
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12649 November 13, 1997 
The NGI project has agreed to in-

clude some States—like Montana that 
face challenges connecting to the main 
conduits. However, our States—Alaska 
and Hawaii—have been essentially 
written off. 

This isn’t just a question of our uni-
versities being left behind. It is a ques-
tion of our entire states being left be-
hind as we enter the new millennium 
when high speed connectivity will be 
essential to every aspect of life. 

We are already witnessing mass scale 
technological convergence. From my 
computer here in the Senate I can 
make telephone calls, I can listen to 
the radio, I can watch television—all 
over the Internet. This is not possible 
from most of Alaska and Hawaii—the 
connections are simply too poor. 

Currently data traffic is growing at a 
much faster pace than telephone traf-
fic—if this continues, early in the next 
century data traffic will surpass tele-
phone traffic. Where will that leave 
Alaska and Hawaii if we don’t have the 
infrastructure in place to send data? 

Right now many villages in rural 
Alaska can only access the Internet by 
dialing a 1–800 number which connects 
them to an Internet service provider in 
Anchorage. They are connected to the 
Internet at speeds of around 1200 
BAUD. Not only is this access slow— 
considering that most Americans now 
normally connect at at least 28,800 
BAUD—but it is also costly. 

I join Senator INOUYE in asking that 
those universities and agencies who re-
ceive part of the $95 million that we 
have provided for the next generation 
Internet project use the funds in a 
manner that will advance the interests 
of our country as a whole. 

I also ask for the assistance of pri-
vate industry in helping us to solve the 
technical problems that our States face 
in obtaining connectivity levels that 
are comparable to the rest of the coun-
try. As one of the witnesses said earlier 
this week at the NGI hearing before 
the Science, Technology, and Transpor-
tation Subcommittee, it will take an 
innovative solution to provide Alaska 
with good connectivity. 

Conventional solutions, such as lay-
ing high capacity fiber to every village 
are simply not feasible economically at 
this time. 

I am committed to finding a solution 
to these problems—I know that Sen-
ator INOUYE is too—I hope that our col-
leagues will join us and that this will 
be viewed as a national problem and 
not just as a competition for Federal 
research funds.∑ 

f 

J. GARY MATTSON 
∑ Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to acknowledge the accom-
plishments of J. Gary Mattson, of Wa-
terloo, IA. Gary is an individual who 
has shown a great dedication to sup-
porting people with disabilities, 
strengthening families, and serving his 
community. 

Gary is a leader in the field of help-
ing people with disabilities, especially 

during his 29 years of service with Ex-
ceptional Persons, Inc. Exceptional 
Persons is a private, nonprofit organi-
zation in Waterloo, IA that provides a 
wide range of services to those with 
disabilities including residential and 
family services, as well as child care. 
For the last 14 years, Gary has served 
as its executive director. 

Gary brings a deep passion to his 
work, reflected by the fact that the 
people served by Exceptional Persons 
always come first. 

Black Hawk County and its commu-
nities and people, especially those who 
have disabilities and their families, 
have benefited from his caring commit-
ment. I salute the work Gary has done 
on behalf of disabled individuals and 
his community. I wish him the best 
and I encourage those who know Gary 
to use his years of dedication as a role 
model for public service.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO GARY SAUTER 

∑ Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, De-
cember 6 marks the 50th birthday of 
one of the Nation’s finest labor leaders. 
Gary Sauter has been a member of the 
United Food and Commercial Workers 
and its predecessor, the Retail Clerks 
International Association, for over 30 
years, and he has done an outstanding 
job. 

Gary comes from a hard-working 
union family. His father and mother 
were both members of the Retail 
Clerks Union in Baltimore. In fact, 
they became engaged after a labor dis-
pute. 

Following in their footsteps, Gary 
joined the Retail Clerks in 1965, as a 
cashier for Safeway Stores while he 
was attending the Baltimore College of 
Commerce. The union quickly recog-
nized his ability and, in 1969, Gary be-
came a department store organizer. He 
worked effectively to organize workers 
at the Hoschschilds Kohn department 
store in Baltimore, and went on to be-
come regional coordinator for the Re-
tail Clerks’ Southeastern Division. 

