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Moore, Sr.; and Dr. Oswald P. Bronson, Sr. In
this 100th year since its founding, Dr. Trudie
Kibbe Reed has been appointed by the Board
of Trustees to lead Bethune-Cookman College
into its second century as the fifth overall and
the second female to serve as president.

During this century of service Bethune-
Cookman College has earned and maintained
institutional and programmatic accreditation.
Such adherence to high standards has earned
Bethune-Cookman College a world-wide rep-
utation for academic excellence and compas-
sionate service.

Bethune-Cookman College now matriculates
students in 37 major areas through six aca-
demic schools: business, education, human-
ities, nursing, science and mathematics, and
social sciences. In its 63-year service as a 4-
year baccalaureate-degree-granting liberal arts
college, more than 12,000 students have grad-
uated to assume leadership roles in their com-
munities and in the global workplace.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the U.S.
House of Representatives representing Flor-
ida’s 7th Congressional District, | am pleased
to honor Bethune-Cookman College on the oc-
casion of Centennial Founder's Day. Today, |
join many others in congratulating Bethune-
Cookman College on its 100th year since the
founding of Dr. Mary McLeod Bethune’s vision
that has become a great legacy for all of us
to share.

LEE RULES OUT ASSASSINATION
IN SHOOTING INVESTIGATION

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 29, 2004

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, | submit the fol-
lowing article for the RECORD:
[From the Taiwan News, Aug. 30, 2004]

LEE RULES OUT ASSASSINATION IN SHOOTING
INVESTIGATION

U.S.-based forensic expert Dr. Henry Lee
who was investigating the March 19 shooting
of President Chen Shui-bian has concluded
that the incident was not an assassination
attempt.

Lee, who handed his analysis to a Taiwan
government official in the U.S. early yester-
day, said that he was unable to issue a con-
clusive report, but advised that his findings
in examining the forensic evidence could
help criminal investigators in their own
probe.

“An important finding on the bullets, one
made of copper and the other of lead, is that
they both have clear barrel marks,” Lee said
to reporters in New York after he submitted
his 130-page report and a CD containing 150
photos to Andrew Hsia, director general of
Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in New
York, Saturday morning local time.

“This means a chance for clearing up the
case, as long as (criminal investigators) can
find out the right (gun) barrel,” Lee said.
“This case was not a political assassination
because (in such a case) a more powerful
weapon than a homemade pistol would have
been used,” he told reporters.

He further advised that criminal investiga-
tors in Taiwan should crackdown on illegal
firearms and ‘‘check (the barrel marks) of all
seized firearms to find the gun.”

His findings could also help in locating the
factory at which the illegal gun was made,
the forensic expert said, adding that he was
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still uncertain whether or not the two bul-
lets were fired from a single gun or from two
guns with the same make of barrel.

The analysis Lee presented in New York
yesterday was the final report following four
months of advanced scientific examinations
carried out by him and his colleagues.

According to Lee, his analysis of the evi-
dence had helped him to reach a more precise
conclusion regarding the location of the ‘‘hot
zone’’ area from which the shots were fired.

He acknowledged that on his trip to Tai-
wan earlier this year he had had difficulty
solving the case because of the shooter’s use
of a homemade handgun. The chance of
clearing the case would be improved once
criminal investigation agents could find the
gun, Lee said at the time.

Lee made a three-day trip to Taiwan in
April at the invitation of State Public Pros-
ecutor General Lu Ren-fa, who had hoped to
solve the case before his retirement in Sep-
tember.

Speaking with reporters in New York, Lee
stressed that his investigation was free of
any political influence. ‘“We’ll let the evi-
dence speak (for itself),”” he said. ‘‘The report
is presented according to evidence and has
nothing to do with political disputes or (the
shooter’s) motive, neither is it involved with
the ongoing criminal investigation,’ he said.

He further noted that it would be better if
the details of his analysis were published by
Lu or by the Taiwan criminal investigative
authorities.

Lee sealed the report before presenting it
to Hsia, who is responsible for delivering it
to Taipei. Prosecutor General Lu is antici-
pating that he would receive the document
today.

