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Legislature

130 Seward Street, Suite 218
Juneau, Alaska 99801-2196

Phone: (907) -165-3991
Foot: (907) -163-3351

September 23, 1992

Representative Kay Brp™n

Linda J. Snow
Legislative Analyst

RE: The Impacts of International Trade Agreements on Alaska State Laws
Research Request 93.013

You asked for information about the effect on Alaska state laws of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade. (GATTE). You “specifically a'ked about Alaska™ laws that could be
invalidated by these international trade agreements.

It is difficult to determine the exact impact of the NAFTA and the final
agreement of the on%c_ng round of GATT talks (Uruguay Round) for  several
réasons. It is uncertain” whether either of these agreements will be finalized
or ratified by the U.S. Congress. The completion ‘date for the Urugua* Round
of the GATT has already been extended 15 times and the parties in the talks, are
still far from agreement. Political considerations in Europe (many elections
are scheduled for 1993) suggest that no one will push for an agreément which
may be unpoFular. According to David Walsh, director of the Division of
Insurance, Alaska Department 'of Commerce and Economic Development, and member
of the several national and international committees dealing with financial
services and international trade, the U.S, State DePartment aEpears to have
given uP on achieving an agreement for this round of GATT talks.l The main
Issue of contention is trade in agricultural goods.

The NAFTA has been presented to the U.S. Congress for "fast track" approval,
which means the Congress can either approve or disapprove the aglreement, but
may not make amendments. In this agreement also, politics pags a part.
According to Mr. Walsh, strong opposition to the NAFTA exists in both Canada

‘Mr. Walsh is a senior representative in the U.S. delegation to the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, chairman of the
Infernational Insurance Committee of the National Association of Counties,
either chair or vice-chair of several committees of GATT and NAFTA dealing with
financial services, and a member of aan informal advisory group .to thé U.S.
Department of Commerce on financial services and international trade

agreements.



Representative Brown
September 23, 1992
Page 2

and Mexico. The outcome of the U.S. general election will also have a large
Impact on the status of these agreements.

Furthermore, if and when these agreements are implemented, their various
provisions must be tested through Challenges. Only when such challenges are
resolved will the meaning of thé&provisionS be cleaf, as the language IS va%ue

andsybject to interpretation."l the A 1s approved, rmany of The
rovisions will be similar to those of the GATT. Where the NAFTA is not in

gccord with the, GATT, countries with a dispute may use the GATT criteria and
dispute resolution processes if they choose, becalse the GATT is superior to

the NAFTA.3 *

A 1964 Supreme Court decision (Hostetter v. Idelewild) ruling that state laws
can  be overriddenby. other lawsrequiring the United States to abide D
international obligations implies that “states are required to abide b
international trade agreements to which the U.S. is a signatory. Propose
language for the evolving GATT and NAFTA agreements also suggests that state
and” local laws are subordinate to these international agreements, and that
proposed state andlocal legislation must be available for review by the
Barues .to these agreements. If the Uruguay Rounc: of the GATT and the NAFTA
ecome_international law to which our country is a party, they potentially
g?gé% impact state and local laws, regulations and programs in the following

export assistance or subsidies, such as that provide
Ala?ka Industrjal Development and Export Authority and th
Seafood Marketing Institute;

» special treatment of residents in the procurement code, such as
that given by the Alaska Products Preference Program;

» restrictions on nonresident and foreign .ownership and investment,
mcluqu investment in the banking and insurance industries, such
as not allowing.firms owned or controlled by foreign governments
to pe licensed™ in Alaska:

d by the
e Alaska

‘Mr. Walsh j’okingly calls the Uruguay Round of the GATT "the lawyers full
employment act of 1993,

3In the NAFTA dispute resolution process, the burden of proof is on the
challenger. However, under the GATT dispute resolution orocess, the burden of
proof is on the party being challenged. The challenger my choose whether to
use the GATT or the NAFTAdispute resolution process.
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» import  requirements _above the "harmonized" = "least-common
denominator" international standards. in packaging, production
techniques, allowable levels of toxicity and other 'standards;

» export restrictions such as quotas and primary processing
requirements;

» domestic industr¥ subsidies such as small business assistance
programs and state loans to fish hatcheries; and

» conformity assessment procedures which examine imports for
compliance with State technical, environmental, and health and
safety regulations.

The sectors of Alaska's economy which may he affected include agriculture,
timber, fisheries, mmqu (including coal” oil and gas), financial services,
and any business manufacturing a product or providing” a service which receives
a subsidy or business assistance. Even if state laws are not affected, state
industries maY be  For example, the Alaska commercial fisheries industry may
be impacted if another party to GAIT is allowed to "dump" competing products
In the U.S. without restriction, Other possible Impacts affect all”residents
of _the state through potential relaxation of "health and safety, and
environmental regulation of imports and domestic products alike.

Many state and local laws may acquire limited "grandfather rights" or _be
exempted from these international agreementsonce they are identified.  The
Office of the United State Trade Representative &USTR has surveyed the states
to identify state laws which may conflict with the GATT and A agreements
in some areas. AIthou?h we have” been unable to obtain copies of those surve)(s
from either state or federal agencies, we have obtained Alaska's response to
a questionnaire from the U.S.” Department of Treasury regarding state laws
dealing with investments in Alaska by foreign and out-of-state entities which
may inipact the NAFTA (Attachment A).

Attachment B of this report is an excerpt from u.sS. Multilateral Trade
Agreements and the States: An Analysis of Potential GAIT Uruguay Round
Agreements, prepared by the Western Governors' Association, which provides a
good overview of the pro?ress of the Uru?uacy Round talks, and how they may
impact state and local Taws.  Attachment C contains several articles and
reports pertinent to the subject. They are:

. GATT Decision on Beer/Uine Threatens State Sovereiigntzl by the
National Conference of State Legislatures, July 10, 1992,

* U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement. Possible Restrictions on
Alaska's In-state Preferences HOUse Research Agency Memorandum

89.276, April 3, 1989;
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* US/Canada Free Trade Agreement and Alaska Exports, Senate
Advisory Council Memorandum 89-100004, January 18, 1989;

* States Asked to Open Procurement to Foreign Competition, by the
National Conference of State Legislatures,” August 22, 1991

. G%neral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade: What It Is, Uhat It Does,
an

* Trade, Environment, and Sustainable Development: A Primer, Dy
Robert Housman and Durwood Zaelke.

Although it is not Rossmle to know if either the Uruguay Round of the GATT or
the A will reach fruition, it may be prudent for “thé state to undertake a
systematic study to identify sPecmc state and local laws which may be
Impacted by theSe agreements. In some cases, unless the specific laws™ are
identified, they cannot be exempted from subordination to these international
agreements. We'have not included such a detailed study within the scope of the
clrrent research effort, as the complexity and value of the task deserves
further discussion, partmularlf\]/ with administration officials who would be
called upon to cooR]erate with the stud%. We also feel that legal assistance
IS essential to completion of this task.

We hope this information is he,lgful to you. If you need further assistance,
please feel free to contact this agency:

Attachments



NAFTA

NO DIRECT SANCTIO S AL
IN ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT, REILLY SAYS

If Mexico refused to enforce rts environmental laws,
the United States unger t (e th A errc n Free
Trade Aqgreement could not djrec e sanc-
tions rronmenta

WED IF MEXICO LAX

t a
rotectron Atlgerﬁ)g Administra-
torWr lam Reilly sai

Se
In such a situation, the EJnrted State would have no

irect recourse except formal consultations, with
exIco erﬁy tor the House Ways and Means

Committee.

Many members of Congress will vote
against NAFTA because itdoes not con—
tain an explicit provision on trade sanc—
tlons for lax environmental enforcement. -
ep Matsul

Reilly also te?trfred that it was "unrealistic” for

exr 0'not fo norce Ats envrronment% laws, statutes
Tae }) OeSSEEAc said. were compara e tg US. laws

ity 0 Mexico rel relaxing its environmental

arorcement HS remote.” he sal
Ways and Means members stressed the

A number o
need tu r trrde sanctions unger NAFTA if Mexico does

not en orce ItS environmenta |
Roh er t Matsul D Calr sard he thinks many
mem% Conﬁresjs Il voté against N FTA
0se the Bush administrat |on ecause t ea
08S No contarn suc aﬁrovrsron Matsur not ata

mabor concern_t {J legislators have, fl OUt the

RAro 0se NAFTA |ﬁ ?com anies wi ove 0]
exico because 0 environmental enforce-

man Inesses migra ed south, remainin
acrlrtr erou? %e drsa vantai com etrtrve g sarg
. |m McDer gD 2) % ress
wa ts 10 probect t e U.S. envir nment ut not
want to send businesses to Mexico.

Environmental Hammer
Matsui said NAFTA need%an env ronmen%al hamd;

mer” clause — a.provision that wou egn\tgrge?ngrqtlteo

States everaqe In negotiations oyer
environmental laws. |thoug such a provrs t]h
- 2A onsu#atrons would eco gp arily diplo-
matrc rat r than trad centerer1
Such a mer cause coupr |nc ro |sron
for the Unrtfe ates to snap tarirts bac rnoLPacer
exico Is found to relax en orcement o lo mp up
Investment in |ts industrial sector, Matsui sald.

End of

(No. 180)  AA-I

LEADING THE NEWS

ﬁe J.J. Pickle ED Texasg1 said if exrco farls to
enforce environmental laws te r er, h

i g R

tedenogtm?trtna(tmthe United States could
xﬁuJey Bp%rp ucts made In MexrBo contrary to US.
ﬁaws—s as those ¢ C[ttarnrnq anned chemicals or
azardous waste shipped In violation of agreed-upon

terms,
RerIIy Sa'% rN\FErco an(d the Unrted States are craft-

ing on"a paralle| trac ? “C00 eratroq
arggreement to add dﬁvh) utron nd envrro nta
tratrves This accord would establish a ornt??

mittee for the Protection and Improvement o tWe
Fr_ironment.

The A?mt committee, Reilly said, w?uld be com-
osed. Of representatives fro arr us federa 8en
les n both countries an ?/ two  nafl naO,
oordrnators one from Melxrco one from the Unite
ttes [t would meet reqularly’and on an emergency

“addition, the Bush adﬂnnrstratron rsI| dslefrgoFuesl

o ST

e F und
tates exrco an Canada ogn ah rilat era environ-
Thi

%al commission Re sal strrater o Hp
would issue an zi\ eBort on the state oOf the
environment in ail three colntries, he said.

Wyden Letter To Hills
Distributed at the Ways apd Means Commit(tee

oot Rl Fiae Represeniaive Cara Hilk o

“You describe this roPosed agreement afs 'the
reenest tra e aoreeme t In history,"” but the acé IS
wr%t much of it 15 more brown than green,” Wyden
ke members of the Wam and Means Con} |ttee
expressed concern that tt]e NAFTA
es sh n e uate é)lap on f ed enforc ment
envr nmenta also sai gropose act
|n ot prot ct uture envrron ent oreem nts
rev on tra e sanctions or enforcemen
osed NAFTA would drscou age co ntrres
rom see g [o attract investment by" weakenjn
environme t aws trt provides for only consulta
tion note orcement If a country does so.

“The , AFTA should treat’such behayior as an
actionable trade violation, éus fas r(s treats other viola-
tronﬁ of_the investment rul gen sald

relgon representative ads %pressed concern
that the 0pose accor Wou a countr
use NAFTA oveto another %ountré/ gsire to hOI anr
envrro mental agreement that uses trade sanctions M
or enforcement. "] |

Copy.-lgm O 1992 by THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS. INC.. Washington, O.C. 20037
1060-297S/92/S0» .50



Letters to the Editor

N afta,

1 am compelled to respond to your
March 4 editorial "'Nafta in the Balance"
'inorder to set the record straight about the
Small Business Committee's Feb. 25 hear-,
mg on the North American Free Trade
Agreement, which examined conditions of
the business climate in Mexico.

«;0ur committee has sought to study
legitimate points of view about Nafta and-
its ramifications for the U.S. In five hear-
ings on Nafta, we have included such
proponents of Nafta as Prof. John Bailey,
whom you quoted; Willard Workman', vice
president of the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce; and Jeffrey Schott of the Institute
for International Economics, whose recent
book supports the agreement but fails to
include the institute’s long-term projection
that Nafta would not benefit U.S. employ-
ment after 10 years.

No other committee, to my knowledge,
lias broached the subject of democracy and
human rights in Mexico and what the
Implications might be for the U.S. The
witnesses-both American and Mexican-
presented riveting accounts of authoritar-
ian and human rights abuses in Mexico
‘hatare not compatible with conditions of a
truly-free and democratic society.

You characterized most of the wit-
nesses as "‘well-known bashers of Nafta or
President Salinas." In fact, they are well-
known edefenders of.-human rights ‘and
advocates of.a truly .democratic political
process; None;;advocated”*dropping, the
Nafta. concept” rather,;.they suggested the
prudence of taking time to, ensure a good
eagijeer.entiimplementedrdn,:an environ-
ment in which the democratic process and
respect'for human'rights are. allowed, to
flourish, o s> % v v- vvf
-vAYour allegation that. Nafta’s. fate “is
threatened by the capriciousness ofa few

M exico and Human Rights

special interest groups™, overlooks the con-
siderable clout of “special interest groups'*
that are proponents of Nafta - businesses
in-!the Fortune 500 and the politically
powerful who stand to gain financially. In
this instance; we have a responsibility to
the American small-busiuess community,
which might.be at a particular disadvan-
tage .operating in the Mexican environ-
ment under current circumstances,
r.* We must not be swayed by cries that the
failure of Nafta *‘could cause an irrevoca-
ble rift in relations with an important
neighbor or "would demoralize Latin
America." We must not base our analysis
and decisions on the political outlook of
another country's leadership. First, we
must represent the best interests of our
citizens and the long-term economic secu-
rity of the U.S.
Rep. John J. LaFalce (D., N.Y.)
Chairman
Committee on Small Business

Washington

{al S J



The OutSook

White House Walks
The Nafta Tightrope

WASHINGTON

Despite Pr%srdent Clrntons ton/'-
hakontrade e US. is ready to make
19 concessions to Canada and Mexico
In"negotiations starting Wednesday on

envirgnmental and Iagor Issues. But If
the administration cedes too much, the |
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"U.S. Trade With Mexico
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Southwest states eye Mg NAFTA

oS

Even lhu status that wind U'P

ners in tliu NAFPA gamble will

(0 imli: up (nrinfra

jol tramm%.
one of the
Many officials arc logkin

Washington to meet much o

reason, NAFTA is a federal

2

NAFTA

Continued from Page | .
Castro said. "The problem with
cojning up with big numbers is that
a lot of people just throw up thejr
linnds and say 'We're never going lo
gel the money for tills." "

We have this infrastructure da-
tabase of all the local governments,
und wlial their debt btitdcn alreadg
Is, some cities arc really strappe
alnd can't |,ssuetany ml(l),re, bon(tis or
ilicy’ro going to see llieir ratings
drop,” sr?e sa|gd,. .g

Texas officials may try lo find
ways to obtain private financuig of
some projects, and look lo lollroads
lo meet'some of their highway

needs.

