to invest here.
They do not want to take that money
that they would invest in that lumber
company in Lithuania. They do not
want to set up some kind of factory in
the United States that creates prefab-
ricated walls or invests in something
that deals with construction that could
give jobs to the American people. They
want to go to Lithuania.

No, but that has no impact. Just giv-
ing them the guarantee to produce that
in Lithuania has no impact on the
American unemployment. Gobble-
dygook. Nonsense. The Manzullo
amendment is not a perfecting amend-
ment. It is a gutting amendment.

O 1445

I might add the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) who unfortu-
nately is not here with us today, |
mean right now, he was with us earlier,
made the point that the Manzullo
amendment said that there will be no
reduction of jobs, no net reduction of
jobs. The gentleman from Nebraska
said over and over again, no net reduc-
tion.

I am sorry, but that is not what the
Manzullo amendment does. It is not
what it says. The word ‘“net’’ is not in
there. The word “‘net” is not in there
because the Manzullo amendment is
what we call a gutting amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. | yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
was going to ask for unanimous con-
sent to add the word ‘‘net” in my
amendment.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. | wish the gen-
tleman would do that on his own time.
I thank the gentleman for using my
time.

If the gentleman wants to have good
relations in this body, we do not waste
each other’s time. The gentleman has
plenty of time to do that later on.

The Manzullo amendment does not
say ‘‘net reduction.” It just says ‘“‘re-
duction.” Whether it says net reduc-
tion is irrelevant because of this point:
It is all based on the analysis of OPIC,
and OPIC believes in this gobbledygook
that we have been hearing today that if
you create jobs, or if you build fac-
tories overseas, that it will not hurt
American workers because if you ana-
lyze things out to the nth degree 100
years from now, their consumers are
going to have more money to buy
American products because they will
have good-paying jobs there to buy
American products. This sort of non-
sense, this sort of just pie-in-the-sky
economics, liberal economics, if you
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will, is bringing down the standard of
living of the average American work-
ing person that works in manufac-
turing jobs in the United States. All
the examples we have heard of today
hurt American workers.

Again, the gentleman from Nebraska
talked about, what is wrong with build-
ing a canning factory for mangos in
some other country? Well, how about
it? Do we not have farmers and agricul-
tural workers that provide some sort of
competition for mangos? In California,
I think they actually can oranges and
grapefruits. They can pineapples in Ha-
waii. No, | do not want to establish a
factory with taxpayer-guaranteed
money that will manufacture canned
mangos overseas in competition with
American agricultural products. It
might be a little bit hard to see, but |
think the American people fully under-
stand that what this amendment does
is it guts my amendment and it leaves
open the subsidy of building factories
and manufacturing units overseas that
will destroy American jobs, either
American jobs that exist, or it will de-
stroy the possibility of creating new
jobs. In fact, the gentleman from Illi-
nois’ language specifically permits
there to be a subsidy for an American
company if the only impact is the
elimination of the creation of new jobs,
as long as it does not reduce current
jobs. | am sorry, but we have had an ex-
panding population in the United
States. If someone wants to invest
overseas, they should be doing so at
their own risk. That is all we are say-
ing. It is unfair and a betrayal to our
taxpayers to set up factories overseas
guaranteed by their money that com-
petes with their own job.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for the Manzullo
gutting amendment to be defeated and
support for my amendment.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to voice
my support of the Rohrabacher amend-
ment and oppose the gentleman from
Illinois’ attempt to, | believe, either
circumvent, undermine, use whatever
word you wish. | think in the area of
trade that the jig is up, and that the
American people will no longer tol-
erate trade agreements where we wind
up, and this is not a trade agreement,
I understand that, where we wind up as
the monitors of the world.

It does not work that way. WTO has
not worked, our trade agreements to
the South and to the West have not
worked for the simple reason that
there is no teeth, and we are depending
on good will. Yet we read in the paper
just a few days ago, ‘“‘Five Clothing
Makers Agree on a Settlement, Sweat-
shops on Saipan Bring Class Action
Suit,” and the likes of Ralph Lauren,
Donna Karan, the Gap, Tommy
Hilfiger, Wal-Mart, go down the list,
have to be reminded of the obligations
and the undermining of the American
ethic of work in our own country.
Enough is enough is enough. If it takes
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the government to remind these great
corporations, where our wives and our
loved ones shop day in and day out, to
even see on those labels, ““Made in the
USA,” tags which now consumers un-
derstand have nothing to do with
where the product is made. That prod-
uct, with that label, ‘““Made in the
USA,” once made sense, once had
power. It meant that the product was
made within our borders. It no longer
means that, does it? We are opening up
windows and doors and sides of build-
ings every day. These trade agree-
ments, and OPIC is part of that scene,
simply give credibility to those who
want to isolate America. That is not
the gentleman from California’s intent.
It is not my intent.

The Rohrabacher amendment is very
simple. It seeks to prohibit OPIC guar-
antees from being used for investments
in manufacturing facilities abroad. Our
Nation has suffered enough job loss in
manufacturing. We do not need to sub-
sidize the creation of jobs abroad. We
need to end exporting jobs from Amer-
ica. We need to do it today. OPIC will
be fine for another time, not now. The
jig, as | said, is up. It has been exposed.
We protect the very businesses who put
labels on products, be it textiles or ma-
chinery, all the same, that have noth-
ing to do with the location, the geog-
raphy where the product is made. How
can we stand here and defend that and
support opening our doors to that kind
of lunacy? For those of us who are con-
cerned about job loss, concerned about
the working conditions at all of the
plants in the article that | referred to,
we have another example to point to
with this settlement, quote-unquote, as
if we needed one more.

The amendment would in no uncer-
tain terms end an opportunity, Mr.
Chairman, for OPIC to fund overseas
industries that might compete with do-
mestic American industry. We need to
stop exporting our jobs. We need to go
back and strengthen manufacturing
within our own shores. On one side of
our mouth, we talk about we are a Na-
tion of immigrants. Yet this is how im-
migrants earned their identity in
America, by working with their hands
and making the products from their
own sweat and their labor. We do not
honor the commitment we made to im-
migrants in this great American soci-
ety of ours by undermining the tenet
to strengthen American jobs.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
MILLER of Florida). The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) to
the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).
The question was taken; and the

Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote, and pending
that, | make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 327, further
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proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZzULLO) to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. SANFORD:

Page 6, line 25, strike ‘2003’ and insert
£2000”".

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, |
walked in here about an hour and a
half ago hoping to very quickly offer
an amendment and walk out. Yet we
found ourselves in the middle of a very
heated debate because people have very
strong feelings on both sides of the
OPIC debate. My hope is that this,
however, will be something accepted by
voice because | see it as completely
noncontroversial. | see this simply as
an amendment about good government,
having nothing to do with the merits
on one side or the other of the OPIC de-
bate itself.

Specifically, when we think about
the Federal Government, we do not
like it, it is painful as we go through
the process, but with the Federal Gov-
ernment we go through the authorizing
and appropriating process every single
year. The reason we do that is because
we want to be accountable to the
American taxpayer on a yearly basis
for any of the money we spend here in
Washington.

So we see this model at the Federal
Government level. We see the model of
annual statement and annual review in
the corporate world. How many of my
colleagues have ever seen a 5-year re-
port? We do not see 5-year reports, we
see an annual report. We see an annual
budget and an annual income state-
ment. In fact, if you think about it in
your own homes, what you would see
there, at least in our home, when my
wife and | sit down to look at our fam-
ily budget, if you think about setting
your family budget, which we do on a
yearly basis in our house, my wife and
I sit down, we look at the numbers and
we say, what could we set for our ex-
penditures based on a given level of in-
come over this year.

So in all of life, whether at the Fed-
eral Government level, whether at the
corporate level or whether in one’s
home life, we see annual budgeting. No-
body sets spending on remote control
except in Washington on a few different
things.

All this bill does is say, rather than
looking at a 4-year authorization for
OPIC, let us simply look at authorizing
it for 1 year. The merits behind doing
that | think are severalfold. First of
all, though we might disagree about
the merits of OPIC, one side versus the
other, one thing that | do not think we
would disagree with is the idea that
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the world changes. In fact, the Con-
gressional Budget Office in a report
showed that the United States tax-
payer is liable for a full 90 percent of
the loans, the contingent liabilities
that go with OPIC funding. So if the
world is constantly changing, would
you not want to review those loans on
an annual basis?

The second point would be that, and
again there has been a lot of disagree-
ment about this, does OPIC cost
money, does OPIC not cost money? If
we actually look at the numbers, the
revenue that came into OPIC last year
was $193 million. That was based on in-
terest income based on U.S. treasuries
that had been given to OPIC at their
origin. Their actual net income was
$139 million, for a net loss in terms of
normal accounting of $54 million. Ad-
mittedly, $54 million is not a lot of
money in Washington, but it is an ex-
penditure of taxpayer money, and since
it is an expenditure of taxpayer money,
all this amendment does is say, “Well,
let’s make sure that we authorize that,
let’s make sure that we look at that on
a regular basis,” because we look at
every other area of spending basically
on an annual basis here in this Cham-
ber and there on the Senate side.

Finally, 1 would say, and again there
was much controversy over this, and,
that is, the idea of whether or not in-
vestment moves offshore as a result of
OPIC. One thing, though, that we could
probably agree on is if you change the
risk of investment, you probably
change where it goes. That is certainly
the case with OPIC funding right now,
because due to the insurance, due to
the change in risk, there is probably an
increase of investment overseas. We
can debate whether that is a good or a
bad thing, but that is a certain thing
that skews investment toward over-
seas. Therefore, | would think, given
the fact that trade numbers go up,
trade numbers go down, that we too
would want to review that on an an-
nual basis.

I would urge the adoption of this
amendment. | think it is an amend-
ment having more to do with simple
good government and accountability
than the merits underlying OPIC. |
would urge its adoption.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s
amendment. | think the case for OPIC’s
longer term reauthorization is very
strong. A 4-year extension does not in-
crease OPIC’s program ceilings. It con-
tinues OPIC’s self-sustaining oper-
ations. It brings OPIC in line with its
sister agency, the U.S. Export-lmport
Bank, which has a 4-year reauthoriza-
tion. The notion that, in fact, we have
only 1l-year reauthorizations for all
pieces of legislation is obviously not
the case.

I am sure that gentleman, just as I,
has voted for reauthorizations that
have far extended beyond 1 year, and in
fact there is good reason for giving re-
authorizations for beyond 1 year. It is
because we provide the wherewithal for
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that agency and/or that program to
plan long term. Just as the private sec-
tor would plan long term in terms of
making its investments and business
decisions, just as we, as a government,
hope to plan not just from year to
year, but also long term as we make
budgetary calculations and projections
and do programmatic work, OPIC needs
to be able to have the opportunity to
plan long term, and such a reauthoriza-
tion would not be unique.

Its business cycle, OPIC’s business
cycle, is long term. Many OPIC
projects extend over a period of years.
A l-year authorization could threaten
projects mid-term. If for some reason
there is a delay in the authorization
process, a 1-year authorization, | would
submit, is really not in the best inter-
ests of an agency that in essence is
self-sustaining. It needlessly burdens
the legislative process with the sole in-
tent of obstructing OPIC’s operations.

A 4-year authorization provides
American companies with security
that their overseas investments will
not be subject to congressional delays.
A 4-year authorization does not impede
the Congress from rescinding OPIC’s
operating authority at any time if the
majority of this House wants to do that
and it can get a majority in the other
body and get the President to sign it.
It can do that at any time if the Con-
gress so chooses to do so.

So the fact of the matter is that we
should not jeopardize the ongoing in-
vestment of American companies over-
seas who depend upon OPIC to protect
their investments and to whom they
pay substantial fees for that service.
We should have some long-range plan-
ning here, particularly of an agency
that, in fact, has shown itself worthy,
is self-sustaining, produces revenues,
creates jobs at home. And that, |
think, makes eminent business sense;
it makes good sense for the Congress to
pursue. And so respectfully | oppose
the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by my good
friend and colleague from the State of
South Carolina. We cannot plan to do
anything financially in a 1-year period
of time. The loans are for a lot more
than 1 year, and we are asking that it
be for 4 years, which is more reason-
able.

Let me take this opportunity to tell
my colleagues some of the things that
OPIC does that many Members of Con-
gress do not understand. OPIC got in-
volved in helping to build a power
plant in Guatemala. There was $100
million and OPIC insurance to build a
plant that produces electricity to be
sold in Guatemala. Now that is an
American investment to a company
there, and in turn American manufac-
tured goods that go into the power
plant are exported from the United
States to Guatemala.

This is generally the nature of what
OPIC does, and that does not displace
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American jobs because it is pretty dif-
ficult to export electricity to Guate-
mala, but what it does is it insures
that loan from which the investor pays
a premium and which has returned tra-
ditionally 150 to $200 million each year
as a surplus to the United States
Treasury.

Now without OPIC what company is
going to invest in manufacturing elec-
tricity in Guatemala? Well, that is
what OPIC does. That actually creates
American jobs because Americans are
employed in the manufacturing process
of a material that is exported to Guate-
mala. So the whole purpose here is to
show that an investment like that, we
cannot have a l-year authorization. It
has to be a 4-year authorization at the
minimum so as to have some con-
tinuity to the Federal investments
that are made.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, | would ask
that the Members oppose the Sanford
amendment.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I, too, rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment. | have listened
carefully. | do not think by any stretch
of the imagination we should confuse
long-term program stability with
something that is operating on remote
control.

I think one can look at the analogy
to the family operating around the
kitchen table, and it is true that some-
times there are some expenses that
that family is going to look at over the
course of the next year or maybe the
next week or month if we are talking
about grocery bills or entertainment.
But that family rarely in a functional
sense every week discusses whether or
not they are going to move in front of
the children, whether or not they are
going to divorce, whether they are
going to undermine the whole fabric of
what that family is about. And | would
respectfully suggest that that is what
we are talking about here, moving
from a longer term, 4-year operation to
a shorter period of 1 year.

We are not talking about the kitchen
table issues; we are not talking about
next week’s grocery bill. We are talk-
ing, as the gentleman from Illinois
mentioned in great detail very elo-
quently, we are talking about funda-
mental business decisions involving in-
vestments of ten, sometimes hundreds
of millions of dollars in areas that are
potentially risky and difficult. People
need stability in order to be able to
make business-oriented long-term deci-
sions.

As the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) pointed out, we rou-
tinely on the floor of this assembly
vote for authorization for a program
that is 3, 4, 5 years. The Surface Trans-
portation Act is a 6-year authorization
routinely because we are looking at
long-term infrastructure investments,
and communities need that stability in
order to make those decisions. If any-
thing, a decision of this magnitude
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might require more, rather than less,
time because it combines the entrepre-
neurial activities along with the orga-
nizational governmental restraints.

The way that this has been able to be
successful not using taxpayer dollars,
has not lost a dime in terms of tax-
payer dollars since 1971, and has
surplused money in fact, is because it
has been able to plan for the long term,
been able to operate like a business,
been able to even these things out. |
would strongly suggest that we would
be better off with a longer time frame
than a shorter to keep that entrepre-
neurial long-term approach.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. 1| yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, |
would just make the point that in
OPIC doing all of the things that the
gentleman points out that in the last
time it was authorized for 2 years, and
it did not seem to cripple it then in its
ability to produce those results; and,
therefore, | just humbly suggest that if
it was able to do it in 2 years then, why
go to 4 years now? Why not keep it at
that shorter span?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, and | think it is
inappropriate, but 1 was not happy at
the time that we were shortening the
time frame, and | think the events in
the last couple years have shown that
there are problems in order for them to
be able to operate in a changing envi-
ronment in an entrepreneurial sense.
In fact, our colleague from Nebraska is
concerned about a situation in the
troubled state of Indonesia and sug-
gesting recommendations here on the
floor to change that.

| feel that that is not something that
is made easier by the shorter time
frame. |1 think the longer time frame
enabled people to solve problems that
arise processing claims. Trying to
move forward rather than having a
shorter and shorter time frame here,
going from 4 to 2 did not help make
that problem go away any faster in In-
donesia. Going from 2 years to 1 is not
going to make it any easier in the fu-
ture, and | personally have great dif-
ficulty thinking that | would be back
here trying to explain to our colleague
from Southern California how getting a
milled product to an Oregon company
to manufacture things in Oregon is
good for the Oregon economy. The
prospect of doing that every year
drives me to the point of distraction.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. 1| yield to the
gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. Then following that
logic out, the gentleman would suggest
we ought to go to a 4-year authorizing
process in Congress as we authorize or
appropriate?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. | would make a
distinction between an entrepreneurial,
quasi-public business-oriented activity
that is involved with long-term invest-
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ments and what we do here, everything
ranging from paper clips to annual sal-
aries to infrastructure investment. |
would support a multiyear capital
budget for the United States Congress,
and | would consider a 2-year fiscal re-
authorization, for instance, but | cer-
tainly would not shorten this.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of

words.
Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, | looked at OPIC every year

since | have been here, and | can hon-
estly say, although its goals may be
worthy, it is pure corporate welfare.