Commenting on the ‘‘truth commission”
proposed by the opposition parties in Taiwan
to conduct an independent probe into the in-
cident, Lee said that he hopes ‘‘the com-
mittee will examine the truth (found by fo-
rensic evidence) and give the criminal inves-
tigators more room to solve the case.”

DEFENDING BOEING

HON. NORMAN D. DICKS

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 29, 2004

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, among the many
economic challenges our Nation faces at this
time is the impact of unfair foreign trading
practices, and | would like to speak today
about the direct and substantial subsidies that
continue to be provided to the European con-
sortium, Airbus Industrie, costing more and
more American manufacturing jobs every year.

The time has come for the American gov-
ernment to recognize the damage that has oc-
curred to our economy, and to take firm action
to curtail what | believe is both unfair and ille-
gal foreign competition.

These subsidies from four European gov-
ernments, which include aircraft launch assist-
ance, capital injections, and debt forgiveness,
have enabled Airbus to develop and market a
range of commercial airliners at well below
cost. Unless this practice is checked, | am
afraid that it will drive the Boeing Company,
Airbus’ only remaining worldwide competitor
and our largest net-exporter, out of the com-
mercial airline manufacturing business alto-
gether.

Most Americans are familiar with the Boeing
Company, but | would like to remind my col-
leagues that Boeing employs more than
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150,000 American workers, including about
54,000 in the civil aircraft industry. Last year
it purchased about $24 billion in supplies and
services from more than 26,000 U.S. compa-
nies located in all 50 States. It is one of the
largest employers in the country and our Na-
tion’s largest single exporter of manufactured
goods by value.

But you may not be as familiar with the
background of Airbus. Over 30 years ago, Air-
bus was founded by a European consortium of
French, German, and later Spanish and British
companies to compete in the large commercial
aircraft industry with U.S. companies. Unable
to secure commercial funding for the venture,
European governments stepped up to provide
about $1 billion in loans and aid to establish
the company.

More than 20 years later, in 1992, Airbus
had grown to take about one-fifth of the com-
mercial airplane market. But despite its signifi-
cant growth and share of the market, Euro-
pean governments continued to provide enor-
mous subsidies to the company to ensure it
had an edge against the remaining U.S. com-
petitors, Boeing and McDonnell Douglas.

In an attempt to address these subsidies, an
agreement was signed in 1992 between the
United States and the European Union on
trade in large civil aircraft. This agreement lim-
its direct government support of new aircraft to
no more than one-third of the total develop-
ment costs, with the further agreement that
these subsidies would be reduced over time.

Yet over the last 12 years, the European
Union has used this one-third limit as its base
figure for determining how much of a subsidy
to provide rather than to reduce the amount of
the subsidy they provide.

As a result, Airbus has grown to dominate
the large commercial aircraft industry,
outdelivering Boeing for the first time in history
in 2003. As recently as 1999, Boeing delivered
67 percent of new planes; in 2003, that figure
dropped to 47.5 percent. And the comparative
value of the planes ordered has dwindled
even more significantly. In 2003, the value of
Airbus’s orders was more than twice as much
as Boeing'’s.

The effect has been disastrous on U.S.
workers and the American economy. More
than 60,000 jobs have been lost in the com-
mercial aviation industry in the United States
since 1999. Many thousands of these jobs
were lost in the Pacific Northwest, but the ef-
fects have been felt by suppliers and facilities
throughout the country.

What has been responsible for the meteoric
rise of Airbus? Their ability to provide a good
product at below-market prices because of the
generous subsidies they continue to receive
from European governments.

These subsidies take several forms. One is
through direct capital injections from European
governments. Between 1987 and 1994, for ex-
ample, the French government provided $4.5
billion in fresh capital to Aerospatiale, a mem-
ber of EADS which owns 80 percent of Airbus,
to offset continuing losses. As recently as
1998, the French government transferred its
46 percent share of Dassault Aviation, worth
approximately 880  million euros, to
Aerospatiale.

