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charm offensive, it led lawmakers to re-ex-
amine laws governing the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the U.S. Some proposed 
to vastly expand the definition of invest-
ments that could pose a threat to national 
security. Both foreign firms and U.S. banks 
lobbied fiercely in response, pressing to keep 
the reviews narrow enough to encourage for-
eign investment. 

Their lobbying largely succeeded. The Fi-
nancial Services Forum, which represents 
the 20 largest U.S. financial firms, focused on 
Sen. Schumer, a frequent Wall Street ally. In 
one April 2006 session, a dozen CEOs, includ-
ing then-Goldman Sachs CEO Henry 
Paulson, who is now U.S. Treasury Sec-
retary, told the senator about the impor-
tance of open investment. A participant says 
Sen. Schumer described the Dubai port con-
troversy as an ‘‘anomaly.’’ Since then, ex-
ecutives from top financial firms have con-
sulted with Sen. Schumer when foreign firms 
seek to buy stakes and regularly win his en-
dorsement. 

Sen. Schumer says the executives assure 
him that foreign investors will have ‘‘not 
just virtually no control, but virtually no in-
fluence.’’ 

Compared with the ports industry, the fi-
nancial sector speaks with an outsize mega-
phone in Congress. In the 2006 election cycle, 
commercial banks and securities firms, and 
their employees, contributed $96.3 million to 
congressional campaigns—32 times as much 
as the sea-transport industry, which includes 
ports, according to the nonpartisan Center 
for Responsive Politics. Banks and securities 
firms are also the largest industry contribu-
tors to members of the Senate Banking Com-
mittee and House Financial Services Com-
mittee, which can review investments in 
Wall Street firms. Sen. Schumer is a member 
of the Senate Banking Committee. 

Wall Street and the U.A.E. thought they 
had turned the corner by spring 2007 when 
another Dubai-owned company, Dubai Aero-
space Enterprise Ltd., bought two firms that 
owned small U.S. airports and maintenance 
facilities that serviced some navy transport- 
plane engines. The Dubai firm pledged to 
submit to government security reviews and 
submit its employees for security screening. 
It also thoroughly briefed lawmakers on the 
deal. It ran into no obstacles on Capital Hill. 

‘‘I call the strategy, ‘wearing your under-
wear on the outside,’ ’’ says one of Dubai 
Aerospace’s Washington lobbyists, Joel 
Johnson, a former Clinton White House com-
munications adviser. ‘‘We have to show ev-
erybody everything—no secrets, no sur-
prises.’’ 

The deal that provided a blueprint for the 
current wave of foreign investments was Chi-
na’s $3 billion stake in Blackstone Group’s 
initial public offering, announced last May. 
In helping to gain congressional approval for 
the deal, lobbyist Mr. Berman emerged as a 
key strategist. 

Mr. Berman, a Commerce Department offi-
cial in the administration of George H.W. 
Bush, has been one of the Republican Party’s 
most adept fund-raisers, bringing in more 
than $100,000 for President George W. Bush in 
2000 and more than $300,000 in 2004. Mr. Ber-
man cultivates a range of contacts with 
salon-style dinners at his home with his 
wife, Lea, who was Laura Bush’s social sec-
retary. He is now a fund-raiser for Sen. John 
McCain’s presidential bid. 

Blackstone asked Mr. Berman, a longtime 
lobbyist for companies in the financial in-
dustry, to help smooth the way in Congress 
for China to buy a piece of the private-equity 
firm. A minority stake made sense to both 

sides: Blackstone wanted to boost its pres-
ence in China. China, which was in the proc-
ess of setting up China Investment Corp., 
wanted to show it could become a trusted in-
vestor in top U.S. firms. 

Mr. Berman pointed out that offering a 
board seat, or a stake of more than 10%, 
would invite government review. Ultimately, 
the two sides agreed on a stake of as much as 
9.9% and passive investment. ‘‘Our intention 
was not to arouse too much sensation in any 
way,’’ says the senior China Investment 
Corp. executive. 

Mr. Berman says the goal wasn’t to get 
around the rules but to work within them. 
‘‘Policy considerations didn’t drive the spe-
cifics of the deal,’’ says Mr. Berman. ‘‘Policy 
considerations informed the deal.’’ 

Blackstone executives briefed several 
dozen lawmakers, with the firm’s chief exec-
utive, Stephen Schwarzman, sitting in on 
some sessions. Stiff opposition came from 
Sen. James Webb, a first-term Virginia Dem-
ocrat. Sen. Webb wrote a novel published in 
1991, ‘‘Something to Die For,’’ in which 
Japan uses its financial muscle to gain influ-
ence in Washington. The senator worries Bei-
jing could do the same. 