We just heard it said that it did not
lose any. It actually lost almost $50
million last year. It showed money on
Treasury bonds of money that we have
given them showing interest, but the
actual losses, true losses were $54 mil-
lion; $54 million of people’s money in
this country OPIC lost last year.

Okay, that is the truth about what
they actually did.

Did they earn money on bonds, on
money that we gave them? Yes, they
did, but their net cash difference was
$54 million.

Now | understand, if we work in a
family, we are going to operate on the
cash, and | understand we play all sorts
of games in Washington, but the real
fact is it is $54 million of the tax-
payers’ money went out the door last
year with OPIC.

Let me explain also where some of it
went. Coca-Cola, their profits in 1995,
the last year we have all the numbers,
was $2.9 billion; but they get $246 mil-
lion from OPIC. Coca-Cola? We should
be funding that when we hear time
after time that we are not funding edu-
cation well enough, that we are not
funding the social needs of our country
well enough; but we are going to stand
up and say we are going to justify giv-
ing $246 million worth of insured assets
to Coca-Cola?

How about Anheuser Busch? We gave
them $49 million. They just made $642
million last year, and yet we are say-
ing that we have a vested vital interest
in building a beer factory outside of
this country? Come on, give me a
break. This is corporate welfare. We
should not have welfare for the richest
in our society, and to see the other side
of the aisle defending sending this kind
of money?

ITT Corporation, $160 million. They
only made 147 million last year. Had
they not had this money, they would
have lost money.

So now what we are doing, we com-
plain about the European Common
Market, and | will be happy to yield
when | finish my point. We complain
about the EU and how they subsidize
their farmers and that our farmers can-
not compete with them. There is no
difference in what we are doing, and we
know it.

Let us talk about Levi Strauss. We
are paying tons of money in the North-
west for displaced workers, and we give
$47 million to build a factory to build
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jeans to come into this country and
Turkey. That is what OPIC does. OPIC
takes jobs from America and puts them
somewhere else.

So the fact is that OPIC as an arm of
our foreign policy is well intended, but
like so many of the programs that the
Government creates, it gets gamed,
and it is gamed. If we are going to use
it as a foreign policy tool, let us do it
in a way that does not copy what the
Soviet Union used to do. The right
hand does not know what the left hand
is doing when it comes to OPIC, and in
terms of foreign policy there is no
question this is absolute corporate wel-
fare.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy.
He mentioned $160 million that went to
one company that was a difference be-
tween whether they made a profit or a
loss?

Mr. COBURN. ITT.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Is the gen-
tleman assuming that this is money?

Mr. COBURN. No, no. | understand
very well that this is a guaranteed loan
or an insurance against a loan.

The fact is if they made $147 million
on their own, why should we be guaran-
teeing their risk when they are in a re-
turn and they are going to get the ben-
efit?

As my colleagues know, the world is
global today, and we should not be giv-
ing the richest of our corporations a
free ride when they go to take a risk.
That is what the whole purpose of their
investment strategy is.

I know we are going to do that to the
American farmer. Not very many other
businesses in this country do we guar-
antee them that they are going to have
their loans paid off, do we guarantee
them that they are going to make a
profit. There is a reason why we do it
for farmers, because we have an invest-
ment in the infrastructure that the
farmer in this country supplies us and
the quality of life. There is not a good
reason for us to do it for the largest,
the wealthiest, and the most profitable
companies.

Chairman,

O 1515

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman clarifying
that this was a loan and it would not
have made the difference between
whether or not they made a profit or
not.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, it is a loan guar-
antee that one cannot get, the tax-
payer cannot get; only if they lost ev-
erything in their life like the people in
North Carolina, they are going to get
some taxpayer-funded loan guarantees
and some grants, but to give it to the
wealthiest corporations in this coun-
try, absolutely not.

This is a sham as far as protecting
big business. If big business wants to
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invest in a foreign country and they
think it is a good return, have them do
it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House rule 327, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SANFORD) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. TERRY:
Page 6, add the following after line 25, and
redesignate succeeding sections, and ref-
erences thereto, accordingly:

SEC. 5. CLAIMS SETTLEMENT REQUIREMENTS
FOR OPIC.

(@) TIME PERIODS FOR RESOLVING CLAIMS.—
Section 237(i) of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2197(i)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘(1) after “*(i)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) The Corporation shall resolve each
claim arising as a result of insurance, rein-
surance, or guaranty operations under this
title or under predecessor guaranty author-
ity within 90 days after the claim is filed, ex-
cept that the Corporation may request spe-
cific supplemental information on the claim
before the expiration of that 90-day period,
and in that case may extend the 90-day pe-
riod for an additional 60 days after receipt of
such information.

““(3) The Corporation shall pay interest at
the prime rate on any claim for each day
after the end of the applicable time period
specified in paragraph (2) for settlement of
the claim.”.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.
TERRY

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent to modify Amend-
ment No. 10.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the modification to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification to Amendment No. 10, offered
by Mr. TERRY: in the text of the matter pro-
posed to be inserted, on line 7, strike ‘“‘shall”’
and insert ‘“‘should”, and on line 16, after
“‘any’’, insert “‘valid”.

Mr. TERRY (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, | ask unanimous consent
that the modification to the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the modification to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY)?

There was no objection.
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Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, this is an
amendment that would apply some rea-
sonable time limits to OPIC’s claim
settlement procedures. Private parties
that have paid substantial premiums to
OPIC, in some cases millions of dollars,
are finding that they are literally at
OPIC’s mercy which it comes to the
resolution of their claim. They lose
real dollars every day OPIC delays set-
tling these claims. Yet, under current
law, OPIC does not even have to pay in-
terest on its claims’ obligations no
matter how long it is delayed.

Moments ago we passed a policy that
said that they have to expedite their
claims or treat them expeditiously.
Now, this is the implementation of
that policy. This amendment proposes
a 90-day initial period in which they
can review the claim. If additional in-
formation is required, they can have 60
additional days for a total of 150 days
to review the claim to make their deci-
sion.

If they are unable to make their deci-
sion within that time frame, then at
the beginning of the 150 days, in es-
sence, interest starts running if the
claim is found to be valid.

I know that the Chairman of OPIC
has some concerns with the mechanics
of the operation of this amendment. |
have talked to Mr. Munoz about those,
and | think some of them are valid con-
cerns. It does place a burden on the ap-
plicant. The applicant, because of a
shortened time frame, has to get their
ducks in a row before submitting a
claim. One cannot simply write the let-
ter submitting the claim without then
having their documentation to back it
up. So it does place that burden on the
applicant.

But, on the other hand, there is noth-
ing in the system right now that pre-
vents OPIC once that information is
submitted to act on it expeditiously.
This puts the policy into action with
specific time periods and a remedy
when they fail to adhere to those time
periods.

Mr. Chairman, | urge approval of this
amendment.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | understand the gen-
tleman’s concern, and that is why I
went along with his first amendment.
But this amendment actually | think
creates harm, and | want to call the
gentleman’s attention to why | have to
oppose it and hopefully, we can work
something out, but if not, I will have
to oppose his amendment at the end of
the process.

Imposing a fixed timetable on OPIC
creates a series of problems. It dis-
advantages the small business investor
who cannot make his best case early. |
understand the gentleman’s concern is
about a small business, but one cannot
at the end of the day create a process
that disadvantages them because they
cannot make their best case early. It
pressures OPIC to deny a claim that
might, with both parties’ cooperation,
be satisfactorily documented in the
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long run. It frustrates joint efforts at
overall settlement of the investor’s
total claims, both the insured and the
uninsured, because settlement efforts
with a foreign government takes time,
making the fair and flexible OPIC
claim process formalistic and
confrontational, and lastly, it impairs
OPIC’s historical claims record of pay-
ing over 90 percent of claims and real-
izing a 94 percent recovery rate as a
successor to the investors’ valid claims
against a foreign government. So even
when OPIC comes to the conclusion
that it is a valid claim and that it has
to be paid, by being the successor in in-
terest to that insured party, it still
goes after and tries to pursue and en-
sure that we are not left holding the
bag. And it has a 94 percent success
rate in that regard.

This process, by confining OPIC, ac-
tually works to the detriment of the
small business investor who might be
seeking a claim, works to the det-
riment of OPIC. And then there is a
second provision in the gentleman’s
amendment that actually hurts the
taxpayers of the United States, which
is that, in fact, in this compacted time
period, in situations in which OPIC will
be forced to deny the claim in order to
be able to best create the cir-
cumstances to ensure itself and ulti-
mately the taxpayers, we are going to
force it to pay interest, which interest
ultimately as a governmental agency
would come from the taxpayers.

Now, we have an agency that has not
cost the taxpayers money, the previous
speaker mentioned something about an
OPIC loss, and that they only have in-
terest based upon government bonds.
Well, that is from proceeds that they
have achieved from the revenues that
they generate from the insurance that
they offer and for which they are paid
for, and that they have invested, so
they have not operated as a loss; and
we do not want them to operate as a
loss. Therefore, we cannot constrain
them in such a way.

OPIC’s bottom line result on claims
payment is excellent and its process is
flexible and fair. Rigid timetables
would create pressure to deny claims
that are not at first convincingly sup-
ported where OPIC’s practice has been
to work with the investor, to make the
best case for compensation in the
amount claimed. This can take time,
but it is fairest to the investor and to
the taxpayer.

So, we need to make sure that this
process is one that works, as it has,
with an excellent percentage of pay-
ment of claims, and an excellent per-
centage of restoring those claims paid
by going after the entity with OPIC
standing in the interest of the investor.
That is what we want to achieve. And
yes, we want it to be as fast as pos-
sible; but we do not want to hurt the
small businessperson in the process
that is going to have to make their
case early. And we do not want to hurt
the taxpayers by imposing upon the
agency payments that will ultimately
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be costly to both the agency and,
therefore, to the taxpayers in a pre-
mature manner.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would hope the
gentleman would try to work with us
in a conference and withdraw his
amendment, but in view of the fact
that | assume the gentleman wants to
proceed, then | will offer an amend-
ment to the gentleman’s amendment at
the appropriate time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Committee will rise informally.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YOUNG of Florida) assumed the Chair.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.

The

EXPORT ENHANCEMENT ACT OF
1999

The Committee resumed its sitting.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from

New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ TO
THE AMENDMENT NO. 10, AS MODIFIED, OF-
FERED BY MR. TERRY
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |

offer an amendment to the amendment,

as modified.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MENENDEZ to
Amendment No. 10, as modified, offered by
Mr. TERRY: Strike lines 1 through 18 and in-
sert the following:

“SEC. 5. REVIEW OF CLAIMS PROCESSING FOR
OPIC.

“The General Accounting Office is re-
quested to provide a report not later than 6
months after the date of the enactment of
this Act to the Committee on International
Relations of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate, which reviews the claims activ-
ity of the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration. The report shall include—

‘(1) an analysis of claims paid, settled and
denied by OPIC;

“(2) the number of claims determinations
made by OPIC which are challenged in arbi-
tration;

“(3) the number of OPIC’s claims denials
which are reversed in arbitration;

““(4) the number of claims which are with-
drawn; and

“(5) recommendations for ways in which
the interests of OPIC insureds and the public
could be better served by OPIC’s claims pro-
cedures.”

Mr. MENENDEZ (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman,
what we hope to do through this
amendment is to try to reach the gen-
tleman’s concern, but at the same
time, create the operational capacity
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for OPIC to do what it does so well.
What we offer here is a review of
claims processing for OPIC. Having the
General Accounting Office providing a
report not later than 6 months after
the day of the enactment of this law to
both the Committee on International
Relations and the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, to review the claims
activity of OPIC which includes an
analysis of the claims paid, settled, and
denied; the number of claims deter-
mination made by OPIC which are
challenged in arbitration; the number
of OPIC’s claim denials which are re-
versed in arbitration; the number of
claims which are withdrawn; and rec-
ommendations for ways in which the
interests of OPIC’s insured and the
public could be better served by OPIC’s
claims procedures.

To the extent that OPIC has a great
record and it can be improved upon,
this gives us the wherewithal to do it
without creating the constraint that
the gentleman’s amendment would.

Mr. Chairman, OPIC’s standard con-
tracts presently allow OPIC a reason-
able time to make a decision after re-
ceipt of a completed application, one
that establishes the insured’s right to
be compensated in the amount
claimed.

Now, when we have this political risk
insurance, the fact of the matter is it
raises complex issues: issues of fact,
contract interpretation, foreign law,
international law and accounting.
They cannot be resolved over the phone
as we might do if we had an automobile
accident or a homeowner’s claim and
try to deal with our insurance com-
pany. They are extremely complex.

Therefore, the time frame that the
gentleman wants, while his goal is wor-
thy, ultimately really hamstrings
OPIC in a way that is detrimental to
that small businessperson, as well as to
the taxpayers, by the enforcement of a
mechanism that makes them pay inter-
est by the time that the time frame is
exhausted, and that time frame is rath-
er short, 150 days, total. That is a very
short time frame.

OPIC’s decisions on claims become
public. They are relied upon as a way
and as a means and as a guide to look-
ing at OPIC contracts and are cited in
broader discussions of international in-
vestment law. Reaching the right bot-
tom line result is simply not enough.
OPIC’s rationale has to be properly ar-
ticulated, because if not, others will
seek to pursue those future actions if
we do not articulate the right set of
reasons, and that can be more costly to
us.

So any interactive process takes
time. If OPIC has to reach final deci-
sions within a fixed deadline, more
claims will be denied and in that proc-
ess of denial will start a series of cir-
cumstances that we are going to hurt
the investor, we are going to impinge
upon the agency, we are going to start
charging interest after that 150 days;
and that ultimately is going to create
a problem for us in terms of the tax-
payers of this country.
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I think, while the gentleman’s inten-
tion is well-meaning, his effort as to
how he achieves that is both problem-
atic for the agency, problematic for the
entities to be insured, problematic for
the taxpayers. So | urge the adoption
of my amendment to the Terry amend-
ment.

O 1530

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, | want to
be clear on what this amendment does.
It is, In essence, a substitute amend-
ment to mine. It statutorily incor-
porates the status quo. It basically
says that OPIC has 6 months next to
never to resolve claims.

That is no improvement. There are
examples where OPIC has drug their
feet on claims for a variety of different
reasons, but the fact that they have
taken substantial time to resolve
claims is unrefuted.

The issue then is if they are going to
act like a private insurance company,
they have to treat claims with good
faith. If we review insurance laws of
every State, we will see provisions that
outline how insurance companies have
to act in good faith. One of those provi-
sions in every State is that they have
to handle claims expeditiously. If they
do not, the remedy is usually pre-judg-
ment interest.

This is what my amendment does, is
simply put into the system some ac-
countability. That accountability is if
they are going to drag their feet on
claims, on valid claims, then after 150
days they should have to pay interest
on the amount of that claim.

The world does not operate in a vacu-
um. If Indonesia takes over a power
plant and kicks out the U.S. citizen
that built that and threatens to jail
them if they return, that is expropria-
tion. OPIC knows when that happens.
Now, the applicant has to document
those activities, and will take the time
to properly put their case together be-
fore they submit that.

It is reasonable, then, because OPIC,
if they are diligent at all, should al-
ready know what is going on, for them
to be able to review that within a cer-
tain short period of time. If additional
information is necessary, as is outlined
in mine, and that request is reasonable,
then they should be afforded an extra
60 days, for a total of 150 days.

My amendment is reasonable. The
substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) guts mine entirely, and ba-
sically, as | said, incorporates the sta-
tus quo.

A couple of points raised; one, that
OPIC resolves 94 percent of the claims.
I am sure under the current leadership
that that will not change. What may
change, though, is another category of
the timeliness of those resolutions.

That is what we are requesting, is
simply that OPIC have a set time
frame to resolve those claims. | am
sure they will act expeditiously under
the current leadership.
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The fact that they want to go after,
for example, Indonesia for reimburse-
ment, they should not hold up a claim
until they get some commitments for
reimbursement. In the private sector,
that is bad faith. Surely they should
have the right.