Later, Gary became organizing direc-
tor for Local 400 of the Retail Clerks in 
Landover, MD. In large part because of 
Gary’s efforts, the local grew to one of 
the largest and most effective local 
unions in the Washington, DC area. 

In 1988, after the Retail Clerks 
merged with the Amalgamated Meat 
Cutters to form the United Food and 
Commercial Workers’ Union, Gary 
joined the new international as special 
assistant to the president. He contin-
ued to be a leader and, in 1994, was 
elected international vice president of 
the union. Later that year he was cho-
sen to serve as director of the union’s 
Legislative and Political Affairs De-
partment, a position he holds today. 

Throughout his distinguished career 
Gary has done a brilliant job for the 
workers he represents. He has never 
lost sight of the importance of their 
needs, and he has worked skillfully and 
tirelessly to improve the wages and 
working conditions of all Americans. 

It is an honor to pay tribute to this 
impressive leader. I extend my best 
wishes to Gary, his wife Pat, and his 
children, Christopher and Amy, on this 
auspicious milestone. Well done, Gary, 
and keep up the great work.∑ 

f 

WOODROW WOODY 
∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge an important 
event in the life of one of my dearest 
friends. On Saturday, November 15, 
1997, Woodrow Woody will celebrate his 
90th birthday. I am pleased and hon-
ored to send my heartfelt best wishes 
to him on this important day. 

Woodrow Woody is someone that I 
truly admire. Not only is Woodrow a 
successful businessman in Detroit, MI, 
he is a man who is deeply committed to 
his wife, Anne and his community. 
Through his tireless dedication to his 
community and the many organiza-
tions to which he gives much of his 
time, he has and continues to touch 
the lives of many in the State of Michi-
gan. 

On this momentous day, I say thank 
you to Woodrow. He has inspired me 
and served as a second father to me 
throughout the years. His wisdom and 
integrity continue to motivate me and 
countless others. Again, I am honored 
to recognize Woodrow on the occasion 
of his 90th birthday in the U.S. Sen-
ate.∑ 

f 

OECD SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT 
∑ Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I 
strongly support passage of S. 1216, leg-
islation to implement the OECD Ship-
building Agreement. S. 1216 was favor-
ably reported out of both the Senate 
Finance and Commerce Committees. 

The issue of unfair foreign ship-
building practices is very important to 
my State. Louisiana is one of the pre-
mier shipbuilding states in the coun-
try. Over 27,000 Louisiana jobs are im-
pacted by constructing or repairing 
ships. We have almost every conceiv-
able type and size shipyard, from a 
huge primarily defense oriented yard 
to smaller and medium sized strictly 
commercial yards. My interest in this 
issue spans the entire range of ship-
building. 

I believe it’s important to state again 
for the record the historical context 
that surrounds the OECD Shipbuilding 
agreement and this implementing leg-
islation. If nothing else, we should 
learn from history. 1974–1987, saw 
worldwide overall demand for ocean 
going vessels decline 71%. United 
States merchant vessel construction 
went from an average of 72 ships/year 
in the 1970’s to an average of 21 ships/ 
year in the 1980’s. During this period, 
governments in all the shipbuilding na-
tions, with the exception of the United 
States, dramatically stepped up aid to 
their shipyards with massive levels of 
subsidies in virtually every form. 

In 1981, the U.S. government unilat-
erally terminated commercial con-
struction subsidies to U.S. yards. At 
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the same time, U.S. defense ship-
building increased in an effort to reach 
a 600 ship Navy. U.S. defense ship-
building construction went from an av-
erage of 79 ships/year in the 1970’s to an 
average of 95 ships/year in the 1980’s. 
U.S. international commercial ship-
building, on the other hand, was vir-
tually abandoned to subsidized foreign 
yards. 