Mr. Webb wanted the China investment 
deal delayed so regulators could examine 
whether Blackstone’s stake in a semicon-
ductor company posed national-security 
problems. One of Mr. Berman’s partners 
pointed out that the firm produced off-the- 
shelf chips. Sen. Webb withdrew his objec-
tions to the deal, though he remains skep-
tical of sovereign investors. 

Mr. Berman’s firm, Ogilvy Government Re-
lations, a unit of WPP Group PLC, billed 
Blackstone $3.9 million in 2007 for the work 
on the investment, tax and other issues. 

Other deals followed, similarly structured 
to avoid raising congressional uproar. Two 
other Berman clients, Carlyle Group and 
Citigroup, negotiated investments with sov-
ereign-wealth funds—both marked by passive 
stakes and no board seats—and faced no re-
sistance. Mr. Berman says he didn’t lead 
strategizing in either deal. 

Citigroup and Merrill Lynch, in their most 
recent round of capital-raising, included U.S. 
investors, including New Jersey’s Division of 
Investment, giving politicians even more 
reason to support the deals. ‘‘The princi-
pality of New Jersey’’ is now buying stakes 
in Citigroup and Merrill Lynch, jokes Demo-
cratic Rep. Barney Frank of Massachusetts, 
who heads the House Financial Services 
Committee. 

Other sovereign-wealth funds have turned 
to Washington experts for advice. Former 
New York Fed Chairman William 
McDonough, a vice chairman of Merrill 
Lynch, is also a member of the international 
board of advisers of Temasek Holdings Pte. 
Ltd. of Singapore. Temasek has stakes in 
Merrill Lynch as well as British banks 
Barclays PLC and Standard Chartered PLC. 
Former Senate Banking Committee Chair-
man Phil Gramm, now an adviser to Sen. 
McCain, is vice chairman of investment 
banking at UBS AG of Switzerland, which 
sold a stake to another Singapore govern-
ment investment fund. He says he talks reg-
ularly with sovereign-wealth funds who seek 
his advice on dealing with Washington. 

U.S. financial firms say the welcoming at-
titude of the U.S. Treasury has also helped. 
Essentially, the Treasury and other industri-
alized nations have subcontracted some of 
the most difficult questions concerning sov-
ereign-wealth funds to the International 
Monetary Fund. In particular, the IMF is 
trying to persuade the funds to adopt vol-

untary codes to act for commercial, rather 
than political, reasons. 

Presidential candidates have widely ig-
nored sovereign-wealth funds’ investments. 
Democrat Hillary Clinton, alone among top 
contenders for the White House, has ad-
dressed their downsides. ‘‘Globalization was 
supposed to mean declining state owner-
ship,’’ she said in an interview. ‘‘But these 
sovereign-wealth funds point in the opposite 
direction.’’ She wants to go beyond the IMF 
efforts and look into a ‘‘regulatory frame-
work’’ for the investments. 

Banking Committee Chairman Christopher 
Dodd said on Wednesday that his committee 
would be ‘‘examining’’ sovereign-wealth-fund 
investments. So far, the only congressional 
hearing on the funds was held by Indiana 
Democratic Sen. Evan Bayh. ‘‘No one wants 
to rock the boat,’’ Sen. Bayh says, because 
flagship financial institutions need the cash. 

Still, he is skeptical of the sovereign 
money. ‘‘If you had unfettered U.S. govern-
ment investments in markets, you’d have 
people throwing around words like social-
ism,’’ says Sen. Bayh. ‘‘With foreign govern-
ment investments, the silence is deafening 
on all sides.’’ 
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HONORING HELEN GANNON 
GINGREY ON HER 90TH BIRTHDAY 

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

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take time this evening to ad-
dress the House of Representatives re-
garding a very important person, some-
one who has meant so much to me 
throughout my life. My mother, Ms. 
Helen Gingrey, turns 90 years old Feb-
ruary 8, 2008. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that you and 
Members of the House of Representa-
tives will want to join me tonight in 
saying ‘‘Happy 90th birthday, Mom.’’ 

It’s important in this day and age for 
children to grow up in a strong family 
environment like the one that my par-
ents provided for me. And I would hope 
that throughout my tenure here rep-
resenting the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict of Georgia that I’ll always be 
aware of how my actions will affect the 
American families who are, after all, 
the backbone of this Nation. 

