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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO

CANADA-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection and pursuant to the provi-
sions of 22 U.S.C. 276d, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Members of the House to
the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group, in addition to
Mr. Houghton of New York, chairman,
appointed on February 16, 2000:

Mr. UPTON of Michigan,
Mr. STEARNS of Florida,
Mr. MANZULLO of Illinois,
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey,
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and
Ms. DANNER of Missouri.
There was no objection.

f

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.

f

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.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS
AGAINST PNTR FOR CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this 5 minutes to respond to
one of the arguments that I have heard
against permanent normal trade rela-
tions with China.

The argument is that China, its 1.3
billion citizens, and only 7 percent of
the world’s arable land, does not need
United States’ agricultural products.
USDA’s Economic Research Service
and private agricultural commodity
groups believes China will continue to
be a major market for U.S. agricultural
products and that China’s accession to
the WTO will expand that market.

For cotton, China committed to a
tariff-rate quota of 743,000 tons for cot-
ton in the Year 2000, increasing to
894,000 tons in 2004. The within-quota
duty would be 4 percent and the over-
quota duty would decline from 69 per-
cent in 2000 to 40 percent by 2004.
Nonstate trade companies get two-
thirds of that quota, which means we

help avoid the problem we have some-
times had in the past with quotas
going unfilled.

The ERS projects that if China did
not join the WTO, it would import cot-
ton worth $565 million in 2005. If China
does join, ERS projects that its cotton
imports would increase to $924 million
by 2005.

For corn, China committed to estab-
lish a 4.5 million ton tariff rate quota
in 2000, rising to 7.2 million by 2004.
Here again, ERS projects that China’s
net imports of corn in 2005 will increase
by $587 million if China joins the WTO.

U.S. corn exports to China have aver-
aged about 47 million over the past 5
years. This will increase.

For wheat, China committed to a tar-
iff rate quota of 7.3 million tons in 2000,
rising to 9.64 million in 2004. ERS
projects that China’s net imports of
wheat in 2005 will increase from $231
million per year to $773 million if it
joins the WTO.

For soybean products, the story goes
on. ERS projects that China’s net im-
ports of soybean products in 2005 will
increase by $180 million if China joins
the WTO.

Now, ERS is not alone in the view
that China will have to be buying agri-
cultural commodities. According to
Worldwatch’s Lester Brown, China’s
water supplies in its grain-producing
areas are falling at a high rate. He sees
massive grain imports and growing de-
pendence on U.S. grain.

The Farm Bureau also expects great
benefits from China’s accession to the
WTO. U.S. exports to the Asian region
as a whole are expected to increase in
the next few years.

I would like to conclude my remarks
tonight by putting all of these facts
and figures into context. For years, we
in agriculture have complained about
the use of unilateral sanctions to
change the behavior of various govern-
ments around the world. Recently, we
have made some progress on this front,
with some restrictions lifted last year
that have resulted in sales of some
corn to Iran and wheat to Libya.

If we look at what USDA estimates
that we in agriculture lost because of
the United States’ own decision not to
trade with certain countries, the total
in 1996 was about $500 million. The esti-
mates for this year have to be consider-
ably more than $500 million. That is
less than a third of the $1.7 billion we
will lose in 2005 if we do not grant
China permanent normal trade rela-
tions.

All six of the countries currently
under sanctions, Cuba, Iran, Iraq,
Libya, Sudan and North Korea, to-
gether, import only $7.7 billion in food
and agricultural products each year.
That is about half the $14 billion China
imports today annually.

We need to make the right decision
on China and stop giving away agricul-
tural markets to our competitors. That
is what those of us who support treat-
ing China as our competitors do. What
sense does it make today for the

United States to unilaterally say to
any country that we will not sell them
our food and medicine, when our
‘‘friends’’ sell to that country? That is
something that I have failed to under-
stand in some of the arguments against
PNTR. It is one thing if we multilater-
ally, if all of our ‘‘friends’’ also agree
to use food and medicine as a weapon.
That would be a powerful tool. But to
do it unilaterally, it seems to me, only
punishes our own producers, in this
case farmers and ranchers, and it hurts
the people of which we are trying to
help, and it strengthens the govern-
ments of which we are trying to
change.