The end of the 1980’s and the end of 
the ‘‘Cold War’’ saw a Department of 
Defense reevaluation of the need for a 
600 ship Navy. The U.S. shipbuilding in-
dustry was consequently forced to re-
evaluate its need to secure commercial 
ship construction orders in order to 
stay in business. In June of 1989, the 
U.S. shipbuilding industry, represented 
at that time by the ‘‘Shipbuilders 
Council of America’’, filed a section 301 
claim against the major shipbuilding 
countries of the world for unfair sub-
sidies and practices that were injuring 
the U.S. industry. 

Later that year, however, U.S. Trade 
Ambassador Carla Hills, convinced the 
industry that a better, more effective 
way to eliminate the unfair foreign 
subsidies and practices was through 
multilateral negotiations. The indus-
try decided to give international nego-
tiations a chance and therefore with-
drew its Section 301 claim. The U.S. 
then encouraged the responsible trad-
ing partners to enter into negotiations 
and the five year OECD quest to nego-
tiate the elimination of trade dis-
torting shipbuilding practices had 
begun. 

From late 1989 to late 1994, the OECD 
negotiations were on and off again. 
During 1993, when the talks had seem-
ingly collapsed, I introduced a bill in 
the Senate (S. 990) and then Congress-
man Sam Gibbons introduced a bill in 
the House (H.R. 1402), that would have 
unilaterally triggered significant sanc-
tions against ships constructed in for-
eign subsidized yards when those ships 
called upon the United States. Despite 
prompting a flood of domestic opposi-
tion from those fearing the bills would 
start a trade war, the introduction of 
these bills did help re-ignite the stalled 
OECD talks. 

From June 1989 until the present 
agreement was signed on December 21, 
1994, the U.S. objective and the U.S. in-
dustry’s urgent request appeared to be 
simple: ‘‘Eliminate subsidies and we 
can compete.’’ When the Clinton ad-
ministration came into office, to its 
credit, it proposed a ‘‘Shipyard Revi-
talization Plan.’’ A main feature of 
this plan was new Title XI financing 
for commercial export orders. 

In a Senate Finance Committee, 
Trade Subcommittee hearing on No-
vember 18, 1993, a year before the 
agreement was signed, Assistant 
U.S.T.R. Don Phillips described the 
plan and its relationship to the OECD 
Agreement as follows: 

Finally, this five-point program is a transi-
tional program, consistent with federal as-
sistance to other industries seeking to con-
vert from defense to civilian markets. In ad-

dition, it seeks to support, not undercut, the 
negotiations that are currently underway in 
the OECD. In this regard, we have made clear 
our intention to modify this program, as appro-
priate, so that it would be consistent with the 
provision of a multilateral agreement—-if and 
when such an agreement enters into force. (em-
phasis added). 

In all the comments I have heard to 
date about this agreement, I have yet 
to hear of a scenario whereby U.S. in-
dustry is better off fighting unfair 
shipbuilding practices without the 
agreement than it is with the agree-
ment. The ‘‘loopholes’’ referred to by 
opponents will become the rule rather 
than limited and temporary excep-
tions. The Congress is not prepared in 
this time of fiscal restraint to match 
their subsidies with ours. 

Concerns about the agreement put-
ting the Jones Act domestic build re-
quirement at risk are contradicted by 
the fact that the largest ‘‘Jones Act’’ 
carriers in the country, who avidly 
support this agreement. They say this 
implementing bill strengthens the 
Jones Act. If that protection were not 
enough, we added language providing 
for an expedited procedure for U.S. 
withdrawal from the agreement if the 
Jones Act were perceived to be under-
mined. 

Opponents argue that new export or-
ders associated with the current U.S. 
title XI export financing program will 
be lost under the agreement. These or-
ders exist, however, because a title XI 
financing advantage is in place due to 
the standstill clause in the OECD 
agreement. If we reject the agreement, 
we lose the standstill clause, and con-
sequently we lose our current title XI 
advantage. Considering the European 
Union routinely provides billions of 
dollars of direct shipyard aid each year 
and absent this agreement will soon re-
direct and increase this aid, matching 
our U.S. financing program will require 
minimal EU effort and change. 

