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RE:

September 23 ,  1992

Rep resen ta t ive  Kay Brp^n
Linda J .  Snow 
L e g i s l a t i v e  Ana lyst

•

The Impacts o f  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Trade Agreements on Alaska S t a t e  Laws 
Research Request 93 .013

You asked f o r  in fo rmat ion  about the e f f e c t  on A laska s ta t e  laws o f  the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on T a r i f f s  and 
Trade (GATT). You s p e c i f i c a l l y  a 'ked about A laska laws tha t  cou ld  be 
i n v a l i d a t e d  by these i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r a de  agreements.
I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to determine the exac t  impact o f  the NAFTA and the f i n a l  
agreement o f  the ongcng round o f  GATT t a l k s  (Uruguay Round) f o r  s ev e ra l  
reasons .  I t  i s  uncer ta in  whether e i t h e r  o f  these agreements w i l l  be f i n a l i z e d  
o r  r a t i f i e d  by the U.S . Congress. The comp let ion date f o r  the Uruguay Round 
o f  the GATT has a l ready  been extended 15 t imes and the p a r t i e s  in the t a l k s  a re  
s t i l l  f a r  f rom agreement. P o l i t i c a l  c o n s id e r a t i o n s  in Europe (many e l e c t i o n s  
are scheduled f o r  1993) suggest th a t  no one w i l l  push f o r  an agreement which 
may be unpopu la r .  According to  David Walsh, d i r e c t o r  o f  the D iv i s i o n  o f  
Insurance ,  Alaska Department o f  Commerce and Economic Development, and member 
o f  the seve ra l  na t iona l  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  committees dea l ing  with f i n a n c i a l  
se rv ic e s  and i n t e rn a t i o n a l  t r a d e ,  the U .S .  S ta te  Department appears to have 
given up on achieving an agreement f o r  t h i s  round o f  GATT t a l k s . 1 The main 
issue o f  con tent ion  i s  t rade in a g r i c u l t u r a l  goods.
The NAFTA has been presented to the U .S .  Congress f o r  " f a s t  t r a c k "  app ro v a l ,  
which means the Congress can e i t h e r  approve o r  d isapprove the agreement, but 
may not make amendments. In t h i s  agreement a l s o ,  p o l i t i c s  p la y s  a p a r t .  
According to  Mr. Walsh, s t rong op p o s i t i o n  t o  the NAFTA e x i s t s  in both Canada

'Mr. Walsh is  a sen io r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  in the U.S . d e l e g a t i o n  to the 
O rgan iza t ion  f o r  Economic Coope ra t ion  and Development, chairman o f  the 
In t e r n a t i o n a l  Insurance Committee o f  the Na t iona l  Assoc ia t ion  o f  Coun t ie s ,  
e i t h e r  c h a i r  o r  v i c e - c h a i r  o f  s ev e ra l  committees o f  GATT and NAFTA d ea l i n g  with 
f i n a n c i a l  s e rv i c e s ,  and a member o f  an in fo rma l  adv is o ry  group to the U.S . 
Department o f  Commerce on f i n a n c i a l  s e rv i c e s  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  t r ade  
agreements.
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and Mexico. The outcome o f  the U.S. genera l e l e c t i o n  w i l l  a l so  have a l a rg e  
impact on the s ta tus  o f  these agreements.
Furthermore , i f  and when these agreements are implemented, t h e i r  va r ious  
p rov is ions  must be te s ted  through ch a l l e ng e s .  Only when such cha l lenges are 
reso lved  w i l l  the meaning o f  t h e p r o v i s i o n s  be c l e a r ,  as the language is vague 
and sub jec t  to i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . " 1 I f  the NAFTA i s  approved, many o f  the
p ro v i s ion s  w i l l  be s im i l a r  to those o f  the GATT. Where the NAFTA is  not in 
accord with the GATT, count r ies  with a d ispu te  may use the GATT c r i t e r i a  and 
dispute r e s o l u t i o n  processes i f  they choose, because the GATT is sup e r i o r  to 
the NAFTA.3 *

A 1964 Supreme Court dec is ion  (Hostetter v. Idelewild) r u l i n g  that s ta t e  laws 
can be ove r r idden  by o the r  laws r e q u i r in g  the United Sta tes to abide by
in t e rn a t i o n a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  implies tha t  s t a t e s  a re  requi red to abide by 
i n t e rn a t i o n a l  t rade agreements to which the U .S .  i s  a s igna to ry .  Proposed 
language f o r  the evo lv ing  GATT and NAFTA agreements a l s o  suggests tha t  s t a t e  
and l o c a l  laws are subordinate to these i n t e r n a t i o n a l  agreements, and tha t  
proposed s t a t e  and l o c a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  must be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review by the
p a r t i e s  to  these agreements. I f  the Uruguay Rounc: o f  the GATT and the NAFTA 
become i n t e r n a t i o n a l  law to which our count ry  i s  a p a r ty ,  they p o t e n t i a l l y  
could impact s t a t e  and l o c a l  laws, r e g u l a t i o n s  and programs in the f o l l ow in g  
areas :

•  expor t  ass is tance o r  sub s id ie s ,  such as that provided by the
Alaska In d u s t r i a l  Development and Expor t Autho r i ty  and the Alaska 
Seafood Marketing I n s t i t u t e ;

•  spec ia l  treatment o f  r e s id en t s  in the procurement code, such as 
th a t  given by the Alaska Products P re fe rence  Program;

•  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on nonres ident and f o r e ig n  ownership and investment,  
inc lud ing  investment in the banking and insurance in du s t r i e s ,  such 
as not a l low ing f i rms owned o r  c o n t r o l l e d  by fo re ign  governments 
to be l i censed  in A laska ;

:Mr. Walsh j o k i n g l y  c a l l s  the Uruguay Round o f  the GATT "the lawyers f u l l
employment ac t  o f  1993 ."

3In the NAFTA d ispu te r e s o lu t i o n  p rocess ,  the burden o f  p ro o f  i s  on the 
ch a l l e ng e r .  However, under the GATT d ispu te  r e s o l u t i o n  o rocess ,  the burden o f  
p ro o f  is  on the pa r ty  being cha l lenged . The c h a l l e n g e r  ■ ay choose whether to 
use the GATT o r  the NAFTA dispute r e s o l u t i o n  p rocess .
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•  import requi rements above the "harmonized" "least-common
denominator" i n t e rn a t i o n a l  s tandards in packaging, product ion
techn iques ,  a l lowab le  l e v e l s  o f  t o x i c i t y  and o th e r  s tandards ;

•  expo r t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  such as quotas and primary process ing
requ i rements ;

•  domestic indus t ry  subs id ies  such as smal l  bus iness ass is tance
programs and s ta te  loans to f i s h  h a t c h e r i e s ;  and

•  c on fo rm i ty  assessment procedures which examine imports f o r  
compliance with S ta te t e chn ic a l ,  env i ronmen ta l ,  and hea l th  and 
s a f e t y  r e g u l a t i o n s .

The sec to rs  o f  A la s k a ' s  economy which may be a f f e c t e d  inc lude a g r i c u l t u r e ,  
t imber , f i s h e r i e s ,  mining ( in c lud ing  c o a l ,  o i l  and g a s ) ,  f i n a n c i a l  s e rv ic e s ,  
and any business manufacturing a product o r  p ro v id ing  a s e rv ic e  which rece ives  
a subsidy o r  bus iness a s s i s t ance .  Even i f  s t a t e  laws are not a f f e c t e d ,  s ta te  
i ndus t r i e s  may be For example, the Alaska commercial f i s h e r i e s  indus t ry  may 
be impacted i f  another pa r ty  to GATT is  a l lowed to  "dump" competing products 
in the U.S. w i thout r e s t r i c t i o n .  Other p o s s ib l e  impacts a f f e c t  a l l  r e s iden ts  
o f  the s ta t e  through p o ten t i a l  r e l a x a t i o n  o f  h ea l th  and s a f e t y ,  and 
environmental r e g u l a t i o n  o f  imports and domestic products  a l i k e .
Many s ta te  and l o c a l  laws may acquire l im i t e d  "g r and fa th e r  r i g h t s "  o r  be 
exempted from these i n t e r n a t i o n a l  agreements once they are i d e n t i f i e d .  The
O f f i c e  o f  the United S ta te  Trade Rep resen ta t ive  (USTR) has surveyed the s ta te s  
to i d e n t i f y  s t a t e  laws which may c o n f l i c t  with the GATT and NAFTA agreements 
in some a reas .  Although we have been unable to  ob ta in  cop ies o f  those surveys 
from e i t h e r  s t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l  agenc ies , we have ob ta ined A laska ' s  response to 
a ques t ionna i re  from the U.S. Department o f  T reasu ry  regard ing s t a t e  laws 
dea l ing  with investments in Alaska by f o re ign  and o u t - o f - s t a t e  e n t i t i e s  which 
may impact the NAFTA (Attachment A).
Attachment B o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  an excerp t from U.S. Multila tera l Trade 
Agreements and the States: An Analysis of Potential GATT Uruguay Round
Agreements, prepared by the Western Governors ' A s s o c i a t i o n ,  which prov ides a 
good overview o f  the progress  o f  the Uruguay Round t a l k s ,  and how they may
impact s ta te  and l o c a l  laws. Attachment C con ta in s  s eve ra l  a r t i c l e s  and
repo r t s  p e r t in en t  to the sub je c t .  They a re :

•  GATT Decision on Beer/Uine Threatens State Sovereignty by the 
Nat iona l  Conference o f  S ta te  L e g i s l a t u r e s ,  J u l y  10, 1992;

•  U.S.-Canada Free Trade Agreement: Possible Restrictions on 
Alaska's In-state Preferences House Research Agency Memorandum 
89 . 2 7 6 ,  A p r i l  3 , 1989;
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•  U.S./Canada Free Trade Agreement and Alaska Exports, Senate 
Advisory Counci l Memorandum 89-100004 ,  January 18, 1989;

•  States Asked to Open Procurement to Foreign Competition, by the 
Nat iona l Conference o f  S ta te  L e g i s l a t u r e s ,  August 22,  1991;

•  General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade: What I t Is, Uhat I t Does-, 
and

•  Trade, Environment, and Sustainable Development: A Primer, by 
Robert  Housman and Durwood Zae lke .

v

Although i t  is  not p o s s ib l e  to know i f  e i t h e r  the Uruguay Round o f  the GATT or 
the NAFTA w i l l  reach f r u i t i o n ,  i t  may be prudent f o r  the s t a t e  to undertake a 
systemat ic study to i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c  s ta t e  and l o c a l  laws which may be 
impacted by these agreements. In some cases,  un less  the s p e c i f i c  laws are 
i d e n t i f i e d ,  they cannot be exempted from subo rd ina t ion  to these i n t e rn a t i o n a l  
agreements. We have not inc luded such a d e t a i l e d  study w ith in  the scope o f  the 
cu r ren t  research e f f o r t ,  as the complexi ty and va lue  o f  the task  deserves 
f u r t h e r  d i scuss ion ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  with adm in is t r a t ion  o f f i c i a l s  who would be 
c a l l e d  upon to cooperate with the study. We a l so  f e e l  tha t  l e g a l  a ss is tance  
i s  e s sen t ia l  to completion o f  th i s  ta sk .
We hope th i s  in fo rmat ion  i s  h e lp fu l  to you. I f  you need f u r t h e r  a s s i s t ance ,  
p lease  f e e l  f r e e  to con tac t  t h i s  agency.
Attachments



NAFTA
NO DIRECT SANCTIONS ALLOWED IF MEXICO LAX 
IN ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT, REILLY SAYS

If Mexico refused to enforce its environmental laws, 
the United States under the North American Free 
Trade Agreement could not d irectly apply trade sanc­
tions, Environmental Protection Agency Administra­
tor W illiam Reilly said Sept. 15.