My colleagues, can you imagine the U.S.
Congress giving the Boeing Company $4.5 bil-
lion outright to offset commercial failures?
Boeing has never received this kind of cash
payout from our government.
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Another form of subsidy commonly used by
European governments is to forgive the debt
on loans provided by member governments.
Between 1987 and 1989, the German govern-
ment settled more than two-thirds of Deutsche
Airbus’s state-guaranteed loans, worth ap-
proximately 3 billion deutschmarks at the time.
Between 1997 and 1998, the German govern-
ment completely forgave 7.4  billion
deutschmarks in outstanding launch aid and
other debt granted to Airbus. That is more
than 4 billion U.S. dollars in debt the German
government forgave.

What venture could possibly fail when so
much debt is just written off? Boeing has
never received such outrageously generous
treatment by its creditors, nor do | expect that
it ever will.

Although these two kinds of subsidies |
have described are very serious, they pale in
comparison to the launch aid that Airbus re-
ceived to design and produce new aircraft
products. During the past 30 years, European
governments have provided more than $15 bil-
lion in the form of low- and no-cost loans to
Airbus for the specific purpose of developing
new aircraft lines. If you applied a commercial
rate of interest over time to these “loans”, the
commercial value would be some $40 billion.
Airbus’ parent companies do carry $5 billion in
debt on their books. The “missing” $35 billion
is the value of the government subsidy.

Public documents from the French Senate
provide the best explanation that | have seen
of what is particularly nefarious about launch
aid:

Launch aid is only repaid if development
and production lead to commercial success.
If the project fails, agreement provides that
no reimbursement is owed. Indeed the gov-
ernment lender assumes the opportunity
costs of launch aid for a period of time that
varies, but depends mainly on the project’s
commercial success and timetable.

The bottom line is that Airbus only has to
pay back these multi-billion dollar loans if their
product turns a profit. Should an airplane de-
sign fail to gain support in the marketplace,
which has happened often in the past, Airbus
doesn’t have to pay back one euro that it has
borrowed.

Had Airbus been forced to seek these funds
from commercial lenders, as Boeing does
when it seeks to design and produce a new
model, it would have cost them $35 billion
more.

The Europeans do not even try to hide just
how critical this launch aid subsidy is to Air-
bus. In 2003, British Prime Minister Tony Blair
told the House of Commons, “As a result of
launch aid, Airbus is today in a position where
it can take over the leadership of the large air-
craft market from Boeing in the United
States.”

In 1999, the European Commission noted
just how heavily Airbus relies on launch aid,
stating:

Aerospatiale could not finance the costs
connected with the development of the Air-
bus A340-500/600 by itself or with the help of
bank loans . . . Accordingly, if it were to fi-
nance the development costs of the A340-500/
600 solely from its own capital (or through
bank loans), it would seriously weaken the
financial structure of the company.

The 1992 agreement limits the amount of
launch aid to 33 percent of the total costs of
design and production. But although the
agreement was intended to lead to a reduction
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in launch aid, the Europeans have used it as
a justification to provide exactly 33 percent of
the funding to all new aircraft designs over the
past 12 years.

Contrarily, Boeing has not received even
one dollar in aid from the U.S. government to
design and produce a new model of aircraft.
When Boeing wants to launch a new plane, it
must either come up with its own cash or bor-
row the money from a commercial lender.

Airbus’s newest project, the A380, is an ex-
cellent example of how their system works.
The A380 is one of the riskiest ventures in the
history of civil aviation. Scheduled for comple-
tion in 2006, the A380 will carry up to 555
people and have a range of 8,000 nautical
miles. But significant questions surround how
well this super-jumbo aircraft will be accepted
by the airlines. Some analysts have ques-
tioned whether the A380 will fit into a market-
place that is trending away from the traditional
hub-and-spoke model, which relies on large
aircraft, to more point-to-point flights, which
utilize smaller, longer-ranged planes.