If this debate is really about com-
peting for international export orders, 
and unless we are prepared to enter 
into a subsidies race with our competi-
tors, I don’t see how we can reject this 
agreement. Not only is Congress con-
tinually faced with dire budgetary de-
cisions, such as cutting Medicare and 
Medicaid, but the Department of De-
fense has indicated that it is reluctant 
and unwilling to fund commercial ship-
building subsidies through its DOD ac-
counts. 

Greater competition from our trad-
ing partners due to increasing world 
shipbuilding capacity and the inevi-
table decrease in demand for new 
oceangoing vessels, will lead us to the 
same untenable situation that con-
fronted our industry in 1981 if we do 
not approve this agreement. We won’t 
have adequate trade laws to protect 
our industry and we won’t have enough 
subsidies to successfully compete for 
international orders. 

Last year, the full House of Rep-
resentatives considered implementing 
legislation for the OECD Shipbuilding 
Agreement. A substitute amendment 

offered by Congressman HERB BATEMAN 
passed the Chamber, but was incon-
sistent with the agreement. The Senate 
failed to consider an implementing bill 
before adjournment though we made 
relentless efforts to address the con-
cerns of opponents and engage them in 
constructive dialog. 

Every time opponents have raised an 
objection, we have tried to address it in 
a manner consistent with the agree-
ment. 

First, when they said they needed ex-
plicit clarification that the United 
States would not under any cir-
cumstances change its Jones Act, we 
did it and more. 

Second, when they said they needed 
explicit clarification that our national 
security interests would be protected 
and that the definitions of ‘‘defense 
features’’ and ‘‘military reserve ves-
sels’’ would be decided by the Sec-
retary of Defense, we did it and more. 

Third, when they said they needed 30 
additional months of current Title XI 
financing terms to cover projects close 
to having their applications in, we did 
it and more. 

In fact, S. 1216, as amended by Sen-
ator LOTT and myself, meets every le-
gitimate concern raised by opponents. I 
am including a detailed comparison of 
this bill with the issues raised in the 
Bateman amendment. 

This agreement is not perfect be-
cause there is no such thing as a per-
fect agreement. To overlook its signifi-
cant features, such as elimination of 
foreign subsidies while ensuring that 
the U.S. is the only country of all the 
signatories able to reserve its domestic 
market from foreign competition, pro-
vides an inaccurate view at best. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, there 
are no opponents to the U.S. ship-
building and broader maritime indus-
try in this debate today. We simply 
have different members with different 
constituencies and different priorities. 
We must decide as a Senate, however, 
if we want to provide our own U.S. 
commercial shipyards the right and 
ability to compete on a level playing 
field for international work. 

I join Senator LOTT in promoting the 
entire U.S. shipbuilding industry. 
America needs both a competitive U.S. 
commercial shipbuilding industry as 
well as a strong defense shipbuilding 
industry. We can have both if we enact 
the OECD Shipbuilding Agreement leg-
islation. I look forward to a vote on 
this agreement in the U.S. Senate be-
fore March 1, 1998. 

The material follows: 
HOW S. 1216 (AS AMENDED BY SENATE FINANCE 

AND COMMERCE COMMITTEES) COMPARES TO 
H.R. 2754 (AS AMENDED BY CONGRESSMAN 
BATEMAN) 

TITLE XI 
S. 1216 includes Title XI transition lan-

guage more favorable than the Bateman 
Amendment. Under S. 1216, the U.S. would be 
able to keep its current (25-year/87.5% of the 
project cost) Title XI financing through Jan-
uary 1, 2001. The Bateman Amendment ex-
tended such terms through January 1, 1999. 

S. 1216, like the Bateman Amendment, pro-
vides a full three-year delivery ‘‘grace pe-
riod’’ for ships that receive 25-year Title XI 
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financing. Therefore under S. 1216, such ships 
would have to be delivered no later than Jan-
uary 1, 2004. S. 1216, like the Bateman 
Amendment, allows for further extending the 
delivery date in the case of ‘‘unusual cir-
cumstances’’ (defined the same as the Bate-
man Amendment). 