In such a situation, the United State would have no 
direct recourse except formal consultations with 
Mexico, R e illy  told the House Ways and Means 
Committee.

M a n y  m e m b e r s  of Congress will vote 
against N A F T A  because it does not con­
tain an explicit provision on trade sanc­
tions for lax environmental enforcement. —  
Rep. Matsui

Reilly also testified that it was "unrealistic'’ for 
Mexico not to enforce its environmental laws, statutes 
that the EPA chief said were comparable to U.S. laws. 
The possibility of Mexico relaxing its environmental 
arforcement "is remote," he said.

A number of Ways and Means members stressed the 
need for trrde sanctions under NAFTA if Mexico does 
not enforce its environmental laws.

Rep. Robert Matsui (D-Calif) said he thinks many 
members of Congress w ill vote against NAFTA pro­
posed by the Bush administration because the accord 
does not contain such a provision. Matsui noted that a 
major concern that many legislators have about the 
proposed NAFTA is that U.S. companies w ill move to 
Mexico because of lack of environmental enforce­
ment.

I f  many U.S. businesses migrated south, remaining 
fac ilitie s would be disadvantaged competitively, said 
Rep. Jim  McDermott (D-Wash). He said Congress 
wants to protect the U.S. environment but does not 
want to send businesses to Mexico.

Environmental H ammer
Matsui said NAFTA needs an environmental "ham­

mer" clause — a provision that would give uhe United 
States leverage in negotiations over enforcement of 
environmental laws. Without such a provision, the 
NAT- 2A consultations would become prim arily diplo­
matic rather than trade centered, he said.

Such a "hammer" clause could include provisions 
for the United States to snap tariffs back into place if 
Mexico is found to re lax enforcement to pump up 
investment in its industrial sector, Matsui said.

End of
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Rep. J.J. Pickle (D-Texas) said if Mexico fa ils to 
enforce environmental laws along the border, his con­
stituents need assurances that they w ill not “end up 
holding the bag." He added, “There must be a mecha­
nism" to ensure enforcement.

R e illy  pointed out that the United States could 
exclude products made in Mexico contrary to U.S. 
laws — such as those containing banned chem icals or 
hazardous waste shipped in violation of agreed-upon 
terms.

R eilly said Mexico and the United States are cra ft­
ing on a paralle l track to NAFTA a “cooperation 
agreement" to address pollution and environmental 
in itiatives. This accord would establish a Joint Com­
mittee for the Protection and Improvement of the 
F r  ironment.

The joint committee, R e illy  said, would be com­
posed of representatives from various federal agen­
cies in both countries and led by two national 
coordinators, one from Mexico, one from the United 
States. It  would meet regularly and on an emergency 
basis.

In addition, the Bush administration is seriously 
considering a suggestion by the National W ild life Fed­
eration and the World W ildlife Fund thac the United 
States, Mexico, and Canada form a trila te ra l environ­
mental commission, Reilly said. This tr ila te ra l group 
would issue an annual report on the state of the 
environment in a il three countries, he said.

Wyden L etter To Hills
Distributed at the Ways and Means Committee 

bearing was a Sept. 14 letter from Rep. Ron Wyden 
(D-Cre) to U.S. Trade Representative Carla H ills on 
NAFTA.

“You describe this proposed agreement as 'the 
greenest trade agreement in history,' but the fact is 
that much of it is more brown than green,” Wyden 
wrote.

Like members of the Ways and Means Committee, 
Wyden expressed concern that the NAFTA fa ils to 
establish an adequate plan on relaxed enforcement 
environmental laws. He also said the proposed pact 
would not protect future environmental agreements 
that re lv on trade sanctions for enforcement.

The proposed NAFTA would discourage countries 
from seeking to attract investment by weakening 
environmental laws “but provides for only consulta­
tion, not enforcement, if a country does so.

“The final NAFTA should treat such behavior as an 
actionable trade violation, ju st as it treats other vio la­
tions of the investment rules,” Wyden said.

The Oregon representative also expressed concern 
that the proposed accord would “allow a country to 
use NAFTA to veto another country's desire to join an r, 
environmental agreement that uses trade sanctions M 
for enforcement.''□ I]

Copy.-lgm O 1992 by THE BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS. INC.. Washington, O.C. 20037
1O6O-297S/9Z/S0».50
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Letters to the Editor

N a f t a ,  M e x i c o  a n d  H u m a n  R i g h t s

1 am compelled to respond to your 
March 4 editorial "Nafta in the Balance" 
'in order 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.

•,;Our 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 • defenders 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 
•agijeer.ent’iimplementedrdn,:an environ­
ment in which the democratic process and 
respect'for human'rights are. allowed, to 
flourish, •„•?..»> .*• - v  v- v vf 
-v^Your allegation that. Nafta’s. fate “is 
threatened by the capriciousness ofa few

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

{ a J S  J
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White House Walks 
The Nafta Tightrope

The OutSook

WASHINGTON 
Despite President Clinton’s ton/'- 

talk on trade, the U.S. is ready to make 
big concessions to Canada and Mexico 
in negotiations starting Wednesday on 
environmental and labor issues. But if : 
the administration cedes too much, the i 
North American Free Trade Agreement i 
could go down to defeat in Congress.

Nafta faces a tug of war that could tear it 
apart, to the detriment of trade and prosper­
ity in North America. Yanking on one 
side, Mexico and. to some degree. Canada 
say they refuse to yield sovereipty to any 
tri-national boards negotiated to police 
Nafta. Tugging on the other side, U.S. 
labor unions, environmentalists and many 
lawmakers demand that these boards have 
tough enforcement powers. Otherwise, they 
fear, Nafta will undermine wages and 
degrade the continent’s environment.

President Clinton joined the fight 
during the presidential campaip when 
he endorsed Nafta, but only on the 
condition that the U.S. negotiate North 
American labor and environmental 
commissions with the power to levy 
fines and sanctions. " If we don’t have 

i|lli!i;;; the power to enforce the laws on the 
books, what good Is the agreement?"
Mr. Clinton asked in October.
But after fielding complaints from Mex­

ico and Canada - and from supporters of 
Nafta who fear the boards would push 
Draconian solutions-Mr. Clinton's negotia­
tors have relented. Last week, U.S. Trade 
Representative Mickey Kantor told a Senate 
panel that the commissions shouldn’t have 
any enforcement powers and only limited 
investigative authority. "I think 'investi­
gate' is the wrong word," he said. Instead, a 
commission could ‘‘review certain policies 
helpful in the environmental area."

The trade apeement, which would liber­
alize trade between the U.S. and Mexico 
over 15 years, has always operated more on 
a symbolic than an economic plane. If Nafta . 
works out economically, U.S. trade with 
Mexico - already expanding - should in­
crease steadily. But the numbers aren't 
huge. Nafta scholar Gary Hufbauer fipres 
the U.S. trade surplus with Mexico would in­
crease in 1995 to between $7 billion and 39 
billion from the current $5.4 billion.

Nafta brings out the fear In many 
Americans that the U.S. is losing control 
over its economic destiny. Nafta would 
hitch a big Third World country to the 
U.S. at a time when many Americans 
arc afraid of losing their jobs and see 
factories heading south of the border 
already. At the same time, companies 
that have been forced by U.S. environ­
mental rules to spend millions on 
cleanup worry about competlngr’wlth 
Mexico, with Its hit or miss environmen­
tal regulation. e
Mr. Kantor threw a bone to Nafta 

critics by saying the U.S. wo Id try to

* ' U.S. T r a d e  W i t h  M e x i c o
In billions of dollars
5501 :-----------------------------------------

persuade Mexico to extend legal rights to its 
citizens to sue over environmental and labor 
infractions. In effect, that would create a 
U.S.-style tort system in Mexico. But that 
nation is, in essence, a one-party state 
without an independent judiciary. "Corrup­
tion and selective enforcement of property 
rights and contracts [in Mexico) mandated 
bribes for bureaucrats . . .  and judges set­
tling civil disputes." writes Peter Morici, a 
University of Maine trade economist.

Independent environmental and labor 
boards could go a long way toward calming 
some Nafta critics if the boards had real 
authority. Sen. Max Baucus (D., Mont.) 
proposes an environmental commission with 
a full range of subpoena powers. It could 
investigate charges that, say, a Mexican 
aluminum company exporting to the U.S. is 
able to undersell U.S. competitors by disre­
garding Mexican clean-air standards. If 
Mexico ignored the commission's findings, 
according to tht Baucus plan, the U.S. 
government coula impose punitive tariffs on 
the smelter’s exports to this country. A 
Nafta dispute-resolution panel could later 
assess whether the U.S. penalty is fair.

The Baucus plan wouldn't satisfy ail 
Nafta critics. But it could prompt the Sierra 
Club and other environmental groups to 
drop their opposition, and encourage reluc­
tant lawmakers to support the pact.

House Majority leader Richard Gep­
hardt, the most Influential House mem­
ber on trade issues, calls Mr. Baucus's 
approach promising. He adds that "we 
have to find a way to see that the laws 
can be credibly enforced on the bor- 
der-or the votes won’t be there."
A Nafta failure in Congress would cail 

Into question the U.S. ability to deliver on 
controversial trade agreements and under­
mine U.S. efforts to spur economic growth 
through a new world-trade pact. It would 
cause countries throughout Latin America 
and tne former Soviet.bloc to reassess the 
value of swallowing bitter economic re­
forms, as Mexico has, in the hope of gaining 
greater access to rich markets.

But unless the Clinton administration 
can calm critics on Capitol Hill, that may 
well be the result.

-Bon Davis

u j s T

3 / / r



Southwest states eye Mg NAFTA investi lent
liy 1101)1) ZOI.KOS
t il idl Wilier

Even Ihu status that wind up w in ­
ners in tliu NAFPA gamble w i l l  have 
(o iinli: up (nr in frastructure invest­
ment, environmental protection and 
jol) train ing.

None of those w i l l  come cheap.
M an y  o f f i c i a l s  a rc  lo o k in g  to 

Wash ing ton  to meet much of the 
costs of the North American Free 
T rade  Agreement. A f te r a l l ,  they 
reason, NAFTA is a federal policy 
decision w i t l i  ramifications passed 
on to the states. Of course, that l ine 
of reason ing  has fa i le d  s ta le  and

The second lr| 3  two* 
. p a r t  s e 'f ie a  o n  t l i q  

! t N o rth  A m e r ic a n  . F roo 
I Trade A greem ent’s lm* 

. ', p a c t on s ta te  an jl loca l 
•' government,- '■

local leaders before.
NAFTA is indeed u major federal 

policy. I f  Congress passes legis la tion 
app rov ing  NAFTA and Pres iden t 
D il l Clinton signs it as expected, the 
agreement w i l l  progressively e l im i­
nate trade barr iers and investment

r e s t r i c t i o n s  am ong  the U n i t e d  
States, Cunadu and Mexico over the 
next 15 years.