But ultimately, most Rro;ects will
he financed (li¢ old-fashioned way.
"It's going lo be the way it's always
been — federal, slate und locul part-
n,ersh|8,s, paying for it," Ms. De
.ima-Ciistio says.

win-
have
tructure invest-
ment, environmental protection and

hose will come cheap.

to

fgthe local leaders before,
costs of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. After all, they

FI a fec policy
decision witli ramifications passed
on to the states. Of course, that line
of reasoning has failed stale and

The second Ir| 3 two*
.part se'fiea on tlig
I'tNorth American .Froo
| Trade Agreement’s Im*
., pact on state anjl local
*' government,-'m

rovin
o

p
a
agreement wi
n

_To reap their own NAFTA bene-
fits, All."ana and New Mexico will
have lo make similui infrastructure
investments. In Arizonu, some
million 1s needed at the border
crossmg at Nogales. .

Whnt's more, Arizona officials
would like to see the stale become
part of a NAFI'A corridor. Imkmg
Alberta, Cunadu, with Mexico, an
are hogmg for federal matching
funds_throtgh the Inlormodul Sur-
face Transportation Efficiency Act
of 1001 (ISTEA) to finance highway
development.

New Mexico’s plans

In New Mexico, slule officials are
hoping lo develop their own signifi-
cant port of entry with MeXico.
Sucli a project und'related highway
spending would carry a hefty ‘price=
tn% as much as $3/mmillion.” =

alifornia officials arc wrapping
Bﬁctlhelr assessment of NAFTA’s im=

NAFTA is indeed u major federal  en
olicy. If Con%ress asses legislation
ving NAFTA and President

Il Clinton s,|ﬂns it as expected, the
progressively elimi-

ate trade barriersand investment

restrictions amon
States, Cunadu and

next 15

largely
y ul the

at border crossings in
l.urcdo, uynd

"Wc ure just finishing up. a
prettx comﬁrehens,lve list of wlial
we should he looking for (o miti-
(I;ate NAFTA's side effects in
erms. of cleanup and_ infrastruc-
ture improvements Dial will be
needed,” sajd Philip llomgcrn,
chief economist in Gov. Pole Wil-
son's office.

"Among the infrastructure-re-
lated issues our estimate is that
additional air traffic, especially
in the San D|ego uruu, will cost
just about S billion," Mr. ito-
mecro sai<l, "That ou%ht lo he
funded by the U.S. Department of
Tran?]portatlon.", ,

Venhicular traffic across (lie Cult-
fornin-Mexico border, meanwhile,
could increase 25% -

"Given that there arc millions of
border crossmgs every month, n 25%
increase would be significant,” Mr.
Romero_said. ,

Thai increase would require cx|rn
stuffing of bolder pusls, a cost that

the United
exico over the

dyear%. ,
_Because the U.S. already enjo
virtual free trade with Canada, t
g,reatest impact will he on those bu-
inesses ond states that trade south.
Texas I the slulc tliut stands to
benefit the most from NAFTA,
because of its existing tiigh-
V. ]E/ network and developed ports of
r ~Mexican border in
l.urcdoand Ej Paso (GSLS Jan. IIf).
But traffic jams already are seveie

| Paso and
d before the state cun
really cash in on NAFTA-generated

K

increased trade, roads an

Investl lent

( ridges
will have to be upgraded. Thu costs

_ The high-technology and service
industries that will”’benefit from

are sizeable. NAFTA frequently require rapid
S “I've. heard numbers tossed  Iransporlatiou for Ilielr products
e uround in the $2billion lo ®billion  and can’t rely only on roads and

range," said Mickey Wright, an  rail, Ms, De I.una-Cuslro said.

ler’s office.
only transportation needs,

changed,”

next 3Hyeais.

should be borne by federal customs
¥nd,|mm|,%,rat|0n authorities, Cali-
ornia officials say. ,

An ongomg study of environmen-
tal needs on both sides of lhe Texas-
Mexico border is underway, blit so
far no d(f,llar cnsls have been,sTt.

In California, stale officials ex-

ect environmental costs to Include

320 million to clean up the Tijuana

iver, $/ million In river cléanup
at Mexicali, Mexico, and about
$6011,000 annually to finance in-
creased air pollution monitoring.

Added inspections

Because California officials fear
some haulers will try 10 sneak haz-
ardous wastes down lo Mexico for
dumping, uddcd inspections lo pr%i
vent'such activity will cost about
million per year,”Mr. Romero said.

"Our view 1s all these (environ-
mental) t|||n?s should be solely or
?rlmahly a Tederal responsibility "
he governor's top economist added.

economist with the Texas Comptrol-
And roads and bridges aren'l the

Airparts, are another tiling Nt |
thex‘re saglng will have lo be  this lias In
uld”Eva De Luna-Cus-

tro, research analyst in the same of-
fice involved in an examination of

the slate's economic needs over tlie

And there's little lime to waste in
making the necessary Infrastructure
improvements, Ms. De l.una-Cuslio
stressed. “For the free trade aPree-
ment |o really benefit Texas, a
e in place now," she
said, But the costs are daunting and
funding won't lie easy,

“[ think the biggest estimate |'ve
seen is 54 billion." Ms. De t.una-

suu NAFTA on pmjc 2

«

City &Slim*, Pnhiiiitn/ I, HT't «

As_a federal trade agreement,
NAFTA maY |tavc an additional en-
vironmental impact on states, re-
stricting some 0 thEIranHI lo im-
pose environmental regiu ations.

In general, stales will not be able
lo impose laws lliul interfere with
the federal trade agreement, and
some states might find environmen-
tal regulationslike recycled cmttenl
laws becoming grist for interference
of free trade tlaims from Canadian
and Mexican manufacturers.

California will look for federal
assmtanFe in manK,areas, including
ISTEA funds for highway improve-
ments and. funds to assist workers
who lose II|e|r{obs. ,

A _conservative estimate shotvs
NAFI'A spurring a net increase of
10000 to 15000 jotis in California
witli an increase. of. 20,000 to 50,000
jobs more realistic, Mr. Romero
said. The state will experience no
major worker dislocation, with dis-
Blacements probably in the neigh-
orhood of "a few thousand,” "he

| said.

ot of



But. for those who do lose jobs,
the state will look to federal laws
enacted in the late 1980s that re-
\% ire the fe,d% to asswt,workera
who've lost jobs due to increase
imports.

Lost jobs, federal help

Workers losing ,{obs due to
NAFTA will be "entitlcf to federal
assistance and we will insist that
the accounts in these federal acts be
fuw funded,” Mr. Romero said. |
hile the worries of some high-
wnge workers like autowarkers that
AFTA will cause their jobs to be
exported to Mexico are exaggerated
(ces. Jan. 18 workers in some low-
waige, low-skill industries will be at
rls
..One jndustry most at risk is tex-
tile and apparZI, long a backhone of
the economies of many ?%uthern
?nd,S(l)u,theastern states.”Alabama Is
ical.
,yp'lt's one-third of the manufactur-
ing workforce, the second largest in-
du_str% In the state of Alabama,
said Kara Kennedy, program man-
ager for the Existing Business and
[ndustry Service Division of the Al-
abama Department of Economic
and Commum% Affairs.
To head off NAFTA's impact and
make Alabama's textile and apparel
industry more competitive in the
global marketplace, in October 199"
State officials created a textile/ap-
parel team that includes [ndustry
representatives, state officials and
academics. , ,
The team is reaching out for in-
ternational business and focusing
on technology transfer, working
with NASA t0apply space age tech-
nology to local apparel manafactur-

ing.

gfhe Alabama College System al-
ready Is playing an active role in
en],el\lloyee retraining.

We've been ver>{ successful at re-
training some of these people and
(f]ettlng them back into_the work-
orce,” said Stafford Thom?sqn,
vice chancellor of external affairs
for the Alabama Department of
Postsecondary Education.

Increased workload

Pressures brought by NAFTA will
probably increase his department's
workload, Mr. Thompson believes,
bur. that's in keeping with its mis-
sion. "One of the,Enormes of this
ﬁgen,c is economic development,”
e sald.

The dollars spent on emgloyee re-
training might be less visible than
the money spent to build new roads,
bridges” and airports to tap
NAFTA's economic potential =

The Alabama system and simijlar
s;rstems in other states will be key
players in retraining those workers
who _arc displaced™as a result of
NAFTA and in Prepar,lng them t
take advantage of the hlﬁher-skllle
{%b%pportunltles that should be on

e horizon. [
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March 3, 1993

Representative Jeannette James

Chairwoman of the International 7.

Trade & Tourism Committee

Alaska House of Representatives

State Capitol, Juneau, AK 99801-1182 FAX 1-465-2278

RE: SS' for House Joint Resolution 20
Relating to the NORTH AVERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEIVENT

Dear Representative James

The Mt. Redoubt AK Chapter of the Coalition of Labor Union Women requests
the following comments be read into the record of your Cotnraitree’s meeting
and dispuraed to all Committee members.

As a group of working women and men we are interested and at times concerned
with various aspects of the proposed NORTH AVERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT.

LINES 3 thru 5

As we understand this agreement the HEALTH, SAFETY and ENVIROMENTAL stand-
ards of the State of Alaska would be subject to pressures to lower these
safeguards in order to maximize competitiveness; that national compliance
to generally agreed-upon international standards by bodies unaccountable to
public imput or public participation would force the State of Alaska to
accept these standards.

LINES 9 thru 10

...that enviromental safeguards would be limited to "the least trade-
restricted (safeguards) necessary for securing thn protection required™.
Would that mean the safeguards now in place in the FREE TRADE ZONE between
Che United States of Mexico and the United States of America? (the Mal-
guadores) Who would enforce the proposed standards?

-1-

I C T1ERk FRoa* COAU\T5«V OF
UfJ\orJ
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SS HIR 20

QUESTION: what comments has your Committee received from the Alaska
Department of Law? from the Department of Enviromental
Conservation? from the Alaska Department of Occupational
Safety & Health? from the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources?

The toxicity of workplace chemicals is of concern to us; what about the
Photo-sanitary standards of other States, let alone other nations?

Some of our members are poeto, writers, dramatists. They worry about
intellectual property rights. What about the new technologies we are
encouraging Alaskans to develope? Alaska sets aside millions for the
Inatitute of Science and Technology—-vhac Impact would the NORTH AVER-
ICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMVENT have? Would- any. of all protections for the
Alaskans be negated?

LINES 14 thru 15

Ihi3 deals with fresh water land transportation, one nation to another.
Alaska has strong interests in knowing what is proposed in that area.
Al Alaska could end up losing control of our fresh water.

Until Alaska and her people know what the full impact of such an Agreement
would be, unti. we know the full content of such agreement on Alaska and
on Alaskan families, and workers, the Mt. Redoubt, AK Chapter of the
Coalition of Labor Union Wonen urges full support of SS HIR 20 by your
Committee. We ask that the International Trade & Tourism Committee send
this Resolution to the Legislature with a stroiy reccomendatiou to pass
and that this be done soon.

It is important that Congress, the President and the nation be fully
aware of Alaskan concerns.

Thank you.

Sincerely

'State Vice President,
Coalition of Labor Union Women Telephone: 283-4359

cc: Sponsor SSHIP. 20
KFCLC

TOTAL P .03
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April 3, 1993
Representative B ill Williams
Chairman House Resources Committee
Alaska House of. Representatives
State Capitol, Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 Fax: 1-465-3793

RE: House Joint Resolution 20
Relating to the NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Dear Representative Williams

The Kenai Peninsula Central Labor Council roquoafca th<? followin
into the record of your Committee's meeting and dispursed to a

As a group of working women ar.d men we are interested and at times concerned with
variols aspects of the proposed NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT,

|? nnmmenbs be read

K.P.CL.C.

Committee members.
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On December 17, 1992 President Bush signed the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA). If approved by Congress the goalis to integrate the economies of Candada,
United States and Mex.|oo.b¥) removing the re%ulanons and Trade barriers on manufacturing

e

and the movement of good3 hetween our countries. . ,
t first glance “this may appear to be quite beneficial, but closer scrutiny reveals

What should be af grave concern to all. . .
5rhe (sls arit g|n wage spells disaster for all workers in the United States and
Canada. The average manufacturing wage in Mexico is $1. 85 an hour. In Mexico’s ourrent

Free Trade zone the average wage is 3 cents an hour. Mexico also needs to create 1
million new Jobs every year to keep up with new entrance into the job market which
creates a tremendous over supply of cheap lahor to drive the wages even lower. ,

Supporters of NAFTA maintain that it. will create new jobs for Canadian and_American
Workers - this is an emptg promise. Since 1989 Canada has lost 461,000 jobs, The
Magquiladora Trade Zone between the United States and Mexico that was set up in 1971
contained about 200 Firms with 2000 Jobs. Today it contains about 2000 Firms and"500,000
workers earning flbOUt 6? cents an hour.. ,

Delcothaz™closed plants In the United States and now employs.: 10,800 workers in
Mexico, Zepith and Motorola have also le ft the United States. “In 1974 General Motors
had three Plants with 7000 workers, in Mexico, by-1QSI'-It"had 30 plants'with 56,000
workers. In the same year General Motors announced 74,000layoffs in the United States
and plans to close 21 United %,tat,es plants bg 1996. _ _

Twenty years after establishing this Trade Zone the Mexican worker still earns 63

cents an hour, about $29.00 take home pay per week. The average per-capita income in
Mexico of $2010 a year does not make the Mexican worker a ready consumer of United

States n}]ade groducts. L . :

With the loss of each manufacturing job in the United States there 13 a ripple
effect throughout our entire economy, with the additional loss of jobs in the service
sector. Consumer spending falls, communities falter, tax bases crumble, social
services are strained to the lim its as government revenues deoline.

. This arrangement has done nothing more than to exploit the workers andthe

environment on both sides of the border. ,

United States. Trucking Industry will suffer a tremendous blow, Cn April 2, 1992
President Bush ordered statés to accept Mexican Commercial Driver Licenses. President
Bush :laims his afreement with Mexico supersedes ourrent state regulations that insure
’oubllc safety and requires Mexican drivers to pass a written and on the road test.It
eaves states unable to monitor repeat violations of Mexican.'drivers or take actionsto
revoke licenses.. It fails to address liability and the impact on our insurance rates from
accidents Involving uninsured Mexican truck dfivers. _ _

NAFTA w ill allow cross/border trucking without meeting United States standards,
on truck maintenance, inspections, emissions and safe tranSport of hazardous materials.
Truck size and welght rules are left to "Future discussions." Under NAFTA weight lim its
could inorease by over _ _ _

The NAFTA agreement provides no protection for United States food, health, safety
or environmental standards. Pesticides that have been illegal in the United States fo
years are currently in common use in Mexico. . . .

Triazophos, used on corn, cottonseed and potatoes, Edifenphos used on rice, Phoxim
used on corn, rice and s_or%h_um all disrupt the central nervous system, causes nausea,
diarrhea, headaches, twitching, cancer, convulsions and death. Pirimicarb used on
apples, beans, citrus, onions, peaches, pecans, chili and sweet peppers, potatoes and
gvnhdea(fe%%#ses vomiting, diarrhea, blurhed vision, slurred speech, respltation disorders
_Seventeen pesticides banned in the United States are used in Mexican adquculture.
Fifty eight others are used in Mexico in ways that are illegal in the United States.
Under NAFTA any challenges to these practices would be conSidered unfair trade barriers.