My mother has had a great life, and 
she’s been a blessing to both her com-
munity and to her family. She is the 
daughter of Irish and Scotch immi-
grants, John Gannon and Ellen Heron. 
She was born in New York City in 1918, 
where she grew up with her three sis-
ters, Peggy, Mary and Catherine, and 
brother, Dan. Raised in Manhattan, she 
met and, after a 10-month courtship, 
she married my dad when she was 20 
years old. 

James Franklin Gingrey was a native 
of Aiken County, South Carolina. He 
and his two brothers and a sister, 
struggled in childhood after their 
mother died in childbirth at age 25. 
Dad came to New York at age 16 and 
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near poverty with little means of sup-
port. God did not bless him with mate-
rial things, but allowed him, by pure 
chance, to meet the love of his life, 
Helen Cecelia Gannon, my mom. 
Jimmy and Helen became husband and 
wife in 1938, and they remained to-
gether for 44 years until his death. 

After Dad finished high school in the 
New York City Night program, my par-
ents, with a 1-year-old son, William, 
Bill, my brother, moved back to South 
Carolina and settled in Edgefield. Soon 
the family unit grew to five, as my 
brother James and I were born in near-
by Augusta, Georgia. 

My dad left this world 28 years ago 
having worked side by side with my 
mom in a number of labor-intensive 
small businesses. These included, Mr. 
Speaker, a used car lot, a curb service 
drive-in restaurant, a package shop, 
and finally a ‘‘Mom and Pop’’ motel. 
They never had a chance to attend col-
lege, but by the sweat of their brow, 
they gave that opportunity to their 
three sons. To my knowledge, there 
were no welfare checks, food stamps, or 
Medicaid program to lighten their 
load. 

Mr. Speaker, as I honor my mother 
today, I want to thank her for a loving 
parenthood and for instilling in my 
brothers and me the principles of hard 
work, good education, personal respon-
sibility, respect for the diversity of 
others, love of family, love of country 
but, most important, love of God. 
These are not only excellent principles 
for rearing children, Mr. Speaker, but 
also a good recipe for the initiatives we 
continue to work on here in the 110th 
Congress. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
House to use the examples of Helen 
Cecelia Gannon Gingrey and all won-
derful mothers like her to set an agen-
da that emphasizes and supports our 
Nation’s greatest treasure, the Amer-
ican family. 

STATUS REPORT ON CURRENT 
LEVELS OF ON-BUDGET SPEND-
ING AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2007 AND 2008 AND THE 5- 
YEAR PERIOD FY 2008 THROUGH 
FY 2012 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I am transmitting 
a status report on the current levels of on- 
budget spending and revenues for fiscal years 
2007 and 2008 and for the 5-year period of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012. This report is 
necessary to facilitate the application of sec-
tions 302 and 311 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act and sections 204, 206, and 207 of S. 
Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget for Fiscal Year 2008. 

The term ‘‘current level’’ refers to the 
amounts of spending and revenues estimated 
for each fiscal year based on laws enacted or 
awaiting the President’s signature. 

The first table in the report compares the 
current levels of total budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues with the aggregate levels set by 
S. Con. Res. 21. This comparison is needed 
to enforce section 311(a) of the Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas-
ures that would breach the budget resolution’s 
aggregate levels. 

The second table compares the current lev-
els of discretionary appropriations for fiscal 
year 2008 with the ‘‘section 302(b)’’ suballoca-
tions of discretionary budget authority and out-
lays among Appropriations subcommittees. 
The comparison is needed to enforce section 
302(f) of the Budget Act because the point of 
order under that section applies to measures 
that would breach the applicable section 
302(b) suballocation. 

The third table compares the current levels 
of budget authority and outlays for each au-
thorizing committee with the ‘‘section 302(a)’’ 
allocations made under S. Con. Res. 21 for 
fiscal years 2007 and 2008 and fiscal years 
2008 through 2012. This comparison is need-
ed to enforce section 302(f) of the Budget Act, 
which creates a point of order against meas-
ures that would breach the section 302(a) allo-
cation of new budget authority for the com-
mittee that reported the measure. 