Because the U.S. a lready enjoys 
v ir tu a l free trade w ith Canada, the 
greatest impact w i l l  he on those b u ­
sinesses ond states that trade south.

Texas is the s lu lc  tliut stands to 
b e n e f i t  the  m os t  f rom  N A FTA , 
largely because of its ex ist ing tiigh- 
v. jy  network and developed ports of 
en try  u l  the M ex ic an  bo rd e r  in 
l .u rcdoand Ei Paso (CiSLS, Jan. Ill)

But tra ff ic jams already are seveie 
at border crossings in E l Paso and 
I .u rcdo , und be fore the s ta te  cun 
rea l ly cash in on NAFTA-generated

increased trade, roads and bridges 
w i l l  have to be upgraded. Thu costs 
are sizeable .

“ I ’ ve h e a r d  n u m b e r s  t o s s e d  
uround in the $2 bi l l ion lo $2 bi l l ion 
ra nge ,"  s a id  M icke y  W r ig h t ,  an 
economist w ith the Texas Comptrol­
ler’s office.

And roads and bridges aren'l the 
only transportation needs.

“ A i r p o r t s  a re  a n o th e r  t i l i n g  
t h e y ‘re  s a y i n g  w i l l  h a v e  lo be 
changed ,"  auid Eva De Luna-Cus- 
tro, research analyst in the same o f­
fice invo lved in an examination of 
the s la te 's economic needs over tlie 
next 35 yeais .

The high-technology and service 
in d u s t r ie s  that w i l l  b ene f i t  from 
NAFTA f re quen t ly  re qu ir e  rap id 
I r a n sp o r la t io u  for l l i e i r  p roducts  
and c a n ’t re ly  on ly  on roads and 
rail, Ms. De l.una-Cuslro said.

And there's l it t le l ime to waste in 
mak ing the necessary in frastructure 
improvements, Ms. De l .una-Cuslio 
stressed. "Fo r the free trade agree­
ment lo rea l ly benefit Texas, a lot of 
th is l ias In Lie in place now ," she 
said. But the costs are daunt ing and 
funding won't lie easy.

" [  th ink the biggest est imate I've 
seen is 5-4 b i l l io n ,"  Ms. De t.una- 
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N A FTA
Continued from  Page I 
Cas tro  s a id .  "T h e  p rob lem  w i th  
coining up w ith  big numbers is that 
a lot of people jus t throw up their 
l innds and say 'We're never going lo 
gel the money for t ills.' "

"We have this in frastructure d a ­
tabase of a l l  the local governments, 
und w lia l their debt btitdcn already 
is; some c i t ie s  arc rea l ly  strapped 
and can't issue any more bonds or 
i l i c y ’ro go ing to see l l i e i r  ra t in g s  
drop," she said.

Texas o f f i c ia l s  may try  lo f ind  
ways to obta in pr ivate f inancuig of 
some projects , and look lo lo l lroads 
lo  mee t some of t h e i r  h ig h w a y  
needs.

But u l t ima te ly , most projects w i l l  
he financed (lie old-fashioned way. 
" It 's going lo be the way it's a lways 
been — federal, s la te und locul part­
ne rsh ip s  p a y in g  fo r i t , "  Ms. De 
l.ima-Ciistio says.

To reap their own NAFTA bene­
fits, A i l . ana and New Mexico w i l l  
have lo make s im ilu i in frastructure 
investments. In Arizonu, some $75 
m i l l i o n  is needed  a t the bo rde r  
crossing at Nogales.

Whnt's more, A r izona o f f i c ia l s  
wou ld like to see the sta le  become 
part of a NAFI'A corr idor l ink ing 
A lberta, Cunadu, with Mexico, and 
a re hop ing for federa l m a tch in g  
funds through the In lormodul S u r­
face Transportation Eff ic iency Act 
of 1001 (ISTEA) to finance highway 
development.
New Mexico’s plans

In New Mexico, s lu le  o ff ic ia ls  are 
hoping lo develop their own s ign i f i ­
c a n t  po rt of en t r y  w i th  M ex ico . 
Suc l i a project und re lated h ighway 
spending wou ld carry a hefty prlce- 
tng, as much as $375 mill ion.

California o ff ic ia ls  arc wrapping 
up their assessment of NAFTA’s im- 
pucl.

" W c  u re  j u s t  f i n i s h i n g  up  a 
p re t ty  comprehens ive  l i s t  of w l ia l  
we shou ld  he look ing  for (o m i t i ­
g a t e  N A F T A ' s  s i d e  e f f e c t s  in  
terms of c le anup  and in f r a s t r u c ­
tu re  im p ro v em en t s  D ia l  w i l l  be 
n e e d e d , "  s a i d  P h i l i p  I lo m c rn ,  
ch ie f  econom is t in Gov. Pole W i l ­
son's off ice .

"Among the in f ra s t ru c tu re- re ­
la ted  issue s o u r  e s t im a te  is that 
a d d i t io n a l  a i r  t r a f f i c ,  e sp e c ia l l y  
in the San D iego uruu, w i l l  cost 
j u s t  a b o u t  $1 b i l l i o n , "  Mr. ito- 
m c ro  sa i< l . " T h a t  o u g h t  lo  he 
funded  by the U.S. Department of 
T ran spo r ta t io n ."

Vehicular t ra f f ic  across (lie Cult- 
fornin-Mexico border , meanwhile , 
could increase 25%.

"Given that there arc mil l ions of 
border crossings every month, n 25% 
increase wou ld be s ign if icant," Mr. 
Romero said.

Tha i increase wou ld  require cx lrn 
s tuff ing of bo lde r pusls, a cost that

should be borne by federa l customs 
und immigration authorit ies, Ca l i­
fornia o ff ic ia ls  say.

An ongoing s tudy  of environmen­
tal needs on both s ides of Ihe Texas- 
Mexico border is underway, b l i t  so 
far no do l la r  cnsls have been set.

In Ca l i fo rn ia , s ta le  o f f ic ia ls  e x ­
pect environmenta l costs to Include 
$320 mill ion to clean up the T i juana 
River, $75 m ill ion in r iver c leanup 
a t  M e x ic a l i ,  M ex ico , and ab ou t  
$5011,000 a n n u a l l y  to f inance in ­
creased a ir po llut ion monitoring.
Added inspections

Because Ca l i fo rn ia o f f ic ia ls  fear 
some haulers w i l l  try 10 sneak haz­
ardous wastes down lo Mexico for 
dumping, uddcd inspections lo pre­
vent such ac t iv i ty  w i l l  cost about $1 
mill ion per year, Mr. Romero said.

"O u r v iew  is a l l these (environ­
mental) t i l ings shou ld be sole ly or 
primal i ly  a federal responsibi l i ty ," 
the governor's top economist added.

City & Slim.*, Pnhiiiitn/ I, Hl'l'.t •

As a fe d e ra l  t rade  ag reemen t , 
NAFTA may Itavc an add it iona l en­
v ironmenta l impact on s ta tes , re­
str ic t ing some of their ab i l i ty  lo im ­
pose environmenta l regulations.

In general, s ta les w i l l  not be able 
lo impose law s l l iu l interfere with 
the federa l t ra de  agreement, and 
some states might find environmen­
tal regulations l ike recycled cmttenl 
laws becoming grist for interference 
of free trade c la ims from Canadian 
and Mexican manufacturers.

Ca l i fo rn ia  w i l l  look for federa l 
assistance in many areas, inc lud ing 
ISTEA funds for highway improve­
ments and funds to assist workers 
who lose l l ie i r  jobs.

A con se rv a t iv e  es t im a te  shotvs 
NAFI'A spurr ing a net increase of 
10,000 to 15,000 jotis in Californ ia , 
w it l i  an increase of 20,000 to 50,000 
jo b s  more r e a l i s t i c ,  Mr. Romero 
sa id . The s ta te  w i l l  experience no 
major worker dis location, w ith  d is ­
placements probably in the neigh­
borhood of "a few thousand ,” he 

| said.



But. for those who do lose jobs, 
the state w i l l  look to federal laws 
enacted in the la te  1980s tha t  re­
q u i r e  the fed s  to a s s i s t  w o r k e r s  
who've lost jo b s  due to increased 
imports.
Lost jobs, federal help

W o r k e r s  l o s i n g  j o b s  d u e  to 
NAFTA w i l l  be " en t i t l c f  to federal 
ass is tance and we w i l l  in s is t  tha t  
the accounts in these federal ac ts be 
fu l ly  funded," Mr. Romero said.

While the worr ies of some high- 
wnge workers l ike  autoworkers that 
NAFTA w i l l  cause their jobs to be 
exported to Mexico are exaggerated 
(C&S. Jan. 18) worke rs  in some low- 
wage, low-skil l industr ies  w i l l  be at 
risk.

One industry  most at risk is tex­
ti le and apparel, long a backbone of 
the economies o f many Sou the rn  
and Southeastern states. A labama is 
typical. ’

" It 's one-third o f the manu fac tu r­
ing workforce, the second largest in­
d u s t r y  in the s ta te  o f  A la b am a ,"  
sa id Kara Kennedy, program man­
ager for the Ex is t in g  Business and 
Indus t ry  Serv ice D iv is ion of the A l­
abam a D ep a r tm en t  o f E conom ic  
and Community A ffa irs .

To head off NAFTA's impact and 
make Alabama's tex t i le  and apparel 
in d u s t r y  more com pe t i t iv e  in the 
g loba l marketp lace, in October 199" 
state o ff ic ia ls  created a textile/ap­
pare l team that in c ludes  in du s t ry  
representatives, s tate off ic ia ls  and 
academics.

The team is reaching out for in ­
te rnat iona l bu s iness  and focus ing 
on te chno logy  t r a n s f e r ,  w o r k in g  
w ith  NASA to app ly  space age tech­
nology to local appare l manufac tu r­
ing.

The A labama College System a l ­
ready is p lay ing  an ac t ive ro le in 
employee retraining.

"We've been ve ry successfu l at re­
tra in ing some of these people and 
ge tt ing them back  into the w o rk ­
fo rce ,"  s a id  S ta f fo rd  Thompson, 
v ice chance l lo r of ex te rna l a f fa i r s  
fo r the A la b a m a  D ep a r tm en t  o f 
Postsecondary Education .
Increased workload

Pressures brought by  NAFTA w i l l  
probably increase his department's 
workload, Mr. Thompson believes, 
bur. that's in keeping w ith  its m is­
sion. "One of the pr ior it ies of this 
agency is economic deve lopment," 
he said.

The do l la rs spent on employee re­
tra in ing m ight be less v is ib le  than 
the money spent to b u i ld  new roads, 
b r i d g e s  a n d  a i r p o r t s  to  t a p  
NAFTA's economic potentia l 

The A labama system and s im i la r 
systems in other sta tes w i l l  be key 
players in re tra in ing those workers 
who arc d i s p la c e d  as a re su l t  of 
NAFTA and in p repar ing them to 
take advantage of the higher-skilled 
job opportun it ie s that shou ld be on 
the horizon. ■
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L a b o r  U n i o n  W o m e n

P.O. Sox 1587 
Kenal, AK. 99611 
March 3 , 1993

R ep resen ta tiv e  Jeannette James 
Chairwoman o f  the In tern ation a l ' 7'.
Trade & Tourism Committee 
A laska House o f R epresen tatives  
S ta te  C a p ito l , Juneau, AK 99801-1182 FAX 1-465-2278

><!>)&!