This amendment in no way quashes
or harms or prevents their opportunity
to go after a country that has expropri-
ated an asset at all. All this simply
does is say, for the victim of that ex-
propriation, that they have to handle
that claim in a timely manner.

Mr. Chairman, | urge the defeat of
the substitute amendment, and again
request passage of my amendment.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, so far today we have
not had any evidence on the floor of
this Chamber that the people associ-
ated with OPIC are operating in bad
faith. | have not heard that. My experi-
ence and the record before me, at least
to this point, indicates that people are
trying to do their best under difficult
circumstances.

What our colleague, the gentleman
from New Jersey, pointed out is that
when we are operating in an area that
is chaotic, in an area where we have
multiple interests that we are trying
to advance as a government, where the
parties involved have entered into a
contractual obligation under which
they get the risk insurance, that we
have a framework that is established.

This is a decision that is going to
guide what the agency does in this case
and in others that may be in fact simi-
lar. They are relied upon in areas of
international law and in terms of peo-
ple entering into other agreements
with us to promote the objectives of
this program.

The people who manage OPIC have
every reason to do so in an expeditious
and thoughtful manner. They are in
the business of promoting the interests
of American business in risky environ-
ments. That is why they are there.
They have done a stellar job since 1971
of doing that.

They are caught in a situation in
many cases where they are trying to
find out what the true facts are and
then lay the groundwork; not just to
put the money back into the hands of
maybe the person who has the risk in-
surance or the corporation, but then
they also have to lay the foundation to
get the money back.

The recovery rate, as the gentleman
from New Jersey pointed out, is in ex-
cess of 90 percent. Ninety-three percent
I believe is the number he recited. That
is because a thoughtful and careful job
is done. Many times it is an interactive
process. Where we have some of the
smaller businesses that are involved,
maybe they do not have as much activ-
ity overseas, they do not have as much
presence, it takes time for them to as-
semble their material, and this goes
back and forth between OPIC and the
insured.
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Think for a moment what is going to
happen if in fact we are going to
change the contracts and the oper-
ation, where all of a sudden we are
going to have an arbitrary time limit
that kicks in and interest is going to
be paid.

Two things are going to happen. One,
I agree with the gentleman from New
Jersey, the inclination, because they
have to run as a business, they have to
be accountable, the inclination is going
to be to reject and deny more claims.
That is common sense in terms of how
the business operates.

To the extent that that does not
occur and we end up paying out a lot of
money, that means there are going to
be fewer loans that are going to be
granted, or it is going to be that maybe
for the first time it will actually re-
quire that we are invading some of
these reserves and it is not going to be
surplusing money.

I would strongly suggest that the
amendment that has been offered by
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY) is undermining the notion of
this being an entrepreneurial insur-
ance-oriented approach that gives max-
imum flexibility to the agency to try
and balance the interests to the tax-
payer and to the client, according to
the contracts that they enter into.

I suggest that it is inappropriate for
us to engage in micromanagement on
this floor with arbitrary time limits
that are going to get in the way of lay-
ing the foundation. Ultimately, we
want to be successful. We want the In-
donesian government to cough up
money to cover this, and to be able to
keep the taxpayer whole and get
money back to an aggrieved party.

I strongly urge that we adopt the
amendment of the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and reject the
underlying amendment.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
point that the gentleman made is an
important one. When we deny claims,
when OPIC is forced by this new set of
circumstances to deny claims, what
happens to the claimant, the American
company that the gentleman is con-
cerned about? Now their only course is
to litigate, which is more costly, more
time-consuming, than to work with
OPIC in trying to reach a conclusion.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is
that, number one, the denial of claims
because of the time constraints causes
a set of circumstances that is even
worse for the claimant, and the claim-
ant happens to be an American entity.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EwING). The time of the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr.
BLUMENAUER was allowed to proceed
for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. | yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, sec-
ondly, if the gentleman’s amendment
would give flexibility to the company
to engage with OPIC and extend the
time frame that the gentleman sug-
gested, then it might be more reason-
able, because OPIC would not be forced
to make a determination, the company
would not be forced to pursue its inter-
ests in a limited time frame in which it
might not make its best case, and ev-
erybody would be better served.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. | yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. TERRY. To answer the gentle-
man’s question, Mr. Chairman, on spe-
cifically what happens next, the issue
is yes, then they can go to arbitration.

There are specific examples in exist-
ence where OPIC has not resolved the
claim in a timely manner. It has drug
on for months. If OPIC would have ei-
ther accepted or denied their claim, let
us say in a denial, probably in the time
frame that OPIC has sat on the claim
they could have had a determination
from the arbitration board in the inter-
national arena.

In fact, in the incident in Indonesia
when they expropriated the power com-
pany, there was already an arbitration
of whether or not they had seized those
assets. In an international arbitration
court of three, it was a three-zero deci-
sion that the country had acted in a
way to expropriate.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | think it is extremely
significant that the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. CALLAHAN) supports the
original Terry amendment, as modi-
fied, or not as modified by the amend-
ment of the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ), but the language
of the Terry amendment with the
change of the two words that appear at
the desk.

I think that is extremely significant,
because the gentleman from Alabama
has been a supporter of OPIC for years.
He is very conservative, he is very cau-
tious. He watches the taxpayers’ dol-
lars. For him to come out in favor of
this amendment to me is quite compel-

ling.
But 1 would like to contrast the
Menendez amendment. Really, that

should be supplemental to that of the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).
He simply says, let us have a time
frame. Granted, the language is not the
most artful. It could obviously be
cleaned up in conference. But it simply
says we should reach a point with all
the litigation and all the arbitration
that goes on that after a certain point,
the person who gets paid his judgment
or award is entitled to interest from a
certain date on.

There is nothing like prejudgment in-
terest that moves the litigants to get
through. It is a tremendous incentive,
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especially when we are talking about
what could be tens of millions of dol-
lars that are at stake. And why not so?
If a person’s factory is expropriated,
that person loses everything. They lose
the investment, and many times they
still have to pay the bank interest on
the investment that he or she made
overseas. So the American manufac-
turer is still paying the bank interest.

What does this say? This says the
purpose of this insurance is to make
the American manufacturer whole.
That is the purpose of insurance. That
is what the Terry amendment does.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) has a great amendment, if
it were on its own. It calls for a study.
Around this place, if we do not know
what to do, we call for a study. This
calls for a study which says within 6
months we want an analysis of all the
outstanding claims and all things
going on with reference thereto, et
cetera, et cetera.

I would suggest that my good friend,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) really withdraw his amend-
ment, perfecting amendment to that
the amendment of the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), and reintroduce
it as a stand-alone, and | would be the
first one to jump up and say, this is
really exciting.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing.

Frankly, the gentleman raised some
of the points | wanted to when the gen-
tleman yielded, and I had an oppor-
tunity to tell what the process was and
how. When OPIC does not act in a
timely manner, they also shut the door
to those other remedies that are avail-
able. When they sit on a claim, and
they have, and | am sorry that we do
not get the opportunity, like in a court
of law, to call witnesses to produce evi-
dence, but if we can get some hearings
on the way OPIC has acted on a certain
amount of claims, especially the Indo-
nesian claims, we will see that, for
whatever reason, and | am not saying
that they are bad faith reasons, but
without question, they have admitted
that they have had all the facts of
what happened in Indonesia for
months, and in a meeting last week,
when they said that they would have a
decision months ago, and when asked
why they have not, they said, yes, we
have all of the facts, but the lawyers
have not made their decisions yet.

Well, when | was in the private prac-
tice of law, that would be frequently
the answer of the insurance companies
that were ultimately responsible: We
know all of the facts, we have done the
investigation, we just have not made
our decision yet. This simply says, you
have all the facts. Make your decision.
Quit using excuses to delay it.

If that is an admirable policy, then
what we need to do is to put some
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teeth into it. | think just a simple pri-
vate sector remedy of prejudgment in-
terest is probably the easiest solution.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) is exactly right, it is a simple
solution that incentivizes both parties
to move in a timely manner. That is
the whole purpose of this amendment.

0O 1545

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlemen from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) to the
amendment, as modified, offered by the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 327, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) to the amendment, as

modified, offered by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. TERRY:

Page 6, add the following after line 25, and
redesignate succeeding sections, and ref-
erences thereto, accordingly:

SEC 5. RESTRICTION ON CONTACTS RELATING
TO OPIC CLAIMS SETTLEMENTS.

(a) PUBLICATION OF FEDERAL AGENCY INTER-
VENTIONS.—Section 237(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2197(i)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘(1) after “‘(i); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) No other department or agency of the
United States, or officer or employee there-
of, may intervene in any pending settlement
determination on any claim arising as a re-
sult of insurance, reinsurance, or guaranty
operations under this title or under prede-
cessor guaranty authority unless such inter-
vention is published in the Federal Register.

‘“(3) The Corporation shall report to the
Congress on any intervention, by any other
department or agency of the United States,
or officer or employee thereof, regarding the
timing or settlement of any claim arising as
a result of insurance, reinsurance, or guar-
anty operations under this title or under
predecessor guaranty authority. The report
shall be submitted within 30 days after the
intervention is made.”.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment addresses a serious concern
that | have regarding OPIC. We have
alluded to some of it here in our discus-
sions on the last amendment. It is that
basic business decisions at OPIC have,
| fear, become politicized. When an
American business comes to its govern-
ment and purchases a political risk in-
surance policy, it is doing so because in
certain countries it cannot rely on a
transparent political process or the
sanctity of those contracts.

Based on the comments that | have
heard directly from OPIC officials, |
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have reason to believe that officials
from cabinet agencies are intervening
in the business operations of OPIC be-
cause of other foreign policy goals.
That is, it is turning the purpose of
OPIC on its head. The fact that Amer-
ican companies have suffered as a re-
sult of capriciousness abroad is bad
enough; but when they turn to their
own government for help contrac-
tually, they should not expect even
more political capriciousness.

My amendment seeks to get to the
bottom by requiring any intervention
by a Federal agency on a pending claim
at OPIC to be disclosed. It is as simple
as that: disclose it. Let us recognize
that OPIC is a governmental agency.
Its head is appointed by the President,
confirmed by the Senate. So it does
have to have relations with the State
Department and the Treasury. So if
there are foreign policy considerations
that are holding up a claim or influ-
encing the resolution of a claim, which
I think is wrong, considering the insur-
ance contract should be different than
that, but at least recognizing the gov-
ernment relationship, the least that
they should do is disclose that inter-
vention.

Now, by intervention I mean simply
take the common everyday usage of
that word. I mean any formal or infor-
mal communication by an official of
another agency at OPIC that seeks to
affect or could reasonably be expected
to have an impact on OPIC’s decision
on the merits of the case.

There is concern about whether a
simple call of inquiry, a Treasury head
calling up and saying, George, how are
the claims in Indonesia coming, that is
a simple inquiry. That is not interven-
tion. If they say we have some real for-
eign policy issues there, we cannot
upset the government of Indonesia
right now, so how are those claims
coming, | think the true intent might
have been to intervene in the process.

I expect an amendment that will
change the definition of “interven-
tion,” and we will have a continuing
debate on that, but | think we owe it to
those who are purchasing these con-
tracts that if their claim is being influ-
enced that they at least know it. | urge
support for this amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ TO

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MENENDEZ to
Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. TERRY:

Page 1, line 9, insert the following after
“intervene”; “with the intent to impede or
delay”.

Page 1, line 16, insert the following after
“intervention,”’: “with the intent to impede
to delay a settlement determination”.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, | un-
derstand the gentleman’s concern
about the possible intervention of
other Federal agencies on pending set-
tlement determinations and clearly
claims should be considered on their
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own merits, without necessary delays,
unrelated to the actual claims process,
but I am offering this amendment to
clarify the gentleman’s language. My
amendment would change the language
in paragraph 2 to read that no other de-
partment or agency of the United
States or any officer thereof or any
employee thereof may intervene with
the intent to impede or delay in any
pending settlement determination, and
it makes the same change in paragraph
3. Now, what is the reason for the clari-
fication?

The proposed amendment by our col-
league would prevent OPIC’s board
members from carrying out their stat-
utory functions. OPIC is governed by a
board of directors that, in fact, seven
of whom are officers of department or
agencies of the United States Govern-
ment. These are the board of directors.
Seven of them are, in fact, officers of
departments or agencies of the United
States Government.

This amendment would prevent the
board from exercising its responsibil-
ities by, quote, “interfering with the
ability of its private sector members to
participate in discussions regarding
claim settlements.” So they, in es-
sence, would not be able to engage.

Secondly, the proposed amendment
would hurt OPIC’s ability to protect
the taxpayer by interfering with
OPIC’s ability to coordinate its claims
salvage efforts with other parts of the
United States Government. Now, what
does that mean? We had a debate ear-
lier, when OPIC has a claim and it is
willing to pay the claim, it stands in
the shoes of the company that it paid
the claim on behalf of to try to get the
money from some overseas entity or
government. If we cannot coordinate
with the agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment to put OPIC in the best pos-
sible sort of circumstances, to protect
itself as the claimant and to protect
the taxpayers thereof, we are hurting
OPIC; we are hurting the taxpayers.
That does not make sense.

OPIC’s history of successful salvage
is due, in part, to its strong coordina-
tion with our embassies abroad; and
those salvage efforts not only protect
the U.S. taxpayer by resulting in a re-
covery of close to 95 percent of
amounts paid or settled on claims over
OPIC’s history but it also benefits the
insured investor whose uninsured in-
terests, uninsured interests, those not
covered by OPIC, are also attempted to
be covered by OPIC in the salvage ef-
fort.

The broad prohibition on interven-
tion that the gentleman would offer in
his amendment would inhibit OPIC’s
ability to obtain relevant information
from U.S. embassies in that country
and other United States Government
sources of information, and it is that
very information that is at the core of
successfully accomplishing a recovery
of the claim.

The threat of violation of this provi-
sion would have a serious impact on
the willingness of United States Gov-
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ernment information sources to pro-
vide relevant information to OPIC with
respect to claims. Cutting off OPIC’s
ability to obtain this kind of informa-
tion would do a disservice, both to the
taxpayers and OPIC’s insureds, by re-
stricting OPIC’s fact-finding efforts to
non-U.S. Government sources of infor-
mation, when we have all of those U.S.
government sources of information
that can help us achieve a 100 percent
claim and cost nothing to the tax-
payers.

So my amendment tries to accom-
plish what the gentleman wants by
saying if there is an intent to impede
or delay, then that cannot be done and
those employees and agencies and offi-
cers cannot do that; but otherwise we
create a huge opening in which no gov-
ernmental agency, no embassy abroad,
and even the directors of the board of
trustees of OPIC who we want to be
questioning the director about their
payments and their liabilities will not
be able to do so in this regard.

We would want no corporation in
America, we would want no public enti-
ty in the country, to be told that we do
not want the people overseeing that en-
tity to have the ability to question on
the very liabilities they might have as
an agency and on behalf of the tax-
payers of the country. So | urge adop-
tion of my amendment to the Terry
amendment. | think it accomplishes
the gentlemen’s goal and at the time
preserves the sanctity of OPIC’s ability
to protect itself, the taxpayers, and the
claimant.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
original Terry amendment and in oppo-
sition to the Menendez amendment. |
think Mr. MENENDEZ is talking about
two different things. The Terry amend-
ment does not prevent anybody or any
organization, or any department, from
getting involved in the adjudication of
this claim. What it simply says is that
there should be an open record. This is
an open meetings act for the process of
adjudication by OPIC. That is all it
says.

The plain language says, ‘““No other
department or agency of the United
States, or officer or employee thereof,
may intervene in any pending settle-
ment,” et cetera, ‘‘unless such inter-
vention is published in the Federal
Register.” That is all the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) is asking
for. He wants to know what, if any,
other departments, are trying to influ-
ence, | do not use that word in a
meanspirited way but are trying to
have a role in making a determination,
that simply should be a matter of the
public record. That is all he is asking.

The amendment of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) on
the other hand says that by adding the
words ‘““‘with the intent to impede or
delay,” if his language is added to the
Terry amendment that turns the Terry
amendment into something entirely
different. That is not the purpose of
the Terry amendment.
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The gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY) simply says this: we have a
claim that is before OPIC. The public
has a right to know which government
agencies are claiming an interest in it,
and the people have a right to know
what those government agencies are
saying.

So | would ask that the Menendez
amendment be defeated, that the origi-
nal Terry amendment be adopted.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman,
can the gentleman envision cir-
cumstances where there would be valid
information available to the CIA or the
State Department that could help in
accurately settling the claim, that we
would not want published in the Fed-
eral record for everybody to see? Can
the gentleman envision any cir-
cumstances where that would happen?