Regardless of the risk, European govern-
ments have committed $3.7 billion in launch
aid to the A380. So, should Airbus’s assump-
tions about the market prove to be off the
mark, it will not be required to pay back the
money.

Further, Airbus will also receive more than
$1.7 billion in A380-infrastructure-related pro-
duction support. France, Germany, Spain, and
the United Kingdom are funding major up-
grades of existing facilities or new construction
projects at almost all of these sites. For exam-
ple, the City of Hamburg drained part of the
river Elbe so that Airbus could expand its ex-
isting facilities to accommodate A380 assem-
bly and production. In Toulouse, the govern-
ment financed the construction of a huge, new
assembly site. There are several other exam-
ples, but | think it is enough to say that the
federal and local governments in Europe are
offering significant benefits to the A380
project.

My colleagues may be aware of Airbus’s on-
going media blitz, which is spreading consider-
able disinformation about the level of their
subsidization and calling into question whether
Boeing profits from the same sort of program.

The first red herring | would like to address
is Airbus’s faulty claim that Boeing’s commer-
cial aviation division benefits unfairly from re-
search and development contracts it receives
from the Department of Defense. | have
served on the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee for 26 years, and | can tell you that
the amount of R&D benefits transferred from
defense research to the commercial side is
minimal. Indeed, in my experience the benefits
travel in the other direction.

And even if there were benefits accrued,
Airbus and its parent companies—EADS and
BAE Systems—get just as much as Boeing.
Last year, Boeing received defense R&D con-
tracts worth about $4.6 billion. Comparatively,
Airbus, EADS, and BAE systems received
$4.3 billion from U.S. and European govern-
ments for defense R&D, a negligible dif-
ference.

Airbus also likes to claim that my home
State of Washington is providing “launch aid”
in the form of a $3.2 billion tax program for the
Boeing Company’s newest project, the 7E7.
This claim couldn’t be further from the truth.
The tax break is in the form of a reduction in
the State’s business and occupation tax,
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which is charged against the sale of a product.
As we know, launch aid provided to Airbus is
an upfront loan the company receives before
the pencil is even put to paper; conversely,
this tax benefit only comes when a plane is
actually sold and payment received. In no way
can this tax benefit be considered the equiva-
lent of launch aid.

Further, this tax benefit is not specific to any
company or product, unlike the loans and in-
frastructure improvements funded by the Euro-
peans. Suppliers to both Boeing and Airbus
will qualify for some for the tax cuts provided
by the Washington State Legislature. Airbus,
itself, could qualify for the tax cut should it
place a facility in Washington State. | do not
think Boeing would receive the same sub-
sidized loans, debt forgiveness, or capital infu-
sions should it put a plant in France, Spain, or
Germany.

The final myth | wish to dispel is Airbus’
claim that it has a major industrial presence in
the United States. Last year, Airbus produced
a brochure that claimed that more than 40
percent of the content of its planes was from
the U.S. and that it had more than 800 U.S.
suppliers and sustained 100,000 jobs.

This brochure was nothing more than a
piece of marketing fiction. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce analyzed this brochure
and other data and found that the number of
U.S. suppliers is likely closer to 250, and fur-
ther found that the number of jobs claimed
was impossible to justify. In fact, Commerce
found that the only concrete number that it
could verify was the number of Airbus employ-
ees in the U.S.: less than 500.

Conversely, Boeing really is an American
company. No one argues that it employs
150,000 American workers and has thousands
of suppliers and vendors from every State in
the Union. And Boeing assembles most of its
components and all of its aircraft here in the
United States. The same cannot be said for
Airbus.

European Commissioners have already ex-
pressed their intent to continue to provide
enormous subsidies to Airbus for the foresee-
able future, driving down prices and taking
more and more market share from Boeing. We
cannot let this continue. The future of the
commercial aircraft industry is at stake, as are
the jobs of 54,000 Boeing commercial aircraft
employees and 26,000 suppliers.

This week, United States Trade Representa-
tive Robert Zoellick is meeting here in Wash-
ington with European Trade Commissioner
Pascal Lamy. A key issue on the table will be
launch aid and the other subsidies that Airbus
receives from European governments.

