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that if they approve any additional
loans to Iran that no additional Amer-
ican money would be given to that
bank.

We are planning to give them $877
million. We should not give them a
penny after any day when they approve
a loan to Iran.

f

TRANSFER OF CHINESE MISSILE
TECHNOLOGY TO PAKISTAN

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. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take the opportunity on the
House floor this evening to express my
concerns regarding the continued
transfer of missile technology from
China to Pakistan. The Bush adminis-
tration has reported that the transfer
of this highly sensitive information
persists even today.

Mr. Speaker, in May 1996, China
pledged to not provide technological
assistance to nuclear facilities in coun-
tries such as Pakistan, where such fa-
cilities are not safeguarded. However,
Chinese authorities did not effectively
ban technology transfers which contin-
ued to take place after May of 1996.

In November 2000, China entered into
an agreement with the Clinton admin-
istration that prohibited China from
transferring missiles or missile tech-
nology to specifically Pakistan. Appar-
ently, missile technology transfers
continued even after this specific pro-
hibition.

Mr. Speaker, what concerns me is
that John Bolton, Undersecretary of
State for Arms Control and Security
has said that the Bush administra-
tion’s policy on the illegal export of
missile technology from China to Paki-
stan has not changed since the Clinton
administration, which on November 21,
2000 imposed sanctions on Pakistan for
engaging in missile technology pro-
liferation activities with China. But
from my understanding, the Bush ad-
ministration has already waived sub-
stantially all of the missile technology
control regime sanctions previously
imposed against Pakistan citing the
authority of S. 1465, which provided the
President with increased flexibility in
the exercise of his waiver authority
with respect to Pakistan.

I am extremely disappointed that the
Bush administration would publicize
that its policy has not changed since
the Clinton administration, even
though the opposite is true and that
the Clinton prohibition was recently
waived under President Bush’s author-
ity.

In addition, I cannot emphasize
strongly enough how important it is
that missile technology transfers from
China to Pakistan be terminated. The
current political situation in Pakistan
is extremely unstable given their mili-
tary dictator Musharraf’s standing as
president and the escalating conflict in
Kashmir. Further, there are reports

that Osama bin Laden, members of al
Qaeda and the Taliban may have shift-
ed into Pakistan. Bin Laden has been
known to confer with nuclear sci-
entists in the past. And it is imperative
that no further missile or nuclear tech-
nology information be filtered into
Pakistan for fear of the information
getting into deadly hands.

Mr. Speaker, the administration has
the authority to reauthorize the prohi-
bition of November 2000 that mandates
China not transfer missiles or missile
technology to Pakistan. I sent a letter
to President Bush today, which I would
like to include in the RECORD, Mr.
Speaker, requesting that the prohibi-
tion be put back in place. The letter is
as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, May 22, 2002.
Hon. GEORGE W. BUSH,
President of the United States,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I would like to take
this opportunity to express to you my con-
cerns regarding the continued transfer of
missile technology from China to Pakistan
as reported by your administration.

In May 1996, China pledged to not provide
technological assistance to nuclear facilities
in countries such as Pakistan, where such fa-
cilities are not safeguarded. However, Chi-
nese authorities did not effectively ban tech-
nology information transfers, which contin-
ued to take place after May 1996.

In November 2000, China entered into an
agreement with the Clinton Administration
that prohibited China from transferring mis-
siles or missile technology to specifically
Pakistan. Apparently, missile technology
transfers continued even after this specific
prohibition.

What concerns me is that John R. Bolton,
Undersecretary of State for Arms Control
and Security, has stated that your adminis-
tration’s policy of the illegal export of mis-
sile technology from China to Pakistan has
not changed since the Clinton administra-
tion, which on November 21, 2000, imposed
sanctions on Pakistan for engaging in mis-
sile proliferation activities with China.
From my understanding, however, your ad-
ministration has already waived substan-
tially all of the MTCR sanctions previously
imposed against Pakistan, citing the author-
ity of S. 1465, which provided the President
with increased flexibility in the exercise of
his MTCR waiver authority with respect to
Pakistan.