S. 1216 includes a provision not in the 
Bateman Amendment that allows the U.S. to 
make the current favorable terms of the 
Title XI program available to U. S shipyards 
when competing against bids of subsidized 
yards in countries that are not signatories to 
the OECD Agreement. This provision: (1) pro-
vides an incentive for such nations to join 
the OECD Shipbuilding Agreement and, (2) 
protects U.S. shipyards from unfair competi-
tion from subsidized yards in nations that 
fail to join the Agreement. 

JONES ACT 
S. 1216 provides extraordinary protections 

for the Jones Act that fully meet the objec-
tives of the Bateman Amendment. 

S. 1216 states unequivocally that US coast-
wise laws are completely unaffected by this 
Agreement. This provision is virtually iden-
tical to the Bateman Amendment. 

S. 1216 states that nothing in this Agree-
ment shall undermine ‘‘the operation or ad-
ministration of our coastwise laws’’. This 
provision provides a stronger statement of 
protection for the Jones Act than the Bate-
man Amendment. 

S. 1216 provides a legislative procedure 
(Joint Resolution) for Congress to initiate 
US withdrawal from the Agreement if, ‘‘re-
sponsive measures’’ to U.S. Jones Act con-
struction are taken. This process provides an 
equivalent alternative to the Bateman 
Amendment prohibition against counter- 
measures being filed against the US and 
which is consistent with the agreement. 

Responsive countermeasures against the 
Jones Act are a highly theoretical event. 
Under the agreement, responsive counter-
measures are authorized only when relevant 
Jones Act construction ‘‘significantly upsets 
the balance of rights and obligations of the 
agreement.’’ Even the most optimistic pro-
jections indicate that relevant U.S. Jones 
Act construction will represent only a frac-
tion of 1% of the global shipbuilding market. 
Furthermore, the withdrawal provision in S. 
1216 provides a disincentive for a nation to 
pursue a countermeasure against the U.S. 
since a successful action would result in U.S. 
withdrawal from the Agreement. U.S with-
drawal from the Agreement would not only 
moot the countermeasure, it would termi-
nate the Agreement altogether. 

Finally in a worst case scenario, even if a 
Jones Act countermeasure were to be au-
thorized and for some reason the US did not 
withdraw from the agreement, there would 
still be no real consequence to the U.S. Jones 
Act shipbuilding industry. Under the agree-
ment, the only countermeasure allowable 
without the consent of the US would be to 
offset an equivalent portion of the com-
plaining party’s ‘‘Jones Act’’ market from 
US bidding. Because the global market is so 
vast (2000 commercial ship starts annually), 
providing so many alternative contracts to 
U.S. yards, the relatively tiny number of 
contracts that might be restricted by a coun-
termeasure would not significantly affect 
U.S. yards. Additionally, the bill would pre-
vent any countermeasures from being taken 
against other WTO sectors. 
PROTECTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS 

S. 1216 provides virtually identical lan-
guage to that in the Bateman Amendment 
for the purposes of protecting our essential 
security interests. 

S. 1216 preserves the prerogatives of the 
Secretary of Defense to exempt from the 
Agreement—‘‘military vessels’’, ‘‘military 

reserve vessels’’ and anything he deems to be 
in the ‘‘essential security interests’’ of the 
United States. 

S. 1216 allows the Secretary of Defense to 
exempt all or part of a ship on which Na-
tional Defense Features are installed, on a 
case by case basis. 

The bill would not enable other OECD 
party nations to question U.S. authority to 
protect its essential security interests. 

In a May 29, 1996, letter to the Chairman of 
the House Committee on National Security, 
the Department of Defense stated defini-
tively; ‘‘The Agreement will not adversely 
effect our national security.’’ 

OTHER PROVISIONS 
S. 1216 includes the same conditions for US 

withdrawal from the Agreement, and the 
same provisions for the snap-back of US laws 
changed by this legislation, as the Bateman 
Amendment. 

Just like the Bateman Amendment, S. 1216 
provides an effective mechanism for ‘‘third 
party’’ dumping petitions. The provision in 
S. 1216 conforms to the existing US anti- 
dumping code. S.1216 requires that anti- 
dumping actions be ‘‘consistent with the 
terms of the Shipbuilding Agreement’’. 

