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of the Superior Court of the District of
Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, May 10, 2000, at 9:30
a.m., to conduct a hearing on draft leg-
islation to reauthorize the Indian
Health Care Improvement Act. A busi-
ness meeting on pending business will
precede the hearing—agenda to be an-
nounced. The hearing will be held in
the committee room, 485 Russell Sen-
ate Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet to conduct a hearing on
Wednesday, May 10, 2000, at 2 p.m., in
SD226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, May 10, 2000 at
2:30 p.m. to hold a closed hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public
Lands of the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, May 10, at 2:30 p.m. to
conduct an oversight hearing. The sub-
committee will receive testimony on
the United States Forest Service’s pro-
posed regulations governing National
Forest Planning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Operations
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Wednesday, May
10, 2000 at 10:30 a.m. to hold a hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two members
of my staff, John Sparrow, a Presi-
dential management intern, and Je-
rome Pannullo, a legislative fellow, be
granted access to the Senate floor for
the duration of the debate on H.R. 434.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Kurt Kovarik,
a member of my staff, be given privi-
leges of the floor this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENT

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to Public Law 106-173, ap-
points the following individuals to
serve as members of the Abraham Lin-
coln Bicentennial Commission: the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), and
Dr. Jean T.D. Bandler of Connecticut.

———

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 4386

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
understand that H.R. 4386, which has
just been received from the House, is at
the desk. I ask for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4386) to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide medical as-
sistance for certain women screened and
found to have breast or cervical cancer under
a federally funded screening program, to
amend the Public Health Service Act and the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act with
respect to surveillance and information con-
cerning the relationship between cervical
cancer and the human papillomavirus (HPV),
and for other purposes.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask for its second reading and object to
my own request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. Under the rule, the bill
will be read the second time the fol-
lowing day.

The

—————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 11,
2000

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
9:30 a.m. on Thursday, May 11. I further
ask unanimous consent that on Thurs-
day, immediately following the prayer,
the routine requests through the morn-
ing hour be granted, the time for the
two leaders be reserved for their use
later in the day, and the Senate then
resume debate on the conference report
to accompany H.R. 434, the African
Growth and Opportunity Act. I further
ask unanimous consent that the sched-
uled cloture vote occur at 10 a.m. on
Thursday, with the time until 10 a.m.
equally divided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
PROGRAM

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, tomor-
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row from 9:30 a.m. until 10 a.m., the
Senate will debate the conference re-
port to accompany the African trade/
Caribbean trade initiative. At 10 a.m.,
the Senate will proceed to a cloture
vote on that legislation. If cloture is
invoked, it is hoped a short time agree-
ment can be made so a final passage
vote can take place at a reasonable
time. On Thursday, the Senate is also
expected to begin consideration of the
military construction appropriations
bill. Therefore, additional votes will
occur during tomorrow’s session of the
Senate.

———
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order, fol-
lowing the remarks of Senator
DASCHLE and Senator EDWARDS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. DASCHLE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2541
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized.

—————
AFRICAN-CARIBBEAN TRADE

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I rise
today to oppose the conference report
on the Trade and Development Act of
2000, the so-called African-Caribbean
trade bill.

When we debated this bill last Octo-
ber, I expressed my concerns about it,
and what has happened is the fruition
of what I was concerned about at that
time. A bill that was bad when it left
the Senate last October has become
worse. This bill creates enormous risks
for American textile businesses and
American textile workers, with very
little in the way of offsetting benefits.

Let me speak for a couple of minutes
about what I think is wrong with this
bill and what kind of risk I think it
creates for American workers. When we
negotiate trade agreements, in my
judgment, there are certain funda-
mental principles that should always
be adhered to: First, they must be ne-
gotiated and multilateral; that is, both
sides give up something; second, that
they create a fair and enforceable sys-
tem so the trade agreements don’t be-
come an empty shell but in fact there
is a real and meaningful mechanism for
enforcing the trade agreements; third,
they must have adequate labor and en-
vironmental protections; and, fourth,
they must have real, tangible, and
provable benefits for U.S. businesses
and U.S. workers.

These bills do not meet those basic
principles that ought to be complied
with on every single trade agreement.
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Senator FEINGOLD spoke very elo-
quently about the lack of adequate
labor and environmental protections in
these bills.

There are two other principles that
have been violated in these bills. First
is the requirement that they be multi-
lateral and negotiated, the simple
proposition being that if the American
people and we as a country are going to
lower our barriers, we ought to get
something in return. That ‘‘some-
thing’’ is that the other countries that
are subject to these trade agreements
lower their barriers. That simply has
not happened here.