K.p.C.L.C. 2 of 3
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economy, but we cannot intrust the mult.L-national corporations to remain at the helm of

this agreement. , , , N
NAFTA needs an extensive review by the United Statea Con%ress; mod|f¥.|ng it to

provide safe guards for workers, environmental protection, with consideration for the

citizens on ooth sides of the border.
Until we know what the full impact of 3uch an Agreement would be, on Alaska, and

Alaskan families, and workers, The /enai Peninsula Central Labor Council, urges full

support rf HRJ 20 by ¥our committee. _ _
It is important that Con%ress the President, and_the nation be fully aware of

Masks and its concerns, over the North American Free Trade Agreement.

Randall Knowles
President . .
Kenai Peninsula Central Labor Council Telephone; (907) 283-9299

¢c.  Sponsor HJR-20
Rep. Kay Drown
Fax: (907) WJ-227S

K.P.C.L.C. 3 of5
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N ational Conference of State Legislatures

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET,NW.  SUITESIS ~ WASHINGTON, DC Z000L
ARGAHAD FAX: 230D

ROBERT T. CONNOR
MEMORANDUM SENNEMNBRTYVWP
[HAME

Members of the International Trade Comn.<t»ee and Interested presicent, sl
Legislators and Legislative Staff Members

Senator James Mathewson, Chair JOH%HE
International Trade Committee JONTPEER CMMITIEE
MSESH
Implementation of the North American SAFGARNG
Free Trade Agreement
WILLIAM POUND
December 28, 1993 BELINAIETR

When the U.S. Congress approved the North American Free Trade Agreement in November,
they joined the United States, Canada and Mexico in a union of over 360 million consumers.
The intent of the pact is to foster the free flow of goods by eliminating most tariffs, investment
restrictions and quotas between the three countries.

What most Americans remain fully aware of is that the agreement begins a progressive phase-
out of tariffs. What is little known about the pact is that it commits states to undertake several
actions. For example, states have until January 1, 1995 to identify laws in banking and
insurance that restrict activities that foreign entities may conduct. (Laws in California,
Florida, IHllinois, New York, Ohio and Texas must be identified by January I, 1994). Under
the agreement, these statutes are exempt during this time and placed in an annex to be
grandfathered for a further period. State laws that restrict investment also must be listed.

Further, under NAFTA, states may establish self-employment assistance programs as part of
their unemployment compensation program. States will he able to pay a self-employment
allowance in lieu of unemployment compensation to those who are establishing businesses and
becoming self-employed. States that wish to offer the self-employment option must amend
their unemployment insurance laws.

In addition, an automotive standards council and a transportation standards committee are
created. The goal of these entities is to make the rules and regulations of the three countries as
compatible as possible. Representatives of states may participate in these bodies.

Attached is an information alert that pinpoints all areas of state interest under NAFTA. In
particular, please note the sections in italics that relate to the states. The National Conference
of State Legislatures will be tracking NAFTA through the implementation phase and will
continue to update you on any developments that relate to states.

[Xrnvrt O din [5e0BROADWAY  SUtTE7l» ~ DLNVIR, COLORADO 202 ~ 303(00 200  FAX.30386JB0O.
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Legislatures

o CONGRESS APPROVES THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Dmtii After months of emotional debate, Cong{ress put closure to the dialogue by approving the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The pact creatés a hemispheric Tree trade
ﬂ&ﬂh area and eliminates most trade restrictions between the United States, Canada and Mexico.

Sttrn HfeUisUs

hington, D.( . . . . . . .
. States must list their banking, insyrance and investment laws that conflict with
202)624- 5400 NAFTA's market-opening provisions;
Dun In five years, states may voluntarily open their procurement to foreign competition,

thereby eliminating "buy local" préferences;

The pact creates a transportation standards committee to make the motor carrier safety
rules of the three countries as compatible as possible;

The agreement establishes a North American Automotive Standards Council to seek
harmaonization of federal requlations in the safety and emissions areas (countries may
Include state representatlves%;

tI\PI]AFT/% does not automatically preempt or invalidate state laws that do not conform to
e pact;

The U.S. government will consult with states when complaints arise by the Mexicans
or Canadians;

The pact precludes any private right of action against state governments for
noncompliance;

Labor and environmental side agreements aim to compel Mexico to enforce pollution
laws and labor standards;

A worker retraining component offers $90 million to train workers that are displaced as
a result of NAFTA™and allows states to pay a self-employment allowance in lieu of
unemployment compensation; and

"Information Alert"

is a publication

of the . . . .
e o Southern border states would receive help in cleaning up waste along the perimeter.
Stale federal

Relations

that provides

up-to-date

information

on issues under

consideration

by | ongross or the

Adminstralion.



Congressional Approval

In an effort to secure votes in the final weeks before Congressional action, the President struck
deals with Mexico and members of Congress on the pact. Compacts were made with members
of Congress to purchase additional C-17 cargo planes and Mexico agreed to accelerate the pace
at which the countries would reduce tariffs on wine, flat glass and appliances. Other deals
would allow a reinstitution or snapback of tariffs on citrus if prices drop below averages for
the previous five years. Also, Mexico agreed to changes that would make it harder for their
businesses to export large quantities of sugar to the United States.

All in all, the last minute trading paid off for the President. On November 17, the U.S.
House of Representatives approved the NAFTA package of the agreement, labor and
environment side pacts, job training program and funding for border clean-up by a margin of
234-200. The U.S. Senate easily passed the measure on November 20 by a vote of 61-38.
The target date of NAFTA will implementation is January 1, 1994,

The Agreement

Background. The North American Free Trade Agreement eliminates most tariffs, investment
restrictions and quotas between the United States, Canada and Mexico over 15 years. The
goal of U.S. negotiators in developing the pact was to open an historically-protected Mexican
market. On January 1, the process of opening the market begins with a progressive phase-out
of tariffs and restrictions in financial services, investment, government procurement,
transportation, agriculture, automobile trade and textiles. Protection for intellectual property
also will be provided.

Financial Services. Mexico agrees to phase out restrictions on foreign ownership of banks and
insurance companies. Foreign owneiship is to be restricted to 8 percent of the Mexican
banking industry initially, allowing this market share to rise to 1 percent per year for seven
yeais and then disappearing altogether. U.S. and Canadian insurers can gain access to the
Mexican market in three ways: 1) companies with existing joint ventures would be permitted
to obtain 100 permit ownership of firms by 1996; 2) firms forming joint ventures with
Mexican insurers may phase in their ownership share, reaching 100 percent by the year 2,000;
and 3) new subsidiaries can be established with a transition period permitting market share to
rise from an initial 6 percent-12 percent by the year 1999, with all limits removed by the year
2,000.

Slate Interest. Stares have until January 1, 1995 to identify lam in thefinancial services that
restrict activitiesforeign entities may conduct. Under the agreement, these laws are exempt
during this time and placed in an annex to be gundfatlieredfor afurther period. Measures in
California, Florida, Illinois, New York, Ohio and Texas must be annexed by the date NAFTA
goes into effect (1/94).

Investment. Foreign investment in Mexico has traditionally been restricted. The pact
eliminates some of these constraints and affirms the right to establish new firms, acquire
existing businesses and receive the same treatment as domestic companies. Under NAFI’A,
Mexico may no longer impose "performance requirements” for investors such as compulsory
purchases from Mexican suppliers. U.S. businesses have the right to establish and operate
investments without being required to 1) export a given level or percentage of goods and
services; 2) use domestic goods or services; 3) achieve a certain level of domestic content; and
4) limit imports based upon a country's level of exports. Further, property may only be taken
for a public purpose in a non-discriminatory fashion and only after prompt payment of fair



market value.

Sectors that are exempt from investment market-opening provisions are maritime and aviation.
Also, constitutional prohibitions against investment in Mexico's sectors such as energy remain
in tact. Further, the pact states that countries should not lower environmental standards in
order to attract investment.

State Interest. State laws that place restrictions on investment (e.g. prohibiting foreign
ownership of land) are exemptedfrom the market-opening provisions ofthe agreementfor two
years. The laws must be identified by states and will be placed in an annex to be
grandfatheredfor afurther period.

Government Procurement. Countries agree to open a portion of national government
procurement to foreign competition. Mexican government agencies currently reserve their
contracts for Mexican companies and the market is primarily divided between PEMEX and
CFE (the state-owned oil company and the state-owned electric utility). The U.S. and Canada
may now have access to 50 percent of their procurement when the agreement takes effect,
rising to 70 percent over eight years and lifting all restrictions after ten years. The agreement
also eliminates offsets (the practice of imposing a condition on the service provider to benefit a
country's economy or balance of payments, for example requiring a factory to be built
locally).

State Interest. Under NAFTA, states are asked to voluntarily open their procurement to
foreign competition by 1998. By doing so, states would agree to eliminate "buy local’ laws.

Dispute Settlement. The govemment-to-government dispute settlement process involves a
deliberative panel that would arbitrate conflicts and issue rulings. The pact establishes a
commission with staff from each of the three countries. The process begins with consultation
between the two disputing countries. If consultations do not resolve the dispute, the matter is
sent up to the commission. If the commission is unable to reach a settlement, a special group
called an arbitral panel would be convened. The panel submits an initial report or decision to
the countries within 90 days of the selection of the last panelist. A comment period would be
allowed and the panel would have 30 days to issue a final report. If the panel determines a
law docs not conform to NAFTA and the disputing parties are unable to agree on a satisfactory
resolution or trade compensation, the complaining party may suspend benefits (in the form of a
dollar amount). The disputing party can request a panel to determine if the level of benefits
suspended is excessive or not.

Transportation. Within the next three years, U.S. and Mexican truck operators may provide
international service to the border states of the other country. After the three years, Mexico is
to allow U.S. firms to own up to 49 percent of Mexican trucking companies that provide
international service. In six years, trucking companies of both countries may operate any
where in the other country. The following year, Mexico will allow U.S. companies *o own 51
percent of its truck companies that provide international service. In 10 years, Mexico will
permit 100 percent U.S. investment in its truck companies. The U.S. remains free to adopt
and enforce standards for the protection of life, property, and the environment that may be
more stringent than standards in effect in other NAFTA countries.

In early November, Mexico dropped its opposition to requests by U.S. truckers for longer
trailers. Mexico agreed to permit longer 53-foot trailers inside its borders, effective January
1, 1994, if Congress approved NAFTA. Currently, nothing longer than 48-foot trailers are in



use in Mexico. In an effort to bolster support in Congress before the vote, the Mexican
government also committed to ensuring the availability of clean, low-sulfur diesel fuel in
Mexico. This fuel is required for use by U.S. motor carriers.

State Interest. The NAFTA standards section creates a Land Transportation Standards
Subcommittee in an attempt to make motor carrier safety rules or other common standardsfor
bus and truck operations o f the three countries as compatible as possible. State observers may
attend the meetings ofthe Subcommittee.

Agriculture. Tariffs between the U.S. and Mexico will be eliminated over five, ten or
fifteen-year transition periods. Products in the 15-year period for the U.S. include orange
juice, sugar, peanuts, certain fresh/dried vegetables and fresh melons. NAFTA also eliminates
nontariff barriers such as licensing requirements. Mexico uses licensing requirements to
restrict imports of products such as U.S. grain.

To ease the adjustment for some industries, NAFTA proposes a safeguard. The safeguard
allows the importing country to reimpose tariffs on various products during the first 10 years
of the agreement when imports rise to a certain level. In the United States, the safeguard
provisions apply to tomatoes, onions, eggplants, chili peppers, squash and watermelons which
comprise about 15 percent of the total U.S. farm imports from Mexico. In Mexico, the
safeguard provisions apply to imports of live swine, pork products, potato products and apples
which comprise about 3 percent of total U.S. exports to Mexico.

Intellectual Property Protection. Each country must provide adequate and effective
intellectual property protection. The agreement establishes protection for several items
including copyrights, encompassing sound recordings; patents; trademarks; and integrated
circuits (semiconductor chips). The agreement protects computer programs as literary works.
It gives copyright owners of computer programs and producers of sound recordings the right to
prohibit rental of their products. The pact establishes a 50-year term of protection for sound
recordings and a minimum of 50 years for the protection of motion pictures. Ir, order to
guarantee enforcement, the agreement contains provisions on damages.

Autos. Each country agrees to phase out duties on its imports of North American automotive
goods. For vehicles imported from Mexico, the U.S. immediately eliminates tariffs on
passenger automobiles, reduces immediately to 10 percent tariffs on light trucks and phases out
tariffs on other vehicles over 10 years. For vehicles imported from Canada and the U.S.,
Mexico immediately reduces by 50 percent tariffs on passenger automobiles and light trucks.
All other tariffs will be phased out in 5 to 10 years. Mexico would immediately permit Norih
American investors to make investments of up to 100 percent in Mexican national suppliers of
parts, and up to 49 percent in other automotive parts enterprises, increasing to 100 percent
over five years.

In order to quality for this preferential tariff treatment, automotive goods must contain a
certain percentage of North American content (up to 62.5% for passenger automobiles, light
trucks, and their engines and transmissions; 60% for other vehicles and parts).

State Interest. The NAFTA countries create a North American Automotive Standards Council
to seek harmonization (on a voluntary basis) offedera: government technical regulations in the
safety and emissions areas. |fthe three countries agree, the council may include state and
provincial representatives or private sector representatives in council activities.



Textiles. The three countries phase out tariffs on textiles and apparel goods over a period of
ten years. In addition, the U.S. removes import quotas on goods produced in Mexico. Textile
and apparel products must be manufactured in North America from fabric made with North
American yam to qualify for duty-free treatment. NAFTA also requires that the cotton and
man-made Fiber in certain textile and apparel products must be made in North America to
receive preferential duty treatment. The pact has special safeguard provisions that allow any
of the three governments to take action to provide temporary relief against surges in imports
from another NAFTA country over a 10-year transition period. As a safeguard, the duty of a
particular product could be increased if it is determined to cause serious damage to the
domestic industry. (This technique is limited to three years and may only be used once for a
particular product).

Private Right of Action. The implementing bill precludes an, private right ofaction against
a state governmentfor noncompliance ofNAFTA or the side agreements.

States and the Statement of Administrative Action

The Statement o fAdministrative Action that accompanies the NAFTA implementing legislation
to Congress includes clarifying provisions related to NAFTA and states. The provisions are as
follows: 1) NAFTA does not automatically preempt states (even ifa panelfinds state laws
inconsistent with NAFTA, thefederal government may consult with the states to determine how
the states are to comply); 2) the office ofthe United States Trade Representative must assist
slates in identifyingfinancial and investment laws that are inconsistent with NAFTA; 3) the
U.S. government will consult with states regarding potential Canadian and Mexican
complaints; and 4) the U.S. government will involve states to the greatest extent possible when
complaints arise.

The Supporting Package

The supporting NAFTA package includes the labor and environment siae agreements aimed at
encouraging Mexico to enforce its pollution laws and labor standards, funding for clean-up of
the border and a worker retraining program.