RE: SS' for  House J o in t R esolu tion  20
R e la t in g  to the NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Dear R ep resen ta tiv e  James

The Mt. Redoubt AK Chapter o f the C o a litio n  of Labor Union Women req uests  
the fo llo w in g  comments be read in to  the record o f your Cotnrai tr e e 's  meeting 
and d ispuraed  to a l l  Committee members.

As a group of working women and men we are in te r e ste d  and a t  times concerned 
w ith  variou s a sp ects  o f the proposed NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT.

LINES 3 thru 5

As we understand th is  agreement the HEALTH, SAFETY and ENVIROMENTAL stand­
ards o f the S ta te  of Alaska would be su b ject to pressures to lower these  
sa feg u a rd s in  order to maximize com p etitiven ess; that n a tio n a l compliance 
to g e n e r a lly  agreed-upon in tern a tio n a l standards by bodies unaccountable to 
p u b lic  imput or public p a r tic ip a tio n  would fo rce  the S ta te  o f Alaska to  
a c ce p t th ese  standards.

LINES 9 thru 10

. . . t h a t  envirom ental safeguards would be lim ited  to "the le a s t  trade- 
r e s t r ic t e d  (safeguards) necessary for secu rin g  thn p ro tectio n  required". 
Would th a t  mean the safeguards now in  p lace in  the FREE TRADE ZONE between 
Che U nited S ta te s  o f Mexico and the United S ta te s  o f America? (the Mal- 
q u ad ores) Who would enforce the proposed standards?

-1-
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SS HJR 20

QUESTION: what comments has your Committee received  from the Alaska
Department o f Law? from the Department o f Enviromental 
C onservation? from the Alaska Department o f O ccupational 
S afety  & Health? from the Alaska Department o f Natural 
Resources?

The t o x ic i t y  o f workplace chem icals i s  o f concern to us; what about the 
P h o to -sa n ita ry  standards o f other S ta te s ,  l e t  a lon e other nations?

Some o f  our members are p oeto , w r ite r s , d ra m a tists . They worry about 
i n t e l l e c t u a l  property r ig h t s .  What about the new tech n o log ies we are 
encouraging Alaskans to  develope? Alaska s e t s  a s id e  m illio n s  for the 
I n a t i t u t e  o f  S cience and Technology — -vhac Impact would the NORTH AMER­
ICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT have? Would- any. o’r a l l  p ro tec tio n s for  the 
A laskans be negated?

LINES 14 thru 15

Ih i3  d e a ls  w ith  fresh  w ater land tra n sp o rta tio n , one nation  to another. 
Alaska has s tro n g  in t e r e s t s  in  knowing what i s  proposed in  that area.

'ty;!!:!. A laska could  end up lo s in g  con tro l o f our fresh  w ater.

U n til Alaska and her people know what the f u l l  impact o f such an Agreement 
would b e , unti. we know the f u l l  co n ten t o f such agreement on Alaska and 
on Alaskan fa m il ie s ,  and workers, the Mt. Redoubt, AK Chapter o f the 
C o a lit io n  o f  Labor Union Women urges f u l l  support of SS HJR 20 by your 
Com m ittee. We ask th at the In tern a tio n a l Trade & Tourism Committee send 
th is  R e so lu tio n  to the L eg isla tu re  w ith  a s troiy reccomendatiou to pass 
and th at th is  be done soon.

I t  i s  im portant th at C ongress, the P resid en t and the nation  be fu lly  
aware o f  Alaskan concerns.

Thank you .

S in c e r e ly

'S ta te  V ice P r e s id en t, 
C o a lit io n  o f  Labor Union Women T e l e p h o n e :  2 8 3 - 4 3 5 9

c c :  Sponsor SSHJP. 20
KFCLC

TOTAL P . 0 3
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A p r i l  3, 1993

R e p r e s e n ta t iv e  B i l l  W i l l ia m s  
Chairm an House R e so u rc e s  Comm ittee 
A la s k a  House o f. R e p r e s e n ta t iv e s
S ta t e  C a p i to l ,  J u n e a u , A la s k a  99801-1182 F ax : 1-465-3793

RE: House J o in t  R e s o lu t io n  20
R e la t in g  to  th e  NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

D ear R e p r e s e n ta t iv e  W i l l ia m s

The Kenai Peninsula Central Labor Council roquoafca th<? fo llo w in g  nnmmenbs be read
i n t o  th e  r e c o r d  o f  y o u r  C om m itte e 's m e e t in g  and d is p u r s e d  t o  a l l  C om m ittee m em bers.

As a  g ro up  o f  w o rk in g  women ar.d men we a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  and a t  t im e s  c o n ce rn e d  w ith  
v a r io u s  a s p e c t s  o f  th e  p ropo sed  NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT,

K .P .C .L .C . 1 o f  3
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On December 17, 1992 P r e s id e n t  Bush s ig n e d  th e  N o rth  Am erican  F re e  T ra d e  Agreem ent 
(NAFTA). I f  a p p ro ve d  by C ong re ss th e  g o a l i s  to  in t e g r a t e  th e  econom ies o f  C anada ,
U n ite d  S t a t e s  an d  M ex .ioo .by rem o v in g  th e  r e g u la t io n s  and T rade  b a r r i e r s  on m a n u fa c tu r in g  
and th e  movement o f  good3 be tw een  o u r  c o u n t r i e s .

A t f i r s t  g la n c e  t h i s  may ap p ea r t o  be q u i t e  b e n e f i c i a l ,  b u t  c lo s e r  s c r u t i n y  r e v e a l s
What s h o u ld  be o f  g ra v e  co n ce rn  to  a l l .

The d i s p a r i t y  i n  wage s p e l l s  d i s a s t e r  f o r  a l l  w o rk e rs  i n  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  and 
Canada. The a v e ra g e  m a n u fa c tu r in g  wage i n  M ex ico  i s  $1. 85 an h o u r . I n  M e x ic o ’ s  o u r r e n t  
F re e  T rade  zone th e  a v e ra g e  wage i s  63 c e n t s  an h o u r . M ex ico  a l s o  n e ed s to  c r e a t e  1 
m i l l i o n  new Jo b s e v e r y  y e a r  to  keep  up w ith  new e n t r a n c e  in t o  th e  jo b  m a rk e t w h ich  
c r e a t e s  a trem endo u s o v e r  s u p p ly  o f  ch eap  la b o r  t o  d r i v e  th e  w ages even  lo w e r .

S u p p o r te r s  o f  NAFTA m a in ta in  t h a t  i t .  w i l l  c r e a t e  new jo b s  f o r  C anad ian  and  Am erican 
W orkers - t h i s  i s  an empty p ro m ise . S in c e  1989 Canada h a s l o s t  461,000 jo b s .  The 
M a q u ila d o ra  T ra d e  Zone be tw een  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  and M ex ico  t h a t  was s e t  up i n  1971 
c o n ta in e d  a b o u t 200 F irm s  w ith  2000 J o b s . Today i t  c o n ta in s  a b o u t 2000 F irm s  and''500,000 
w o rk e rs  e a r n in g  a b o u t 63 c e n t s  an h o u r .

D e lc o ih a 3 c lo s e d  p la n t s  i n  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  an d  now em p loys.: 10,800 w o rk e r s  i n  
M ex ico , Z e n i th  and  M o to ro la  h ave  a l s o  l e f t  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s .  I n  1974 G e n e ra l M o to rs 
had th r e e  p la n t s  w ith  7000 w o rk e rs , i n  M e x ic o , by- IQSl'- lt' had 30 p la n t s 'w i t h  56,000
w o rk e r s . I n  th e  same y e a r  G e n e ra l M o to rs announced  74,000 l a y o f f s  i n  th e  U n ite d  S ta t e s
and p la n s  to  c lo s e  21 U n ite d  S ta t e s  p la n t s  b y  1996.

Twenty y e a r s  a f t e r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h i s  T rade  Zone th e  M ex ican  w o rk e r s t i l l  e a rn s  63 
c e n ts  an h o u r , a b o u t $29.00 ta k e  home pay p e r w eek . The a v e ra g e  p e r- c a p ita  incom e in  
M ex ico  o f  $2010 a  y e a r  d o e s n o t make th e  M ex ican  w o rk e r  a  r e a d y  consum er o f  U n ite d  
S t a t e s  made p r o d u c t s .

W ith  th e  l o s s  o f  each  m a n u fa c tu r in g  jo b  in  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  th e r e  13 a  r i p p le  
e f f e c t  th ro u g h o u t o u r  e n t i r e  economy, w i t h  th e  a d d i t i o n a l  l o s s  o f  jo b s  i n  th e  s e r v i c e  

i|!ilw>: s e c t o r .  Consumer sp e n d in g  f a l l s ,  c o m m un itie s  f a l t e r ,  t a x  b a s e s  c ru m b le , s o c i a l  
s e r v i c e s  a r e  s t r a i n e d  to  th e  l i m i t s  a s  go ve rnm en t r e v e n u e s  d e o l in e .

T h is  a rra n g em en t h a s  done n o th in g  more th an  t o  e x p lo i t  th e  w o rk e rs  and th e
en v iro nm en t on b o th  s i d e s  o f  th e  b o r d e r .

U n ite d  S t a t e s .  T ru c k in g  I n d u s t r y  w i l l  s u f f e r  a  trem endou s b lo w . Cn A p r i l  2, 1992 
P r e s id e n t  Bush o rd e re d  s t a t e s  to  a c c e p t M ex ican  C om m erc ia l D r iv e r  L ic e n s e s .  P r e s id e n t  
Bush : la im s  h i s  a fre em e n t w ith  M ex ico  s u p e r s e d e s  o u r r e n t  s t a t e  r e g u la t io n s  t h a t  in s u r e  
p u b l i c  s a f e t y  and  r e q u i r e s  M ex ican  d r i v e r s  to  p a s s  a w r i t t e n  and on th e  ro a d  t e s t .  I t
le a v e s  s t a t e s  u n a b le  to  m o n ito r  r e p e a t  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  M e x ic a n . 'd r iv e r s  o r  ta k e  a c t io n s  to
re vo k e  l i c e n s e s .  I t  f a i l s  to  a d d r e s s  l i a b i l i t y  and th e  im p a c t on o u r in s u r a n c e  r a t e s  from  
a c c id e n t s  I n v o l v i n g  u n in s u r e d  M ex ican  t r u c k  d r i v e r s .

NAFTA w i l l  a l lo w  c ro s s / b o rd e r  t r u c k in g  w ith o u t  m e e t in g  U n ite d  S t a t e s  s t a n d a r d s  
on t r u c k  m a in te n a n c e , in s p e c t io n s ,  e m is s io n s  and s a f e  t r a n s p o r t  o f  h a z a rd o u s  m a t e r i a l s .  
T ru ck  s i z e  and w e ig h t  r u l e s  a r e  l e f t  to  " F u tu re  d i s c u s s io n s . "  Under NAFTA w e ig h t  l im i t s  
c o u ld  in o r e a s e  by o v e r  5055.

The NAFTA ag re em en t p r o v id e s  no p r o t e c t io n  f o r  U n ite d  S t a t e s  fo o d , h e a l t h ,  s a f e t y  
o r  e n v iro n m e n ta l s t a n d a r d s .  P e s t i c i d e s  t h a t  h ave  been i l l e g a l  i n  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  f o r  
y e a r s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  i n  common u se  i n  M ex ico .