Mr. MANZULLO. | would say in an-
swer to that that the CIA has its own
statute that would protect the dis-
tribution of that material. That could
happen in appropriation cases. There is
no question about that.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Or the State De-
partment or Treasury?

Mr. MANZULLO. Sure. Obviously
overriding the openness of this mate-
rial would be any national security in-
terests. Those statutes already exist on
the books.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If there are, in
fact, national interests that would pre-
vent it being in the public benefit to
have this widely disseminated, would
OPIC be able to use such information
under the operation of this amend-
ment? If so, who would determine what

goes in the Federal record and what
does not?
Mr. MANZULLO. Who would deter-

mine the language of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) that
says with the intent to impede or
delay? | mean, that is a subjective
process.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. | can understand
where the intent we both agree is not
to impede or delay.

Mr. MANZULLO. That is correct.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. The intent is to
protect American interests, sources of
information.

Mr. MANZULLO. Well, sure.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. That would not
fall under the scope of the Menendez
amendment.

Mr. MANZULLO. | would submit that
there are existing statutes on the
books today that would give enough
protection to the State Department, to
the CIA, or any other security agency,
for making open documents that are
already classified.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. | appreciate my
friend’s comments, but the fact of the
matter is that what we would have,
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there are maybe some agencies covered
by other statutory provisions in the in-
telligence community that might offer
OPIC information which might be able
not to appear in the register, but there
are a series of agencies which we might
not consider quote/unquote ‘‘intel-
ligence information,”” but which infor-
mation would be harmful to the inter-
ests of the United States that are not
covered by any such provision and that
would have to be issued in the Reg-
ister. If not, it would be a violation of
law if this amendment were passed. So
I think that there is a serious concern
between that and what the gentleman
seeks to do.

He wants to know if there is some
undue influence in the determination
of a payment of a claim, and | think
that that is fitting and proper; but we
have to limit that to make sure that it
is undue influence and not just open
the whole book for the whole world to
see what we are doing out there to try
to determine how we process our way
to achieving a claim.

O 1600

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a response?

Mr. MANZULLO. Yes, | yield to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, what needs to be recorded is that
one of our government agencies has re-
quested OPIC to make a decision based
on politics. The details of that are not
necessarily needed to be disclosed in
the record.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) has expired.
(By unanimous consent, Mr. MAN-

zuLLo was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. TERRY).

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, let me
ask the same level of rhetorical ques-
tion back. Does it not provide more
confidence in the insurance contract if
the purchaser of that contract has
some assurances that, if decisions are
not going to be made on the merits of
the claim but on politics, that they at
least be told?

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, first
of all, I am reading the gentleman’s
amendment. It says nothing about poli-
tics here. It simply says no department
or agency of the United States or any
of its officers may intervene in any
pending settlement determination.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, unless such inter-

vention is published in the Federal
Register.
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, if

the gentleman will yield, that goes
back to our original discussion, that
the very intervention that is going to
be published in the Federal Register al-
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ready unlocks the door to a whole se-
ries of things that we may not want,
foreign nationals and foreign countries.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MANZULLO. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, the issue
is that OPIC should be making those
decisions on the outcome of claims, not
other agencies.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little troubled
by the turn that the conversation has
taken. | will be the first to admit that
I think we put the cloak of secrecy too
broadly over issues in this country.

I think it is outrageous that the
American public does not yet know
what we did in Central America 20 or 25
years after the fact, destabilizing
democratically elected governments.

I think it is outrageous some of the
things that happened in Chile, in Cen-
tral America, in Asia. | think that we
far too broadly keep information from
the American public, things that are
not designed to keep information from
our enemies, or past enemies. They al-
ready know what was in those files. It
is to prevent, | am afraid, sometimes,
embarrassment for some people here. |
think, as a general rule, we ought to
open up more, and | so voted.

But what this talks about is not sort
of a sunshine. | just reject this concept
that somehow we are turning the inter-
ests of America on its head by having
the full range of information available
to make these determinations.

I think representing the full range of
American interests in the decisions
that OPIC makes is not turning Amer-
ican interests on their head. They
should not necessarily be disconnected
from the best sources of information
that we have.

The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ) is suggesting that, if some-
thing is offered up for the purpose of
merely impeding settlement, that that
should be prohibited or should be made
more difficult.

But this amendment that the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) has
offered does not distinguish between
things that are somehow impeded, and
operation of the information that
comes from Treasury, that comes from
State, not just the CIA, that from
whatever source we have this informa-
tion available, there would, because
there are seven independent agency
heads who function as trustees or di-
rectors of OPIC, it would very much
confuse the deliberations.

If the information that they provided
had the effect perhaps of delaying the
processing of the claim as rapidly as
maybe somebody would request, it may
raise the obligation to put information
in the record that, frankly, we do not
want to have put in the Federal Reg-
istry. It would not be in America’s best
interest.

But why, if that be the case, would
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.

October 13, 1999

TERRY) penalize either the taxpayer or
the balance of OPIC in terms of the
bottom line, in terms of having to pay
more money. That seems to me to
make no sense.

I think we are confusing here poli-
tics, to use the word from the gen-
tleman from Nebraska, with having na-
tional interests and the best informa-
tion available to treat the policy hold-
er and the American taxpayer in the
best interests.

| fear that if this amendment were
adopted, not the Menendez perfecting
amendment, but the amendment of the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY),
operation at OPIC would go on. The
people in the bureaucracy would con-
tinue to function.

But it would raise questions for the
board. It would make them harder to
get the good information. They will
not be able to do their job as well. That
is only going to hurt the taxpayer, if it
ends up costing taxpayer money in the
long run, where OPIC does not surplus
as much money. But because they oper-
ate in an entrepreneurial fashion, what
it is going to mean is that it is going to
mean that there is going to be less
money available to loan. It is going to
make it more cumbersome. It is going
to make the processing of claims based
on less accurate information.

Ultimately, it may well mean that
fewer people are insured. | do not think
that that is necessarily in our best in-
terest. We do not need this to solve a
problem that somebody in Nebraska
has.

I understand that we are moving for-
ward with that claim, and something is
happening. But we do not need to put a
cumbersome process, freeze it into
statute that is going to give less effec-
tive information and make the job of
the director and OPIC harder.

I strongly urge the rejection of the
Terry amendment and the adoption of
what the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. Menendez) has offered by way of a
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) to amend-
ment No. 11 offered by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 327, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZz) to the amendment No. 11 offered
by the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY) will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there further amendments to section 4?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 5.

The text of section 5 is as follows:

SEC. 5. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY.

(a) PURPOSE.—Section 661(a) of the Foreign

Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421(a)) is
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amended by inserting before the period at
the end of the second sentence the following:
““, with special emphasis on economic sectors
with significant United States export poten-
tial, such as energy, transportation, tele-
communications, and environment’’.

(b) CONTRIBUTIONS OF CosTS.—Section
661(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
(22 U.S.C. 2421(b)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

““(5) CONTRIBUTIONS TO cOSTsS.—The Trade
and Development Agency shall, to the max-
imum extent practicable, require corpora-
tions and other entities to—

“(A) share the costs of feasibility studies
and other project planning services funded
under this section; and

““(B) reimburse the Trade and Development
Agency those funds provided under this sec-
tion, if the corporation or entity concerned
succeeds in project implementation.”.

(c) FUNDING.—Section 661(f) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421(f)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A) by striking
““$77,000,000”" and all that follows through
‘1996’ and inserting ‘‘$48,000,000 for fiscal
year 2000 and such sums as may be necessary
for each fiscal year thereafter’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking “‘in fis-
cal years’ and all that follows through “‘pro-
vides’’ and inserting ‘‘in carrying out its pro-
gram, provide, as appropriate, funds”.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there amendments to section 5?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 6.

The text of section 6 is as follows:

SEC. 6. PROGRAMS OF THE INTERNATIONAL
TRADE ADMINISTRATION.

(a) FUNDING.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the ITA—

(1) for fiscal year 2000, $24,000,000 for its
Market Access and Compliance program,
$68,000,000 for its Trade Development pro-
gram, and $202,000,000 for the Commercial
Service program; and

(2) for each fiscal year thereafter, such
sums as may be necessary for the programs
referred to in paragraph (1).

(b) APPOINTMENTS.—Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Secretary of
Commerce, acting through the Assistant
Secretary of Commerce and Director General
of the United States and Foreign Commer-
cial Service, shall take steps to ensure that
Commercial Service employees are stationed
in no fewer than 10 sub-Saharan African
countries and 1 full-time Commercial Serv-
ice employee is stationed in the Baltic
states, and that the Commercial Service has
full-time employees in each country in
South and Central America and an adequate
number of employees in the Caribbean to en-
sure that United States businesses are made
aware of existing market opportunities for
goods and services.

(c) INITIATIVE FOR SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
AND LATIN AMERICA.—The Secretary of Com-
merce, acting through the Under Secretary
of Commerce for the International Trade Ad-
ministration, shall make a special effort to—

(1) identify those goods and services of
United States companies which are not being
exported to Latin America and sub-Saharan
Africa but which are being exported to coun-
tries in those regions by competitor nations;

(2) identify trade barriers and noncompeti-
tive actions, including violations of intellec-
tual property rights, that are preventing or
hindering the operation of United States
companies in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin
America;

(3) publish on an annual basis the informa-
tion obtained under paragraphs (1) and (2);

(4) bring such information to the attention
of authorities in sub-Saharan Africa and
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Latin America with the goal of securing
greater market access for United States ex-
porters of goods and services; and

(5) report to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the President of the
Senate the results of the efforts to increase
the sales of United States goods and services
in sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America.

(d) REPORTING ON VIOLATIONS OF TRADE
AGREEMENTS.—The ITA should—

(1) identify countries and entities, as prac-
ticable, that violate commitments under
trade agreements with the United States and
the impact of these violations on specific
sectors of the United States economy;

(2) identify steps taken by the ITA on be-
half of United States companies affected by
these violations; and

(3) publicize, on an annual basis, the infor-
mation gathered under paragraphs (1) and
2).

(e) GLoBAL DIVERSITY AND URBAN EXPORT
INITIATIVE FOR THE ITA.—The ITA shall un-
dertake an initiative entitled the ‘“‘Global
Diversity and Urban Export Initiative’” to
increase exports from minority-owned busi-
nesses, focusing on businesses in under-
served areas, including inner-city urban
areas and urban enterprise zones. The initia-
tive should use electronic commerce tech-
nology and products as another means of
helping urban-based and minority-owned
businesses export overseas.

(f) STANDARDS ATTACHES.—Subject to the
availability of appropriations, the Inter-
national Trade Administration shall take
the necessary steps to increase the number
of standards attaches in the European Union
and in developing countries.

(g) EXPANSION OF PROGRAMS TO ASSIST
SMALL BUSINESSES.—The International
Trade Administration shall expand its ef-
forts to assist small businesses in exporting
their products and services abroad by using
electronic commerce technology and other
electronic means—

(1) to communicate with significantly larg-
er numbers of small businesses about the as-
sistance offered by the ITA to small busi-
nesses in exporting their products and serv-
ices abroad; and

(2) to provide such assistance.

(h) AUTHORIZATION FOR ADVERTISING.—The
ITA is authorized to advertise in newspapers,
business journals, and other relevant publi-
cations and related media to inform busi-
nesses about the services offered by the ITA.
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. TRAFI-
CANT:

Page 10, strike line 13 and all that follows
through line 24 and insert the following:

(d) REPORTS ON MARKET ACCESS.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, and annually thereafter, the ITA should
submit to the Congress, and make available
to the public, a report with respect to those
countries selected by the ITA in which goods
or services produced or originating in the
United States, that would otherwise be com-
petitive in those countries, do not have mar-
ket access. Each report should contain the
following with respect to each such country:

(A) ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL MARKET AC-
CESS.—AnNn assessment of the opportunities
that would, but for the lack of market ac-
cess, be available in the market in that
country, for goods and services produced or
originating in the United States in those sec-
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tors selected by the ITA. In making such as-
sessment, the ITA should consider the com-
petitive position of such goods and services
in similarly developed markets in other
countries. Such assessment should specify
the time periods within which such market
access opportunities should reasonably be
expected to be obtained.

(B) CRITERIA FOR MEASURING MARKET AC-
CESs.—Objective criteria for measuring the
extent to which those market access oppor-
tunities described in subparagraph (A) have
been obtained. The development of such ob-
jective criteria may include the use of in-
terim objective criteria to measure results
on a periodic basis, as appropriate.

(C) COMPLIANCE WITH TRADE AGREEMENTS.—
An assessment of whether, and to what ex-
tent, the country concerned has materially
complied with existing trade agreements be-
tween the United States and that country.
Such assessment should include specific in-
formation on the extent to which United
States suppliers have achieved additional ac-
cess to the market in the country concerned
and the extent to which that country has
complied with other commitments under
such agreements and understandings.

(D) ACTIONS TAKEN BY ITA.—AnN identifica-
tion of steps taken by the ITA on behalf of
United States companies affected by the
lack of market access in that country.

(2) SELECTION OF COUNTRIES AND SECTORS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—InN selecting countries and
sectors that are to be the subject of a report
under paragraph (1), the ITA should give pri-
ority to—

(i) any country with which the United
States has a trade deficit if access to the
markets in that country is likely to have
significant potential to increase exports of
United States goods and services; and

(ii) any country, and sectors therein, in
which access to the markets will result in
significant employment benefits for pro-
ducers of United States goods and services.

The ITA should also give priority to sectors
which represent critical technologies, in-
cluding those identified by the National Crit-
ical Technologies Panel under section 603 of
the National Science and Technology Policy,
Organization, and Priorities Act of 1976 (42
U.S.C. 6683).

(B) FIRST REPORT.—The first report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) should include
those countries with which the United
States has a substantial portion of its trade
deficit.

(C) TRADE SURPLUS COUNTRIES.—The ITA
may include in reports after the first report
such countries as the ITA considers appro-
priate with which the United States has a
trade surplus but which are otherwise de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and subparagraph
(A) of this paragraph.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED

BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, |
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be modified with the lan-
guage at the desk.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 12, as modified, offered by
Mr. TRAFICANT:

Page 10, strike line 13 and all that follows
through line 24 and insert the following:

(d) REPORTS ON MARKET ACCESS.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not later than
March 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and annually thereafter,
the TPCC should submit to the Congress, and
make available to the public, a report with
respect to those countries selected by the
TPCC in which goods or services produced or
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originating in the United States, that would
otherwise be competitive in those countries,
do not have market access. Each report
should contain the following with respect to
each such country:

(A) ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL MARKET AC-
CESS.—AN assessment of the opportunities
that would, but for the lack of market ac-
cess, be available in the market in that
country, for goods and services produced or
originating in the United States in those sec-
tors selected by the TPCC. In making such
assessment, the TPCC should consider the
competitive position of such goods and serv-
ices in similarly developed markets in other
countries. Such assessment should specify
the time periods within which such market
access opportunities should reasonably be
expected to be obtained.

(B) CRITERIA FOR MEASURING MARKET AC-
CESS.—Objective criteria for measuring the
extent to which those market access oppor-
tunities described in subparagraph (A) have
been obtained. The development of such ob-
jective criteria may include the use of in-
terim objective criteria to measure results
on a periodic basis, as appropriate.

(C) COMPLIANCE WITH TRADE AGREEMENTS.—
An assessment of whether, and to what ex-
tent, the country concerned has materially
complied with existing trade agreements be-
tween the United States and that country.
Such assessment should include specific in-
formation on the extent to which United
States suppliers have achieved additional ac-
cess to the market in the country concerned
and the extent to which that country has
complied with other commitments under
such agreements and understandings.

(D) ACTIONS TAKEN BY ITA.—AnN identifica-
tion of steps taken by the USTR and ITA on
behalf of United States companies affected
by the lack of market access in that coun-
try.

(2) SELECTION OF COUNTRIES AND SECTORS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—InN selecting countries and
sectors that are to be the subject of a report
under paragraph (1), the USTR and ITA
should give priority to—

(i) any country with which the United
States has a trade deficit if access to the
markets in that country is likely to have
significant potential to increase exports of
United States goods and services; and

(ii) any country, and sectors therein, in
which access to the markets will result in
significant employment benefits for pro-
ducers of United States goods and services.
The USTR and ITA should also give priority
to sectors which represent critical tech-
nologies, including those identified by the
National Critical Technologies Panel under
section 603 of the National Science and Tech-
nology Policy, Organization, and Priorities
Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6683).

(B) FIRST REPORT.—The first report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) should include
those countries with which the United
States has a substantial portion of its trade
deficit.