I hope that this and other statements
we will hear over the next few days will
convince at least 218 of us in this body
to do the right thing, to grant perma-
nent normal trade relations with
China, to allow them to come into the
WTO, and, for the first time in history,
have them subjected to the same laws
that apply to the rest of the free world.
It sure cannot hurt to try it.

f

FINDING A CURE FOR AUTISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
every morning Miami-Dade County
Commissioner Jimmy Morales helps
his 6-year-old daughter get ready for
school. Like many 6-year-old kids,
Nora sings along to Britney Spears, N-
Sync or Cristina Aguilera. Once at
school, she introduces her dad to all of
her classmates, gives daddy a kiss and
a hug, and sends him off to work.

While to most people this may sound
like a normal day in the life of a 6-
year-old for Nora, many of these
achievements have come only as a re-
sult of hard work. Unlike most little
girls, Nora would not like to wear rib-
bons or clips in her hair. She could not
look her parents in the eye nor tell
them about her day with her grand-
parents. In fact, Nora’s parents were
not even sure she recognized her own
name.

The reason: 4 years ago, Nora was di-
agnosed with autism; a neurological
disorder which impacts a half a million
people in America.

The world through the eyes of an au-
tistic child is a complex puzzle with no
solution. Autism affects the normal de-
velopment of the brain and it impacts
in the area of social interaction and
communication skills. As a result,
children living with autism have a dif-
ficult time responding appropriately to
their environment. This includes play-
ing with friends and forming relation-
ships, even with their own parents.

Autism is four times more prevalent
in boys than in girls, but it does not
discriminate. It knows no racial, eth-
nic, or social boundaries. And family
income, life-style and educational level
do not affect the chances of autism’s
occurrence. In fact, according to the
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Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, no one knows exactly why au-
tism strikes approximately 1 in every
500 individuals.

Autism not only has no known cause,
but it has, sadly, no known cure. Sadly
enough, the national rates of children
being diagnosed with autism are in-
creasing dramatically. For example, in
the State of California, the numbers
have increased 237 percent in the last
10 years. In my home State, 50 percent
of the children diagnosed with autism
reside within my community of south
Florida.

The pictures that I would like to
show to my colleagues and to the view-
ers tonight that we see here are of
Bonnie and Willis Flick, two autistic
children residing in my Congressional
District who are fortunate enough to
receive treatment and intervention
therapy to help them cope with every
day life.

A good day for Bonnie is similar to
the one we just heard about Nora.
Bonnie is a high functioning autistic
child who attends a very special school,
The Learning Experience in Miami.
And because autism is a spectrum dis-
ease that is manifested in a variety of
forms, some children are not as high
functioning as Bonnie.

b 2015

For example, life for Bonnie’s autis-
tic brother, Willis, is a bit more dif-
ficult. Willis is mostly nonverbal and is
not able to tell his mother that he is
hungry or sleepy or not feeling well. He
is unable to verbally express his joy,
anger, or frustration; and that makes
life all the more difficult for those
around him.

Bonnie and Willis receive profes-
sional assistance to help them optimize
their potential and learning capabili-
ties. But there are many autistic chil-
dren who are less fortunate.

As if families of autistic children did
not suffer enough distress, one of the
biggest challenges facing them is find-
ing health coverage for treatment and
therapy of this condition.

Fortunately, Nora’s parents, as well
as Bonnie and Willis’ parents, have
been able to work through obstacles to
ultimately find the care that their
families so desperately need.

Many families, however, are not as
fortunate. We must continue to work
so that all health insurance and health
maintenance organizations include
coverage for services to treat autism.

In my Congressional district, the
University of Miami operates the Cen-
ter for Autism and Related Diseases,
CARD, which helps hundreds of chil-
dren and their families whose lives are
impacted with autism.

The CARD centers operate through-
out the State of Florida and provide
free individual and family assistance
services as well as training programs
for the parent and the professional.
These centers focus on finding ways to
change the behaviors and perceptions
of individuals with autism in a way

that will allow them to successfully
learn, work, and communicate.

Mr. Speaker, we need to continue to
support centers like CARD whose serv-
ices benefit families struggling
through the ordeal of autism.