T r ia zo p h o s  u se d  on c o rn , c o t to n s e e d  and p o ta to e s ,  E d ife n p h o s  u sed  on r i c e ,  Phoxim 
u sed  on c o rn , r i c e  and sorghum  a l l  d i s r u p t  th e  c e n t r a l  n e rv o u s  s y s te m , c a u s e s  n a u se a , 
d ia r r h e a ,  h e a d a ch e s , tw i t c h in g ,  c a n c e r ,  c o n v u ls io n s  and d e a th . P i r im ic a r b  u se d  on 
a p p le s ,  b e a n s , c i t r u s ,  o n io n s , p e a ch e s , p e c a n s , c h i l i  and sw e e t p e p p e rs , p o ta to e s  and 
wheat c a u s e s  v o m i t in g ,  d ia r r h e a ,  b lu r h e d  v i s i o n ,  s l u r r e d  sp e e c h , r e s p l t a t i o n  d i s o r d e r s  
and d e a th .

S e ven te en  p e s t i c i d e s  banned in  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s  a r e  u se d  i n  M ex ican  a g r i c u l t u r e .
F i f t y  e i g h t  o t h e r s  a r e  u se d  i n  M ex ico  i n  w ays t h a t  a r e  i l l e g a l  i n  th e  U n ite d  S t a t e s .
Under NAFTA an y  c h a l le n g e s  to  th e s e  p r a c t i c e s  w o u ld  be c o n s id e r e d  u n f a i r  t r a d e  b a r r i e r s .

K.P.C.L.C. 2 of 3

61 l M  CQ'frQ’SS.
o

48<iS Z 9 Z  Z B 6  w oad



V V Q V  4 *v •» «* •••»«•• • •• — - —  - — - ■• « - - r • • •

economy, but we cannot in tr u st  the m ult.L-national corp orations to remain a t the helm o f  
th is  agreement.

NAFTA n eed s an e x t e n s iv e  re v ie w  by th e  U n ite d  5 ta te a  C o n g re s s ; m o d ify in g  i t  to  
p ro v id e  s a f e  g u a rd s  f o r  w o rk e r s , e n v iro n m e n ta l p r o t e c t io n ,  w ith  c o n s id e r a t io n  f o r  th e  
c i t i z e n s  on oo th  s i d e s  o f  th e  b o rd e r .

U n t i l  we know w ha t th e  f u l l  im p a c t o f  3uch an Agreem ent w ou ld  b e , on A la s k a ,  and 
A la sk a n  f a m i l i e s ,  and w o rk e r s , The / e n a i  P e n in s u la  C e n t r a l L abo r C o u n c i l ,  u rg e s  f u l l  
s u p p o r t r f  HRJ 20 by y o u r  com m itte e .

I t  i s  im p o r ta n t  t h a t  C o n g re s s , th e  P r e s id e n t ,  and th e  n a t io n  be f u l l y  aw are  o f  
M a s k s  and i t s  c o n c e rn s , o v e r  th e  N o rth  Am erican  F re e  T rad e  A greem ent.

R a n d a ll K now les 
P r e s id e n t
K ena i P e n in s u la  C e n t r a l L abo r C o u n c il T e lep h o n e ; (907) 283-9299 :

c c : Sponso r HJR-20
Rep. Kay Drown 
Fax : (907) W J-227S

K.P.C.L.C. 3 o f
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N a t i o n a l  C o n f e r e n c e  o f  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e s

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET, N.W. SUITE 515 WASHINGTON, D C. 20001 
202-624-5400 FAX: 202-737-1069

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

ROBERT T. CONNOR 
SENATE MINORITY WHIP 

DELAWARE
Members of the International Trade Comn.<t»ee and Interested president, ncsl 
Legislators and Legislative Staff Members

Senator James Mathewson, Chair 
International Trade Committee

Implementation of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement

December 28, 1993

JOHN TURCOTTE 
DIRECTOR.

JOINT P.F..E.R. COMMITTEE 
MISSISSIPPI 

STAFF CHAIR. NCSt.

WILLIAM POUND 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

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 I, 1995 to identify laws in banking and 
insurance that restrict activities that foreign entities may conduct. (Laws in California,
Florida, Illinois, 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.

IXrnvrt O d in  I5e0 BROADWAY SUtTE7l» DLNVliR, COLORADO (W202 303(00 2200 FAX.30386JB0O.



I N F O M A T I N L E R T
National 
Conference 
of Stale 
Legislatures

....... _ _ . CON G RESS  A PPRO V ES  T H E  N O R T H  A M ER IC A N  F REE  T R A D E  A G R E E M E N T
Willtani I. lOuiul

Dirn'tiu' After months o f  emotional debate, Congress put closure to the dialogue by approving the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) .  The pact creates a hemispheric free trade

1,1 area and eliminates most trade restrictions between the United States, Canada and Mexico.
North

S t t r n  H f e U i sU s
Washington, D.(
20D01 . States must list their banking, insurance and investment laws that conflict with
(202)624-5400 NAFTA's market-opening provisions;

1

Dun In five years, states may voluntarily open their procurement to foreign competition, 
thereby eliminating "buy local" preferences;

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

The agreement establishes a North American Automotive Standards Council to seek 
harmonization o f  federal regulations in the safety and emissions areas (countries may 
include state representatives);

NAFTA does not automatically preempt or invalidate state laws that do not conform to 
the pact;

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

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

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

"Information Alert" 
is a publication 
of the
NCSI Offico of *
Stale federal
Relations
that provides
up-to-date
information
on issues under
consideration
by I  on gross or the
Adminstralion.

A worker retraining component offers $90 million to train workers that are displaced as 
a result o f  NAFTA and al lows states to pay a self-employment al lowance in lieu o f  
unemployment compensation; and

Southern border states would receive help in cleaning up waste along the perimeter.



Congress iona l 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 la m  in the financial services that 
restrict activities foreign entities may conduct. Under the agreement, these laws are exempt 
during this time and placed in an annex to be gundfatliered fo r  a further 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 o f land) are exempted from the market-opening provisions o f  the agreement fo r  two 
years. The laws must be identified by states and will be placed in an annex to be 
grandfathered fo r  a further 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 standards fo r  
bus and truck operations o f  the three countries as compatible as possible. State observers may 
attend the meetings o f  the 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) o f federa: government technical regulations in the 
safety and emissions areas. I f  the 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 o f  action against 
a state government fo r  noncompliance o f NAFTA or the side agreements.

States and the Statement o f  Administrative Action
The Statement o f  Administrative 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 i f  a panel finds state laws 
inconsistent with NAFTA, the federal government may consult with the states to determine how 
the states are to comply); 2) the office o f the United States Trade Representative must assist 
slates in identifying financial 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
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W ork e r  Retraining. The legislation to implement NAFTA includes a worker adjustment 
assistance program that covers individuals who work fo r  companies both directly and indirectly 
affected by NAFTA. The program aims to help workers in primary firms (those directly 
affected by imports from -- or  shifts in production to Mexico or Canada) and secondary firms 
(suppliers o f  the primary firms and "up-stream" producers, such as direct processors that 
assemble o r  finish products made by directly-affected firms).
Workers displaced from primary firms may be eligible fo r assistance up until September 30, 
1998 i f Congress has not adopted a more comprehensive worker adjustment package by then. 
However, the measure only anticipates providing assistance to workers for 18 months due to 
Administration plans to introduce a package within that period. The $90 mill ion program 
draws on the Economic Dislocation and Worker Adjustment Assistance Program (Title I I I  o f  
the Job Training Partnership Act) and the Trade Adjustment Assistance program. Workers 
would have to enroll in training within 16 weeks o f  receiving unemployment insurance 
benefits. By doing so they would qualify fo r  the maximum additional weeks o f  income 
support available fol lowing the exhaustion o f  regular benefits.
State Interest. The implementing legislation also amends the Internal Revenue Code to 
authorize states to establish self-employment assistance programs as part o f  their 
unemployment compensation program. States will be able to pay a s e lf  employment allowance 
in lieu o f  unemployment compensation to those who are establishing businesses and becoming 
self employed. Participants in these state self-employment programs will receive weekly 
allowances while they are getting their businesses o ff the ground. These payments will be the 
same weekly amount as the worker's regular unemployment insurance benefits, but participants 
can work full-time on starting their businesses instead o f  searching fo r  wage and salary jobs.
In addition:

1) self-employment allowances will be funded out o f  each 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 than five  percent o f  the individuals receiving regular unemployment 
compensation may be part o f  this program;

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

5) the Department o f  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 in five years;

Border  C lean-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 tw'o entities are created: a Border 
Environment Cooperation Commission and a North American Development Bank. The goal 
o f  the commission is to help border states and communities arrange financing for 
environmental infrastructure projects. Priority would be given to wastewater treatment, 
drinking water and municipal waste projects. An objective o f  the commission would be to 
of fer services to state and local governments and assist them in cooperative activities with

court, Canada could lose all of the benefits of the free trade pact.
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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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A L A S K A  

E X P O R T S  &  J O B S

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.

C o m p d s i f i o n  o f  A l a s k a ' s  E x p o r t s  t o  
: M e x i c o  1991: T o t a l  $ 6  M il l io n  i

C o m p o s i t i o n  P f  A l a s k a ' s  E x p o r t s  t o  
' C a n a d a  1991: T o t a l  $168 M ill io n

Food Products

I Ownlesl Products (6%) j B p  

\ RubbsrAPfsstte (8%) Conp u ta n 4 M«eh. (714)

Wood Products j j j j M y  

|] (7%) Prtmwy M«t«l Ind. <6H)

For More Information, contact: Office of I he U.S. Trade Representative,
60017th St., NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 August 1992
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U.S. Exports to Mexigo'HaVe Nearly Tripled Since 
1986 and Should Approach S44 Billion This Year

U.S. Exports to Mexico
$44 Billion*, *
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U.S. Jobs Supported by Exports to Moxicd' 
Have Doubled to Over 600,000 .

700t U.S. Employment Related
to Merchandise Exports to Mexico

1988 1991

NAFTA Will 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 
m illion 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 a higher 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 m echanism  among the NAFTA partners;

• 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’s state-owned  
energy com panies, 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.

T h e  U .S :  T r a d e  B a l a n c e  W ith  M e x ic o  H a s  
S w u n g  F r o m  D e fic it  to  a  S u b s t a n t ia l  S u r p l u s  .

S8.7 Billion*

U.S. Merchandise Trade 
Balance with Mexico

S2.1 Billion

IQ£s*-
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S5.7 Billion

NAFTA Builds on  Recent Gains in  
U.S. Trade

NAFTA builds on the market-opening U.S.- 
Canada Free Trade Agreement, which has 
boosted our.Canadian exports to $85 billion,
NAFTA also accelerates the opening of che 
Mexican market, and locks in recent gains:

• By the end of 1992, U.S. exports to Mexico 
are projected to more than triple, from 
$12.4 billion in 1986 to nearly $44 billion, 
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.

• 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.