What is happening is we are lowering
our trade barriers while these other
Caribbean and African nations are
keeping their trade barriers completely
in place. Their tariffs remain just as
they were. There is no set of cir-
cumstances under which that kind of
arrangement is equitable for American
business or equitable for American
workers.

Second, there has to be a real and
meaningful mechanism for enforcing
these provisions. One of the things that
happened to this bill when it left the
Senate is there was a complex set of
enforcement mechanisms and provi-
sions put in place. When the bill left
the Senate, we had what was called
yvarn and fabric forward provisions,
which basically said, as a matter of eq-
uity, we would allow the trade barriers
to be lowered for those African and
Caribbean nations that used yarn and
fabric from the United States so that
our workers and our businesses bene-
fited.

Well, when the bill got to conference
with the House bill, those provisions
were changed. Now there are many Af-
rican nations that are not required to
use American yarn or American fabric.
Secondly, they are allowed to use re-
gional yarn and fabric; that is, yarn
and fabric from that area.

So those are two significant changes
in the bill since it left the floor of the
Senate which have real and meaningful
impact on American business and
American workers.

Probably the more dangerous situa-
tion, though, is that created by the po-
tential for transshipment. We talked
about this on the floor of the Senate
when this bill was debated the first
time, and my colleagues are aware of
this problem.

Transshipment, basically, is a situa-
tion where a country, such as China,
which I think has the greatest poten-
tial for taking advantage of trans-
shipment, ships their fabric and their
goods through Africa only for the pur-
pose of having a button sewn on or
some other minor change in the prod-
uct, and then the product is shipped to
the United States.

The antitransshipment provisions of
this bill are simply not adequate for a
variety of reasons. One of the two most
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important is that the enforcement
mechanism relies upon African coun-
tries for enforcement. The reality is—
and all of us know it—that these Afri-
can nations are not going to be able to
enforce the provisions about trans-
shipment. And we are going to have—
at least there is real potential for—a
massive transshipment by China and
Chinese textile businesses through Af-
rica to the TUnited States. Trans-
shipment has a real and devastating ef-
fect on American workers and Amer-
ican businesses, and we have seen some
of those effects over the last 8 to 10
years.

I have some specific examples of this.
In North Carolina, my home State,
during 1999, these were the jobs that
were lost as a result of cheap textile
goods coming into the United States:

At Pluma, Inc., a plant located in
Eden, NC, a small community, 500 jobs
were lost when the plant was closed.
Jasper closed a plant in Whiteville, NC,
in September and 191 jobs were lost.
Whiteville Apparel in Whiteville, NC,
closed a plant in August and 396 jobs
were lost. Stonecutter Mills in Ruther-
ford and Polk in western North Caro-
lina closed a plant in June—800 jobs
lost. Dyersburg in Hamilton, NC,
closed a plant in May—422 jobs lost.
Levi Straus closed a plant in Murphy—
382 jobs lost.

Remember that we are only talking
about 1999 at this point.

Burlington Industries, in January,
closed plants in Cramerton, Forest
City, Mooresville, Raeford, Oxford, and
Statesville—2,600 jobs lost as a result;
all of those occurring in 1999.

In 1999 alone, the South lost 55,000
textile and apparel jobs.

This is not an abstract position for
the families and employees whose lives
are devastated as a result of these
cheap goods coming into the United
States.

A perfect example is Margie Brown.
You heard me talk about Whiteville,
NC, which was one of the areas in east-
ern North Carolina hardest hit by this
flow of cheap goods into the United
States. Margie Brown is 47 years old.
She had a good job working at Jasper
Textiles in Whiteville, NC. She made
just under $200 a week. She depended
on it. Her family depended on the in-
come from that job. It is what she was
trained to do; It is what she knew how
to do; and she felt good about what she
did.

As a result of that plant being closed
down, the reality exists all over North
Carolina. In many cases there is no
work for these folks; they have no com-
parable employment. There is nothing
they can do with the education and the
job training they have.

So she had nowhere to go. Today, in-
stead of having a job she is proud of,
being able to support her family, feel-
ing good about going to work every day
and doing the things that made her
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productive as an American citizen, she
is on unemployment and she gets $51 a
week.