S. 1216 includes several provisions that 
would substantially strengthen our moni-
toring and enforcement capabilities under 
the Agreement. USTR would be directed to 
establish a comprehensive interagency com-
pliance monitoring program in conjunction 
with the U.S. shipbuilding industry and the 
maritime labor community, and to report to 
Congress annually. 

S. 1216 further directs the US Government 
to vigorously pursue enforcement against 
noncompliance by other nations. These im-
provements are beyond the scope of the 
Bateman Amendment. 

S. 1216 includes provisions that substan-
tially enhance our ability to secure the ac-
cession to the Agreement of other ship-
building countries including, specifically, 
Australia, Brazil, India, the Peoples Republic 
of China, Poland, Romania, Singapore the 
Russian Federation, and Ukraine. This im-
provement goes beyond the scope of the 
Bateman Amendment.∑ 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ACCOM-
PANYING H.R. 2107, THE INTE-
RIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1998 

∑ Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to address the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 2107, the fiscal year 
1998 Interior and Related Agencies ap-
propriations bill. 

The conference report was adopted by 
the Senate on October 28. At the time 
the bill was called up, the Budget Com-
mittee had not received CBO’s scoring 
of the final bill. This was due to the 
significant changes to the bill made by 
the conferees. I have received CBO’s in-
formation and now address the budg-
etary scoring of the bill. 

Mr. President, the conference agree-
ment provides $13.8 billion in new budg-
et authority and $9.1 billion in new 
outlays to fund the programs of the De-
partment of Interior, the Forest Serv-
ice of the Department of Agriculture, 
the Energy Conservation and Fossil 
Energy Research and Development 
Programs of the Department of En-
ergy, the Indian Health Service, and 
arts-related agencies. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 

are taken into account, the bill pro-
vides a total of $13.9 billion in budget 
authority and $13.8 billion in outlays 
for these programs for fiscal year 1998. 

Mr. President, final action on the 
conference agreement necessitated a 
reallocation of funding authority for 
this bill. I regret that this reallocation 
was necessary because it was avoid-
able. 

Section 205 of the fiscal year 1998 
budget resolution provided for the allo-
cation of $700 million in budget author-
ity for Federal land acquisition and to 
finalize priority land exchanges upon 
the reporting of a bill that included 
such funding. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Interior Subcommittee in-
cluded these funds in title V of the bill 
as originally reported. As Chairman of 
the Budget Committee, I allocated 
these funds to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, which in turn provided them to 
the Interior Subcommittee. 

If the conferees had adopted the Sen-
ate language, I would not have been in 
the position of withdrawing this fund-
ing allocation. However, the conferees 
modified the Senate language to pro-
vide only $699 million for land acquisi-
tion, and to expand the use of these 
funds for additional purposes: Critical 
maintenance activities are added as an 
allowable activity under this title V 
funding; $10 million is provided for a 
payment to Humboldt County, CA, as 
part of the headwaters land acquisi-
tion; and $12 million is provided for the 
repair and maintenance of the 
Beartooth Highway as part of the 
Crown Butte/New World Mine Land ac-
quisition. 

I was a conferee on the bill. The Sen-
ate Budget Committee provided clari-
fying language to the conferees on the 
Interior appropriations bill during 
their meeting on September 30. This 
language simply restated that moneys 
provided in title V, when combined 
with moneys provided by other titles of 
the bill for Federal land acquisition, 
shall provide at least $700 million for 
Federal land acquisition and to finalize 
priority land exchanges. 

This language, which I urged be in-
cluded throughout the 2-week period 
when final language was drafted, would 
have ensured that the section 205 allo-
cation remained in place for this bill. 

However, the Chairman decided not 
to incorporate the Senate language, 
and in fact, included language which 
attempts to trigger the additional $700 
million by amending the budget resolu-
tion. The language in the conference 
report is directed scorekeeping, which 
causes a violation under section 306 of 
the Budget Act because it affects mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the 
Budge Committee that were not re-
ported by the Budget Committee. 

Mr. President, I object to the inclu-
sion of this directed scorekeeping lan-
guage in this bill, or any other bill. If 
the Senate took language amending 
the budget resolution into account for 
determining budgetary levels, the 
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