1985 1986 1987 1988 1S89 1990 1991 1992 £

NAFTA Ensures Growth and. Stabilitv in Mexico9

Increased econom ic growth in M exico yields a high payback for the United States:

• 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 im m igration 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:

• A transition 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

• Tough rules o f 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 o f  all 
three nations to “prom ote sustainable 
developm ent... [and] strengthen the development 
and enforcement of environmental laws and 
regulations...." Accordingly, the NAFTA text:

• Allows the U.S. to maintain its stringent 
health, safety, and environmental standards, 
including the right to prohibit imports that 
do not meet our standards;

• Maintains the right of parties, including state 
and local governments, to enact even 
tougher standards, while encouraging the 
NAFTA parties to strengthen standards 
through upward harmonization;

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

• 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.

A »  N a tio n a l In c o m e  I n c r e a s e s ,

^  Nitrogen Oxides

£  50

"  “  “  -  -  „  Sulfur Oxides 
‘••"^ a r tic u la te s

..........

OECD Averages "****•.
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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’s 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:

• 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 largest free  trading region in the 
world, Mexico, the United States and  Canada are working to 
ensure that the fu tu re  will bring increased prosperity, trade, 
and  new jobs fo r  the citizens o f each o f our countries."

President George Bush 
July 15, 1992

For more information, contact: Office of the U.S. Trade Representative,
600 17th St, NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 August 1992
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NAFTA Will Enhance Environm ental Protection Throughout North 
America

The N A F T A  parties have agreed that econom ic development should take place in an  
environm entally sound m aim er. Thus, the NAFTA text itself states that one of ifs primary 
purposes is to:

"Contribute to the harmonious development and expansion of U\ .> in a
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 o f the Agreement

NAFTA’s 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 enact even 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 investm ent 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

L a w :  M e x i c o ' s  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  1 9 8 8  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  l a w  c o v e r s  a i r ,  w a t e r ,  a n d  s o i l  
p o l l u t i o n ,  a n d  i s  p a t t e r n e d  o n  U . S .  l a w .  I n  s o m e  i n s t a n c e s ,  M e x i c a n  s t a n d a r d s  a r e  
e v e n  s t r i c t e r  t h a n  t h o s e  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  —  e . g . ,  M e x i c o  r e q u i r e s  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
i m p a c t  s t a t e m e n t s  f o r  b o t h  n e w  p u b l i c  a n d  p r i v a t e  i n v e s t m e n t .

E n f o r c e m e n t :  I n  t h e  l a s t  t w o  y e a r s ,  M e x i c o  h a s  d r a m a t i c a l l y  i n c r e a s e d  i t s  
e n f o r c e m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  d o s i n g  p e r m a n e n t l y  o r  t e m p o r a r i l y  o v e r  1 0 0 0  p o l l u t i n g  f i r m s ,  
b o o s t i n g  i t s  e n f o r c e m e n t  b u d g e t  f r o m  $ 6 . 6  m i l l i o n  t o  $ 7 7  m i l l i o n  i n  1 9 9 2 ,  a n d  
i n c r e a s i n g  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  b o r d e r  a r e a  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i n s p e c t o r s  f r o m  5 0  t o  2 0 0 .

M e x i c o  C i t y :  I n  M a r c h  1 9 9 2 ,  P r e s i d e n t  S a l i n a s  a n n o u n c e d  t h a t  h e  w a s  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  
b i g g e s t  i n d u s t r i a l  p o l l u t e r s  t o  r e d u c e  p a r t i c u l a t e  e m i s s i o n s  u p  t o  9 0  p e r c e n t  o r  m o v e  
o u t  o f  t h e  d t y .  S u l f u r  o x i d e s ,  c a r b o n  m o n o x i d e ,  a n d  l e a d  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  a r e  n o w  a t  o r  
b d o w  a c c e p t a b l e  l e v e l s ;  s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  i s  n o w  b e i n g  p a i d  t o  o z o n e  l e v e l s .

C o n s e r v a t i o n :  M e x i c o  h a s  s e t  u p  4 4  n a t i o n a l  p a r k s ,  8  r e s e r v e s ,  a n d  1 4  b i o s p h e r e  
r e s e r v e s ;  j o i n e d  C I T E S  i n  1 9 9 1 ;  e n d e d  t h e  c o m m e r c i a l  h a r v e s t  o f  s e a  t u r t l e s ;  i s  
w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e  U . S .  t o  e l i m i n a t e  d o l p h i n  m o r t a l i t y  i n  t u n a  f i s h e r i e s ;  a n d  h a s  
a n n o u n c e d  p l a n s  t o  u s e  t u r t l e  e x d u d e r  d e v i c e s  o n  a l l  s h r i m p  v e s s e l s  b y  M a y  1 9 9 4 .

T h e  P o l l u t i o n  H a v e n  M y t h :  C o m p l i a n c e  c o s t s  p l a y  a  m i n i m a l  r o l e  i n  r e l o c a t i o n  
d e c i s i o n s  b e c a u s e  t h e y  r e p r e s e n t  a  s m a l l  s h a r e  o f  t o t a l  c o s t s  f o r  m o s <  i n d u s t r i e s .  
I n d e e d , . 8 6  p e r c e n t  o f  U . S .  i n d u s t r i e s  h a v e  a b a t e m e n t  c o s t s  o f  2  p e r c e n t  o r  l e s s .  
M o r e o v e r ,  m o s t  U . S .  i n d u s t r i e s  w i t h  h i g h  c o m p l i a n c e  c o s t s  a l r e a d y  h a v e  l o w  t a r i f f s ,  
s o  N A F T A  w o u l d  g i v e  t h e m  l i t t l e  i n c e n t i v e  t o  r e l o c a t e  t o  M e x i c o .

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 NAFTA w ill not encourage U.S. firms to relocate to 
Mexico because pollution abatement costs represent a sm all share o f 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:

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

• 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.

• This work 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,
60017th St., NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 Augunt 1992
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Will Mexico’s lower wages and 
workplace safety standards 
encourage U.S. com panies 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. com panies 
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 o f 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 m ean that cheap 
imports from Mexico w ill 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

• 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;

• 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

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 w ill 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’s 
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.

For more information, contact: Office of the U.S. Trade Representative,
60017th St., NW, Washington, D.C., 20506 August 1992
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Govenor  H i c k c l ,

S i r ,  we ne e d  you t o  t a k e  a s t a n d  on t he  NAFTA.

As you may know t h e r e  was an o f f i c e  memo d r a f t  from t he  Texas  
Govcnors  O f f i c e  t o  t h e  Whi te  House ,  b a s i c a l l y  s t a t i n g ,  We ar e  
f o r  NAFTA, bu t  i t  s u b v e r t s  a l o t  o f  our  s t a t e  l a w s .  flow do We 
e q u a t e  t h i s  as  b e i n g  good? Thi s  memo i s  i n  t h e  p o s s i o n  o f  
PUBLIC CITIZENS'S CONGRESS WATCH, 215 P e n n s y l v a n i a  A v e . , S. E  
Wa s h i n g t o n ,  D. C.  2 0 0 0 3 .  ( 2 0 2 )  5 4 6 - 4 9 9 6 .  ( I  w i l l  i n c l u d e  t h i s l )

I t  w i l l  and i s  c r e a t i n g  h e a l t h  pr o b l e ms  f o r  t h e  U. S .  and A l a i k a .  
Th i s  i s  b e i n g  done  by Mexi can f ood t h a t  i s  t a i n t e d  w i t h  f e c i a l  
m a t t e r ,  m e t a l  s h a v i n g s ,  i n g e s t a ,  and c h e m i c a l s  s uch as DDT and 
Alb i n . I f  our  C i t i z e n s  or  Government  t r y s  t o  s t o p  s h i p r a c n t s l o f  
t h e s e  f o o d s ,  Me x i c o  can c a l l  t h a t  a b a r r i e r  t o  t r a d e  and wo w i l l  
have  t o  a c c e p t  them or  bo f i n e d .   ___

Th i s  w i l l  n e g a t i v e l y  a f f e c t  our f i s h i n g ,  m i n i n g ,  t r u c k i n g  and 
many o f  our  j o b s .

I t  w i l l  a l l o w  18 y e a r  o l d  k i d s  t o  d r i v e  our  h i wa y s  i n  o v e r  s i z e  
t r u c k s ,  ( h i w a y  upkeep w i l l  r i s e ) ,  and t h e y  w i l l  no t  be l i a b l i  t o  
our  h i way  s a f e t y  l aws  or  when t h e y  c r o s s  t h e  b o r d e r s ,  t h e y  w i l l  
n o t  be s e a r c h e d  f o r  d r u g s ,  a l i e n s ,  e t c .  You can s e e  where  i n  i s  
g o i n g  on now,  (MAQLADORA), and w i l l  be wo r s e  w i t h  NAFTA.

Wo need t o  know i f  you a r e  w i t h  t he  p e o p l e ,  or  t he  G l o b a l i s t

A y e s  v o t e  f o r  NAFTA i s  a no v o t e  f o r  t he  R o p r o s e n a t i v e  who g i v e s  
t h a t  y e s  v o t e .

1
S i n c e r e l y ,

John A. P i e r c e  Sr .
1536 Gambel l  
An c h o r a g e ,  A l a s k a  99501
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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 s j fety 
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 Illegal 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 I years 
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 U.S. laws illegal trade barriers tl\at m is t 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 M any 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^easi 
NAFTA pressures the U.S. to use pesticides without following our own approval process.

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

sures.

.Vm.-.V.V)Pe$Kdde.~y •Sytrtpbms of Poisoning jj:

M i l l
' H.is

■

Organophosphatc. Can disrupt tho central nervous 
system. Causes nausea, diarrhea, headaches, twitching 
and weakness; in higher concentrations, convulsions 
and death. Potentially causes cancer.

Com, cottonseed, potatoes

iX Jitehpnci); Organophosphatc. See above.
i

Husked rice, polished rice
Phoxim Orga nophosphate. See above. _ . . . Corn, rice, sorghum
. • • •• v  *
Pirtmicarb-

.y. ■■■ >
Carbamate. Causes vomiting, diarrhea and blurred 
vision, slurred speech; in higher concentrations, depres­
sion of respiration and deallt.

! 1 Apples, beans (shelled, common), ritr
onions, bulb onions, peaches, pecails,
peppers, sweet peppers, potatoes, wh

us fruit, 
chili
eat

NAFTA Will Exacerbate Existing Problems with Pesticide Enforcement

IA September 1992 General Accounting Office (GAO) Report. Adulterated Imported Foods 
Are Reaching U.S. Grocery Shelves [GAO-RCED-92-205], found "a long^ermirenriof importers . 
disregarding U.S. laws prohibiting the d istribution 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 .^ .tick le  
re r id u S P ^ M sIIh a '^ X O  also notes that__tne U.S. has, m addiUorTTcTitS-rcgukLsampling— 
program^a "special program to test Mexican produce for'pesticlde res idues^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^ThaFunderIhe 
new rules only 1 tru^ck jndX rrsi^cd-for^ i^p trfrm '-Tm d^yTeV crai pre-selected sainples 
tested. According to LehmariHhr new rules also notified the shippers in advanci i f  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 m ea t/in t’esto 
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<f will 
intensify the rush to further undermine standards. '

I

This h e  I sheet was prepared by Public Citizen's Congrvs, Watch, 215 Pennsylvania Ave SE, Washington, C>i 20003 
For more information please contact Daniel Raskin at (202) 546-4996.
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Office of the Attorney General

Kareh 1 0 , 1993

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 impact* 
Upofc Texas.** Please review the changes made in thin paper and pass 
your comments to Louis'■Esoarono, 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

TORfeWORD

In December of 1 9 9 2 , Piwidcnt Georg* Bush# along with Canadian Prim* Minister 
Brian Mulroiwy and Mexican President Carios Salinas de Cortart, signed the North 
American Fret Trade Agreement* or ‘NAFTA,* creating the world'* single-largest trading 
jtortnenWp. President BIB CEnton and the Congress must now craft legislation to inclement the agreement j

One /act 1® becoming Increasingly dean NAFTA will affect state laws more then 
any previous international agreement to which the United State® has been a party. Siata 
Uw is iupmeded by federal law and, therefore, by international agreements,

Texas and Mexico share a long history and a border that comprises folly half of 
the entirs United States-Mexico border. Geographic proximity and cultural bonds have ' 
fueled an unprecedented growth in Texas exports to Mexico during the last few y 
Tefa; u  Mexico's largest trading partner among the SO states, will be enormously 
Impacted by NAFTA.