My point is that these are real peo-
ple. These are real families, and the
impact on them is devastating. We
can’t turn our heads on this. This is
not hypothetical. This is not some the-
oretical thing we are talking about. It
is all well and good for us to talk ab-
stractly on the floor of the Senate
about trade being good, about, in this
case, this having some diffuse benefit
to our country as a whole, but there
are real people whose lives are being
devastated by these trade agreements,
real people who have nowhere to go to
work tomorrow, who have no way of
taking care of their families and who
have lost all semblance of self-esteem.

These people, who oftentimes worked
in textile mills for 20, 30, or 40 years—
I do have to say at this point my dad
worked in a cotton mill basically his
whole life. During the summers, in
high school and college, and then in
law school, I saw firsthand the people
who spent their whole lives in these
textile mills and these cotton mills.
They do not know anything else.

We can talk about the technological
world we now live in and how these
people have to make a transition be-
cause the world is changing. The re-
ality is, many of them are 50 or 60
years old and have spent their whole
life working in the mill. They have no-
where to go. They have no idea what to
do about their families. They are put
on the street after working every day
for the last 30 or 40 years. What do they
say to their kids? What do they say to
their spouses about what they are
going to do?

My point is that these trade agree-
ments have a real impact on real peo-
ple’s lives, and we all have to recognize
it. In fact, this particular agreement is
going to do nothing but accelerate the
problem. The Margie Browns I just de-
scribed will be all over North Carolina
and the southern United States.

The reason is very simple: The aver-
age apparel wage in the United States
is $8 an hour.

Of some of the countries that are
covered by this agreement: In Mexico
the average wage is 85 cents an hour;
the Dominican Republic, 69 cents an
hour; El1 Salvador, 59 cents an hour;
Guatemala, 65 cents an hour; and, Hon-
duras, 43 cents an hour.

You don’t have to be a mathematical
wizard to figure out that there is no
way for American workers under these
circumstances to compete, and there is
no way they are going to keep their
jobs.

What will happen is China is going to
ship goods through Africa. In all likeli-
hood, there will be massive trans-
shipping with no way to stop it, no way
to detect it, and no way to enforce the
antitransshipment provisions of this
bill. As a result, people all over North
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Carolina and the United States are
going to lose their jobs.

We are playing with fire. I said this
when we debated the bill last fall. I say
it again. The only thing that has
changed is the fire has gotten hotter. It
has gotten more dangerous.

There are more American workers
whose jobs are going to be lost, and
this conference report it does not meet
the fundamental principles of equity,
the principles that ought to apply to
every trade agreement, the principles
that are needed to protect our busi-
nesses and our textile workers in the
United States.

They are perfectly willing to com-
pete. They just want the chance to
compete on a level playing field. The
other countries aren’t lowering their
barriers. We are. We know there are
going to be goods transshipped through
Africa from China and other places.
And there is no way to prepare for
that. The net result is this is not an ab-
stract thing. Real people, real families,
lives and jobs are about to be changed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, thank
you very much. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to speak in
morning business for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

———

PARK SERVICE SNOWMOBILE BAN

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I want to
take a few minutes today to talk about
the Department of Interior’s recent de-
cision to ban snowmobiling in most
units of the National Park System.

While the Interior Department’s re-
cent decision will not ban
snowmobiling in Minnesota’s Voya-
geurs National Park, it will impact
snowmobiling in at least two units of
the Park System in my home state—
Grand Portage National Monument and
the St. Croix National Scenic
Riverway. In addition, this decision
will greatly impact Minnesotans who
enjoy snowmobiling, not only in Min-
nesota, but in many of our National
Parks, particularly in the western part
of our country.

When I think of snowmobiling in
Minnesota, I think of families and
friends. I think of people who come to-
gether on their free time to enjoy the
wonders of Minnesota in a way no
other form of transportation allows
them. I also think of the fact that in
many instances snowmobiles in Min-
nesota are used for much more than
just recreation. For some, they’re a
mode of transportation when snow
blankets our state. For others, snow-
mobiles provide a mode of search and
rescue activity. Whatever the reason,
snowmobiles are an extremely impor-
tant aspect of commerce, travel, recre-
ation, and safety in my home state.
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Minnesota, right now, is home to
over 280,000 registered snowmobiles and
20,000 miles of snowmobile trails. Ac-
cording to the Minnesota TUnited
Snowmobilers Association, an associa-
tion with over 51,000 individual mem-
bers, Minnesota’s 311 snowmobile
riding clubs raised $264,000 for charity
in 1998 alone. Snowmobiling creates
over 6,600 jobs and $645 million of eco-
nomic activity in Minnesota. Min-
nesota is home to two major snow-
mobile manufacturers—Arctic Cat and
Polaris. And yes, I enjoy my own snow-
mobiles.