Should the EU not agree to proceed with
discussions to end these subsidies, | believe
that the United States should file a trade case
with the World Trade Organization to end
them. Airbus and the Europeans claim that the
U.S. and the State of Washington provide
similar subsidies—let them file their case. In
my judgment, the law is clear, and we will win
in the WTO.

Regardless of the outcome of this meeting
between Ambassador Zoellick and Commis-
sioner Lamy, | believe the United States
should immediately withdraw from the 1992
Agreement on Trade in Large Civil Aircraft.
This agreement was designed to allow Airbus
to compete with larger and more establish
U.S. companies; now that Airbus is the top
dog, this agreement has run its course. It
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should no longer be allowed to serve as a
legal justification for European launch aid.

| urge my colleagues to help me defend one
of the largest employers in the United States
and the largest exporter in the Nation from
what | believe to be Airbus’ true agenda—the
elimination of commercial aircraft production in
the United States. We must not allow this to
happen.

——————

HONORING THE APPOINTMENT OF
JIM MORGO AS SUFFOLK COUN-
TY COMMISSIONER OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

HON. STEVE ISRAEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 29, 2004

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
honor Jim Morgo, who has exceptionally
served the people of Long Island, as an af-
fordable housing advocate. | also wish to con-
gratulate him on his appointment as the Com-
missioner of Economic Development for Suf-
folk County. Jim has served as the President
of the Long Island Housing Partnership for
over 17 years. During this time, he has be-
come Long Island’s leading voice in support of
both the preservation and production of hous-
ing for our region’s working families.

The Long Island Housing Partnership LIHP
is a private, not-for-profit organization created
by Long Island’s business, religious, edu-
cational and professional leaders to address
the region’s growing housing crisis. This part-
nership is dedicated to providing housing op-
portunities for those who could not otherwise
afford decent and safe housing. The LIHP re-
alizes its purpose through mortgage coun-
seling, housing development, and promotion of
affordable ownership and rental units for low
and moderate income Long Islanders. Created
in 1988, Jim Morgo was it’s first President and
he played a critical role in placing the LIHP at
the forefront of all of the area’s debates affect-
ing affordable housing and community devel-
opment.

It is impossible to measure the number of
families Jim Morgo has helped and lives he
has touched as he worked to develop afford-
able homes, and create new and innovative
ways to enable working families to achieve the
dream of homeownership.

| am sure that in his new role, Commis-
sioner Morgo will continue to find creative
means to help low-income families achieve the
dream of homeownership, help our young
families purchase their first home in the neigh-
borhood where they grew up, and expand
community development opportunities for the
entire Suffolk County Community. | congratu-
late him on his appointment, thank him for his
service, and look forward to working with him
in the years to come.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4200, NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2005

SPEECH OF

HON. SILVESTRE REYES

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 28, 2004

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | submit for the
RECORD the text of the Ortiz amendment as
agreed to by the House Armed Services Com-
mittee on May 12, 2004 and as was to be
printed in the House record as agreed to by a
colloquy between Representative HUNTER and
myself on May 20, 2004. The text of the Ortiz
amendment follows:

The committee understands that the Sec-
retary of Defense purchases ‘bio-chem pro-
tective suits’ from the National Center for
Employment of the Disabled. It is also the
committee’s understanding that the NCED is
an entity recognized under the Javits-Wag-
ner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46-48c), as an entity
that creates jobs and training opportunities
for people who are blind or who have other
severe disabilities.

————————

IN SUPPORT OF THE DRIVER’S LI-
CENSE IMPROVEMENT AND SE-
CURITY ACT OF 2004

HON. JAMES P. MORAN

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 29, 2004

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, today
we are pleased to introduce the Driver's Li-
cense Improvement and Security Act of 2004,
or DLISA, which will create a six state pilot
project to standardize and modernize state-
issued driver's licenses and identification
cards. Two years ago | joined my colleague,
Tom DAvISs, in sponsoring legislation to create
nationwide standards for driver’s licenses and
identification cards.