(C) TRADE SURPLUS COUNTRIES.—The TPCC
may include in reports after the first report
such countries as the USTR and ITA con-
siders appropriate with which the United
States has a trade surplus but which are oth-
erwise described in paragraph (1) and sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the modification of-
fered by the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, just a for-
mality, | do not have a copy of that
document. | can take a quick look at
it, and then | make reference to it.

Mr. Chairman, under my reservation
of objection, | yield to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
only change is that in the first part
““Reports on Market Access,”’ | change
the report requirement from the Inter-
national Trade Administration to the
Trade Promotion Coordination Com-
mittee to make it more compatible
with other duties in similar areas that
are making such reports.

It follows through as far as the report
is concerned in that regard, and that is
the only modification that is made.
The only other modification is, in the
beginning, ‘“‘not later than March 30,”
rather than 90 days.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
have a response. | agree to the amend-
ment. The problem is that there is an
error in the manner in which the
amendment is being inserted into the
base bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Illinois reserves the
right to object to the modification of
the amendment, not the underlying
amendment. The underlying amend-
ment is not under debate.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
withdraw my reservation of objection
based upon the fact that this is a tech-
nical error, and | would agree to accept
the amendment of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment is modified.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFI-
CANT) is recognized for 5 minutes on
the amendment, as modified.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, the
salient point of the difference between
the committee’s bill and the Traficant
amendment deals with the issue of
market access. The Traficant amend-
ment says, in addition to all of the re-
porting on whether or not a Nation is
complying with our trade agreements,
the Traficant amendment also says the
report must cover the availability of
market access and whether or not mar-
ket access is being made available by
these countries pursuant to the report
process.

Second of all, it is to delineate what
are those products and/or other areas
of market availability that are being
denied to us and what is their impact
on jobs.

Bottom line is this, not only are we
being denied access, this says tell us
who is denying us that access. Do not
just say they are denying this access,
tell us what that access denial really
is, what products are impacted upon by
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this, and how can we, in fact, make
gains through our export activity once
we can overcome that market access
problem.

So that is the salient point, the dif-
ference between the major aspects of
the bill itself and my perfecting
amendment. | would hope that the
committee would find favor with it and
vote in favor with it.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr.
support the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment, as
modified, offered by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr.
ZULLO:

Page 11, lines 4 and 5, strike ‘“‘minority-
owned businesses, focusing on”” and insert
“‘businesses that, because of their minority
ownership, may have been excluded from ex-
port trade, and from™’.

Page 11, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘“‘urban-based
and minority-owned” and insert “such’.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, this
is a technical and perfecting amend-
ment to the urban export initiative
section for the International Trade Ad-
ministration designed to take into ac-
count the concerns of the members of
our committee that there be no auto-
matic presumption of support for all
minority-owned businesses under this
initiative.

It simply directs the ITA, pursuant
to this initiative, to increase exports
from those minority-owned businesses
who may have been excluded from ex-
porting. It is my understanding that it
has full support of the minority.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO).

The amendment was agreed to.

Are there further amendments to
this section?

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | had intended today
to be on the floor in support of the
amendments by the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY).
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And the reason being because of a sit-
uation we have with OPIC and one of
its customers who has over the past
several years paid premiums of over $20
million who has a rightful claim and is
having a very difficult time collecting.

As any business would know, when
they buy insurance, they expect to
have their claims paid on a timely
basis when the facts are laid out. And
that simply is not the case.

The timeliness of the situation and
the second Terry amendment having to

Chairman, |

MAN-
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do with concerns that have become I
think very real, other departments
interfering in the situation and for out-
side political reasons it is being held up
as far as the payment of the claim
itself, there is no question of the valid-
ity. But it is a matter of the technical-
ities going through the delays in place.

As someone who has in the last 5
years always supported OPIC, it is a
very great concern to me to see this
happening to what | think is a very im-
portant agency, one that provides an
outstanding financial potential. But
when we have agencies coming into
play introducing outside political con-
sequences to the equation and not
looking at the claim and its validity
itself, it raises great grave concerns as
far as | am concerned.

I just wanted to make that state-
ment. | would support both of the
Terry amendments and would oppose
the gutting amendments offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING). Are there any other amend-
ments to section 6?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 7.

The text of section 7 is as follows:

SEC. 7. BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

Section 233(b) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2193(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking the second and third sen-
tences;

(2) in the fourth sentence by striking
‘“‘(other than the President of the Corpora-
tion, appointed pursuant to subsection (c)
who shall serve as a Director, ex officio)”’;

(3) in the second undesignated paragraph—

(A) by inserting ‘““the President of the Cor-
poration, the Administrator of the Agency
for International Development, the United
States Trade Representative, and’ after “‘in-
cluding’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
“The United States Trade Representative
may designate a Deputy United States Trade
Representative to serve on the Board in
place of the United States Trade Representa-
tive.”’; and

(4) by inserting after the second undesig-
nated paragraph the following:

“There shall be a Chairman and a Vice
Chairman of the Board, both of whom shall
be designated by the President of the United
States from among the Directors of the
Board other than those appointed under the
second sentence of the first paragraph of this
subsection.”.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there amendments to section 7?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 8.

The text of section 8 is as follows:

SEC. 8. STRATEGIC EXPORT PLAN.

Section 2312(c) of the Export Enhancement
Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4727(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and’ at the end of para-
graph (5);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (6) and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(7) ensure that all export promotion ac-
tivities of the Agency for International De-
velopment are fully coordinated and con-
sistent with those of other agencies;

““(8) identify means for providing more co-
ordinated and comprehensive export pro-
motion services to, and on behalf of, small
and medium-sized businesses; and
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““(9) establish a set of priorities to promote
United States exports to, and free market re-
forms in, the Middle East, Africa, Latin
America, and other emerging markets, that
are designed to stimulate job growth both in
the United States and those regions and
emerging markets.”’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there amendments to section 8?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 9.

The text of section 9 is as follows:

SEC. 9. IMPLEMENTATION OF PRIMARY OBJEC-
TIVES.

The Trade Promotion Coordinating Com-
mittee shall—

(1) report on the actions taken or efforts
currently underway to eliminate the areas of
overlap and duplication identified among
Federal export promotion activities;

(2) coordinate efforts to sponsor or pro-
mote any trade show or trade fair;

(3) work with all relevant State and na-
tional organizations, including the National
Governors’ Association, that have estab-
lished trade promotion offices;

(4) report on actions taken or efforts cur-
rently underway to promote better coordina-
tion between State, Federal, and private sec-
tor export promotion activities, including
co-location, cost sharing between Federal,
State, and private sector export promotion
programs, and sharing of market research
data; and

(5) by not later than March 30, 2000, and an-
nually thereafter, include the matters ad-
dressed in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) in
the annual report required to be submitted
under section 2312(f) of the Export Enhance-
ment Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4727(f)).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there amendments to section 9?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 10.

The text of section 10 is as follows:
SEC. 10. TIMING OF TPCC REPORTS.

Section 2312(f) of the Export Enhancement
Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4727(f)) is amended by
striking ‘‘September 30, 1995, and annually
thereafter,” and inserting ‘“March 30 of each
year,”.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there further amendments?

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 327, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: The second-degree
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZzULLO), the un-
derlying amendment No. 6 offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER), amendment No. 8 of-
fered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD), the second-de-
gree amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), the underlying amendment No. 10
offered by the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. TERRY), the second-degree
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the
underlying amendment No. 11 offered
by the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO TO
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. ROHR-
ABACHER
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

pending business is the demand for a

recorded vote on the amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from Illinois

(Mr. MANzuULLO) to amendment No. 6

offered by the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) on which
further proceedings were postponed and
on which the ayes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 379, noes 49,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 495]
AYES—379

Ackerman Cooksey Goodling
Aderholt Costello Gordon
Allen Coyne Goss
Archer Cramer Graham
Armey Crane Granger
Baird Crowley Green (TX)
Baker Cubin Green (WI)
Baldacci Cummings Greenwood
Baldwin Cunningham Gutierrez
Ballenger Danner Gutknecht
Barcia Davis (FL) Hall (OH)
Barrett (NE) Davis (IL) Hall (TX)
Barrett (WI) Davis (VA) Hansen
Barton Deal Hastings (FL)
Bass DeGette Hastings (WA)
Bateman Delahunt Hayes
Becerra DelLauro Hefley
Bentsen DeLay Herger
Bereuter DeMint Hill (IN)
Berkley Deutsch Hill (MT)
Berman Diaz-Balart Hilleary
Berry Dickey Hilliard
Biggert Dicks Hinojosa
Bilbray Dingell Hobson
Bilirakis Dixon Hoeffel
Bishop Doggett Hoekstra
Blagojevich Dooley Holden
Bliley Doolittle Holt
Blumenauer Doyle Hooley
Blunt Dreier Horn
Boehlert Dunn Houghton
Boehner Edwards Hoyer
Bonilla Ehlers Hulshof
Bonior Ehrlich Hutchinson
Bono Emerson Hyde
Borski Engel Inslee
Boswell English Isakson
Boucher Eshoo Istook
Boyd Etheridge Jackson-Lee
Brady (PA) Evans (TX)
Brady (TX) Everett Jenkins
Brown (FL) Ewing John
Bryant Farr Johnson (CT)
Buyer Fattah Johnson, E. B.
Callahan Filner Johnson, Sam
Calvert Fletcher Jones (OH)
Camp Foley Kanjorski
Campbell Forbes Kaptur
Canady Ford Kelly
Cannon Fowler Kennedy
Capps Franks (NJ) Kildee
Capuano Frelinghuysen Kilpatrick
Cardin Frost Kind (WI)
Carson Gallegly King (NY)
Castle Ganske Kingston
Chabot Gejdenson Kleczka
Chambliss Gekas Klink
Clay Gephardt Knollenberg
Clayton Gibbons Kolbe
Clement Gilchrest Kuykendall
Clyburn Gillmor LaFalce
Coble Gilman LaHood
Combest Gonzalez Lampson
Condit Goode Lantos
Cook Goodlatte Largent
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Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Abercrombie
Andrews
Bachus

Barr
Bartlett
Burton
Chenoweth-Hage
Coburn
Collins
Conyers

Cox

DeFazio
Duncan
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Hayworth
Hinchey

Brown (OH)
Burr

Messrs. TOWNS, BURTON of Indiana,
HOSTETTLER,
BACHUS,

SMITH of

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz

Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus

NOES—49

Hostettler
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kucinich
LoBiondo
MclIntosh
McKinney
Myrick
Nadler
Pascrell
Paul
Peterson (MN)
Radanovich
Rohrabacher
Royce

NOT VOTING—5

Jefferson
Scarborough
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Michigan,
FRANK of Massachusetts,
FOSSELLA, RADANOVICH, TAYLOR
of Mississippi, Ms.
SLAUGHTER,
changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘“no.”

Messrs. SHAYS, POMBO, YOUNG of
Florida, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-

and Mr.
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Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

Sanders
Sanford
Shadegg
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Sununu
Taylor (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Vento
Wamp

Young (AK)

MCcKINNEY, Ms.
HINCHEY

necticut changed their vote from ‘‘no”’
to “‘aye.”

So the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from

California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), as
amended.
The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to House Resolution
327, the Chair announces that he will
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which a vote by
electronic device will be taken on each
amendment on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 104, noes 323,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 496]
AYES—104

Abercrombie Hayes Pombo
Andrews Hayworth Rivers
Armey Hefley Rogan
Bachus Herger Rohrabacher
Barr Hilleary Royce
Bartlett Hinchey Salmon
Bilirakis Hoekstra Sanders
Bonior Hostettler Sanford
Burton Hunter Schaffer
Buyer Istook Sessions
Campbell Jackson (IL) Shadegg
Carson Jenkins Shays
Chabot Jones (NC) Slaughter
Chenoweth-Hage Kaptur Smith (MI)
Coble Kasich Smith (NJ)
Coburn Kelly Spence
Collins Kingston Stark
Condit Kucinich Stearns
Cox Largent Strickland
Crane Latham Stump
Cubin Linder Sununu
DeFazio Lipinski Tancredo
DeMint LoBiondo Tauzin
Doolittle Lucas (OK) Taylor (MS)
Duncan Luther Taylor (NC)
Ehrlich Mclintosh Terry
Fossella Mclintyre Thompson (MS)
Gillmor McKinney Thune
Goode Meehan Tierney
Goodlatte Myrick Toomey
Goodling Norwood Visclosky
Goss Pascrell Wamp
Graham Paul Watkins
Gutknecht Pease Watts (OK)

Hall (TX) Peterson (MN)

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Combest
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
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NOES—323

Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf

Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stupak
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
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Thurman Walden Whitfield
Tiahrt Walsh Wicker
Towns Waters Wilson
Traficant Watt (NC) Wise
Turner Waxman Wolf
Udall (CO) Weiner Woolsey
Udall (NM) Weldon (FL) Wu
Upton Weldon (PA) Wynn
Velazquez Weller Young (FL)
Vento Wexler
Vitter Weygand
NOT VOTING—6
Bass Burr Scarborough
Brown (OH) Jefferson Young (AK)
0O 1652
Mr. FOSSELLA and Mr. HALL of

Texas changed their vote from ““no”” to

“aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ TO
AMENDMENT NO. 10, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY
MR. TERRY
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.

EWING). The pending business is the de-
mand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) to
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), as
modified, on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by a voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment to the amendment, as
modified.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment to the amendment, as modified.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is
a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 259, noes 169,
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 497]
AYES—259

Abercrombie Carson Etheridge
Ackerman Clay Evans
Allen Clayton Farr
Baird Clement Fattah
Baldacci Clyburn Filner
Baldwin Coble Forbes
Barcia Coburn Ford
Barr Conyers Fowler
Barrett (WI) Costello Frank (MA)
Bass Coyne Frost
Becerra Cramer Gejdenson
Bentsen Crane Gephardt
Berkley Crowley Gilchrest
Berman Cubin Gonzalez
Berry Cummings Goodling
Biggert Danner Gordon
Bishop Davis (FL) Graham
Blagojevich Davis (IL) Granger
Blumenauer DeFazio Green (TX)
Blunt DeGette Gutierrez
Boehlert Delahunt Hall (OH)
Bonilla DelLauro Hastings (FL)
Bonior Deutsch Hefley
Bono Diaz-Balart Hill (IN)
Borski Dicks Hill (MT)
Boucher Dingell Hilliard
Boyd Dixon Hinchey
Brady (PA) Doggett Hinojosa
Brown (FL) Dooley Hobson
Burton Doolittle Hoeffel
Buyer Doyle Holden
Canady Dunn Holt
Cannon Edwards Hooley
Capps Ehlers Hostettler
Capuano Engel Hoyer
Cardin Eshoo Hunter

Hutchinson
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclintyre
McNulty
Meehan

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing

Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders

NOES—169

Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss

Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hulshof
Hyde
Isakson
John
Johnson, Sam
Kasich

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
Lucas (OK)
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Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

Manzullo
McCrery
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood

Shuster Tancredo Wamp
Simpson Tauzin Watkins
Skeen Terry Weldon (FL)
Smith (MI) Thomas Weldon (PA)
Smith (TX) Thornberry Weller
Spence Thune Wicker
Stearns Tiahrt Wilson
Stenholm Toomey Wolf
Stump Traficant Young (FL)
Sununu Vitter
Sweeney Walsh
NOT VOTING—5

Brown (OH) Jefferson Young (AK)
Burr Scarborough
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Messrs. DUNCAN, KASICH,

MCINNIS, Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. WAMP
and Mr. BRYANT changed their vote
from ‘“‘aye”” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. PALLONE, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN
and Mrs. MORELLA changed their vote
from ““no”” to “‘aye.”

So the amendment to the amend-
ment, as modified, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY, AS
MODIFIED, AS AMENDED

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY), as modified, as amended.