Last week, the House passed the
Children’s Health Act, which contains
a provision to establish centers of re-
search and expertise. It is establish-
ments like these that will help families
of autistic children.

I hope that, on behalf of the Bonnies
and the Willises and the Noras in their
districts, my colleagues will continue
to pass legislation like the Children’s
Health Act and provide funding to re-
search the causes for this disorder.
With continued research, every day we
are one day closer to finding a cure for
this debilitating disability.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHERWOOD). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Mr. DOOLEY of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

PERMANENT NORMAL TRADE
RELATIONS WITH CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. COMBEST) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, the vote
on permanent normal trade relations
with China may be one of the most im-
portant votes that we will cast in
years.

China represents an agricultural
market that is vital to the long-term
success of American farmers and
ranchers. Agriculture trade with China
can strengthen development of private
enterprise in this country and bring
China more fully into the world trade
membership. We intend to work for
that goal and urge all of U.S. agri-
culture to join with us.

China’s participation in the WTO will
result in at least $2 billion per year in
additional U.S. exports within the next
5 years. That is just U.S. agricultural
exports.

By 2005, the largest increases in the
annual value of China’s net agricul-
tural imports are likely to be $587 mil-
lion for corn, $543 million for wheat,
and $359 million for cotton.

According to the Economic Research
Service, net farm income would be
higher by $1.7 billion in 2005 and higher
by an average of $1.1 billion over the
years 2000 to 2009 for each year.

Listen to what agricultural groups
are saying about China PNTR. The U.S.
wheat growers say that PNTR rep-
resents a potential 10 percent increase
in U.S. wheat exports. The U.S. pork
producers believe that China PNTR
will pave the way for an increased
value in hogs by $5 a head.

Poultry producers say that because
China is already the largest export
market for poultry, $350 million in 1999,
under PNTR it can become a $1 billion
market in just a few years.

Cattle producers believe that a vote
against PNTR is a vote against them.
They expect to almost triple beef ex-
port to China by the year 2005.

Corn growers believe that they have
an opportunity to immediately triple
their 5-year average of corn exports to
China with acceptance to PNTR.

Some who oppose PNTR for China
will weigh that China is an agricul-
tural glut and will never buy U.S. com-
modities. That is not true according to
USDA’s Economic Research Service.
They say that China’s accession to the
WTO means that U.S. farmers and
ranchers can sell an additional $1.6 bil-
lion worth of agricultural products in 5
years.

On top of that, $400 million of U.S.
fruits, vegetables, and animal products
can be sold by 2005 upon China’s entry
into the WTO. That is $2 billion more
of agricultural exports in 5 years. This
view is supported by the widespread
support among U.S. agricultural com-
modity groups for China PNTR.

Still, others argue that China is self-
sufficient in agriculture production
and that it produces enough to feed its
own people and does not need U.S.
wheat or corn or any commodity. But
listen to what the Worldwatch Insti-
tute Chairman Lester Brown said. He
said that China’s water supplies in its
grain-producing areas are falling at a
high rate. He sees massive grain im-
ports and growing dependence on U.S.
grain.

The reality is that no one can predict
the future. China imports large
amounts of U.S. agricultural commod-
ities right now, some through Hong
Kong, $2.5 billion in 1999 of agriculture,
fish, and forestry products.

Greater access to Chinese markets
means greater opportunities for U.S.
high-quality agriculture products. As
the diets of the Chinese improve, there
will be more demand for high-quality
agricultural products and value-added
food products. This is what U.S. farm-
ers and the food industry can provide
to Chinese consumers.

It must be remembered that China
has access to the U.S. market right
now. China will become a member of
WTO; and after its accession to the
WTO, it will still have access to the
market. The vote for PNTR will decide
whether U.S. agriculture will have im-
proved access to Chinese markets or
that we will see that market to the
competitors of U.S. agriculture.

We have all heard the argument that
PNTR is not necessary and that if Con-
gress rejects China PNTR that U.S. ex-
porters still will attain the benefits of
China’s WTO accession. But the Gen-
eral Accounting Office says that the
full benefits of the November 1999
agreement negotiated by the U.S. will
not be available unless Congress adopts
China PNTR.
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