The Labor and Environment Side Agreements. The side accords commit the three countries
to enforcement of pollution and labor laws. In developing the side accords, the U.S.
negotiators sought to decrease the chances that U.S. companies would shift jobs to Mexico to
take advantage of lax regulations there. Negotiators assert that through the side agreement,
they have addressed concerns that some provincial, federal, state or local governments wojld
ignore laws to achieve a competitive advantage for industries within their jurisdictions. Under
the labor and environment side agreements, the enforcement process would work as follows:

1 any group or individual (or government agency, union, environmental
organization) could bring a complaint for noncompliance;

2) if an arbitral panel finds that the complaint is justified, the government would
be given up to 60 days to enforce its laws;

3) if the government fails to act, the panel would have another 60 days to establish
its own enforcement plan and to levy a fine of up to $20 million; and

4) if the government does not pay the fine or enforce its laws, further steps could
be taken.

For the U.S. and Mexico, the steps would be sanctions in the form of duties, quotas or limits
on investments. In the case of Canada, the ruling would be brought before the Federal Court
in Canada which has the authority to enforce the order. If the order is not enforced by the



court, Canada could lose all of the henefits of the free trade pact.

Worker Retraining. The legislation to implement NAFTA includes a worker adjustment
assistance prog\ram that covers individuals who work for companies both directly and indirectly
affected by NAFTA. The program aims to help workers in primary firms (those directly
affected by imports from -- orshifts in production to Mexico or Canada) and secondary firms
gsuppllers of the ermary firms and " O}o-stream" producers, such as direct processors that
ssemble or finish products made by directly-affected firms).

Workers displaced from primary firms may be eligible for assistance up until September 30,
1998 if Conﬁress has not adoptéd a more comprehensive worker adjustment gackaqe by then.
However, the measure o_nlty anticipates Erowdm%_assmtance_ to workers for 18 months due to
Administration plans to infroduce a pac \6}\?6 within that period. The $90 million ro?ram
draws on the Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assjstance Program (Title I1l of
the Job Training Partnership Act) and the Trade Adjustment Assistance program. Workers
would have to nroll in training within 16 weeks of receiving unemployment insurance
benefits. By dom? s0 they wotld qualify for the maximum additional weeks of income
support available following the exhaustion of regular benefits,

State Interest. The implementing legislation also amends the Internal Revenue Code to
authorize states to establish self-employment assistance programs as part oftheir
unemployment compensation program. States will be able to pay a selfemployment allowance
in lieu of unemployment compensation to those who are establishing businesses and becoming
selfemployed. Participants in these state self-employment programs will receive weekly
allowances while they are getting their businesses offthe ground. These payments will be the
same weekly amount as the worker's regular unemployment insurance benefits, but participants
can workfull-time on starting their businesses instead o fsearchingfor wage and salary jobs.

In addition:

1) self-employment allowances will befunded out ofeach state's account in the
Unemployment Trust Fund at no additional cost to the unemployment insurance
system;

2) states that wish to offer the self-employment option must amend their
unemployment insurance laws;

3) no more thanfive percent of the individuals receiving regular unemployment
compensation may be part of this program;

4) any state operating the program must provide an annual report to the U.S.
Secretary ofLabor;

5) the Department of Labor will issue guidelines regarding self-employment
programs early next year atul states must establish their programs within those
guidelines; and

6) the program sunsets infive years;

Border Clean-Up. A border clean-up plan was unveiled in October to solve the problems
created from raw sewage being dumped in boundary waters, unsafe drinking water and
Inadequate municipal waste diSposal, Under the plan two entities are created: a Border
Environment Cooperation Commission and a North American Development Bank. The goal
of the commission 1s to help border states and communities arrange financing for
environmental infrastructyre projects. Priority would be given to"wastewater treatment,
drinking water and mummPaI waste projects. “An objective of the commission would be to
offer sérvices to state and local governments and assist them in cooperative activities with



Mexico.

The North American Development Bank provides support for border environmental
infrastructure projects. The bank is expected to provide more than $2 billion in financing and
the U.S. and Mexico will contribute to the bank. Up to $8 billion is needed for border
environmental projects over the next ten years. The sources of funding include: 1) private
financing; 2) up to $2 billion from existing state and local programs; 3) $2 billion in new
funding from the World Bank and Inter-American Development Bank, offered as loans to
Mexico; 3) close to $1.4 billion in U.S. and Mexican grants (50 percent from the U.S.); and
4) $2 billion in loans or guarantees for environmental infrastructure projects from the new

bank.

Paying for NAFTA. The U.S. government is expected to lose $2.7 billion over the next five
years as a result of decline in revenue from canceled or lowered tariffs and the cost to retrain
workers. Some of the funds would be offset by increasing a $5 fee on arriving international
airline and cruise ship passengers to $6.50. Other funds would come from a projected decline
in federal agricultural subsides as a result of NAFTA and by improving better Customs Service
audits to assure accurate accounting of import duties.

Staff Contact: Karen Britto, Committee Director, International Trade (11/22/93)
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Manufactured exports accounted for 41 percent of Alaska’s $174 million in
exports to Canada and Mexico in 1991, and supported an estimated 600 jobs.

. Alaska’s sales to Mexico and Canada accounted for 5 percent of the state’s total exports.

. Since 1987, Alaska’s exports to Mexico have grown by nearly 15 percent and the state’s
export to Canada have grown by over 140 percent.

» An estimated 200 new jobs have been created by growth in Alaska’s manufactured exports to
our North American trade partners since 1987.

Compdsifion of Alaska's Exports to Composition Pf Alaska's Exports to

M exico 1991 Total $6 Million i 'Canada 1991:T0tal $168 M illion

Food Products

Wood Products jiiiM y
Ownlesl Products (6%) jB p
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For More Information, contact: Office of Ihe U.S. Trade Representative,
6001 7th St., NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 August 1992
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NAFTA W ill Expand U.S. Exports and Generate Jobs

In August 1992, the United States, Canada, and Mexico concluded negotiations on the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which will eliminate trade and investment barriers

among the three countries.

NAFTA implements President Bush's vision of economic growth through free trade and will make
America more globally competitive. It links the United States with our first- and third-largest
trading partners, creating the largest and richest market in the world, with 360 million consumers
and $6 trillion in annual output.

Academic studies show ua surprising degree of unanimity" in predicting net U.S. job creation and
wage gains from NAFTA, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission. Already, U.S.
exports to Canada support 1.5 million U.S. jobs. Our exports to Mexico support more than
600,000 U.S. jobs, which the Institute for International Economics predicts could swell to over 1
million jobs by 1995. These job gains will occur because NAFTa -

* Eliminates all tariffs on industrial and agricultural goods produced by the NAFTA partners,
enabling approximately 50 percent of our exports to Mexico to enter Mexico completely
duty-free on the day NAFTA becomes effective. Mexican tariffs on all remaining industrial
products and most agricultural items will be phased out over 5 to 10 years.

* Opens Mexico’s $146 billion services market for U.S. providers, including banks,
telecommunications, insurance, accounting, and trucking firms, and Improves our access
to Canada’s $285 billion services market;

. Phases out restrictions in the North American auto market to create important new
U.S. export opportunities, while establishing tough rules of origin that ensure that only
vehicles with substantial North American parts and labor benefit from NAFTA tariff cuts;
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« Opens access to Mexico for U.S. agricultural exports, including corn, grains, oilseeds,
livestock, and other commodities by phasing out tariffs and import licensing requirements,
which currently cover 25% of U.S. agricultural exports;

» Offers ahigher level of protection for U.S. copyrights, trademarks, patents, and
other intellectual property rights from that of any other bilateral or multilateral agreement:
these rights are crucial to U.S. exporters of high-technology goods, pharmaceuticals,
biotechnology, sound recordings, motion pictures, and computer software;

« Establishes an effective dispute-settlement mechanism among the NAFTA partners;

e Provides fair rules for investment in North America by ensuring non-discrimination,
ending local content requirements, and dropping export performance quotas; and

. Provides substantially Increased access for U.S. firms to Mexico’ state-owned
energy companies, with particular benefit to petroleum and heavy electrical equipment
suppliers and construction firms. NAFTA establishes transparent rules for bidding and
creates a bid challenge procedure.

NAFTA Builds on Recent Gains in The U.S:Trade Balance With Mexico Has
Swung From Deficitto a Substantial Surplus .
U.S. Trade
$8.7 Billion*

NAFTA builds on the market-opening U.S.- %
Canada Free Trade Agreement, which has U.S. Merchandise Trade
boosted our.Canadian exports to $85 billion, Balance with Mexico
NAFTA also accelerates the opening of che S2.1 Billion é
Mexican market, and locks in recent gains: S
. By the end of 1992, US. exports to Mexico

are projected to more than triple, from S5.7 Billion

$12.4 billion in 1986 to nearly $44 billion, 1985 1986 1987 1988 1S89 1990 1991 1992 £

transforming our trade deficit of $5.7
billion in 1987 to a projected surplus in
excess of S8 billion.

. Mexico is now our fastest-growing major market, and has surpassed Japan as our second-
largest market for manufactured exports.

e« The more than 600,000 U.S. jobs currently supported by our exports to Mexico include all
sectors, and are nationwide: almost every state has expanded exports to Mexico since 1987.

. Export-related jobs generally pay 17 percent more per hour than the average U.S. wage.
This wage advantage accrues to service workers as well as to workers in che manufacturing
sector.

NAFTA Ensures Growth and. Stability in Mexico

Increased economic growth in Mexico yields a high payback for the United States:

e Almost 70 cents of every Mexican import dollar - and 15 cents of each dollar of additional
Mexican income - is spent on U.S. goods and services.

. Moreover, NAFTA will raise Mexican wages and standards of living, and thus decrease
pressures for unauthorized immigration to the United States.

. Finally, NAFTA will generate new resources to improve the environment.
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NAFTA Assures a Smooth Transition for Workers

The NAFI'A governments agree that import-sensitive industries should have time to adjust to free
trade. Therefore, NAFTA explicitly provides:

« Atransition of up to 15 years before tariffs are eliminated on our most sensitive products;

» Safeguards to protest against actual or threatened mjury from increased imports by
permitting the temporary reimposition of higher, pre-NAFTA tariff rates; and

e Tough rules of origin and limits on duty "drawback™ (rebates) to ensure maximum
benefits for products produced in North America.

Worker Adjustment Assistance: President Bush is committed to work with the Congress to
have in place adequately funded worker adjustment assistance that provides “prompt,
comprehensive and effective services™ by the time NAFTA enters into force. To this end, the
Adrninistratior is currendy consulting widely with Congress and the private sector.

Long-Term Labor Cooperation: Pursuant to a 1991 Memorandum of Understanding, the U.S.
and Mexican governments have been cooperat ng on key labor issues, such as worker safety and
health, child labor, and labor law and worker rights. We are now discussing longer term
cooperative efforts to address, through technical assistance and training, priority issues regarding
Mexico's labor standards and enforcement regime.

NAFTA Benefits the Enviroiiment

The NAFTA agreement affirms the goal of all

three nations to “promote sustainable A» National Income Increases,
development... [and] strengthen the development

and enforcement of environmental laws and

regulations....” Accordingly, the NAFTA text:

* Allows the US. to maintain its stringent N
health, safety, and environmental standards,
including the right to prohibit imports that o
do not meet our standards; “ee"Aarticulates

Nitrogen Oxides

, Sulfur Oxides
*  Maintains the right of parties, including stata. =~~~ """ 77"~
and local governments, to enact even OECD Averages
tougher standards, while encouraging the 1970 1975 1980 1985 1988
NAFTA parties to strengthen standards
through upward harmonization;

Nkkkkg

. Preserves our right to enforce our international treaty obligations by limiting trade in
products such as endangered species or ozone-depleting substances; and

e Permits NAFTA parties to impose stringent environmental standards on investments so long
as they apply equally to domestic and foreign investors, while renouncing the lowering of
standards to induce investment.
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New Resources for Environmental Protection: By generating new income. NAFTA will
permit Mexico to devote even more resources to protecting and enhancing the environment.
Academic studies show that as economic growth increases, pollution decreases.

Border Plan: The United States and Mexico have developed an “Integrated Environmental Plan
for the U.S.-Mexico Border.” announced by Presidents Bush and Salinas in February 1992.
Mexico has committed S460 million over three years for border environmental initiatives.

P' esident Bush's FY 93 budget includes $241 million, double the amount in 1992, to ciean up the
border area’ rivers, hazardous waste, and air pollution.

Long-Term Cooperation: To enhance environmental protection and conservation, the U.S. and
Mexican governments are pursuing a series of long-term cooperative programs covering
enforcement, pollution control and prevention, pesticides, waste management, and emergency
response, among other things. This work is expected to result in the establishment of new
mechanisms for environmental cooperation, including enforcement.

Next Steps for NAFTA

Timing of Congressional consideration of the NAFTA is governed by *‘fast track” procedures,
which Congress last year extended for agreements signed before June 1. 1993. Under those
procedures:

e After negotiations are completed, the President may give formal notice to the Congress of
his intent to enter into the agreement.

* Ninety calendar days after giving notice, the President may sign the agreement.

*  The President may submit legislation implementing NAFTA to Congress any time after
signing the agreement. The President intends to work closely with Congress on developing
such legislation.

*  Once the legislation is submitted, it will be entitled to “fast track’ treatment, meaning that
Congress will vote “yes”or “no” on the agreement (no amendments) and will do so within
90 session days of Congress. In the past, passage has taken considerably less time because
the Administration has consulted closely with Congress throughout the negotiations and has
collaborated with Congress on the drafting of implementing legislation.

‘By building together the largestfree trading region in the
world, Mexico, the United States and Canada are working to
ensure that thefuture will bring increased prosperity, trade,
and newjobsfor the citizens ofeach ofour countries.”

President George Bush
July 15, 1992

For more information, contact: Office.o theUS Trade Representative,
600 17t St, NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 August 1992
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NAFTA Will Enhance Environmental Protection Throughout North
America

The NAFTA parties have agreed thateconomic development should take place in an
environmentally sound maimer. Thus, the NAFTA text itself states that one of ifs primary
purposes is to:

""Contribute to the harmonious developmentand expansion of U\ > ina
manner consistent with environmental protection and conservation;..promote
sustainable development;... [and}strengthen the development and enforcement of
environmental lam and regulations."

By promoting Mexican economic growth, NAFTA will create more resources for environmental
protection. Independent studies show that as a country’s national income increases, pollution
levels generally decrease.

Key Environmental Provisions of the Agreement

NAFTA’ provisions on standards and health and safety measures explicitly ensure our right to
safeguard the environment, while also encouraging NAFTA parties to strengthen environmental
standards. Specifically, NAFTA:

. Maintains existing U.S. health, safety, and environmental standards by allowing the
U.S. to continue to prohibit entry of goods that do not meet U.S. standards;

» Allows the parties, including states and cities, to enacteven tougher standards; and

* Encourages the NAFTA parties to harmonize their standards upward to strengthen
environmental and health protection.
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Importantly, NAFTA also preserves our right to enforce our international treaty
obligations, including limits on trade in products such as endangered species and ozone-

depleting substances.

Environmental protection will be further enhanced by NAFTA's investment provisions, which:

Permit the parties to impose stringent environmental standards on new investments, so long
as they apply equally to domestic and foreign investors, while renouncing the lowering of
environmental standards as a means to induce investment; and

Permit the parties to require environmental impacc statements on new investments.