The amendment, as modified, as
amended, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ TO

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. TERRY

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. MENENDEZ) to the amendment
No. 11 offered by the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) on which further
proceedings were postponed and on
which the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 253, noes 173,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 498]
AYES—253

Abercrombie Boyd Davis (IL)
Ackerman Brady (PA) DeFazio
Allen Brown (FL) DeGette
Baird Burton Delahunt
Baldacci Buyer DelLauro
Baldwin Callahan Deutsch
Barcia Capps Diaz-Balart
Barrett (WI) Capuano Dicks
Bass Cardin Dingell
Becerra Carson Dixon
Bentsen Clay Doggett
Berkley Clayton Dooley
Berman Clement Doyle
Berry Clyburn Dunn
Biggert Coburn Edwards
Bilbray Conyers Ehlers
Bishop Costello Engel
Blagojevich Coyne Eshoo
Blumenauer Cramer Etheridge
Bonior Crane Evans
Bono Crowley Farr
Borski Cummings Fattah
Boswell Danner Filner
Boucher Davis (FL) Fletcher
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Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lee

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey

Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Northup
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad

NOES—173

Cox

Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hoekstra

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney

Norwood Ryun (KS) Tancredo
Nussle Salmon Tauzin
Ose Sanford Taylor (NC)
Packard Saxton Terry
Pascrell Schaffer Thomas
Pease Sensenbrenner Thornberry
Peterson (MN) Sessions Thune
Petri Shadegg Tiahrt
Pickering Shaw Toomey
Pitts Sherwood Traficant
Pombo Shows Vitter
Porter Shuster Walden
Pryce (OH) Simpson Wamp
Quinn Skeen Watkins
Regula Smith (MI) Watts (OK)
Reynolds Smith (TX) Weldon (FL)
Riley Spence Weldon (PA)
Rogan Stenholm Weller
Rohrabacher Stump Wicker
Roukema Sununu Wilson
Royce Sweeney Wolf
Ryan (WI) Talent
NOT VOTING—7
Brown (OH) Radanovich Young (AK)
Burr Scarborough
Jefferson Whitfield
0 1711
Mr. VITTER and Mr. EVERETT

changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 11, AS AMENDED, OFFERED BY

MR. TERRY

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE) having assumed the chair, Mr.
EwING, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1993) to reauthorize
the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration and the Trade and Develop-
ment Agency, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 327, he
reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on passage of the bill.

The

The question was taken;
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and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 357, noes 71,
not voting 5, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

[Roll No. 499]
AYES—357

Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski

Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard



October 13, 1999

Pallone Saxton Thompson (MS)
Pastor Schakowsky Thornberry
Payne Scott Thune
Pelosi Serrano Thurman
Peterson (PA) Sessions Tiahrt
Phelps Shaw Towns
Pickering Shays Traficant
Pickett Sherman Turner
Pitts Sherwood Udall (CO)
Pomeroy Shimkus Udall (NM)
Porter Shows Upton
Portman Shuster Velazquez
Price (NC) Simpson Vento
Pryce (OH) Sisisky Visclosky
Quinn Skeen Vitter
Radanovich Skelton Walden
Rahall Slaughter Walsh
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Waters
Rangel Smith (TX) Watkins
Regula Smith (WA) Watt (NC)
Reyes Snyder Waxman
Reynolds Souder Weiner
Riley Spence Weldon (FL)
Rivers Spratt Weldon (PA)
Rodriguez Stabenow Weller
Roemer Stenholm Wexler
Rogers Stump Weygand
Ros-Lehtinen Stupak Whitfield
Rothman Sweeney Wicker
Roukema Talent Wilson
Roybal-Allard Tanner Wise
Rush Tauscher Wolf
Ryan (WI) Tauzin Woolsey
Sabo Taylor (MS) Wu
Sanchez Terry Wynn
Sandlin Thomas Young (FL)
Sawyer Thompson (CA)

NOES—71
Andrews Hayworth Petri
Armey Hefley Pombo
Bachus Hilleary Rogan
Barr Hoekstra Rohrabacher
Barrett (WI) Hostettler Royce
Bartlett Istook Ryun (KS)
Burton Jackson (IL) Salmon
Buyer Jones (NC) Sanders
Campbell Kaptur Sanford
Chabot Kasich Schaffer
Chenoweth-Hage Kingston Sensenbrenner
Coble Kucinich Shadegg
Coburn Lipinski Smith (MI)
Condit LoBiondo Stark
Conyers Mclnnis Stearns
Cox Mcintosh Strickland
Crane Mclntyre Sununu
DeFazio McKinney Tancredo
DeMint Miller (FL) Taylor (NC)
Doolittle Myrick Tierney
Duncan Pascrell Toomey
Ehrlich Paul Wamp
Goode Pease Watts (OK)
Hayes Peterson (MN)

NOT VOTING—5
Brown (OH) Jefferson Young (AK)
Burr Scarborough
O 1730

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 1993, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1993, EX-
PORT ENHANCEMENT ACT OF
1999

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 1993, the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
cross references, punctuation, and in-
dentation, and to make any other tech-
nical and conforming change necessary
to reflect the actions of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

CELEBRATING ONE AMERICA

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be discharged
from further consideration of the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 141),
Celebrating One America, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) to
please explain this resolution.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. |
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, H. Con.
Res. 141 was introduced by my col-
league, the distinguished gentleman,
very distinguished gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL). This resolu-
tion expresses the sense of Congress
that all people in the United States
should reach out across our differences
and ethnicity, race and religion, to re-
spect each other and to celebrate in
friendship and unity one America.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) for intro-
ducing this commendable piece of leg-
islation.

Mr. RANGEL. Continuing to reserve
my right to object, | would like to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) for his unanimous consent re-
quest and at the same time thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
and the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS);
our majority and minority leaders, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), and also to have the resolution
amended to make certain that it in-
cludes the Pacific Islanders with the
Asians.

I also, in furthering my reservation,
would like to point out for many years
my brother, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN), and former Con-
gressman Frank Guarini have gone
around the world. We have been to the

yield to the gen-
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Middle East; we have been to Africa;
we have been to Europe, and we were
all fascinated that no matter what mis-
sion we were on for the United States
Congress, how blessed and how glad we
were to get back to these great United
States to see how it has been God’s will
for over 200 years that people from all
of these countries that for whatever
reason found themselves here seeking a
better way of life.

With all of the holidays that we have
had, Frank Guarini who now has re-
tired and chairs the Italian American
Foundation had put together some 30
organizations of different backgrounds
and different cultures with different
languages and has made it abundantly
clear that if it were not for these peo-
ple we would not have the great coun-
try we have today.

So | want to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) for the
great role that he has played over the
years in bringing people together, but
most importantly on making certain
that we could fashion something that
expresses not my feelings or the feel-
ings of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) but the feelings of most
Americans and certainly the represent-
atives in the House

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) for his kind words
and eloquent words in support of this
important measure, and | am pleased
to have worked with him on this meas-
ure. | have been pleased to travel with
him to many nations where we have
found sometimes prejudice and intoler-
ance and have found authoritarian gov-
ernments and, yes, when we returned
to our Nation how grateful we were
that we enjoy the freedoms that we
have here.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to take the
opportunity to commend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL),
for sponsoring and bringing to us on
the floor tonight H. Con. Res. 141. | also
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHaBoT) for his support on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Furthermore, | want to thank all of
our colleagues who have joined to-
gether to support this measure and to
make a strong statement on behalf of
every American in working to build
one America. Yes, a gentleman who has
been working in the background, a
former Member of Congress, Frank
Guarini, has appealed to us to urge this
measure to show our strong support for
one nation, a one American nation.

Mr. Speaker, the history of our Na-
tion is the history of people through-
out the world. A nation of immigrants,
our Nation represents a diversity of
culture, of religion, of ethnicity and
race from every corner of the globe.
From Andrew Carnegie to Albert Ein-
stein, immigrants have provided our
Nation with an incredible wealth of en-
ergy, knowledge and creativity. Their
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stories are the American experience,
and they send a message to the world
that this Nation is one which welcomes
diversity, offers hope and provides op-
portunity.

Although our history on occasion has
been tainted with prejudice and big-
otry, our Nation is committed to de-
feating ignorance, intolerance and pur-
suing the high ideal that all men and
women are created equal. However,
from the tragic shootings at the Jewish
Center in Los Angeles to the questions
concerning the death of Matthew
Shepard over the past few months, the
citizens of our Nation have all too
often seen the face of bigotry, intoler-
ance and hate.

Accordingly, it is important that we
remind those who view the world with
prejudice that our Nation will not suc-
cumb to ignorance, will not succumb to
bigotry, that our diversity is our great-
est strength. Accordingly, we stand
today to celebrate our Nation’s diver-
sity and we recognize the need to con-
tinue to reach across racial, ethnic and
cultural lines to come together and
build a unified nation. America is one,
and | urge my colleagues to support
this measure.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | con-
tinue my reservation only to thank,
again, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHaBoT) for facilitating this through
the great Committee on the Judiciary
and to tell my friends and colleagues
that they can join with the close to 70
Members of the House tomorrow,
Thursday, as we meet in Statutory
Hall at 10:00 on October 14, where we
can really say God bless America and
the wonderful people that make this
country as great as it is.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object and, of course, |
will not object, Mr. Speaker, but | have
listened to the colloquies that have
been going on and | just want to say
that if there are any two people in this
body who represent the ideals that all
Americans hold dear, they are the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), and | rise in strong support of
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 141

Whereas the United States is a nation of
immigrants, whose 270,000,000 inhabitants
hail from every corner of the globe;

Whereas from Ellis Island to the Pacific
coast, the United States has welcomed immi-
grants seeking freedom and opportunity;

Whereas the United States democratic sys-
tem of government mandates equal protec-
tion under the law and the right to life, lib-
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erty, and the pursuit of happiness for all its
citizens;

Whereas the United States endured a civil
war for emancipation, and in doing so,
formed a permanent union and a society of
equals;

Whereas the United States has outlawed
racial, ethnic, and religious bigotry to create
the world’s greatest multicultural society;

Whereas the United States respects the in-
dividual and welcomes each one’s participa-
tion in our democratic society;

Whereas the United States is the pre-
eminent land of opportunity which rewards
hard work, ingenuity, and perseverance;

Whereas the ethnic diversity of the United
States has provided an abundance of energy,
creativity, and prosperity;

Whereas people in the United States recog-
nize and reward the contributions of mem-
bers from every group;

Whereas people in the United States are
working to close opportunity gaps so that all
may share in the great prosperity of our Na-
tion;

Whereas people in the United States of all
backgrounds have sacrificed their lives in
war to defend the cause of freedom for people
around the world; and

Whereas people in the United States of Af-
rican, Asian, European, Latin American,
Middle Eastern, and Native American back-
grounds cherish and celebrate their various
national, ethnic, and religious heritages:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of the
Congress that all people in the United States
should reach out across our differences in
ethnicity, race, and religion to respect each
other and to celebrate, in friendship and
unity, one America.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO

OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT
CONFEREES ON H.R. 2670, DE-
PARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,

JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 7c of rule XXII, | hereby
announce my intention to offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees tomorrow on
H.R. 2670, the Commerce/Justice/State
appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, the form of the motion
is as follows:

Mr. TANCREDO moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R. 2670,
be instructed to agree, to the extent within
the scope of the conference, to provisions
that, one, reduce nonessential spending in
programs authorized within the Departments
of Commerce, Justice and State, the Judici-
ary and other related agencies; and, two, re-
duce spending on international organiza-
tions, in particular, in order to honor the
commitment of the Congress to protect So-
cial Security; and, three, do not increase
overall spending to a level that exceeds the
higher of the House bill or the Senate
amendment.

ALABAMA REJECTS PLAN FOR A
LOTTERY

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I want to
call to the attention of my colleagues
today’s headlines: Alabama Rejects the
Plan for a Lottery, AP. Fifty-four per-
cent of the voters in Alabama rejected
a State-sponsored lottery yesterday.
The Crimson Tide has rejected a lot-
tery in their State, and perhaps this is
a shift that will change the tide of
gambling in America.

According to news reports, the tide is
expected to wash over South Carolina,
where a referendum to ban video poker
is expected to also pass.

I want to congratulate the people of
Alabama for standing up and voting
against State-sponsored gambling, and
I hope others around the country will
take note of what has occurred at the
ballot box.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to, at this

point, submit this material for the
record.
MONTGOMERY, AL. (AP)—Gov. Don

Siegelman, who lobbied long and hard for a
state lottery to help fund education, watched
the measure collapse in defeat at the hands
of voters unwilling to cross their ministers.

With 98 percent of precincts reporting,
663,988 people, or 54 percent, opposed the lot-
tery referendum Tuesday, and 559,377 people,
or 46 percent, supported it. Turnout was esti-
mated at 50 percent.

The proposal—a constitutional amendment
to allow gambling—had once enjoyed a 20-
point lead in the polls but came under in-
creasing fire from church groups who said it
would exploit the poor.

Other opponents also claimed that a recent
traffic ticket-fixing scandal showed that the
Democratic governor’s administration could
not be trusted to oversee gambling in the
state.

Alabama joins Arkansas, Oklahoma and
North Dakota as states that have rejected
lotteries at the ballot box. Thirty-seven
states and the District of Columbia have ap-
proved them.

The loss was a stinging blow to Siegelman,
who had made the referendum’s passage a
cornerstone of his 1998 election victory over
Republican Fob James.

“In my inaugural address, | said that we
would dare mighty things. | said that we
would try new things and if they didn’t work
we would try something else,” Siegelman
said after the votes were counted.

He said the results “only serve to motivate
me and to energize me in our fight and our
quest to change education in this state for-
ever.”

Along with the lottery proposal, two other
proposed constitutional amendments were on
the ballot, and voters in Birmingham and
Montgomery chose candidates for mayor and
city council members.

In Birmingham, Alabama’s largest city, in-
terim Mayor William Bell led a 14-way race
for the mayorship but was forced into a Nov.
2 runoff against City Councilman Bernard
Kincaid.

In  Montgomery, conservative Mayor
Emory Folmar led six opponents in his bid
for a seventh term but was forced into a run-
off against Bobby Bright, a lawyer backed by
organized labor.

Siegelman had promised that the lottery
would generate at least $150 million annually
to fund college scholarships, a pre-kinder-
garten program and computer technology in
schools.
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““He has put everything on this,” said Au-
burn University at Montgomery political an-
alyst Brad Moody. ‘““He has made it the cen-
terpiece of his campaign and the centerpiece
of his first year in office. He has thrown all
his political capital away.”

Sheila Bird was among those who voted
against the lottery even though her 2-year-
old daughter Amanda could have one day
benefited from the plan.

“I just feel like it’s morally wrong. | feel
like it’s going to cause problems in lower in-
come families,”” she said. ““‘I think you can
get money other ways.”’

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) Iis
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

DEMOCRATS WHO CONTINUE TO
SUPPORT SEPARATION OF
CHURCH AND STATE ARE ALSO
RELIGIOUS PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise this evening because | listened to
several of my Republican colleagues on
the floor last night, and | was very dis-
turbed by what | heard. The Members
implied that because Democrats con-
tinue to support separation of church
and State we are not religious people.
As a child growing up in Jacksonville,
Florida, the district I now represent,
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my religion was the cornerstone of my
life. It still is today. In fact, my church
is more to me than a place | visit on
Sunday. It is my home. It is a family
gathering place and it is a real part of
the community | represent.

My Republican colleagues would have
people believe that Democrats are anti-
faith. This is a lie. Democrats believe
in the separation of church and State.
We believe that every person has the
right to choose their religion. We do
not believe it is up to the House of Rep-
resentatives to dictate how and where
our faith should be expressed. Our con-
stituents did not elect us to be their
spiritual leaders. They do not turn to
C-SPAN for healing. Rather, they ex-
pect us to vote for the programs and
policies that mirrors their beliefs. This
is how they judge us.

Do we support Head Start and school
lunch programs, education? Do we sup-
port saving Social Security and pro-
tecting public education? This is the
reason we have been sent to Wash-
ington, not to preach but to support
the things that are important to the
people who sent us here.

OUR TRADE DEFICIT IS STILL
GROWING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today my good friend, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), spoke on
this floor about our trade deficit. He
pointed out that our trade deficit in
the last quarter hit an all-time record
of $87 billion. If that keeps up, it would
be an astounding $350 billion for the
full year, meaning that we are buying
that much more from other countries
than they are buying from us.

Most economists agree that we lose,
conservatively, 20,000 jobs per billion,
meaning we would lose 7 million jobs
to other countries in one year if our
trade deficit stays at the rate of this
last quarter. Many people believe we
are losing these jobs, that we have this
unbelievable trade deficit in large part
because of bad trade deals, trade deals
good for big multinational companies
but very harmful to small American
businesses and American workers.

The Christian Science Monitor, one
of the leading national newspapers, had
this on its front page recently, quote,
““America’s widening trade deficit, now
more than $25 billion a month, is start-
ing to cause concern in the topic eche-
lons of the United States.

O 1745

“While the trade gap has been grow-
ing for years, it is becoming large
enough that experts are becoming
increasely worried it will slow the
‘miracle’ economy of the 1990s.”

Just 1 week later, the Washington
Post reported that the ‘‘suddenly
slumping” U.S. dollar *“is stirring
unease about the potential for a stam-
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pede by foreign investors from Amer-
ican stocks and bonds, which could ter-
minate the U.S. expansion and desta-
bilize the world economy.”