Our previous attempt to address funda-
mental flaws in the driver's license system
may have been rather ambitious, but existing
vulnerabilities in our identification system
present a clear threat to our Nation’s security
and allow criminals to subvert our laws. A pilot
project will allow the Secretary of Transpor-
tation and participants in the program to work
out interoperability and logistical concerns on
a smaller and more manageable scale.

Today’s legislation is the product of several
years of hard work, input and research by
state motor vehicle authorities, policy, tech-
nology, and identification security experts. As
my colleagues prepare to consider com-
prehensive legislation to overhaul our national
intelligence institutions, | strongly urge them to
consider the following question: Why has it
taken so long for us to repair a gaping hole in
our identification system that leaves us vulner-
able to criminals and terrorists? Reform should
begin with the obvious—basic vulnerability
issues.

| agree with the 9/11 Commission’s conclu-
sion that institutional national intelligence re-
form is necessary, but | am dismayed by the
lack of attention being paid to chronic and cor-
rectable shortcomings in our driver's license
and ID card system. The legislative solution
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we are proposing today retains traditional
state authority over non-commercial driver’s li-
censes, but recognizes that disparate stand-
ards, outmoded technologies and inadequate
security features create risks that are national
in scope and therefore justify Federal re-
sources and technical assistance.

A driver’s license is a dangerous tool in the
hands of a criminal. It allows them to easily
travel on our roads, open bank accounts, rent
vehicles, and take domestic flights. The driv-
er's license has come to represent more than
authorization to operate a motor vehicle; it im-
parts a stamp of legitimacy and is often taken
as unquestionable proof of identity. Posses-
sion of a driver's license allows criminals to
easily travel and blend into the population.

Problems in our identification system were
evident before 9/11. A thriving criminal enter-
prise learned to exploit the lack of standard-
ization, the hodgepodge of loosely enforced
rules, and antiquated security features, to
serve a growing demand for fake licenses.
The black market in fake licenses was, and re-
mains, quite lucrative, commonly yielding
$2,000 for a single fake license.

Many of the 9/11 hijackers used black mar-
ket “brokers” to illegally obtain driver's li-
censes. 13 of the 19 hijackers were able to
obtain driver’s licenses or non-driver ID cards.
Like illegal gun dealers, those who profit from
this illicit racket ask few questions and care lit-
tle about the consequences of their actions.

Since we first introduced legislation to rem-
edy this problem, two reputable commissions
have called for Federal government action.
The Markle Foundation Task Force on Na-
tional Security in the Information Age and the
9/11 Commission recommended that the Fed-
eral government should take action to stand-
ardize and improve the integrity of our driver’s
license and ID card system. Since the 9/11
commission’s report was released, other legis-
lative proposals have been unveiled, but none
of them would fully implement the biometric
and smart card technologies recommended by
the Markle Task force and 9/11 Commission.
Our bill takes full advantage of available tech-
nologies and addresses specific logistical,
interoperability and policy concerns revealed
by countless studies and reports on the sub-
ject over a number of years. DLISA draws
upon these findings and balances some out-
standing concerns about privacy, states’ rights
and the need for greater uniformity.

The technology embraced in our bill is far
from nascent. Private companies and govern-
ment agencies currently utilize smart card and
biometric technologies in their ID cards. Smart
cards have been in use for years in the mili-
tary with the Common Access Card, or CAC.
Congress sanctioned the use of smart card bi-
ometric technology in the USVISIT visa pro-
gram.

DLISA will not create a national ID card. In-
stead, it preserves state authority and takes
advantage of the existing state motor vehicle
infrastructure and system of linked networks.
In fact, DLISA is a step back from earlier con-
gressional legislation. Congress created uni-
form standards for commercial licenses when
it passed the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safe-
ty Act of 1986, paving the way for the Com-
mercial Driver's License Information System,
or CDLIS. Congress has also recognized the
need to assist state licensing authorities in a
non-commercial context when it created the
National Driver Register; which, like this bill,
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