Mexico: Environmental Accomplishments

Law: Mexico'scomprehensive 1988 environmentallaw covers air,water, and soil
pollution,and is patterned on U.S.law. In some instances, Mexican standards are
even stricterthan those in the United States — e.g.,Mexico requires environmental
impactstatements for both new public and private investment,

Enforcement: In thelasttwo years, Mexico has dram atically increased its
enforcementactivities,dosing permanently ortemporarily over 1000 polluting firms,
boosting itsenforcementbudgetfrom $6.6 million to $77 million in 1992, and
increasing the numberofborderareaenvironmentalinspectors from 50 to 200.

Mexico City: In March 1992, PresidentSalinas announced thathe wasrequiring the
biggestindustrialpolluters to reduce particulate emissions up to 90 percentormove
outofthedty. Sulfuroxides,carbon monoxide,and lead concentrations are now ator
hdow acceptable levels;specialattentionisnow being paid to ozone levels.

Conservation: Mexico has setup 44 nationalparks,8 reserves,and 14 hiosphere
reserves;joined CITES in 1991;ended the commercialharvestofsea turtles;is
working with the U.S. to eliminate dolphin mortality in tuna fisheries; and has
announced plans touse turtle exduderdevices on allshrimp vessels by May 1994,

The Pollution Haven Myth: Compliance costs playaminimalrolein relocation
decisions because they representa smallshare oftotalcosts for mos< industries.
Indeed, 86 percentofU.S.industries have abatementcostsof2 percentor less.
Moreover, mostU.S.industries with high compliance costs already have low tariffs,
SONAFTA would give them little incentive to relocate to M exico.

The NAFTA agreement contains other provisions that are designed to enhance environmental
protection, including:

Dispute settlement: NAFTA will allow dispute settlement panels to call on scientific
experts for advice in trade disputes raising environmental and health science issues, and
places on the complaining party the burden of proving that an environmental or health
measure is inconsistent with the agreement. Parties whose standards are questioned can opt
to have disputes resolved under NAFTA's provisions.

Land Transport: NAFTA will decrease border congestion by allowing trucks to transport
cargoes directly to their destinations in both countries, cutting idling time and ending the
need to switch trailers at the border and return them home empty.
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The Environmental Review

On February 25, 1992, President Bush released the findings of a nine-month U.S. Government
review of the environmental effects of NAFTA, which included public hearings in six U.S. cities.
The review concluded that NAFTA will:

. Enhance environmental protection by providing Mexico with additional resources to address
current environmental problems; and

. Ease environmental pressures on the border as free trade encourages economic
development to occur further south.

The review also concluded that NAFTAwill not encourage U.S. firms to relocate to
Mexico because pollution abatement costs represent a small share of total production
costs in most industries.

The Border Plan

The comprehensive, multi-year Border Plan announced by Presidents Bush and Salinas in
February 1992 will improve the environment along the border, while sustaining economic
development:

e The “Integrated Environmental Plan for the U.S.-Mexico Border'* was developed in
consultation with the public and private sectors in 16 border cities.

e The Plan establishes a Border Environmental Advisory Committee, composed of 24 members
representing various areas of the border region, and utilizes U.S. and Mexican working
groups on enforcement, air, water, hazardous waste, pollution prevention, and emergency

response.

. Mexico has announced a three-year S460 million program for border clean-up. President
Bush's FY 1993 budget proposal includes S241 million for border environmental programs,
more than double the amount allocated in FY 1992.

Longer-Term Environmental Cooperation

The United States and Mexico have agreed upon a work program to enhance regional
environmental protection and enforcement:

The United States and Mexico are formulating workplans covering the areas of air, water,
hazardous waste, pesticides, enforcement, emergency response, pollution prevention, data
exchange, and environmental impact assessment.

»  Thiswork is likely to result in new mechanisms for environmental cooperation that will
review and monitor environmental relations, including enforcement issues.

The United States and Canada already have established mechanisms to deal with a host of
environmental issues, ranging from conservation of ecosystems to control of transboundary
movement of hazardous wastes. Most recently, the United States and Canada signed a landmark

agreement to reduce acid rain.

For more information, contact: Office of the U.S, Trade Representative,
60017t St., NV, Washington, D.C., 20606 Augunt 1062
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Will Mexico’s lower wages and
workplace safety standards
encourage U.S. companies to
move to Mexico?

No. The total cost of production is what mat-
ters in relocation decisions, not wages alone.
Labor productivity is as much as five times
higher in the United States than in Mexico,
and, over the past decade, U.S. productivity
has grown more than twice as fast as

Mexicos.

Mexican worker rights and labor standards
compare favorably with those in the United
States, as do Mexico's laws and regulations on
occupational safety and health. Moreover, we
have a broad-based cooperative effort under-
way between the U.S. Department of Labor
and the Mexican Labor Ministry to narrow dis-
crepancies thac exist.

Will NAFTA lead U.S. companies
to move their operations—and
jobs—to Mexico to avoid U.S.
environmental standards?

No. First, environmental compliance costs
play a minimal role in relocation decisions
because they represent a small share of total
costs for most industries. Moreover, most U.S.
industries with high compliance costs already
have low tariffs, so NAFTA would give them
little incentive to relocate.

Second, all new investments in Mexico "wsc
comply with Mexico's 1988 environmental leg-
islation, which closely mirrors U.S. law. In
some instances. Mexican environmental stan-
dards arc even stricter than those in the
United States. Mexico’s enforcement of th.:se
standards is improving dramatically: since

1989, President Salinas has shut down over
1000 factories for non-compliance with
Mexican environmental standards, and
quadrupled the number of border inspectors.

Third, to narrow any differences in standards
and enforcement, we are working closely with
the Mexican government. In February 1992,
Presidents Bush and Salinas unveiled an
"Integrated Environmental Plan for the U.S.-
Mexico Border," which establishes working
groups on enforcement, air, water, hazardous
waste, pollution prevention and emergency
response. Moreover, we are making progress
toward the establishment of new mechanisms
for environmental cooperation, including
enforcement.

Will NAFTA turn Mexico into an
export platform for products
from outside of North America?

No, NAFTA’s tough rules of origin mean that
the benefits of its tariff cuts go only to North
American-made products, thus preventing
Mexico from being used as a "*pass-through™
for non-NAFTA products.

In the auto sector, for example, cars built in
Mexico and Canada must contain 62.5 percent
North American content to be eligible for pref-
erential tariff treatment.

In the textile sector, to qualify fc  duty-free
status, textiles and garments must be woven
and processed in North America generally
from the yarn-spinning stage forward.

Finally, NAFTA will eliminate Mexico's export
requirements and limit its duty rebate pro-
grams, thus removing the artifical incentives
firms in Mexico had to export to the United
Slates.
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Will NAFTA mean that cheap
imports from Mexico will flood
the U.S. market?

No, our imports from Mexico are relatively
small, equivalent to just over one-half of one
percent of U.S. GDF. Moreover, half of those
products already are eligible to enter the
United States duty free, and thus will be unaf-
fected by NAFTA's tariff reductions.

In addition, NAFfA contains a number of pro-
visions that will protect U.S. workers from
import surges:

*  Long transition periods for the reduction
in U.S. tariffs for import-sensitive sectors;

and

e Safeguards, which permit a temporary
._":e in U.S. tariffs to protect U.S. workers
from being injured from increased
impons.

Finally, U.S. trade laws remain unchanged and
will be strongly enforced to protect U.S. work-
ers from unfairly dumped or subsidized for-
eign goods.

Will NAFTA increase immigration
from Mexico?

No. First, NAFTA does not alter either U.S.
immigration laws or the vigor with which they
are enforced. Second, free trade will stimulate
economic growth, creating new jobs, at better
wages, in Mexico;

e Economic growth in Mexico is the single
most important long-term remedy to the
problem of unauthorized migration to the
United States, according to a 1990 report
by the Commission for the Study of
International Migration and Cooperative
Economic Development.

* Indeed, a 1990 U.S. International Trade
Commission Study concluded that the
NAFTA will both expand the number of

For more information, contact: Office of the U.S, Trade Representative,
60017th S, NW, Washington, D.C., 20506

jobs in Mexico and increase average
wages, decreasing the economic pres-
sures that lead to emigration to the
United States.

Will anything be done to help
displaced workers?

While NAFTA will create good, high-paying
jobs for Americans, workers dislocated as a
result of the NAFTA will be eligible for
adjustment assistance,

In his May 1, 1991 letter to Congress, the
President affirmed his commitment to provid-
ing adequately funded worker adjustment
assistance that ensures that workers who may
be displaced will receive -prompt, comprehen-
sive, and effective services."

The Administration is already working with
Congress and the private sectc on worker
adjustment assistance, and is committed to
have a proposal ready when NAFTA legislation
is considered by Congress - well before
NAFTA enters into force.

What will happen to the U.S.-
Canada Free Trade Agreement
(CFTA)?

NAFTA builds upon trade liberalization begun
in the CFTA, but does not erode the benefits
of che CFTA

In general, NAFTA provisions replace parallel
sections of the CFTA. For example, NAFTA
improves upon—and supersedes— the CFTA’
provisions on rules of origin.

In other areas, NAFTA broadens the scope of
the CFTA by addressing issues such as intellec-
tual property and land transportation that were
not included in the CFTA

August 1992



A ALASKAN

Govenor Hickecl,

Sir, we need you to take a stand on
As you may know there was an office
Govcnors Office to the White House,
for NAFTA, but it subverts a lot of
equate this as being good?

VIDEO STUDIO

This memo is
PUBLIC CITIZENS'S CONGRESS WATCH, 215 Pennsylvania Ave.,

2782805

the NAFTA.

memo draft from the Texas

basically stating, W are
our state laws. flow do We
in the possion of
S.E

Washington, D.C. 20003. (202) 546-4996. (I will include thisl)
It will and is creating health problems for the U.S. and Alaika.
This is being done by Mexican food that is tainted with fecial
matter, metal shavings, ingesta, and chemicals such as DDT and
Albin. If our Citizens or Government trys to stop shipracntslof
these foods, Mexico can call that a barrier to trade and wo will

have to accept them or bo fined.

This will
many of our jobs.

negatively affect our fishing,

mining, trucking and

It will allow 18 year old kids to drive our hiways in over size
trucks, (hiway upkeep will rise), and they will not be liabli to
our hiway safety laws or when they cross the borders, they will
not be searched for drugs, aliens, etc. You can see where in is

(MAQLADORA), and will

going on now,

Wb need to know if you are with the

A yes vote for NAFTA is

that yes vote.

Sincerely,

John A. Pierce Sr.

1536 Gambell

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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a no vote for
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be worse with NAFTA.
people, or the Globalist
the Roprosenative who gives
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Over the years, Congress and federal regulators have adopted a number of different food
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Over the years, Congress and federal regulators have adopted a number of different food sjfety
standards designed to safeguard the public. These standards protect consumers from toxic
pesticides on their kitchen tables, require labeling to help American shoppers make healthy
choices, mandate food inspection t prevent contamination and disease, and regulafe food
additives and preservatives to protect public health. U.S. consumers, increasingly concerned
about their health and the safety of their food, have welcomed these standards. Now, the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) may undermine these critical standards add limit

Congress' ability to enact future food safety laws.

A section of NAFTA's agriculture text includes rules which threaten U.S. food safety standards.
A goal of these rules is "harmonization of standards,”" which would reduce U.S. slandards(to an
international lowest common denominator. Under NAFTA, federal, state and local standards
more protective than named international standards if challenged by another NAFTA country,
can be declared lllegal barriers to trade. NAFTA requires the U.S. to pay damages to a
successful challenger if the U.S. continues to enforce a successfully challenged standard, pressure
to lower standards will be great under these rules.

NAFTA Could Allow Banned Chemicals on-U.S. Food Imports.

Unfortunately, the named international standards for food in NAFTA are those of the Ccdex
Alimentarius, a Rome-based U.N. subgroup whose standard-setting process has for lyears
involved numerous food, chemical and agribusiness companies but no representatives of health
or environmental interests. Only recently have consumer groups been granted token
representation in this process. Not surprisingly, many Codex standards are lower thanjc irrent
U.S. law. For instance, Codex allows chemicals long-banned in the US. — such as DDT — on
grains, meat and dairy products. Fruits and vegetables are allowed to contain higher residues
of many banned or severely restricted pesticides such as aldrin and heptachlor.

U.S. Standards Can Be Challenged as Illegal Trade Barriers )

i
A challenged standard must survive a series of tests in the judgement, of a .dispute resolution
panel, composed of trade experts. The likelihood that U.S. standards will be judged illegnj trade
barriers is increased by the dispute process itself, which is conducted in secret and allows for
little, if any, citizen or congressioi\al input. Despite their failings, NAFTA ompowe s these
unelected, unaccountable panels to declare US. laws illegal trade barriers that mist be
eliminated or for which fines must be paid. NAFTA dispute resolution raises the question of

why U.S. laws should be subject to second-guessing by any bodies outside the American legal
system. It also places essential food safety standards at risk.

Mexico Allows Many Pesticides Banned in the U.S.

Seventeen pesticides banned in the tf.S. are legal for use in Mexican agriculture (fift*eieht
others are legal on somo produce in the U.S,, but are used in Mexico in ways which woiild be
Illegal under U.S. laws). Included among these 17 pesticides are chemicalis such as TriakAphos,
Edifenpnos, i hoxim and Pirimicarb (see chart). U.S. attempts to limit food imports contaminated
with these pesticides could be challenged as illegal trade practices. Further, NAFTA requires



countries to consider using Codex standards while they are developing their own n”easures.
NAFTA pressures the U.S. to use pesticides without following our own approval process.

Selected Pesticides Used InMexico Which Are Illegal in the U.S.

)“\“ewddery «Sytrtpbms of Poisoning Ik

M il Or%anophos hatc. Can di,sruh)t tho central nervous | Com, cottonseed, potatoes
« Hsystem. Causes nausea, diarrnea, headaches, twitching
P, and weakness: in _hlﬁher concentrations, convulsions
and death. Potentially causes cancer,
ixJitehpnei); - Organophosphate. See above. Husked rice, polished rice
Pho.xim . Organophosphate. See above. _ .. .Com,rice, sorghup
Pirtmicarb-  Carbamate. Causes vomiting, diarrhea and blurred Apples, beans (shelled, common), irus fruit,

ymm > Vision, slurred speech; in hiﬂ er concentrations, depres-  onions, bulb onions, peaches, pecails, chili
sion of respiration and deallt. peppers, sweet peppers, potatoes, wheat

NAFTA Will Exacerbate Existing Problems with Pesticide Enforcement

A September 1992 General Accounting Office (GAQO) Report. Adulterated Importe!j Foods
Are Reaching U.S. Grocery Shelves [GAO-RCED-92-205], found "a long”~ermirenriof importers .
disregarding U.S. laws prohibiting the distribution of adulterated [containing prohibited
pesticides]1fppds.” According to the report, the U.S. Customs Scrvicelests only 1% of imported
food for residues of illegal pesticides. Even so, $6,400,000 worth of adulterated food was
identified by U.S. Customs officials. As much as a third of the food which fails U.S. Cilstoms
inspection is eventually distributed in the US. These numbers suggest that morcj than
$200,000,000 worth of contaminated food is sold lo American consumers each year. The GAO
also reported that "agricultural imports from Mexico account for nearly one-half of all th™ fresh
and frozen fruits and vegetables exported to the U.S." Such imports will increase under NAFTA.