I am disappointed that your administra-
tion would publicize that its policy has not
changed since the Clinton administration
even though the opposite is true and that the
Clinton prohibition was waived under your
authority. In addition, I cannot emphasize
strongly enough how important it is that
missile technology transfers from China to
Pakistan be terminated. The current polit-
ical situation in Pakistan is extremely un-
stable given their military dictator Pervez
Musharraf standing as President and the es-
calating conflict in Kashmir. Further, there
are reports that Osama bin Laden, members
of Al-Qaeda and the Taliban may have shift-
ed into Pakistan. Bin Laden has been known
to have conferred with nuclear scientists in
the past and it is imperative that no further
missile or nuclear technology information be
filtered into Pakistan for fear of the infor-
mation getting into deadly hands.

Your administration has the authority to
reauthorize the prohibition of November 2000
that mandates China not to transfer missile

or missile technology to Pakistan. This is a
matter of not only security in the South
Asia region, but is a national security con-
cern as well. Reinstating this prohibition is
the only means to ensuring that the transfer
of information will be terminated and that
China will in fact put in place punitive meas-
ures towards companies that continue to at-
tempt to provide information illegally to
China. Therefore, I respectfully request that
you use your authority to reauthorize the
prohibition on missile technology transfers
from China to Pakistan.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

FRANK PALLONE, Jr.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter of not
only security in the South Asia region
but is a national security concern as
well.

Reinstating this prohibition is the
only means to ensure that the transfer
of information will be terminated and
that China will, in fact, put in place
punitive measures towards companies
that continue to attempt to provide in-
formation illegally to Pakistan.

f

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
2002 IS NOT FISCALLY RESPON-
SIBLE

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
even though the hour is late, I appre-
ciate your courtesy.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard on the
floor this evening why the supple-
mental appropriations bill before us is
not fiscally responsible. We have heard
how we are not having an honest vote
or even vigorous debate on key issues
like raising the debt ceiling and what
we are going to do with Social Secu-
rity.

People who have listened to the de-
bate so far this evening have heard how
this bill is setting the stage to surrep-
titiously increase the debt limit. Re-
member a year ago, the administration
predicted we would not need a debt
limit increase until the year 2008. Now
after $4 trillion has disappeared from
the expected surpluses, now we are
going to continue to increase the Na-
tion’s debt instead of honestly assess-
ing proposals dealing with the ongoing
tax cuts and domestic spending pro-
gram.

We have heard how all the funds that
are available for the debt limit in-
crease must come directly from Social
Security and Medicare trust funds. And
we have heard that the interest pay-
ments on this mounting debt are esti-
mated to increase over $1 trillion over
the next decade above what was pro-
jected just a year ago.

But, Mr. Speaker, I am most con-
cerned and it is something that is
going to be buried in terms of legisla-
tive consideration, about the signal
that the Congress is sending by its ef-
forts to legislate in the supplemental
appropriations found in areas dealing
with the environmental policies of this
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country. There will be a proposal that
we will have buried in this provision
that would exempt the Department of
Defense from environmental regula-
tions having to do with water con-
sumption off the immediate adjacency
of the properties under control of the
Secretary of the Defense, but nonethe-
less directly affected by it.

I find it sad, because I have long ar-
gued on this floor and in communities
around the country, that the most ef-
fective way to enhance the environ-
ment is not passing new rules and regu-
lation, taxes and fees. The most power-
ful tooling to protect the environment
is for the Federal Government to sim-
ply lead by example, to model the be-
havior that we expect from the rest of
America.

Here we have a provision that would
exempt the largest manager of infra-
structure in the world and one, sadly,
with a decidedly mixed environmental
record, from compliance with its envi-
ronmental responsibilities. The latest
count shows that there are about 150
Department of Defense facilities on the
Superfund national priority list and
another five proposed for listing. In-
deed, I think we can safely assume that
the Department of Defense is the larg-
est Superfund polluter in the United
States. The last thing we want to do is
to grant this important Federal agency
with vast environmental impact,
sweeping exemption from environ-
mental laws, at least without going
through the appropriate legislative
process involving the stakeholders hav-
ing an honest debate with the Amer-
ican public. Yet that is exactly what
we are given under this supplemental.

The exemption provision in this bill
would not only do irreparable damage
to an important eco-system in Arizona,
and that is the purpose of this amend-
ment, to deal with the San Pedro River
which is slowly being dewatered be-
cause of the impacts of the Department
of Defense, but this sets a terrible
precedent for the effects of the Depart-
ment of Defense actions on the envi-
ronment around the country.

Now, I would be the first to admit on
occasion there must be accelerated de-
cisions, shortcuts that are necessary
for the sake of military necessity. We
do not do an environmental impact
statement for every bomb we drop, nor
should we. However, it is embarrassing
that what we are doing today with this
provision is to relieve a Department of
responsibility for its foreseeable envi-
ronmental impacts which are under the
control of the Department.