People who enjoy snowmobiling come
from all walks of life. They’re farmers,
lawyers, nurses, construction workers,
loggers, and miners. They’re men,
women, and young adults. They’re peo-
ple who enjoy the outdoors, time with
their families, and the recreational op-
portunities our diverse climate offers.
These are people who not only enjoy
the natural resources through which
they ride, but understand the impor-
tant balance between enjoying and con-
serving our natural resources.

Just three years ago, I took part in a
snowmobile ride through a number of
cities and trails in northern Minnesota.
While our ride didn’t take us through a
unit of the National Park Service, it
did take us through parks, forests, and
trails that sustain a diverse amount of
plant and animal species. I talked with
my fellow riders and I learned a great
deal about the work their snowmobile
clubs undertake to conserve natural re-
sources, respect the integrity of the
land upon which they ride, and educate
their members about the need to ride
responsibly.

The time I spent with these individ-
uals and the time I’ve spent on my own
snowmobiles have given me a great re-
spect for both the quality and enjoy-
ment of the recreational experience
and the need to ride responsibly and
safely. They’ve also given me reason to
strongly disagree with the approach
the Park Service has chosen in banning
snowmobiles from our National Parks.

I was stunned to read of the severity
of the Park Service’s ban and the rhet-
oric used by Assistant Secretary Don-
ald J. Barry in announcing the ban. In
the announcement, Assistant Sec-
retary Barry said, ‘“The time has come
for the National Park Service to pull in
its welcome mat for recreational
snowmobiling.”” He went on to say that
snowmobiles were, ‘machines that are
no longer welcome in our national
parks.” These are not the words of
someone who is approaching a sensitive
issue in a thoughtful way. These are
the words of a bureaucrat whose agen-
da has been handwritten for him by
those opposed to snowmobiling.

The last time I checked, Congress is
supposed to be setting the agenda of
the federal agencies. The last time I
checked, Congress should be deter-
mining who is and is not welcome on
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our federal lands. And the last time I
checked, the American people own our
public-lands—not the Clinton Adminis-
tration and certainly not Donald J.
Barry.

In light of such brazenness, it’s amaz-
ing to me that this Administration,
and some of my colleagues in Congress,
question our objections to efforts that
would allow the federal government to
purchase even larger tracts of private
land. If we were dealing with federal
land managers who considered the in-
tent of Congress, who worked with
local officials, or who listened to the
concerns of those most impacted by
federal land-use decisions, we might be
more inclined to consider their efforts.
But when this Administration, time
and again, thumbs its nose at Congress
and acts repeatedly against the will of
local officials and American citizens, it
is little wonder that some in Congress
might not want to turn over more pri-
vate land to this Administration.

I can’t begin to count the rules, regu-
lations, and executive orders this Ad-
ministration has undertaken without
even the most minimal consideration
for Congress or local officials. It has
happened in state after state, to Demo-
crats and Republicans, and with little
or no regard for the rule or the intent
of law. I want to quote Interior Sec-
retary Bruce Babbitt from an article in
the National Journal, dated May 22,
1999. In the article, Secretary Babbitt
was quoted as saying:

When I got to town, what I didn’t know
was that we didn’t need more legislation.
But we looked around and saw we had au-
thority to regulate grazing policies. It took
18 months to draft new grazing regulations.
On mining, we have also found that we al-
ready had authority over, well, probably
two-thirds of the issues in contention. We’ve
switched the rules of the game. We’re not
trying to do anything legislatively.

In other words, an end run of Con-
gress, which is an end run of the Amer-
ican people.

That is a remarkable statement by
an extremely candid man, and his in-
tent to work around Congress is clearly
reflected in this most recent decision.
Clearly, Secretary Babbitt and his staff
felt the rules that they’ve created
allow them to ‘“‘pull the welcome mat
for recreational users’ to our national
parks.

As further evidence of this Adminis-
tration’s abuse of Congress—and there-
fore of the American people—Environ-
mental Protection Agency Adminis-
trator Carol Browner was quoted in the
same article as saying:

We completely understand all of the execu-
tive tools that are available to us—And boy
do we use them.

So it is handy for them to avoid the
legislative route, to avoid coming
through Congress; they do it through
executive orders and mandates.
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