• For that reason, the Office of the Attorney Genera) of Texas (OAG), as the primary 
legal Office of the slate, has found It Imperative to conduct n detailed analysis of the potential impacts of NAFTA on the stat* of Texas. i •

IThe first component of that analysis Is the Impact of NAFTA upon state law. The result l i  this document N A FT A  u n d  S t e h  U no: tmtada Lirvt* r*v** Au.



•• Mill^  w  w w i u a  m u c r a u c a  JtXUUysiS O f tb ftpotential impacts of NAFTA 00 the state of Texas, 1 •
' I

The first component of that analysis to the impact of NAFTA upon state law. The 
result Si thJi document NAFTA end Shit U w :  Impart* Upon Texas does no! purport to 
be an exhaustive analysis of the effects of NAFTA on *D areas of ttat* law. Nor does 
It dUcuss the soda! and economic ramifications of NAFTA, father, it fteuses 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 
agreement. *r* partteulariy lluidv because of pcncurvjc #Kte
agreement negotiations between the three courtries. 7 r  ^  I

The OAO Border Task Foret will continue to analyze other areas of state law and 
State government, Including bansportauon, banking, Insurance Jaw, and other iuWe&a 
likely to be affected by NAFTA. |

f

l

Q

CONFlDEUTtAl

- J  I  support the ratification of NAFTA, I wffl strive to ensure that it* J*kngimpact on Texas and the United States to as beneficial as it to intended to bo, The tosuts Identified In this analysis must be managed through NAFTA's Implementing legislation 
and in the proposed side agreement*, where appropriate.

  •

NAFTA will help shape the State of Texas in the 21st Century. It will impact our 
Jaw?/ Our government, our infrastructure, our environment, and our prosperity. If we 
are t° h^ more man bystanders in the implementation process, indeed, if we are to be „ 

t 0U1, we must be diligent In our effort* to understandthe ruU impact of the North American Free Trade Agreement upon the State of Texas,y

0 *r

:
/T\
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COfflDEWi
Mm m VE lW MMA&V

XhjjOfficei of the Attorney (kueral has Id e n tifie d  two broad areas In which NAFTA Impicti (he 
i i f  *y*knfr These item from an incompatibility between the traditional iole of the Iiates 

StSJ? % * w roles wider recent international trade agreement* tudt
$ i NAFTA* Measures which reflect the growing Importance of the Hates in international t3*da 
raw ̂ hou!4 be taken in order to ensure that the agreement U carried out efficiently and effectively*
Tfetflrat gcqeaLimpactofNAETA hits tgt-amptiva effect o p  st&tclaw*. Onct

)

)

w  trade barriers« neeewaiy for the craatioffw '̂dompetitive marketplace, VUk v«««« ***** 
should also be taken to preserve the ability of the sutei to protect the health and safety of Shdr 
citizens and the environment These includes

tfate-iiw*i*dopf«£2ftJl̂  the^naik-jJl^^^B ^ d e  but
rather, ehbuld oontfdez tome other alternative which allows for some consideration and input by

** * **" A‘#' ̂  A«l ai^SlA a Bm ldfc> fftlA | L a  at&A. ■ JBrflil A M AAAA^aa &■ -  ---* »■ ** u x i'j.-

theCAI

k I 4 The proposed aide agreements should clarify the •necessary" standard for sanitary fluid 
pbytosanltary measures under NAFTA SubcKapierTB,

, i

4 The pmposod ride agreements afeould clarify that pon<Iiscriminaiory standards are W
considered unnecessary obstacle* to trade,

• "" ■" f
4 The proposed ride agreements should clarify that a_risk assessment is not remrired in order
to establish whether or not a sUndards-jelatad jneajurt Is considered discriminatory or an 

* unnecessary burden on trade under NAFTA Chapter ft *
Second, NAFTA will subject the states to International tegri obligations, the stales have l^de 
formal access to the institution* established by NAFTA. A new, goreinclusive rote should bp 
jyjeaiod-ta^he-ttetei to reflect their increasing prominence in the arena of ln&t*Ho5s3 trade*
These include:•

4 NAFTA’s implementing legislation should create a dispute tcsolmfo adviswy_pcnri
* H * « y M  fc la h y t t H l l  » K a  i H M f l  jkm«* k .consisting of representatives from affacted states so that thesSe*1 position can be considered prior to the dedrioo of * dispute resolution panel.

4 NAFTA*! implementing legislation should provide rcsourpes to assist the state* to complying 
with the provision* of NAFTA, including assistance with risk assessments and response* VO trade 
disputes.

t ♦

• i



CONFIDENTIAL

ISSUES OF CONCERN
0 *

%
I . NAFTA may preclude stoie tnkloHm to letter protect cUkene and ther environment*

?f NAFTA uponjmmyjtgieTrtftl&tfvejlLt^^ as states hnv*
traditionally paved tho way for increasingly itiingeM standard's to provide belief protection! fer 
citizens and the environment NAFTA could reverse this established theme of environmental 
lew* I

t  IfbeKf*t NAFTA reela equivalence of standards f a  Canada, Mexico and the United States* 
faptwt way to achieve equivalence it the Imposition of uniform federal standards which f a  
tmpi slate standards* Environmental law has historically developed when ft state c m m  ft 

• more stringent than a federal mandate, and the federal government foUowi suit.' If
unlferm federal guidelines are adopted in order to achieve the equivalence of standards, progfa In the area of environmental regulation is threatened*
Second, health and safety standards will be subject to NAFTA*! eHboratê and&otanllallv co idy 

assessmgitxriterHu^^ ~bc difficult,"!/ not impossible, .M  rrtates to consistently meetthese criteria, which"wwIcThave a cHUing effect on state tnyjionmental measures*
For csamplfi, sfatej afe cuuenlly expfvuh, rftowvd to m ast mere stringent requlrcmwU Uwh 
thfa imposed by the U,8. Rwouree Codjarvallvn «»d Jtecovcnr Act (“&(?<&■ A* under NAFTA, the states' right to Impose these stricter standards may be compromised,

1L NAFTA may hamper inlitotiret lo letter protect the health and tafety o f (tokens and U environment.
■ •

Currently, most safety standards in the United States are based to ft certain extent upon the 
government'* policy choloc to provide the most protection possible to eltitens. For example, 
if ft chemical cannot be proven safe, and if there is some evidence suggesting that it' It 
carcinogenic, then it U generally regulated to prevent risk to the greatest feasible degree,
NAFTA alters this basis for standardsJ^yjecuklna Jhat measuresrelatlny to health and safety 
be .bared .upon risk asrejtmenfri wMguLfdcgnste regard to other factoreT Federal smTsute 
regulations could be challenged as unfair trade barriers ustudies dftfie regulated substance (or practice) do not prove a 1Ink between the substance and a particular health effect.

///, NAFTA precludes stole* and other totemud portlet from participating In NAFT/ 
dispute retclution pmttdlngt,



tlU  NAFTA prtthUfn stotrt cud tOxer k t e r u u d partit* from participating In NATT/ 
dispute rtt&htioR prmt&int**
N A F T A ,  like similar international settlements, ©stuhlUhes panels in order to resolve d h p u  ct

r>« ■ .1

CONFIDENTIAL

♦ NAFTA’s implementing legislation should create a panel senslstln  ̂of state representatives 
to MviM the USTft, the Committee on Sanitary and Phytosanltwy Measures, and the Committee'
Oft Sfcrtoarrfs-Related Measutei to ensure that the stales' views sue considered in the standards* •

. . & — * » » -  ' y  ;
- ji ♦ NAFTA’S implementing legislation should provide that when standard* axe harmonized, they 
[ ' Afcre harmonised to the levels of the highest sppllcable state standards,

' ♦ The proposed side agreements should clarity that ruk assessment! under NAFTA Subchipter .
*tB  may tafcejnto account oollcv consideration!, in addition to scientific data* when evaluWng 
challenges to t  Party’s health, safety and environmental measures.
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A beer with the 
C a n a d i a n s
WAJHJKGTOtt DC

1 TATHENAmeric* sign* an International 
v V  trade agneement.whathappens to the 
law* thathave been passed in Tallahasseeo; 
SacramentotSomeitfitcIegisUturesassume • 
those laws will be threatened; and the dis­
trict court ruling of June 30th made the 
same assumption.

In about half a dozen nates, legislatures 
have already passed resolutions hostile to 
NAHA. A  particularly fierce one appeared 
in Minnesota earlier this year. Staffers com­
piled a list 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 
withdraw n a f t a  from the fest - t r a c k  process

AMERICAN SURVEY
and take a closer look at the way the agree­
ment might hurt nate sovereignty. Hie gov­
ernor, A m c  Carlson,would have noneofit, 
and took the unusual step of vetoing die 
resolution (which Is only a statement of 
opinion}, n a f t a, he argued, would bring 
thestateeconomlcgrowth and jobs;and the 
resolution, besides, was "loaded with 
speculation."

MrCarlson Is right on thefirst count,but 
probably wrong on die second. A  o a t t
Cinel, ruling last year,confirmed that states' 
ws could be successfully challenged under 

trade agreements.The panel,summoned by 
Canada, found that laws covering the distri­
bution of wine and beer In more than 40 
states were Inconsistent with International 
trade rules. Since the ruling, the federal gov­
ernment has been working with the states to 
change the offending laws.

How ft r NAFTAor die gatt could goto- 
wards overturning other state laws remains 
open to question. Staffer* at the office of the 
United States. Trade Representative m s s  
that the N a h a  agreement was carefully ne­
gotiated to protect state sovereignty and to 
allow states, If they wish, to maintain 
stricter or 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 States and Canada over 
beer. In this cose, the roles are reversed i the 
United States has been Quarrelling for two 
years with a sub-federal government, the 
province of Ontario, over a tax on cans of 
beer. This tAx,accordingto Ontario, encour­
ages die use of refutable glass bottles which 
are betterforthe environment,because they 
do not need recycling,The United States has

slapped a retaliatory tariff on Ontario beer, 
pointing out that only American producer* 
ship any quantity of beer In tjans, and that 
Ontario does not tax soft drinks in cans pro­
duced by Canadians. I 

Most state officials, aqueaed between 
assurances nn one side and alarums on the 
other,will have to wait and sod what naha 
brings. The only certainty is that. In future 
lawmaking, trade concerns will hive to be 
taken more into account FrovUIoni in 
n a h a  and the present rot, d of oatt both 
require that nev/state proposals that mayaf- 
feet trademust be circulated tqfortlgnpcw- 
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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G A T T  F i n d s  U , S ,, State L a w s  o n  B e e r  

D i s c r i m i n a t e  A g a i n s t  F o r e i g n  B r e w e r s

By Enuaano UcniCAiia///liporlcr a/Tim W*u *r»r.itr JUI.-RNU.
WASHINGTON -  The Central Agree 

ment on Tarllls and Trade h poised to rule that numerous U.S. federal and slate prac- 
Ikes unfairly discriminate apalnst im­
ported beer. ,. • .. . Uptioldlng complaints by Canada, the 

1 nillnr, Which ta scheduled to bo released Monday, dedarea that a preiertntiai fed- tra) ixclw tax plan tor am.ill U.S. brcwen. and numerous tax rulat end dis­tribution practices In 41 status and Puerto 
Rico are 'inconsistent1' Vrllh International trodo rules.