_Mexico has no government agency responsible for enforcing and monitoring.”.tickle
reriduSPAMsllha'*X O also notes that tne US. has, m addiUorTTcTitS-rcgukLsampling—
program”a "special program to test Mexican produce for'pesticlde residues®Xbi*pmgiJr>-w”
implemented' "in~resportse-io-the-mcreaTirig'volume of food imported from Mexico'and the
growing concerns about the safety of that food." NAFTA could eliminate this essential testing
program as a trade barrier, as happened with meat inspection after the implementation'of the
1988 Free Trade Agreement between the U.S. and Canada (CUSFTA).

"Free Trade' Agreements Have Already Weakened U.S. Food Inspection Standard!!

Under the deregulatory climate created by the 1988 Free Trade Agreement between the
U.S-.and.Capada, the US: Department of Agriculture severely weakened border meat inspection.
In 1990, VyilJjamJLehman, a tXpartTrcntdTAgnculture whistle®blo~rTTesttfie*ThaFunderlhe
new rules only 1 tru~ckjndXrrsi~cd-forrirptrfrm'-Tmd”yTeVcrai pre-selected sainples
tested. According to LehmariHhrnew rules also notified the shippers in advanci if the
shipments that were to be inspected and have resulted in "a threat to public health." Problems
with the meat included "pus-filled abscesses, metal shavings embedded'in the meat, inpesta
feces and obvious pathology” — all identified on shipments specially prepared by lire shippers

for Inspection. NAFTA contains the same language on kispection as the CUSFTA and will
intensify the rush to further undermine standards.



witn me meat included "pus-filled abscesses, metal shavings embedded in the meat/intésto
feces and obvious pathology — all identified on shipments specially prepared by the shippers

for nspection. NAFTA contains the same language on inspection as the CUSFTA an<fW|II
intensity the rush to further undermine standards. I

This hel sheet was prepared by PUP“C C|t|zenfCongrvs Watch, 215Pennsylvania Ave SE Washlngton C> 203
For more information please contact Daniel Raskin at (202)



I am sending .this.1st draft.of a pto-nafta nent

from the texas' attornie general to ..the..white house ,so

you will see how our buy..alaska progran .as. well as many
our state ,health.enviromental, and safety laws

for more. .info...call j.o.hji pierc.q 278-2805

COHF1DENTIA

inter-officr CCKmmcation

Office of the Attorney General

TO 1
rRON:
DATKt Kareh 10, 1993

M Revision of NAPTA Position Paper

Attached please find a revision of the Texos-Morioo Sorder Task
Poree position paper now entitled *NAFTA and State tawi 1mpact*
Upofc Texas.™™ Please review the changes made in thin paper and pass
your comments to Louis"mEsoarono, including whether or not an
additional meeting to discuss this paper would bo helpful*

Onoe again, this position paper remains a draft version only,
and tovdry effort should be made to preserve its confidentiality;

Your eormenta and suggestions ate welcome end we look forward to
hearing from you.

GAC/61

Attachment
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NAPTA AND STATE LAW: IMPACTS UPON TEXAS
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potential impacts of NAFTA oo the State of Texad/ " 'v2 muerauea suuwss orofy
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The firstcomponent of that analysis to the impact of NAF T A upon state law. The
result Si thJi document NAFTA end Shit Uw: Impart* Upon Texas does no! purportto
be an exhaustive analysis of the effects of NAFTA on *D areas of ttat* law. Nor does
ItdUcuss the soda! and economic ramifications of NAFTA, father, rtfteuses on the
impact of NAFtA upon the state™s environmental , health and safety jaws because the
provisions of NAFTA that could impact these particular laws ate woven throughout the
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AMERICAN SURVEY

and takea closer look at the way the agree—
ment might hurt nate sovereignty_Hie gov—

ermor,Amc Carlson,would have noneofit,
and took the unusual step of vetoing die
resolution (which Is only a statement of
opinion}, nafta,he argued, would bring
thestateeconomlcgrowth and jobs;and the
resolution, besides, was "loaded with
specullation.”
MrCarlson ksrigiton thefirstcount,but
probably wrong on die second. A oatt
Cirel, ruling lestyear , confirmed that states™
ws could be successfullychal lenged under
tradeagreements.The panel , summoned by

Canada, found that laws covering thedistri—

bution ofwine and beer In more than 40
stateswere Inconsistent with Intemational

trade rules. Since the ruling, the federal gov—

ernment hasbeenworkingwith thestatesto
change the offending laws.

ALASKAN VIDEO STUDIO
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A beer with the

Canadians
WAHKGICLDC

TATHENAmer ic* sigtan Intemational
v V tradeagneement._whathappenstothe

law* thathave been passed inTal lahasseeo;

SacramentotSomeitfitclegisUturesassume

those laws will be threatened; and the dis—
trict court ruling of June 30th made the
same assumption.

Inabout halfa dozen nates, legislatures
have already passed resolutions hostile
NAHA. A particularly fierceone appeared
inMinnesota earlier thisyear. Stafferscom —
piled a Iist of 30 state laws they thought
might fell victim to nafta, ranging from
programmes to promote Minnesota farm
produce to rules governing the disposal of
dry-cell batteries. They asked Congress to
withdraws = 112 fromthefes-track process

How ftrNAFTAor diegatt could goto-
wards overtuming other state laws remains

open tguestion. Staffer* at the officcof the
United States. Trade Representative ms s
thattheN a h a agreementwas carefullyne—
gotiated to protect state sovereignty and to
allow states, IF they wish, to maintain
stricteror greener stands rdj than the federal
government.

But one man"s green law Is another™s
barrier to trader as witness another struggle
between the United Statesand Canada over
beer. In thisoose, the roles are reversed ithe
United States has been Quarrelling for two
years with a sub-federal government, the
province of Ontario, over a taxon cans of
beer. This tAx,accordingtoOntario, encour —
ages die use of refutable glass bottleswhich
are betterforthe environment, because they
do not need recycling, TheUnited Stateshas

2782805 P. 04

IS T

slapped a retaliatory tariffon Ontariobeer,
pointing out thatonlyAmerican producer*
shipany quantity ofbeer In fjas, and that
Ontariodoes not taxsoftdrinks incanspro—
duced by Canadians. I

Most state officials, aqueaed between
assurances nn one sideand alarumson the
other,will have towaitand sodwhatnaha
brings. The only certainty is that. In future
lawmaking, trade concerns will hive tobe
taken more into account FrowUloni in
naha and thepresentrot, d ofoattboth
require thatnev/state proposals that mayaf-
fect trademust be circulated tafortignpew-
ere for comment. For state legislator*, who
like to aee themselves as experimenters In
the laboratories of democracy” such an Im—
position may be quite a dampener. But it
could do great things for fret trade.
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HIK 20-NAFTA
Rep. Kay Brown

H J R 2 0, M odifications to N AFTA
Representative Kay Brown

Sponsor's Statement

This Resolution would ask the U.S. Congress to obtain modifications to the
North American Free Trade Agreement in order to protect state's rights to
manage their natural resources and environment, to encourage economic
development and to protect their citizen's health.

Alaska must take a stand on NAFTA because, as currently negotiated, the
agreement

« could undermine state procurement practices that encourage the purchase
of Alaska products from Alaska businesses.

e could threaten state economic development initiatives that offer special
programs, subsidies or investment incentives to domestic industries—even
fish hatcheries!

* could severely restrict our right to manage our resources and environment
according to policies and laws enacted by Alaskans.

e could exempt foreign food imports from the strict standards that apply to
the products of American farms.

e could accelerate the "de-industrialization” of America by encouraging
manufacturers to take advantage of lax health and safety laws and low wages
south of the bon.er.

Free trade, a laudable goal, cannot be achieved by sacrificing the fundamental
rights of states or the protection of our people.
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Statement by the AFL-CIO0O Executive Council
on
0.S.-Mexico Free Trade Agreement
February 20, 1991

Bai Harbour, FL

The proposed U.S.-Mexico free trade agreement would be a

disaster for workers in both countries. It would destroy®"jcbs in
the United States, while perpetuating exploitation of workers and
inflicting widespread damage on the environment in Mexico. The

beneficiaries would be multinational corporations and large banks.

To secure the eventual passage of an agreement, the Bush
Administration 1is pushing hard for "fast-track authority”™ from
Congress. This procedural tactic would allow only~for a simple and
unconditional yes-cr-no vote without the opportunity for amendment

by Congress.

The strategy behind fast-track authority is plain. The White
House knows that the agreement cannot withstand searching scrutiny,
and it is doing its best to prevent public debate.

There 1is a preview of what an agreement would bring. It 1is
the maquiladoras, the U.S.-owned plants that operate inside Mexico
along the border but produce goods exported back here.

The pay averages 60 to 80 cents per hour, barely a subsistence
wage. Many workers live in shacks made of packing materials, with
no running water, sewers, or electricity. The air pollution and
toxic waste generated by maquiladoras are among the worst 1in the

world.

The Wall Street Journal has noted that "[the maquiladoras®]
very success 1is helping turn much of the border region 1into a
sinkhole of abysmal living conditions and environmental

degradation.u

The maquiladoras have flourished because U.S. comoanies have
seen an opportunity to pay Mexican workers a fraction of the wages
that U.S. workers receive, and to evade the standards for
occupational safety, workers* compensation and environmental

protection that are required here.

The supporters of a U.S.-Mexico free trade agreement say it 1is
a "ladder toprosperity" for Mexican workers; but all of the bottonm

rungs are missing. The reason that U.S. corporations have
established facilities 1in Mexico 1is not to promote economic
development, or raise the standard of living and level

of consumption there; it is to increase corporate profits.
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Can the States Live
Happily After NAFTA?

The new North American Free Trade Agreement is HHIKEIECEI V ED

to start more arguments than it settles.

APR 7 b laad

BY PENELOPE LEMOV

T rade-policy junkies love to tell
this tale—in part because it
wraps wine and beer around

international intrigue, but also

because it provides a clue to what lies
ahead for state governments if and
when the North American Free Trade

Agreement goes info effect.

The story starts a few
years ago, when two U.S.
brewers, Heileman and
Stroh’. eyed the Canadian
market and hoped to start
selling some beer north of
the border. It turned out
that the Canadian prov-
inces had laws, dating back
to the Depression, that pre-
cluded the sale of any beer
that wasn’t brewed there.

The two American compa-

nies, citing the General

Agreement on Tariffs and

Trade, claimed the require-

ments were unfair. The

U.S. government sought a

ruling on the issue from an

international trade panel,

and when that panel ren-

dered its decision, Canada

came out the loser: It had

to let the American brewers

come in.

But the Canadians struck
back. They studied Amer-
ican laws and came up with
hundreds of wine and beer
regulations in more than 40
states that amounted to
restraint of trade. Some of
those state laws were giving
tax preferences to wine
from local vineyards; others were
requiring that beer imported into a
state be delivered by a common eairi-
er rather than on a brewer’s own
truck.

The Canadians took their case to an
international trade panel, and, last
spring, that panel ruled that most of
the U.S. statutes violated the interna-

‘0 GOVERNING December 1222.

Ansd.
tional trade law and that the U.S. had
to tell its states to repeal them or face
fines and sanctions. That is what the
federal government is now in the
process of doing. ‘Therel be a lot of
surprised legislators this winter,” says
Charles Colgan, professor of public
policy at the University of Southern

Maine.'Somebody iram Wasiiintor
will arrive and say, The way in which
you regulate the distribution of beer
and wine in your state is now illegal,
.uid you have to change it’”

But the Sixpnck Surprise isn’t why
Colgan and other trade policy people
tell diis story. They tell it because it
may be just a pule imitation of what is

£. O0K)

coming. NAFTA, a three-way trade
deal involving the United States,
Canada and Mexico, enlarges and
strengthens the rules that have been
in place thus far under the multi-
national GATT agreement. NAFTA
goes far beyond imports and manu-
facturing. Its tentacles extend into the
realm of state law on banking and
insurance, regulations on health and
safety, and laws protecting the envi-
ronment. 1f Congress passes legisla-
tion implementing the trade agree-
ment and the president signs it,
NAFTA will reinforce and push for-
ward a trend that developed out of
the beer-wine case. This trade pact
obligates the federal government to
an international agreement
that states will be required
to implement and fulfill in a
wide range of areas.
This was once unthink-
able by historical standards.
Until the past few years,
the role of the states in
world trade was essentially
nonexistent. International
trade treaties dealt almost
exclusively with federal tar-
iffs on commodities and
products. But in recent
years, those agreements
have been stretched to
include non-tariff barriers
such as licensing, subsidies
and product standards—
areas that fail within the
traditional regulatory
domain of states, not
nations. This trend began
to accelerate through the
decade of the 1980s. Now it
is a major focus of NAFTA.
Virtually every state reg-
ulates its economy in ways
that are going to conflict
with die agreement. Many
of diem require, for exam-
ple, that the owners of an
insurance company be resi-
dents of the state. Others
impose trucking safety standards that
foreign vehicles do not necessarily
meet. Most states impose require-
ments for banking charters that would
make it extremely difficult for a
Canadian or Mexican firm to enter
the market.
Under NAFTA, die states will have
two vcars to review those sorts of

Jeff diaant fmpAit



restrictions. They won’t be required
to repeal them, but they will have to
pick and choose which ones to place
on a list of laws and regulations that,
even if they are discriminatory, will
not fall under the watchful eyes of
NAFTA and the trading partners.

While there is nothing to prevent a
state from keeping ail of its current laws,
there are risks in doing that. If states
grandfather in ail their laws, they wont
give Canada, with its $235 billion ser-
vices market, -or Mexico, with its S146
billion services market, much incentive
to open up their markets more broadly.
If too many discriminatory regulations
turn up on the list a state could be seen
as hostile to NAFTA and could lose out
on the benefits of the agreement—'the
ability to participate actively in new
trade markets.

And such states may find it hard to
attract investment from trading part-
ners. "You don’t want to be known as a
state that discriminates against any sort
of investment, ” says Dan Caprio, a lob-
byist for the state of Illinois. The bot-
tom line is job creation.”

ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND
regulations may be the thorniest issue
of all. State governments have spent
the better part of 20 years setting
standards and laying down rules to
protect the health and safety of their
citizens and of the environment. But,
as with the wine and be tr statutes,
such laws can be interpreted as dis-
guised trade barriers.

The states have some protection.
N AFTA stipulates that as long as an
environmental regulation can be justi-
fied on the basis of scientific evi-
dence, it cannot be considered a
restraint of trade. But as armor, that is
not as strong as it at first appears to
be. What seems like scientific proofin
Pennsylvania or Illinois may be read
as nothing more than an excuse in
Ottawa or Mexico City.

There is some question, for cxam-
ole, about recycling laws. Suppose a
state approves a regulation setting
the percentage of recycled material
that has to be included in any copy-
ing paper that happens to be sold
there. Could a Canadian company
that makes paper only from virgin
materials charge that such a law dis-
criminates against it and is a hidden
restraint of bade?

A state’s best defense against this
kind of charge is likely to be that it
treats the products of other countries
in the same way it beats its own. and
thus cannot be discriminating. But that
doesn't mean there won't be a test case
on diis type of issue if and when the
pact is signed and goes into effect in the
three countries.