The amendment is unwarranted and
at the very least premature. Even the
Government Accounting Office says
the Department of Defense has not
done the research and investigation
necessary to determine whether such
an exemption is justified.

Mr. Speaker, it is yet another exam-
ple why this House should reject the
supplemental appropriation that is
coming before us.

b 2230

RAISING THE DEBT CEILING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISSA). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, tonight
the House began the debate on the sup-
plemental appropriations bill, a bill
that funds the war on terrorism and
makes sure that our troops in the field
have the necessary equipment and
tools they need to win this war. Every
Member of this House supports funding
the war on terrorism. That is not what
the debate was about tonight nor will
it be what the debate is about tomor-
row, as we continue to debate this sup-
plemental.

The debate tonight was about a pro-
vision of the bill that the Republican
leadership put in there that would
allow an unlimited increase in the stat-
utory debt ceiling. The statutory debt
ceiling is a law that provides the max-
imum amount that our Federal Gov-
ernment can go into debt. It is one of
the few tools that we have to promote
fiscal responsibility and require fiscal
discipline in this House.

The Democrats tonight stood up to
tell the American people that we de-
serve to have an honest and open de-
bate regarding this very critical issue.
If we increase the national debt limit
by $750 billion, as Secretary O’Neill has
requested, we will be giving this Con-
gress a blank check for uncontrolled
spending for ever-increasing debt and
for deficits.

It is wrong for us to ask the young
men and women in uniform who are
sacrificing tonight to fight this war
against terrorism to be the very gen-
eration that comes home and pays the
bills for this war.

The fundamental question before the
House tonight was who is going to pay
the bill for this war on terrorism. Are
we going to pay it as the generation
that is able to do so? Are we going to
say to the young men and women in
uniform, we will let them fight the war
and then when they come home and
when they are in their good income-
earning years they can pay the debt for
the war that they fought?

Democrats believe that is wrong. We
believe it is wrong to hide an increase
in the debt ceiling in this very impor-
tant supplemental appropriation bill.

We must not use the Social Security
trust fund, the American people’s re-
tirement fund, to pay for this war. We
must not ask that we borrow money
from the public to pay for this war. We
believe that it is our responsibility
today to pay for this war.

The patriotic thing to do as Ameri-
cans is to be willing to sacrifice along
with the men and women in uniform,
and the sacrifice that we must pay is
we must be willing to pay the bill.

At your house and mine and your
business and mine, we understand what
it means to balance the budget. We un-
derstand that when changed economic

circumstances lower our income, that
we have to make adjustments in our
budget. We have to cut our spending,
and if we need to borrow money, we es-
tablish a plan to pay it back. It should
be no different in Washington. In Wash-
ington we also should pay the Amer-
ican people’s bills.

Every Member of this Congress rec-
ognizes that the debt ceiling must be
raised. In fact, as we speak tonight,
Secretary O’Neill is using unusual
emergency measures to keep the Fed-
eral Government from defaulting on its
obligations, by using the retirement
funds of Federal employees to prevent
a default in Federal obligations.

Even after using every trick in the
bag, the tricks will run out by the end
of June and the debt ceiling must be
raised, but Democrats believe that
when we raise the debt ceiling we need
at the same time to establish a plan to
put us back into a balanced budget.
Democrats have offered before the
Committee on Rules amendments that
would do that in a bipartisan way and
those have been rejected.

In the first 7 months of this fiscal
year, the Federal deficit is $66.5 billion.
To give my colleagues a picture of how
things have changed in Washington, if
we go back just 1 year and look at
what the budget looked like in the first
7 months of the last fiscal year, we had
a surplus of $165 billion. After having 4
straight years of surpluses in the Fed-
eral budget, we are back into deficit
spending, and we need a plan to get us
back on the road to fiscal responsi-
bility.

Our failure to balance the budget
means that we are going to be using
the Social Security trust fund to fi-
nance this war. That is wrong, and
Democrats want a plan to get us back
on the right track.

f

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 addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

CELEBRATING TWO GREAT
EVENTS OF HUMAN ACHIEVEMENT

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

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the House today to celebrate 2 great
events of human achievement that are
both adjoined that we recently experi-
enced, and those achievements are sur-
rounding a fellow named Eric Lindberg
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