The fourth table gives the current level for 
fiscal years 2009 and 2010 for accounts iden-
tified for advance appropriations under section 

206 of S. Con. Res. 21. This list is needed to 
enforce section 206 of the budget resolution, 
which creates a point of order against appro-
priation bills that contain advance appropria-
tions that: (i) are not identified in the statement 
of managers; or (ii) would cause the aggre-
gate amount of such appropriations to exceed 
the level specified in the resolution. 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
BUDGET—STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2008 CON-
GRESSIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN SENATE CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION 21 

[Reflecting action completed as of January 23, 2008—On-budget amounts, 
in millions of dollars] 

Fiscal year— 

2007 2008 2 2008–2012 

Appropriate Level: 
Budget authority ............. 2,250,680 2,354,721 1 
Outlays ............................ 2,263,759 2,358,831 1 
Revenues ......................... 1,900,340 2,016,859 11,141,734 

Curent Level: 
Budget authority ............. 2,250,680 2,333,106 1 
Outlays ............................ 2,263,759 2,346,261 1 
Revenues ......................... 1,904,516 2,000,661 11,267,618 

Current Level over (+)/under 
(-) Appropriate Level: 

Budget authority ............. 0 -21,615 1 
Outlays ............................ 0 -12,570 1 
Revenues ......................... 4,176 -16,198 125,884 

1 Not applicable because annual appropriations Acts for fiscal years 2009 
through 2012 will not be considered until, future sessions of Congress. 

2 Current aggregates do no include spending covered by section 
207(d)(1)(E) (overseas deployments and related activities). The section has 
not been triggered to date in Appropriations action. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Enactment of measures providing new 
budget authority for FY 2008 in excess of 
$21,615 million (if not already included in the 
current level estimate) would cause FY 2008 
budget authority to exceed the appropriate 
level set by S. Con. Res. 21. 

OUTLAYS 

Enactment of measures providing new out-
lays for FY 2008 in excess of $12,570 million 
(if not already included in the current level 
estimate) would cause FY 2008 outlays to ex-
ceed the appropriate level set by S. Con. Res. 
21. 

REVENUES 

Enactment of measures resulting in any 
revenue reduction for FY 2008 (if not already 
included in the current level estimate) would 
cause FY 2008 revenue to fall further below 
the appropriate level set by S. Con. Res. 21. 

Enactment of measures resulting in rev-
enue reduction for the period of fiscal years 
2008 through 2012 in excess of $125,884 million 
(if not already included in the current level 
estimate) would cause revenues to fall below 
the appropriate levels set by S. Con. Res. 21. 

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008 COMPARISON OF CURRENT LEVEL WITH APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 302(a) ALLOCATION AND APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE 302(b) SUBALLOCATIONS 

[In millions of dollars] 

Appropriations Subcommittee 

302(b) suballocations as of Jan. 
23, 2008 (H. Rpt. 110–236) 

Current level reflecting action 
completed as of Jan. 23, 2008 

Current level minus 
suballocations 

BA OT BA OT BA OT 

Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA .................................................................................................................................................. 18,817 20,027 18,093 19,528 ¥724 ¥499 
Commerce, Justice, Science ................................................................................................................................................................ 53,551 55,318 51,803 53,441 ¥1,748 ¥1,877 
Defense ................................................................................................................................................................................................ 459,332 475,980 459,332 475,164 0 ¥816 
Energy and Water Development .......................................................................................................................................................... 31,603 32,774 30,888 32,340 ¥715 ¥434 
Financial Services and General Government ...................................................................................................................................... 21,434 21,665 20,599 20,903 ¥835 ¥762 
Homeland Security .............................................................................................................................................................................. 36,262 38,247 34,852 38,028 ¥1,410 ¥219 
Interior, Environment ........................................................................................................................................................................... 27,598 28,513 26,555 28,052 ¥1,043 ¥461 
Labor, Health and Human Services, Education .................................................................................................................................. 151,748 148,174 144,841 146,292 ¥6,907 ¥1,882 
Legislative Branch .............................................................................................................................................................................. 4,024 4,042 3,970 4,008 ¥54 ¥34 
Military Construction, Veterans Affairs ............................................................................................................................................... 64,745 54,832 60,213 52,232 ¥4,532 ¥2,600 
State, Foreign Operations ................................................................................................................................................................... 34,243 33,351 32,800 32,841 ¥1,443 ¥510 
Transportation, HUD ............................................................................................................................................................................ 50,738 114,528 48,821 114,270 ¥1,917 ¥258 
Unassigned (full committee allowance) ............................................................................................................................................. 0 1,646 0 0 0 ¥1,646 

Subtotal (Appropriations allocations) .................................................................................................................................... 954,095 1,029,097 932,767 1,017,099 ¥21,328 ¥11,998 
Reduction for non-inclusion of program integrity initiatives (sec 207(d) of S. Con. Res. 21) ........................................................ ¥1,042 ¥699 0 0 1,042 699 
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