Even if there is evidence to back up
a regulation, states
could find their envi-
ronmental laws under-
mined. The science
itself could be disput-
ed. For instance, the
U.S. and the Euro-
pean Community are
currently at logger-
heads over whether
the use ofartificial hor-
mones to stimulate the
growth of beef cattle
has any effect on
human health. Euro-
peans say it does and
refuse to import beef
from those animals.
The United States
says that is nothing
more than an excuse to keep out com-
petition. NAFTA does not provide any
simple mechanism for resolving such
disputes among the North American
trading partners.

A state could also lose a scientific
argument when its interests take sec-
ond place to its nation's foreign policy
concerns. Under NAFTA, environ-
mental disputes with Mexico or Canada
are to be handled by the federal gov-
ernment, and in particular, the Office
of the United States Trade
Representative. And that’s where
the states may find their interests
imperiled.

One trade expert, Harr/ Freeman,
a Washington, D.C.-based trade poli-
cy consultant, offers this scenario:
Mexico charges that a California envi-
runmental regulation is not based on
solid scientific evidence but is, rather,
an artificial tiade barrier created by
the state. The argument goes before a
dispute resolution panel. Cut
California is not allowed to represent
itself—»he federal government argues
the ease.

As it turns out. the State Department
in Washington is in the process of nego-
tiating with Mexico on an unrelated

The environmental
rules that state
governments have
spent 20 years
writing could be
interpreted under
NAFTA as trade

barriers.

international issue, perhaps immigra-
tion or drug policy. The State
Department tells the U.S. Trade
Representative not to let the bade dis-
pute get in die wav of its broader diplo-
matic agenda. “If there’s an argument
with Mexico or Canada." Freeman con-
cludes, "die federal government could
sell a state down the river in die inteiesf
offoreign policy considerations.”

That's why, he adds,
the states "are crazy" if
they don't ask Con-
gress now. while it is
writing implementing
legislation to go along
with the agreement, to
find a wav consistent
with the Constitution
to assure a place for
the states at the dis-
pute-settiement table.

At the very least,
says Jody Thomas, a
trade specialist 'with
the National Gov-
ernors' Association,
there must be “some
sort of formal mecha-
nism between the fed-
eral government and the states to coor-
dinate and consult in those matters
requiring state implementation and
those where state law is challenged or
in dispute.”

On the wine-beer issue, for instance,
the U.S. Trade Representative contact-
ed the more than 40 states involved and
worked with them to develop a case.
One state—Texas—sent a representa-
tive with USTR officials to Ceneva
when the U S. defense was presented.
But that was an informal arrangement.
“For the long term,” Thomas says, “we
need something more established that
clarifies the communication link and
contact points.”

So Lx, USTR has appointed a liaison
for state and local concerns within its
offices. The odds are, assuming the
agreement becomes law, that whoever
fills that job in the next few years is
going to have an unending list of argu-
ments to settle and tempers to soothe.
And the people on the other end, in the
state capitols, are going to find it a tense
time as well. "We are entering a peri-
0d.” Cuarlcs Colgan says, “when states
arc about to find out they have a whole
bunch of obligations they never knew
they had.” 0
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| THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
BY HOUSE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND TOURISM

Offered: 3/22/93
Referred: Resources

Sponsors):  REPRESENTATIVE BROWN

A RESOLUTION

Relating to the North American Free Trade Agreement.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS great uncertainty exists regarding the effect of the proposed North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on state laws and regulations pertaining to
recycling, labeling, and other product and process standards; and

WHEREAS NAFTA could effectively challenge the concept cf states’ rights under the
United States Constitution by preempting state and local laws on investment, job creation,
consumer protection, the environment, community lending, bank regulation, and insurance; and

WHEREAS environmental protection laws and regulations of Alaska and other states
could be interpreted under NAFTA as trade barriers; and

WHEREAS NAFTA calls for harmonization of national and state standards, which
could lead to mandatory reduction of product standards to the lowest common international
product standards; and

WHEREAS NAFTA could potentially preclude preferential treatment of Alaska
residents and Alaska products in state procurement; and

WHEREAS NAFTA could limit a state's flexibility when offering special programs,
subsidies, or investment incentives to its domestic industries, such as fish hatcheries; and

11JR020b -1- CSHJIR 20(ITT)
CO/TO/ TTF1IE COPY GROSSED
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WHEREAS the most recent estimate by the International Trade Commission is that
the United States could lose 170,000 jobs if NAFTA is approved; and

WHEREAS dispute resolution procedures under NAFTA are confidendal and restricted
by federal officials, and state and local participation is absent;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature urges the President and the
United States Congress, before making a decision on NAFTA and not during a fast-track
approach to the decision, to develop a vision of international trade that safeguards the
constitutional and economic standing of the individual states of the United States and that is
based on a full assessment of the economic, environmental, and legal effects on states; and
be it .

FURTHER RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that states should be
included as full partners in dispute resolution under NAFTA and that states’ interests should
be vigorously defended when disputes arise; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature urges the United States
Congress to obtain modifications to the North American Free Trade Agreement in order to
protect the existing rights of states, where not precluded by federal iaw, to manage their
natural resources and environment, to encourage their economic development, and to protect
their citizens.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable 3ill Clinton, President of the
United States; the Honorable Al Gore, Vice-President of the United States and President cf
the U.S. Senate; the Honorable Robert C. Byrd, President Pro Tempore of the U.S. Senate;
the Honorable Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives; the Honorable
Ron Brown, Secretary of the U.S. Department of Commerce; the Honorable Bruce Babbitt,
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior, the Honorable Mike Espy, Secretary of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture; the Honorable Carol M. Browner, Administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency; the Honorable Mickey Kantor, U.S. Trade Representative;
and to the Honorable Ted Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and

the Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in

Congress.

CSHJR 20(ITT)






LETTERS SUPPORTING HJR 64: Supporting Allaska
Aerospace Development Corporation Projects

De Witt Fields

The Honorable Carolyn L. Floyd, Mayor of the City of Kodiak

The Honorable Walter J. Hickel, Governor of the State of Alaska

Rick Knight, Samson Tug and Barge

The Honorable Jerome M. Selby, Mayor of the Kodiak Island Borough
Resolution of Support from the Kodiak Island Borough Assembly
Steven Smith, Mark Air

The Honorable Ted Stevens, U.S. Senator

Jan J. Williams, PTI Communications



p. o. Box 25
Kodiak, AK 99">15
March 22, 1994
Mike Sullivan
Natural Resource Manager
Division of Land
3601 C Street
Anchorage, AK 99510-7005

Dear Mr. Sullivan:

Thankyou for your letter of March 1, 1994, informing tie about
the Alaska Aerospace Corporation and their intention zi placing an
orbital launch facility near Narrow Cape on Kodiak Island.

As car as | know, I am the only land owner rther than Bill
Burton 1in the entire area for several miles. I have five acres, US
Survey No. 5703, which borders their proposal on the south.

Having been associated with this area for forty-five years, |
think it 1is an excellent choice for the aerospace development.
Knowing about the weather conditions, the temperature, and the open
space, as well as the roads and communications, | would consider

their choice ideal compared to any other location. There should be
no interference with anything going on m the area at the present
time.

My cattle run with Mr. Burton®"s cattle and buffalo on his
ranch. Also on my five acres, | have cabins and two houses, and am
continually building and improving the area as a camp site. There
were approximately 150 people attending camps last year during the
summer months.

I would encourage the Corporation to locate in the Marrow Cape
area for the following reasons:

(1) There are reads already built left over from WWII.

(2) There is electrical power that comes from the Kodiak
Electric Association, which 1is hydroelectric power with
a diesel backup.

(3) The area has the best climate on Kodiak Island with very
little snow that seldom stays on the ground over a week,
since it is located on the east side or the Island, where
the ocean currects runin three directions, effecting the
weather.

(4) There 1is adequate open space.

Personally as 1 look toward the future, | can see nothing but
an expanded business growing 1inleaps and bounds. An article in

our paper last night told of a company that expects to launch 840

satellites that will orbit the earth at a low altitude by the year



bv two of the country®s r:.est accomplished high-tech
2001. PrODOSE?jtoday, the 59 billion project would consist or a

entrepreneur _ . .
. ;*munioations network that would link every spot on our
satellite cehmun:

globe.

If I can be of any further assistance, please contact me.

Yours truly,
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February 24, 1994

Honorable Ted Stevens
United States Senate

522 Hart Building
Washington, B.C. 20510-0201

RE: Orbital Launch Facility
Dear Senator Stevens:
The purpose of this letter is to communicate my support for the recentdecision of the
Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation (AADC) to develop an orbital launch

facility on Kodiak Island. The City of Kodiak welcomes the development of such a
facility, which we believe will bring both economic and educational benefits to the

City and its residents.

It ismy understanding that AADC isconsidering two sites on Kodiak Island, but has
notyet selected the site for the launch facility. The City has no preference for which
site is chosen, and is ready to provide its assistance to AADC regardless of the final
selection.

We look forward to working with AADC as it moves toward development of the
launch facility. It is cur hope that you will continue to support botli AADC and its
orbital launch facility.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

CITY OF KODIAK

Mayor

CLF/mhd
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The Honorable Ted Stevens
United States Senate

522 Hart Office Building
Washington, DC 20510 0201

Dear Ted,

It is my understanding that the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation
(AADC) recently selected Kodiak Island as the site for the development of an
orbital launch facility. / am writing to express my support for that decision.

The development of an orbital aunch facility within the State of Alaska is a
positive step towards diversification of the state's economy. It is anticipated that
the launch facility will result in increased economic development within the state,
including the creation of hignly-ski/fed and high paymg jobs. It is also anticipated
that the launch facility and the personnel who work there will provide 'he citizens
of Kodiak Island with \ aluahle educational opportunities.

For the reasons stared above, | urge you/ continued support of the AADC and its
development of an orbital launch facility on Kodiak Island. Thank you for your
consideration of this important issue.

With best regards.

Sincerely,

S/S WALTER J. HICKEL

Walter J Hickel
Governor

WJH/BPM/ec 0107
Support for a K Aerospace Development

Corp. Kodiak site
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TlJ(; AND BARGS

March 22, 1994

Pat Lander
Alaska Aerospace
Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Pat/

Following 1is our rate quotation tor shipping the rocket motors
from Seattle to Kodiak,

The rate in based upon the shipment or two motors per soiling -

In order to keep the price down, Samson Tug and Sarge would have
to modify a 40 foot shipping platform with stanchions so that

we can better utilise the deck apace on our barges. The cost to
modify each platform would bo $6*,500 .00, payable by the shipper.
Wo would need two platforms to make the trip to Kodiak and back
(empty) to Seattle in a six-week period. If tho motors wore to
move more frequently, wo would have to modify two more at an
additional cost to you. i
our rate for shipping the motors will be $11,500.00 per motor,

and includes leading to the barge in Seattle and unloading to

the first olace of rest at tho Kodiak dock. Marine 9nsurance for.

the shipments will be provided for an.aditionai G* of the ocean revenue

IT Keep From Freezing service is required, und additional charge of

$.65 per hundred pounds will be charged. Tho shipper must supply
tho means to heat tha crates, and the heating system must be
compatible with our 220V, 3-phaoe generators. I

The shipper is responsible to supply all required federal, state, and
city permits to receive the motors at the Seattle terminal.
An additional charge of $4.00 par ton will apply for Kodiak v/harfage.

All the above rates and charges r.ra predicated upon a 26 month agreeraei
that the shipper will ship all rocket motor3 via Sarhson Tug and Barge*5
service with a 54 increase per year in the ocean rate.

Terrolraf uUs « 0702 W Marginal Way SW +  Soattly. Washington 90106
(20G) 707-7020 +  (000) 331-3522 =+ PAX (206) 767.5,350
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In addition, Samson Tug and Barge would like toregain a3

the primary carrier for shipments of northbound and southbound
supplies, parts, and building materials, provided they are
not of a time-sensitive nature.

Our barges depart Seattle every 14 days with a transit time to
Kodiak of 10 days, year-round.

We are an Alaskan owned and operated common carrier headquartered
in Sitka, Alaska.

Please call with any questions or comments, and thank you for the
opportunity to quote on thi3 cargo.

Sincere

Rick Knight
MARKETING MANAGER
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AND
OPERATED
TUG AND BARGE

March 24, 1994

P.on Sabatino

Lockheed Space Operations
1100 Lockheed WAY LSO 003
Titusville, Florida 22700

Dear Mr. Sabatino,

After further consideration, we have determined that by modifying
a 40 foot shipping platform with longer stanchions, wo can better
utilize the deck space on our barges, thereby lowering the cost
or shipping the rocket motors from Seattle to Kodiak.

The initial coat to modify each platform would be 56,500.00, payable

by the shipper. One platform would be needed per rockat motor
in order to make the trip (loaded) to Kodiak and return, the empty
platform back to Seattle .in a six week period-... If the motors

were to move more frequently, we would have to modify more platforms
to accomodate the schedule.

Our ocean rate for shipping the motors (9'y 9":< 29" ...... 137,000 1bs)
will be 511,500.00 per motor. The rate includes loading to the
barga in Seattle and unloading to the Tfirst place of rest at our
Kodiak dock. Marine insurance will be provided for an additional

9% of the ocean charges.

IT Keep From Freezing service is required, an additional charge of
5.65 per hundred pounds will be charged. The shipper must supply
the means to heat the crates, and the heating system must be
compatible with cur 220 volt, 3-phase generation system.

The shipper is responsible to supply all federal, state, end city
permits to receive the motors at our Seattle terminal. An
additional charge of 54.00 per short ton will apply for Kodiak
wharfage. Seattle wharfage is included in the rate.

Turmm&l 115 3702 W Marginal Way SW  mm Seattle, Washington 98106
(206) 707*7820 1 (BCOt 331*3522 = FAX (206) 737-53SC



All rates and charges are predicated upon the shipment ot ail
rocket motors on Samson Tug and Burge, as stated in a signed
agreement between shipper and carrier, over a 36 month period,

with a 5% increase in tho ocean rate every 12 months. In addition,
Samson Tug and Barge company would like to remain the primary
carrier for all shipments of northbound supplies, parts, building
materials, and related equipment, with the understanding that

thero may be shipments that are of a time-sensitive nature that
may need to move by alternate routes.

Our barges depart Seattle every 14 days with a 10 day transit time
to Kcdiak. He are an Alaskan owned and operated common carrier
headquartered in Sitka, Alaska.

Please call v/ith any questions or comments, and thank you for the
oportunity to quote on this cargo.

Sincerely,
%

3)fck Knight
MARKETING MANAGER
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January 22, 195a

Mr. Pat Ladner, Executive Director
Alaska A.eroupaca Development Corporation
3601 c street, suite 1400

Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Mr. Ladr.er:

In response to your letter ot January 24, 1994, 1 would like
to reiterate that there 1is a great deal of support in the
Kodiak Island community for the Chiniak site to be selected
and used by your corporation as the Alaska launch facility.
The Kodiak 1island Borough Assembly 1is quite interested in
seeing this project successfully completed at Chiniak and
has adopted the enclosed resolution urging your board of
directors to select the Chiniak site. The Assembly is
willing to make reasonable tax exemptions 1in order to give
the ~corporation a competitive advantage 1in becoming a
successful launch site for commercial satellites.