According to the Post, “The problem
starts with the U.S. trade deficit . . .
as the booming U.S. economy sucks in
massive amounts of imports, and
slumping overseas markets absorb
fewer exports from American firms.”’

We simply cannot, Mr. Speaker, con-
tinue to run trade deficits of 300 or
more billions of dollars each year with-
out causing very serious problems for
our own people.

Today, our unemployment is very
low, but our under-employment is ter-
rible.

We have many college graduates who
work very hard and spend a lot of
money to get a degree in a field in
which there are very few good jobs
available. There are so many people
getting law degrees these days that
even they are becoming of very little
assistance to many in getting good jobs
or positions.

Most colleges and universities cannot
discourage students from majoring in
certain subjects without causing a fac-
ulty rebellion.

So parents and students really need
to start asking the hard question: Is it
likely that | can get a decent job if |
major in this subject?

If we keep running trade deficits like

we are now, we will have more and
more college graduates working as
waiters and waitresses. Also, young
people had better wake up and tell
these environmental extremists that
we cannot base our entire economy on
tourism unless we want to have almost
everybody working at minimum wage
jobs.
JThis large trade deficit, which is
causing us to lose so many high-paying
jobs, is also causing the gap between
the rich and the poor to grow much
wider.

This is, | suppose, why it is hard for
so many wealthy people to realize the
extent of this under-employment prob-
lem and why so many upper income
people support extreme environmental
measures that really hurt lower in-
come people by driving up prices and
destroying jobs.

| started thinking about all this after
reading a column by William Safire in
today’s Knoxville News-Sentinel, which
I assume ran in yesterday’s New York
Times. Mr. Safire, after being ripped
off due to a big cable merger, wrote in
a column entitled, ““Giant Corporations
May Not Serve Us Well,” these lines:
“The merger-manic mantra: In con-
glomeration there is strength.

“Ah, but now, say the biggest-is-best
philosophers, we’re merging within the
field we know best. And if we don’t
combine quickly, the Europeans and
Asians will, stealing world business
domination from us.

“The urgency of globalization, say
today’s merger maniacs, destroys all
notions of diverse competition, and
only the huge, heavily capitalized mul-
tinational can survive.”
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Mr. Safire concluded, “‘Only JOHN
MCcCCAIN dares to say: ‘Anybody who
glances at increases in cable rates,
phone rates, mergers and lack of com-
petition clearly knows that the special
interests are protected in Washington,
and the public interest is submerged.””’

Are we, Mr. Speaker, ‘““Wal-Marting”’
the entire world? In a few short years,
are just one or two big giants going to
control every field and every industry?
I sure hope not.

A few years ago, | spoke on the floor
of this House, pointing out that U.S.A.
Today said competition existed in only
55 out of 11,000 cable markets.

The situation is worse today. The
Wall Street Journal said then, ““Com-
petition is the last thing big cable op-
erators want. They have vigorously
lobbied local and State governments to
keep their turf exclusive.”

I said in my speech in Congress at
that time, ‘“What we really need is
more competition. Every place there is
competition, cable prices have gone
down and service has gone up.” This is
true in every field.

Here in Washington, the two daily
Washington newspapers sell for 25
cents each. Most places where there is
no competition, much smaller news-
papers sell for 50 cents or more.

| voted against the big telecommuni-
cations bill a few years ago because of
my fear that it would only lead to a
massive consolidation within the in-
dustry and the big getting much big-
ger. That is certainly coming true even
faster than | thought.

If the government, Mr. Speaker,
keeps approving more and more merg-
ers, if our anti-trust, anti-monopoly
laws become a joke, if we keep giving
every break to multinational compa-
nies and keep running huge trade defi-
cits, our under-employment will grow
worse, our middle class will be slowly
wiped out, and the United States will
be a very different place than it has
been up until now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLETCHER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Ms. DELAURO addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

HELP AMERICAN CITIZENS
BEFORE GIVING MONEY ABROAD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | just
wanted to get up for a moment and
talk about some of the events of the
past couple of weeks and some of the
acrimony that exists in this Chamber
and some of the dialogue that takes
place. We had a very difficult and in-
teresting vote on foreign aid the other
day and foreign operations.
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It caused me to think, as | looked at
some editorial comments. It was inter-
esting, and | want to quote from Char-
ley Reese from the Port St. Lucie Trib-
une, ‘““Real Help For North Carolina
Heading Overseas’”’. He says ‘“‘“Think
this through: People who have lost ev-
erything in eastern North Carolina to
the floods can get help from the U.S.
Government in the form of loans at in-
terest.

“l dare say many of those who lost
their homes had not paid off their
mortgages. The obligation to pay the
morality remains even if the house is
gone and rendered unlivable. So in es-
sence, the federal assistance consists of
an offer to most folks to make two
mortgage payments instead of one.”

So we look at our own real-life cir-
cumstances in this city and in this
country, and we say to ourselves, yes,
we have a responsibility for foreign aid.
We have a responsibility to help other
nations. But when do we start focusing
on the American public and the Amer-
ican taxpayer?

The President suggested the other
day he would like to wipe out $5.7 bil-
lion worth of foreign aid that have
been given over the past years in the
form of loans. To some of that, | give
credit. Some of the countries cannot
repay the money.

But let us think of our experience
over the last couple of decades of
American foreign policy. Let us think
of the billions of dollars that have been
swept out of the taxpayers’ wallets in
the United States and are now residing
in Zurich, Switzerland in the form of
secret bank accounts by people like
Duvalier, people like the Marcoses,
people that have plundered the United
States foreign aid not to help the coun-
trymen that they were supposedly
elected to serve, but to put it in their
own bank accounts, and to run off with
our cash.

Now, we are going to wipe out debt,
and we are going to just erase the bal-
ance sheet and say they do not have to
pay us back. Yet, in North Carolina, if
one’s home is destroyed by an earth-
quake or a hurricane or some other
devastation, one is told to come to the
line and borrow from the U.S. govern-
ment, and one can make two payments
at once.

We also hear that we cannot give any
kind of tax break for individuals. We
cannot eliminate the marriage penalty.
We cannot give debt relief on the es-
tate tax relief. We cannot do anything
to reduce the cost of insurance by giv-
ing credits to small business owners or
self-employed, because we cannot af-
ford a tax cut. It is selfish. It is stingy.
It is not proper. It will explode the def-
icit.

We have to use the surplus for other
things that we think are good for the
American public. We should spend our
resources, our surplus on things that
we think are good for people rather
than people voicing their opinion.

Then | started to think of the real
overriding question, which is: Surplus?
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What are we all talking about? A sur-
plus? There is $5.7 trillion worth of
debt. There is no surplus. There may be
an excess cash to expenditures. But,
clearly, there is no surplus.

But if we keep doing these things and
paying money in all kinds of different
accounts and different proposals, we
will never balance the budget, and no
American taxpayer will get any relief.

We sent money to Russia recently, |
can remember, through the IMF, and
nobody can account for the hundreds of
millions of dollars that are residing in
the bank accounts all over the world.
The Russians never got helped by our
cash. It went into the pockets of people
who purloined the money and took it
for their own use.

We keep saying to ourselves, well, we
will do better next time. We will put
some oversight panels together. We
will look at the money and the expend-
itures. Yet, each time, we fall into the
trap once again of saying we better add
some more money to the appropria-
tions bill because we have got to help
out another one of our neighbors in
trouble, a neighbor overseas.

Then | think when | ride around at
night, how many homeless Vietnam
veterans are probably on the streets of
our Nation’s capital, homeless Vietnam
veterans who are going without health
care, medical care of any kind because
we cannot help them. They fought the
good fight, but we have got too many
other things on our plate.

We cannot sacrifice individual appro-
priations bills, because we are all try-
ing to protect our reelections. We can-
not make our government more fis-
cally sound because we are too inter-
ested in racking up totals that are
mind boggling on their face.

Our interest payments are like $247
billion a year on the debt we have now
at $5.7 trillion. So we will never get
ahead if we continue this. But what
about giving or, as the headline says,
forgiving our debts. What about for-
giving some of the debts that the
American public has every day that
they work and pay their taxes to help
support this government, and we seem
tone deaf to be able to turn our respon-
sibilities directed towards them.

| say, pay down the debt. But | also
say let us not start attacking the ma-
jority party here for being cheap as |
heard last week. We did not recognize
our responsibilities. So let us focus a
little bit more on the American public,
the American taxpayer, helping our
own citizens, our community before we
start giving money away abroad.

GOOD NEWS TONIGHT: BUDGET
BALANCE WITHOUT TOUCHING
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, Will
Rogers used to say, “All | know is what
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I read in the newspapers.”” There was
another commentator who used to
start his news cast every night by say-
ing, “This is good news tonight.”

Mr. Speaker, there is good news to-
night, perhaps the best news that we
have had on the economy and the budg-
et in a long, long time. There it is on
page A18 of the New York Times. In
fact, it appeared in newspapers all over
the country today.

Let me read the first two paragraphs.
““Something symbolically enormous
may have happened today: the Congres-
sional Budget Office announced that
the Government may have balanced
the budget in fiscal year 1999, that is
the one we just finished, ‘“‘without
spending Social Security money.

“If so, it would be the first time that
has happened since 1960, when Dwight
Eisenhower was President, gentlemen
sported felt fedoras and women wore
fox stoles.””

Mr. Speaker, this is truly great news.
It is great news for all generations.
What this really means, it means a
more secure retirement for our par-
ents. It means a much stronger econ-
omy for baby boomers and folks who
are working. But, most importantly, it
means a brighter future for our kids.

This is just a blow up of that article
that appears in the New York Times,
but it is written all over. It is a great
story.

I want to come back to something
and show my colleagues where we were
just a few years ago. Because | think to
understand the importance and the sig-
nificance of this, we sort of have to
look at where we were.

This is what the Congressional Budg-
et Office was predicting just a few
years ago with what was going to be
happening in terms of the Social Secu-
rity deficit projections. We were look-
ing, in 1999, at a deficit of $90 billion.
We were going in the wrong direction.
So the American people said enough is
enough. We have got to change course.

So what we did is we began to gradu-
ally reduce the growth in Federal
spending. We have cut the rate of
growth in Federal spending by more
than half. As a result, today, we not
only have a balanced budget ahead of
schedule, but we believe, for the first
time since Dwight Eisenhower was
President, we actually have a balanced
budget without stealing from Social
Security.

Now that we have crossed this Rubi-
con, | think we have to make it clear
that we are not going to turn back. If
we are going to do that, | think we
have really only several alternatives.
One thing, of course, we can always do
is raise taxes. There are more than
enough of our friends on the left who
believe that that is really the answer
in terms of balancing our budget long-
term.

The second, of course, is we could
turn our backs on Social Security. We
can begin to steal from Social Security
again. We believe that is the wrong
course.
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The only other real alternative we
have in terms of balancing the budget
and saving Social Security would be to
cut spending.

Now, in the next couple of days, we
are probably going to be faced with
that simple choice: Are we going to
raise taxes? Are we going to steal from
Social Security? Are we going to cut
spending?

I happen to believe that the third op-
tion is the only one that the American
people will accept. | also happen to be-
lieve that the fairest way to cut that
spending would be across the board.

Our leadership and people on the
Committee on Appropriations are
working on a plan whereby we would
cut spending 1 percent across the
board. | think that is the fairest thing
to do. | think that is what the Amer-
ican people want us to do.

As | say, after wandering in the wil-
derness of deficit spending, of enor-
mous deficits, including borrowing
from Social Security for 40 years, we
have finally crossed the River Jordan.
Now that we have, we have it within
our power to make certain and make it
clear to future generations that we are
not going back.

HATE CRIMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, 1
year ago, a mother in Wyoming re-
ceived news that tragically changed
her life forever. Her son, an openly gay
University of Wyoming student, was
kidnapped, robbed, beaten, and burned
by two male assailants. Left exposed to
the elements, latched to a ranch fence
for 18 hours, the young man Matthew
Shepard died at a local hospital 6 days
later. He lost his life as a result of big-
otry and hate.

One year later, we stand on the
House floor empty handed, unable to
provide any real comfort to the moth-
ers and fathers of the Matthew
Shapards of our Nation. One year later,
we stand on the House floor to mourn
the death of Matthew, yet, failed to
honor his life in any meaningful way.
One year later, we are working to en-
sure that the Hate Crimes Prevention
Act of 1999 becomes the law of the land,
yet a real threat exists that we may
not succeed.

0O 1800

Mr. Speaker, it is not fair to the fam-
ilies of America. It is not fair to the
families who have lost a loved one as a
result of hate. It is not fair for these
families to have to wait for Congress to
recognize their need and honor the
lives of the loved ones they lost. It is
not fair for Congress to remain silent
while these programs loudly demand
action.

Hate can occur in any community. In
Jasper, Texas, three white men dragged
a 49-year-old black man for two miles
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while he was chained to the back of a
pickup truck. In Ft. Campbell, Ken-
tucky, a 21-year-old Private First Class
was brutally beaten with a baseball bat
in his barracks because he was gay.

In my district over the Fourth of
July weekend, hate erupted with a
vengeance. A madman full of rage and
with a gun took the life of two men and
forever changed the lives of many fam-
ilies.

This madman left us grieving for
Ricky Byrdsong and his family and
Woo-Joon Yoon, an Asian student from
Bloomington, Indiana, and angry for
the assault on Jewish men peacefully
observing the Sabbath.

Ricky Byrdsong lived in Skokie, Illi-
nois, in my district. He was a loving
husband, a father, a leader in the com-
munity, a former basketball coach at
Northwestern University, a man of
deep religious faith, and a constituent.
He was murdered in cold blood. His
only crime was the color of his skin. He
was African-American.

Many skeptics say we do not need
this bill. But tell that to the family of
Ricky Byrdsong or Matthew Shepard.

I urge my House colleagues on the
Commerce-State-Justice Conference
Committee to agree to include the hate
crimes prevention act in the final bill.
We must expand and improve the Fed-
eral hate crimes law and punish those
who choose their victims based on race
or gender, ethnicity, sexual orienta-
tion, or physical disability.

It would also make it easier for Fed-
eral law enforcement officials to inves-
tigate and prosecute cases of racial and
religious violence.

State and local authorities currently
prosecute the majority of hate crimes
and will continue to do so under this
legislation. Keeping the Hate Crimes
Prevention Act in the appropriations
bill will increase Federal jurisdiction
to allow Federal officials to assist
State and local authorities to inves-
tigate and prosecute hate crimes. It
will also provide State and local pro-
grams with grants designed to combat
hate crimes committed by juveniles.

While serving in the Illinois State
House, my colleagues and | were suc-
cessful in strengthening State laws
dealing with hate crimes. | am looking
forward to working with my colleagues
here in the Congress to translate suc-
cesses on the State level to the na-
tional stage.

The Hate Crimes Prevention Act is
such an opportunity to send a clear and
powerful message that the safety of all
people is a priority and anyone who
threatens that safety will face the con-
sequences.

As a Member of Congress who rep-
resents one of the most diverse dis-
tricts in the Nation, | strongly believe
that we must ensure the passage of this
act. Hate crimes if left unchecked not
only victimize our citizens but debase
and shame us all.

SENATE MESSAGE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
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nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the Committee of Conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 1906) ‘““An Act mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. METCALF) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

HATE CRIMES PREVENTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 1082, the Hate
Crimes Prevention Act.

In August, the House Committee on
the Judiciary, on which | sit, held a
hearing on hate crimes. We heard testi-
mony from Carole Carrington. I am
sure my colleagues are familiar with
her story.

Her daughter, granddaughter, and a
dear family friend were murdered in
Yosemite National Park last February.
The murderer was finally captured a
few months later after brutally mur-
dering another woman near Yosemite.

Why did this man Kkill these four
women? Because they were women. He
claims to have fantasized about killing
women for the last 30 years. He did not
know any of his victims. He targeted
them simply because they were women.

Mr. Speaker, this great Nation was
founded on the desire for freedom, free-
dom from oppression, freedom from re-
ligious persecution, freedom to partici-
pate as full citizens.

Our Nation’s founding principles
revolve around the concept of indi-
vidual liberties and the freedom to live
our lives in a free and open society. We
have long recognized that personal
safety and security are essential for a
person to exercise the rights and obli-
gations of citizenship.

Governments are created by men and
women in part to protect and defend
citizens from violence to ensure that
they are able to exercise their personal
liberties.