You have outlined specific concerns in your letter, 1iten cn«
being the question cf tax to Lesnoi for the land leased by
the AADC. As Borough Assessor, fat Carlson, pointed out to
you during your visit, all developed property 1is taxable by

state statute to the native corporation. Obviously, the
placement of aerospace facilities on that Iland would meet
the definition of developed property. However, the

developed property would be limited to the footprint of
actual wutilization, which you described as 1including three
specific sites; tho launch pad, the control/offic- building
and tho assembly/warehouse building. Hence, very little of
the land, perhaps five to ten oerea, would bo considered to
he developed and thereby, taxable.

In response to it»;n number two, our research of state lav
found that the Kodiak Island Borough Assembly could issue a
tax exemption for the fivo to ten acres as economic
development property under AS 29.4S.050, Section M. Tho
Assembly has indicated in the vnclosod resolution that they
are willing to consider an exemption, and quite frankly, I
would anticipate that it would bo adopted by the Assembly if
your board wore to select the Chiniak site. Her.cc, the land
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Hr. Pit Lasner
Page 2
January 23, 199a

tax would not tv an isauc and tr.-re would bia no taxation of
the land. similarly, there would be no taxation on the
buildings cr ether property owned by the AADC, since you are
a tax exempt not tor profit organization -

The 1land surrounding the foot print and included m the
"safety zone" would continue to bo considered undeveloped
lands as 1long as there 1is no ether activity on the land,
which would tean a r.0 tax status under state and federal
law. Tho actual tern or the exemption 1is conetning that
would need to be discussed when a lease agreement between
AADC and Lesnci has been completed and forwarded to the
Assembly for consideration. Their commitment to a pcssiblu
fifteen year tax exemption would be somewhat guided by the
terms of the lease. The Assembly understands the importance
of AADC being able to compete nationally and internationally
fcr commercial launching and it is the Assembly®s intent tc
avoid placing AADC into an unfavorable competitive situation
over a relatively small amount oi tax revenue.

Item three —concerns an exemption tor launch related
equipment which would bs stored at the .launch site. I would
anticipate no problem with providing a tax exemption for
such equipment stored at the tacllity for launching
purposes. As we have indicated to you previously, tho
rochets and the satellites themselves would not be subject
to taxation because they would not normally be within the
Kodiak island Scrough boundaries for the ninety days 1in
which they would be identified as taxable personal property
by the Borough.

Your final 1item deals with zoning. I don"t anticipate a
problem obtaining appropriate zoning for this operation. T
have talked with some of the rolks 1living 1in the chiniak
area and have received a considerable amount of enthusiasm
for tho project *t this tine. Since zoning issues normally
center on buffer zones and incompatible uses being located
too ciosuly, and AADC must by necessity provide a large
buffer and safety zone around the launch cite, 1 do not
anticipate this being an issue, particularly with the largo
amount of land surrounding the potential site. It should bo
possible for tho zoning process to he completed within a
thr*«-i month period of time.

Having discussed these 1items with the Assembly, I don"t
anticipate! any of thes« issues to be a problen. The
Assembly io quite amenable to doing anything reasonable to
help tho corporation get established 1in Chiniak and become a
3Uccosatul venture for launching rockets tTon tho Cape
Chiniak Launching Facility. Sased wupon our reoearch, we
would <conclude that there ire simply no roadblocks to
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Page 3
JanuAry 25, 1994

prevent you from being able to operate the Chiniak facility
with no tax Impact to AADC or to Lesnoi Corporation. The
only concern 1 have heard expressed 1in the community at all
other than outright enthusiasm for this project is the
concern for the possibility of nuclear powered satellites or
sone other form of nuclear materials being used at the site.
Since you have assured us there would be no nuclear
materials 1involved in any of the launches at Chiniak, this
should be a non-issue as well. T reel that you will have a
great deal of support for this venture from tht entire
Kodiak community when you have completed your community

information process. IfT 1 <can provide you with any
additional information cr further clarification, please do
not hesitate to contact me at 43<3-yi00. We look forward to
working with you and hope that vyou and your board of
directors find our island as desir ble for this venturo as
we Tfind it desirable to [live here. The Kodiak Inland

Borough 1is ready to assist you 1in any way that we can 1if
Cape Chiniak is selected as your launch site.

Sincerely,

KODtAK ISLswD BOFOVGH
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WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

IrunxJucoo oy: Mayor Sdby

Roquersed by: Assembly
Drafted by: Mayor Selby
Intfoducod: 01/25/9-5
Adopted: 01/25/94

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
RESOLUTION NO. 94-0.1

A RESOLUTION URGING

THE ALASKA AEROSPACE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

TO DESIGNATE CAPE CHINIAK, KODIAK ISLAND
AS THE ALASKA LAUNCH FACILITY SITE

tho Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation has been going throug:
the process of selecting a site for the construction of an Alaska orbitr.
launch facility; and

Cape Chiniak, Kodiak Island is one of tho three finalist sites unde
consideration by the Corporation for the placement of the launch facility
and

Tho Corporation has initiated negotiations with the Lesnoi Corporation n
loase the land that would be necessary for development of the launc:
facility; nnd

the Cape Chiniak site is superior to the other two finalists -unde
consideration due to the dewnrange open ocean to the south of Koriin
Island; and

tha infrastructure necessary for bringing in tho rockets and satellites fc
launching exists on kodiak Island in the form of both sea and al
transportation, thereby reducing the oxpenditure that would be require
to develop a viable launch facility site at Cape Chiniak; and

the Kodiak harbor offers an ice-free port that would accommodate yeai
round utilization for transportation of necessary rockets and supportin
equipment; and

the addition of scientific effort concerning communication satellite
would bo compatible with the growing scientific community in Kodia
dealing primarily with fisherlos and minted resoarch;

Koduik tobind Oorouyh, Atoska Rasolutlon No. 94-C

fngo 1 of
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NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KODIAK ISLAND
BOROUGH THAT,

Section 1: The Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation is urged to designate
Cop: Chiniak as the preferred site for placement of the Alaska orbital
launch facility.

Section 2: The Kodiak Island Borough stands ready to provide what assistance it
can through its resource management and community development
departments to the Alaska Aerospace Corporation inbringing this facility
to completion.

Section 3: The Kodiak Island Borough Assemoly iswilling to consider reasonable tax
exemptions and other economic considerations if the Chiniak site Is
selected.

ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH
THIS TWENTY-FIFTH DAY OF JANUARY, 1394

KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

, Presillding Officer
ATTEST; j
? /i .

| XTTrz/.rv.
Donna F. Smith, Borougn Clerk

Kodiak Island Bo/ouch, Alaska Resolution No. 94-04
Pan# 2 of 2
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24 March 1994

Mr. Pat Ladner

Executive Director

Alaska Aerospace _Develogment Corp.
3601C Street, Suite MO
Anchorage, AlK 99503

Dear Pat:

As an Alaska based air carrier, MarkAir woolo very much like to
participate in tne Alaska Orbital Launch Complex located In Kudmk,
Alaska. For almost half a century_, MarkAir has been a proud. _
Ea,rtlmpant in the air transportation industry. From our ugginnmg in
airbanks, Alaska in 1947, MarkAir has grown and changed, and today
ranks as Alaska's largest air carrier, providing scheduled passenger
and cargo service to 15 destinations in tne Continental Unilea
States and 145 communities throughout the state (L Alaska.

The early 1990's have seen a dramatic_ new phase of MarkAir s
growth = an expansion or' service within Alaska and from Alaska to
eattle ano other destinations across tho US., Including flew York,
Chicago, Cincinnati, Dallas/Fort Worth, Atlanta, Minneapolis,
Phoenix, Washington, D.C,, San Diego, Los Angeles, San Francisco,
Kansas City, Denver and Las Vegas UtI|IZIn9 Boomg 13?2 -joo, 300
ana Boeing’ 737-200 combination passenger/cargo Jets MarkAir
offers reliable and flexible service throughout the United States.

(»07) 243* 141*1 s 000*544-0191 « Tolox: USO 2527*1 MARKA& Al|<'|aG
P.0. Box 106709 » -N00 W iniornnilonnl Airpon Rond « Anchorogo, A\aSka 93519-6760



(007) 243-1414 . 800-544-0181 < Tolox: 090-25274 MARKAIR AHG
P.O. Box 106789 4100 W. IritBrnnnonal Airport Road * Anchorago, Alaaka 99619-0769

As a participant in the program MarkAir could offer trie AADC the
lowest fare In the markets we serve for a minimum or three years.
Following are some examples of these fares:

Chicago to Ancho, age - 3306.00 one wa
Washington, D.C to Anchorage - 3363.CO one way
San Francisco to Anchorage - $25400 one way
San Francisco to Kodiak - 3306.00 one way

San Francisco to Fairbanks - 327400 one ‘way
Anchorage to Kodiak - $92.00

As | stated, these are Just a few examples of the Tares MarkAir
could offer. inmost cases our published fares are lower than the
current Government fares, however, If the Government fare nacpens
to be lower than our published fare we would be happy to match the
Government fare. Please keep in mind that these examples are
current fares, and I'm sure you are aware they change quite often.

Thank you for tne opportunity to discuss this partnershllo with you.
If you are interested in MarkAlr's participation, please let me Knew
and we will be happy to draw up a contract. |can be reached at
907/266-3626.

Steven Smith
Director Passenger Sales
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March 21, 1994

The Honorable Walter J. nickel
Gova7~iior of the Stato of Alaska

Offlea of the Governor
P.0. 3o0x 110001
Juneau, Alaska 99811-0QO0L

Dear Wallyt

5075513339:» 1
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APR 6 1994

Thank you for writing to me about the Alaska AercEpaca
Development Corporation (AADC). I have aloe bean contacted by

Mayor Carolyn Floyd of Xcdiak on this matter.
important.

the facility on Kodiak ia

Your support for
My staff has been briefed

by AADC on the proposed site and Mayor Jeror,* Selby talked to mo

personally about it wh*n ho was

I will +try to *upport the effort on the

in town a few woeke aco.

Kodiak facility

because of your wurging*and because of tho possible occnonmic
benofits to the State that you suggest.

Thanks again for your *tter. My staff haa begun

help.

With best wishes,

GOVERNOR"S OFFICE

working to



I0Aice .
Anctv.'»<tijcr, «ici: k**

Woo
March 23, 1994

Mr. Pat Ladner

Executive Director

Alaska Aerospace Development Corp
3601 C Street, Suite 1400
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Mr. Ladner:
This letter will confirm our earlier conversation.

PTI Communications is very interested in being a partner for the
Kodiak Alaska Orbital Launch Complex (AOLC).

As the 1local exchange telephone company on Kodiak Island, PTI has
resources to contribute to your project in communications
engineering, construction and system design fields.

We look forward to establishing a working relationship with tho

Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation 1in order to assist the
achievement of the goals established by your organisation.

If you have any questions or need further information, please call
me at 564-3003.

Sincerely,

Jarf J. Willianms
Customer Service Manager

cc: Bernie Murray
Chuck Stauffer



STATE OF ALASKA NO. 1

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Bill Version:. HJR 64

E1ScCaAL NOTE (H) Publish Date: 4/13/94
REQUEST:
Revision Date- April 12. 1994 Dept.Affected University of Alaska
Title: Relating to projects of the Alaska \Wieilrr  oP-  Ccryn®merce.
Aerospace Development Corporation BRU:
Sponsor: House Labor 4 Commerce Cmt. Components: Aerospace Development Corp.

Re questor:

EXPENDI"URES/REVENUES : (THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

OPERATING FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FY 00
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tael 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contractual 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sjoplies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land * Structures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Grants, Claims 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Miscellaneous 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF COLLARS)

mmm;ls o O o O o O o O o O o o
JC(BS'—NBId-] o O o O o O o O o O o O
10CAGF o o o O o O o O 0.0 o o
mwmmRecede o O o O o O o O 0_0 o O
*{mGI/NHTlA o O o O o o o O o O o O
Cﬂ'ﬂ‘ o O o O O_O o O o O o O
TOTAL o O o O o O o O o O o O
*STIVATT CRANT QURRENT YEAR (FYW] GOST S

POSITIONS:

Full-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0
Part-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0
Temporary 0 0 0 0 0 0
ANALYSIS;  (Attach a separate page Hnecessary)

Prepared By: Chair ‘ . Phone: 466-4954
Division: h se Laoor & Comirterce Committee Date- 4/12/94
Approved By:

Agency: Date:

COMMITTEE COPY
PAGE 1 OF 1



S |ATE COMMITTEE REPO”
419/% FURTHER:

DATE TURNED INTO OFFICE: _
L&C Committee considered ~ HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 64

Relating to the projects of the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation for satellite ground
stations and ? rocket launch facility.

and recommends:

[ ] replace with .CS P i
or [ ]adopt previous_ CS S ot
[ ]attaches amendment(s) (HB only)
[ Jadopts Letter of Intent
[ ] further referral to the
[ ]do pass
[ ]do not pass
[ ]no recommendation
Mindividual lecommendations
NEW FISCAL NOTES PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTES .
Department Dam Zero Fiscal Department Date Zero Fiscal
H. L&C cot -
| 1 Appropnation No Fiscal Note
DO PASS: OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
=g- £ rzzjt |

7 uth
Chair: Signature and Recommendation



1993-1994
SENATE RESOURCES
LIST OF FILES (PAGE 1) MICROFIC

CONFIRMATION HEARING:

BIG GAME COMMERCIAL SERVICES BOARD:
SCOTT OGAN, G. FREDERICKS, P. JOHNSON
CONFIRMATION HEARING:

BOARD OF FISHERIES: J. HANSON,

D. JACOBSEN, D. LYONS, L. EDFELT
CONFIRMATION HEARING:

BOARD OF GAME: ANNE RUGGLES,

JACK DI1DRICKSON, ROGER HUNTINGTON,
ERNEST POLLEY, S. ENTSINGER,

T. JOHNSON

CONFIRMATION HEARING:

COMMERCIAL FISHERIES ENTRY COMMISSION:
BRUCE TWOMLEY

CONFIRMATION HEARING:
DNR COMMISSIONER GLEN OLDS

CONFIRMATION HEARING:
WATER AND WASTEWATER WORKS ADVISORY BOARD

EO 83
EO 86
SB 30
SB 43
SB 46
SB 67
SB 77
SB 90
SB 103
SB 104

SB 132

SRES18



1993-1994
SENATE RESOURCES
LIST OF FILES

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

SB

153

159

165

210

215

217

238

240

293

295

299

308

310

311

316

322

325

339

341

355

371

374

SCR 5

(PAGE 2)

MICROFICHE #

SRES18



1993-1994
SENATE RESOURCES
LIST OF FILES

SCR

SCR

SCR

SCR

SCR

SJR

SJR

SJR

SJR

SJR

SJR

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

13

14

16

18

20

13

17

21

33

38

40

59

76

132

133

140

191

213

230

232

239

266

333

(PAGE 3)

MICROFICHE #

SRES18



1993-1994
SENATE RESOURCES
LIST OF FILES

HB

HB

HB

HB

HB

HCR

HCR

HCR

HJR

HJR

HJR

HJR

HJR

HJR

HJR

HJR

398

443

446

448

462

16

18

21

18

28

34

49

50

55

56

59

61

(PAGE 4)

MICROFICHE #
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