Hate crimes are intended to intimi-
date the victim and to limit those free-
doms. Hate crimes are designed by the
perpetrators to create fear in the vic-
tim. The woman who was attacked on
a dark street lives in fear of another
attack. The African-American family
that has a cross burned on their lawn
remembers that threat far after the
scorch marks on the grass have been
washed away. The gay teenager who is
beaten by classmates may never feel
safe in school again.
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Hate crimes are meant to instill fear.
And the fear that hate crimes instill is
not simply targeted at the immediate
victim. The fear is aimed at members
of the group. Hate crimes are different
than any other violent crime because
they seek to terrorize an entire com-
munity, be it burning a cross in some-
one’s yard, the burning of a synagogue,
or a rash of gay bashings.

This sort of domestic terrorism de-
mands a strong Federal response be-
cause this country was founded on the
premise that a person should be free to
be who they are without fear of vio-
lence.

A member of the other body, the Re-
publican chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, said, ‘““A crime
committed not just to harm an indi-
vidual but out of a motive of sending a
message of hatred to an entire commu-
nity is appropriately punished more
harshly, or in a different manner, than
other crimes.”

I do not know for sure what causes
hate. | am sure the expert have some
ideas. But fear of the unknown com-
bined with stereotyping of groups that
reinforces that fear probably has some-
thing to do with it.

I know that hate crime legislation
cannot cure the hate that still resides
among some in our country, but this
legislation can provide more protec-
tions for groups who are targeted and
send an important message that Con-
gress believes that hate crimes against
any group are a serious national prob-
lem that deserves to be addressed.

One year ago, a young University of
Wyoming student, Matthew Shepard,
was brutally murdered because he was
gay. We all know the story. But Mat-
thew’s murder had a profound personal
impact on me. It reminded me that I
could be targeted simply because of
who | am.

It was at the height of my campaign
when they found Matthew’s body. The
word spread quickly among my many
university student volunteers, and |
could see the hurt and fear in their
eyes as they talked about what hap-
pened to this young university student,
a person their age.

A number of my volunteers were gay
or lesbian and they were in shock. It
affected so many of us profoundly and
personally.

Hate crimes are an attack on society,
an attack on tolerance, an attack on
freedom. This Congress ought to act
swiftly to pass the Hate Crimes Pre-
vention Act.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentlewoman for yielding. | would like
to associate myself with the words of
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin for
her leadership on this issue.

Let me say directly to the American
public, this is desperately needed legis-
lation. We have in our climate today
too much anti-Semitism, too much ra-
cial hatred, too much homophobia, and
people who are singled out based on
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those parameters are targeted by those
that hate others because of who they
are, because of their gender or orienta-
tion or color of skin.

This should not be permissive in this
society of ours as we enter the 21st cen-
tury, and we have to deal with this and
we have to confront it and we have to
educate our children because these
crimes are devastating.

We had a boy killed in our commu-
nity recently in West Palm for the
same motivation, because he was gay.
We have heard crime after crime simi-
lar to these Matthew Shepard cases
that are wrenching the heart and soul
out of our country.

So | applaud the gentlewoman for her
leadership. | join my colleague in urg-
ing the Congress to adopt hate crime
legislation to federalize these crimes.
Because, again, these are not singular
acts. These are acts by despicable peo-
ple who seek out people based on race,
gender, sexual orientation. They are
mean-spirited and they must be dealt
with with the full effect of the law so,
hopefully, we can turn the tide on
these crimes and get people to recog-
nize that the punishment will be se-
vere, it will be swift, and maybe they
will think twice before they inflict
their hatred on others.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

HATE CRIMES—OTHER NOT-SO-
WELL-KNOWN CASES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, | do not
know where Sylacauga, Alabama, is.
But in February of 1999, Billy Jack
Gaither, a gay man, was abducted and
beaten to death with an ax handle and
set afire among burning tires in a re-
mote area.

And frankly, Mr. Speaker, | do not
know where Texas City, Texas, is ei-
ther. But that is a place where two
black gay men, Laaron Morris and
Kevin Tryals, were shot to death and
one of the men was left inside a burn-
ing car.

And very frankly, Mr. Speaker, | do
not know where Kenosha, Wisconsin,
is, although | have heard of it. But that
is a place where, in May of 1999, a 27-
year-old man intentionally swerved his
car onto a sidewalk to run over two Af-
rican-American teens. After hitting the
two cyclists, he left the scene and kept
driving until stopped by police. Eight
years earlier, the same man ran his car
twice into a stopped van carrying five
African-American men and drove away.

I do not know where those places are.
But very frankly, Mr. Speaker, | think
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many Americans do not know where
Laramie, Wyoming, was until about a
year ago Matthew Shepard, an openly
gay 2l-year-old university student, was
savagely beaten, burned, tied to a
wooden fence in a remote area, and left
to die in subfreezing temperatures.

There is nothing about these cases
that reflects poorly on those individual
towns across America. In fact, hate
crimes like these, unfortunately, are
happening in towns big and small,
major metropolises, small neighbor-
hoods all across this country.

Since 1991, when the Department of
Justice started keeping hate crime sta-
tistics, they found after surveying hun-
dreds of police department law enforce-
ment agencies around this country
that about 4,600 hate crimes had been
committed. When they did a similar
survey in 1997, they found that that
number had nearly doubled to over
8,000.

This is an epidemic, Mr. Speaker.
Matthew Shepard made us all gasp in
horror. But now we in Congress have an
opportunity to act.

Not so long ago, in 1990 and 1994, this
House did act in passing the Hate
Crime Statistics Act and Hate Crimes
Sentencing Enhancement Act. But we
have seen again and again that that
law needs to be strengthened. We
learned frankly from cases all across
this country that there are problems
with the current law that we are obli-
gated to fix.

The Federal prosecution of hate
crimes can only happen if the crime is
motivated by race, religion, national
origin, color, and the assailant in-
tended to prevent the victim from ex-
ercising a very narrowly defined pro-
tected right, like voting or attending
school.

The law is so narrowly written that
we are seeing problems with prosecu-
tions all around this country. In 1994, a
Federal jury in Fort Worth, Texas, ac-
quitted three white supremacists of
Federal civil rights charges arising
form unprovoked assaults on African-
Americans, including one incident
where the defendant knocked the man
unconscious as he stood near a bus
stop.
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Some of the jurors revealed after the
acquittal that although they were ab-
solutely convinced that the crime was
racially motivated, they could not find
that it fit into one of these narrow ra-
cially protected activities. The same
happened in 1992 when two white men
chased a man of Asian descent from a
nightclub in Detroit and beat him to
death. The Department of Justice, with
a great deal of help from the State and
locality, tried to prosecute it using the
current hate crimes law and failed be-
cause the law was too narrowly craft-
ed.

We have an opportunity with the bill
that is currently before the House
Committee on the Judiciary to deal
with this problem, to broaden the
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crimes which the Federal Government,
with the help of the States and local-
ities, can prosecute. We have seen over
and over again that if the Federal Gov-
ernment brings its forces to bear, that
we can make a difference.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes this House is
criticized for acting only in the face of
abject crisis. | believe that that crisis
has been shown to us by the horror of
Matthew Shepard. Now is the oppor-
tunity for us to act in this time of cri-
sis, to pass the Hate Crimes Enhance-
ment Act, to finally begin to do some-
thing to stop that increasing trend of
hate crimes. | cannot promise anyone
in this Chamber that if we were to pass
this act, there will not be people with
hate in their hearts, there will not be
people who do horrific things in small
towns and big cities all across this
country. But | do know we have an ob-
ligation to act, because what happened
to Matthew Shepard was not just a
blow to that small town, it was not
just a blow to gay rights, it was not
just a blow to that person’s family, it
was a blow to our national family. It
was a horror that all of us must ad-
dress.

IN SUPPORT OF THE HATE CRIMES
PREVENTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, we are
faced with an historic opportunity once
again this year to pass legislation to
combat violent hate crimes that con-
tinue to plague our country.

Last year, despite the brutal Killing
of Matthew Shepard simply because he
was gay, we failed to incorporate the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act into a bill
to fund the Justice Department. We
must not make the same mistake again
this year.

In the year that followed Matthew
Shepard’s death, thousands of hate
crimes were committed and Congress
failed to protect gays, lesbians,
bisexuals, transgender individuals and
others from these heinous crimes.

Tragically, we are all far too familiar
with the violent acts of terrorism that
are sweeping our country. The August
10 shooting of a Filipino-American let-
ter carrier, shooting to death, three
young children who were shot and two
adults at the Los Angeles Jewish com-
munity center is one of a series of bru-
tal hate crimes that continue to plague
victims, families, communities and the
Nation. These violent acts come on the
heels of the July 4 shooting spree in Il-
linois and Indiana, and the burning of
three synagogues in northern Cali-
fornia.

Congress has been far too slow in re-
sponding to the hate crimes that con-
tinue to threaten our communities all
across America. Week after week we
hear horror stories of murderers at-
tacking innocent people because they
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are, or are perceived, to be members of
a certain community, because they are
of a particular ethnic group, or
thought to be of a particular ethnic
group, or race or color or creed or sex-
ual orientation. These hate crimes dev-
astate families and local communities
and they also send a chill down the
backs of everyone else that belongs to
the same group.

Remember, hate crimes are espe-
cially odious because they victimize
more than just the individual victim,
they also are acts of terrorism directed
against an entire class of citizens.
When a hate crime is committed, it
sends a message to every member of
the targeted group that they risk their
lives simply by being a member of a
targeted group. No American should
have to be afraid to live in any commu-
nity because they are threatened with
violence because of who they are.

We should instruct the conferees to
accede to one version of the Senate
language, to agree to add gender and
disability and sexual orientation to the
Federal hate crimes law. There is a ne-
cessity to do this in order so that we
can give help to States that have their
own hate crimes laws but need Federal
assistance in investigating crimes.

The Senate has already passed the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act as an
amendment to the Commerce, Justice,
State and Judiciary appropriations bill
which is now in the conference com-
mittee. Over the summer, | organized a
group of 62 other Members of the
House, both Republicans and Demo-
crats, to join together and urge the
conferees to include the Hate Crimes
Prevention Act in the final appropria-
tions bill. | hope we are successful and
that we can pass meaningful reform
this fall. It is certainly within our
grasp, but we need all the help we can
get to urge other Members of the House
and of the Senate to include this vital
legislation, the Hate Crimes Preven-
tion Act, in the final version of the ap-
propriations bill.

We must all redouble our efforts to
pass sensible hate crimes prevention
legislation this year. We must continue
our fight to protect American families
from violent bigotry and from vicious
acts of hatred. Our constituents and
the citizens of this great country ex-
pect no less of us.

IN SUPPORT OF HATE CRIMES
PREVENTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to rise today and speak in favor
of the Hate Crimes Prevention Act of
1999 which is cosponsored by myself
and 184 of my colleagues in this House.

Just a few weeks ago, our country
was shocked when a gunman entered a
Jewish community center in Los Ange-
les, shooting at innocent children. His
intent, and | quote, ‘“‘sending a message
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by Killing Jews.”” What kind of message
was he sending? A message of hatred.

One year ago yesterday, in Laramie,
Wyoming, a young man named Mat-
thew Shepard was killed. The reason?
Because he was gay.

In Jasper, Texas, a man was mur-
dered and dragged through the streets
because he was an African-American.

All of these incidents are hate
crimes. They do not just affect the
group that was killed, they affect each
and every one of us.

This is especially troubling to me be-
cause of the rash of anti-immigrant
billboards and posters in my district of
late which falsely blame immigrants
for all of society’s problems. Having
spent my entire life in Queens County
in New York, | recognize the problems
faced on a daily basis by minorities
who strive to eliminate any form of
discrimination still present in our soci-
ety. Unfortunately, the billboards of
late only tell that discrimination is
alive and well.

I believe the Hate Crimes Prevention
Act of 1999 is a constructive and meas-
ured response to a problem that con-
tinues to plague our Nation. Violence
motivated by prejudice. This legisla-
tion is also needed because many
States lack comprehensive hate crime
laws.

I understand there are some people
who believe that hate should not be an
issue when prosecuting a crime. They
say our laws already punish the crimi-
nal act and that our laws are strong
enough as is. | answer with the most
recent figures from 1997, when 8,049
hate crimes were reported in the
United States, 8,049 crimes, because of
hate. According to the FBI, hate
crimes are underreported. So the ac-
tual figure is much, much higher.

| say to my colleagues, penalties for
committing a murder are increased if
the murder happens during the com-
mission of a crime. Murdering a police
officer is considered first degree mur-
der, even if there was no
premeditation. Committing armed rob-
bery carries a higher punishment than
petty larceny. There are degrees to
crimes. Local governments and State
governments and the Federal Govern-
ment recognize that. And committing a
crime against someone because of their
race, color, sex, sexual orientation, re-
ligion, ethnicity or other group should
warrant a different penalty. These
crimes are designed to send a message,
“We don’t like your kind and here is
what we’re going to do about it.”” So
why can we not punish crimes moti-
vated by hate differently than other
crimes?

Mr. Speaker, this legislation does not
punish free speech as some have con-
tended. Nowhere does it say you cannot
hold a certain political belief or view
or a particular philosophy. What it
does say is that if you commit a vio-
lent act because of those beliefs, you
will be punished and punished dif-
ferently.

Hate crime laws are also constitu-
tional. The U.S. Supreme Court’s rul-
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ing in Wisconsin v. Mitchell unani-
mously upheld a Wisconsin statute
which gave enhanced sentences to a de-
fendant who intentionally selects a
victim because of the person’s race, re-
ligion, color, disability, sexual orienta-
tion, sex or nation of origin.

I believe we ought to stand up as a
Congress and as a country to pass the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act to make
our laws tougher for the people who
carry out these heinous crimes.

The Senate has already included it as
part of the fiscal year 2000 Commerce-
Justice-State appropriations bill. 1
would urge the House conferees to re-
cede to the Senate on this section. At
the very least, H.R. 1082 should be
brought to the House floor for consid-
eration. We must end the hate that is
permeating our society.

PERIODIC REPORT ON TELE-
COMMUNICATIONS PAYMENTS
PURSUANT TO TREASURY DE-
PARTMENT SPECIFIC LICENSES—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations:

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 1705(e)(6) of
the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992, 22
U.S.C. 6004(e)(6), as amended by section
102(g) of the Cuban Liberty and Demo-
cratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of
1996, Public Law 104-114, 110 Stat. 785, |
transmit herewith a semiannual report
“‘detailing payments made to
Cuba . . . as a result of the provision
of telecommunications services’ pur-
suant to Department of the Treasury
specific licenses.

WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HousE, October 13, 1999.

IN SUPPORT OF HATE CRIMES
LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, under
the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994, Congress has de-
fined a hate crime as ‘“‘any act of vio-
lence against a person or property
based on the victim’s race, color, gen-
der, national origin, religion, sexual
orientation or disability.”

I am here today, Mr. Speaker, to talk
about the victims of hate crimes that
provide a real-life definition.

James Byrd, Jr., an African-Amer-
ican male victim, chained to the back
of a pickup truck and dragged along a
dirt road, murdered by supporters of a
white supremacist organization.

Thanh Mai, a Vietnamese-American
victim who died from a split skull after
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being taunted and called a ‘‘gook’ and
struck to a cement floor.

A Latino-American family victimized
by arsonists who burned down their
home after spray-painting racist mes-
sages on the walls.

Women in Massachusetts victimized
by a sexual batterer who was found to
have violated the State’s hate crime
law for his biased crimes against
women.

Jewish children victimized by shoot-
ings at their community center by a
man who had connections to an anti-
Semitic organization.

And today, we remember Matthew
Shepard, a 21-year-old college student
who was brutally and savagely beaten,
strapped to a fence like an animal and
left to die, all because of his sexual ori-
entation.

These are only a few of the human
faces that fell victim to intolerance,
bias and bigotry. In fact, FBI statistics
reveal that in 1997, a total of 8,049 bi-
ased motivated criminal incidents were
reported. Of these incidents, 4,700 were
motivated by racial bias, 1,400 by reli-
gious bias, 1,100 by sexual-orientation
bias, 800 by ethnicity/national origin
bias, and 12 by disability bias.

O 1830

The number of incidents reported in
my home State of Maryland was 335.

As we discuss this issue, | believe
that there are two questions our Na-
tion must answer: First, why should we
care?

I submit to my colleagues today that
we should care because our Nation was
built on a foundation of democracy and
independence for all. Our Declaration
of Independence states that we hold
these truths to be self-evident, that all
men are created equal, and they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights, that among these
are life, liberty and the pursuit of hap-
piness. We all take pride in these
words, Mr. Speaker, but w