The tcikm by QATT, the omnlration 
bated In Geneva that polices international (ride practices, will pul Strong pressure mi the U.S. to settle a long-running "benr 
war" with Canada. CUTr previously haa ruled that Canada also hn unlatr restric­
tions against beer UnporU. and ihe U.S. has threatened w impose sanctions unina 
those barriers are eliminated. •The action could set a precedent, allow- 
Ing foreign companies In challenge slate 
laws u violations ot International trade 
rules. "Tbla Is the first time that OATT 
has Imputed Its rules on U.8. alates," snys Peter dark, a spokesman fur the firewcis Mr Mia lion of Canids. Hu uld that other 
countries can use the precedent as a basis 
tor challenging other types of state laws, 
Inetudinc those Involving Ihe environment 
and product aafcty.The beer ruing also cornua on the heels of a fresh GATT rebuke ol the U.S. for In- 
creatlnf protocilor.ljus. A Itudy released by OATT yesterday noted that the U.t>'. 
Is applying Its antidumping and countar- valllncduty laws agafrjt Imported pivd* ucli wlih Increasing frequency. The num­

ber of auch U.B. ecllons was relatively small In the first half of Ilia 19)0, but has 
since ‘•giown rapidlyaccording to the re­
port- ' ,

Although beer wua daliberatoty -eg. duicu from the U.S,-Canada frec-trauV 
agreement, the mouiiUog trmlons cuuld ■ further shake Cennda's confidence in the pact. Two recent U.S. flelluns-one slap­ping Hondo Motor Co.'* Cnimdlin snlwim- nry with a bill fur nearly 117 mtltlun In 
bock I'ulin and another threatening Cana­dian sollwuud lumber with r<ilwtla| anti 
dumping dutlcioi H.il%~hiva raised C*- nodlen hackles and promptad ctwith-n 
parllcj to demand A revocation cl llw part.

Thu GATT ruling cufldantni New York. Oregon. Minnesota. Wisconsin, Michigan. 
Ohio. Pannsylvanla and other states tur of­fering excise tax breaks In local beer pro­
ducer a. II also criticises 28 states tor ex­empting local producers from k require­ment mat brewer* market their preduru 
Uirough wiKiieiaiera. The itmes instil un s 
diatrlbutloii role tot whulnalms because it 
mukvi tax arroutiling easier, but tin* 
OATT panel that prepared die nillii; said 
the excmptluna discriminate against Im­
ports.Ronald garasln, president of the Na­
tional Beer Wholesalers Association, wor* 
flcs that th» ruling throws ■ "aerious cur 
ttltuUonal" Issue on tup uf others that are fueling the beer war. Tltt U.K. bas argued Ihai Ik- gist Amendment to die u.B, Cw 
stltullon, wldch revoked Prulilbltlon, gave 
the states broad authority tu regulate the llqunr trade. Bui the OATT panel, citing a 
l(dl Supreme Court decision, ruled that itatu lawi can be overridden by oilier laws 
requiring Ihe U.S. lu tblda by International Obflgalluns.

' Under OaTT rules, once the GA’XT Council approves llw bear decision, Ihv 
US. will havo to dlunanile the alleged trails barriers or offer Canada duelling 
trade concessions. Wuahlngtnn could block a voie for two sucmslvi monthly council 
meetings. But eventually It has to abldo by 
tha ruling or try to finesse li by making 
peace Willi Canada.

The Canadian complaint against the US. mh-rois in tom* reipecti Ihe Jtto complaint by G. llellcinnn Brewing Co. 
ami siroh Brewery Co., against certain practices ot Canada's provincial liquor control boards. The U.S. COntendi that minimum price requirement* In British Columbia stid Ontario, limns On the dellv- try of imported bon- to retail outlets and olhar resirldlons dfucilvaly discriminate egalmi U S, proilucli. 5» far. Ettoli and 
iicilcman have shown no willingness to back down from ihelr curnplalnt,

tik* two u.8. beer producers "opened a Piiidura'a box" by llllne their complaiiil, 
Md Mr. Clark ot the Canadian brewers' 
association. If U>C U.S. penalizes Canadian 
beer, Ottawa Will rcullatn with coii)nar»- 
ble unctions ntabist a "high profile'' tar- 
gel such as California wine, he warned..

Dwg Wadddi, a senior Canadian gov­
ernment official, declined to comment wt 
ihe laiest GAIT ruling on tcvr because, he 
laid. It hasn't been made public. The IMuli 
administration ulso won't discuss the now ruling until It becomes public.

Mr. Waddell added, though, that Otla'xa li continuing lo  hold tnlki wllli provincial 
guvemmrnt and Industry official* to wurit 
out a plan lo eliminate provlmiiil trn-'i 
prartkes that dJscrlmlnMe against U.i, 
beer Imports. Canada hi* prondKd OAtr 
that H will bring lu beer marketing prac­
tices In line wills catt rules by Murdi )|. 
The U.S. coukl revoke lu sanction* threat II It I* uttilled that llw plan Is Work­able,

-R o te  Tom burrl fa W/uu-o caxtrlLuhrt 
to th lt artic le .



by OATT y(irt«rdiy noted that Uie U.S. 
U iprlytne lit oml-dumptns and counts valllnfdiity lm  ■ gut rut Imported prod­
uct* With Increasing frequency. The nutn-

* ■ • • • • • •  •■ V M S  —  t v  i k k U U I I ^  m \

Uqttnr trade. But thn g a it  pawl, citing a 
If6l Supremo Court djcltlpit, hilcd that 
ttatu taw* con bo ovorrldden by other Uvt requiring the u.B, |g abide by InternaUomil obligations.

-  —--------- ■ »  ■ h h w i u i m  u i i r . nIf It Is M ill I led that Uio plnn It wurX-
-KfiSd Tamlurrl In Otluwa contribute! 

lo this nnido.



HJK 2 0 -N A FT A  
Rep. Kay Brown

H  J  R  2  0 ,  M o d i f i c a t i o n s  t o  N A F T A
R e p re se n ta t iv e  Kay B row n

S p o n s o r ' s  S t a t e m e n t

This R e so lu t io n  w o u ld  ask  the U.S. C o n g re s s  to o b ta in  m o d if ic a t io n s  to the 
N o r th  A m e r ic a n  F ree  T r a d e  A g r e e m e n t  in o rd e r  to protect state's rights to 
manage the ir natura l resources and environm ent, to encourage economic 
development and to protect their c it iz en 's  health.

A laska m u s t  take  a s ta n d  o n  N A F T A  because ,  as c u r re n t ly  n e g o t ia te d ,  the 
a g r e e m e n t

• could underm ine state procurement practices that encourage the purchase 
of Alaska products from  Alaska businesses.

• could threaten state economic development in it ia t ive s  that offer special 
programs, subsid ies or investm ent in cen tives to domestic in du str ie s—even 
fish  hatcheries!

• could severely restrict our right to manage our resources and environm ent 
according to policies and laws enacted by Alaskans.

• could exempt fore ign food imports from the s tr ic t standards that apply to 
the products of American farms.

• could accelerate the "de -industria liza tion" of Am erica by encouraging  
manufacturers to take advantage of lax health and safety laws and low  wages 
south of the bon.er.

Free trade ,  a  la u d a b le  goal ,  c a n n o t  b e  ach ie v e d  by sacr if ic ing  the fu n d a m e n ta l  
r igh ts  o f  s ta te s  o r  the p ro te c t io n  o f  o u r  peop le .



S t a t e m e n t  b y  t h e  A F L - C I O  E x e c u t i v e  C o u n c i l

o n

0.S.-Mexico Free Trade Agreement

F e b r u a r y  20, 1 9 9 1  
B a i  H a r b o u r ,  F L

T h e  p r o p o s e d  U . S . - M e x i c o  f r e e  t r a d e  a g r e e m e n t  w o u l d  be  a 
d i s a s t e r  f o r  w o r k e r s  in b o t h  c o u n t r i e s .  It w o u l d  d e s t r o y ' j c b s  in 
t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  w h i l e  p e r p e t u a t i n g  e x p l o i t a t i o n  of  w o r k e r s  a n d  
i n f l i c t i n g  w i d e s p r e a d  d a m a g e  o n  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  in M e x i c o .  T h e  
b e n e f i c i a r i e s  w o u l d  b e  m u l t i n a t i o n a l  c o r p o r a t i o n s  a n d  l a r g e  b a n k s .

T o  s e c u r e  t h e  e v e n t u a l  p a s s a g e  o f  an a g r e e m e n t ,  t h e  B u s h  
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  is p u s h i n g  h a r d  for " f a s t - t r a c k  a u t h o r i t y "  f r o m  
C o n g r e s s .  T h i s  p r o c e d u r a l  t a c t i c  w o u l d  a l l o w  o n l y ~ f o r  a s i m p l e  a n d  
u n c o n d i t i o n a l  y e s - c r - n o  v o t e  w i t h o u t  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a m e n d m e n t  
b y  C o n g r e s s .

T h e  s t r a t e g y  b e h i n d  f a s t - t r a c k  a u t h o r i t y  is p l a i n .  T h e  W h i t e  
H o u s e  k n o w s  t h a t  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  c a n n o t  w i t h s t a n d  s e a r c h i n g  s c r u t i n y ,  
a n d  i t  is d o i n g  its b e s t  to p r e v e n t  p u b l i c  d e b a t e .

'jiliiilil
T h e r e  is a p r e v i e w  of w h a t  a n  a g r e e m e n t  w o u l d  b r i n g .  I t  is 

t h e  m a q u i l a d o r a s ,  t h e  U . S . - o w n e d  p l a n t s  t h a t  o p e r a t e  i n s i d e  M e x i c o  
a l o n g  the b o r d e r  b u t  p r o d u c e  g o o d s  e x p o r t e d  b a c k  here.

T h e  p a y  a v e r a g e s  60 t o  80 c e n t s  p e r  h o u r ,  b a r e l y  a s u b s i s t e n c e  
w a g e .  M a n y  w o r k e r s  l i v e  in s h a c k s  m a d e  o f  p a c k i n g  m a t e r i a l s ,  w i t h  
n o  r u n n i n g  w a t e r ,  s e w e r s ,  o r  e l e c t r i c i t y .  T h e  a i r  p o l l u t i o n  and  
t o x i c  w a s t e  g e n e r a t e d  b y  m a q u i l a d o r a s  a r e  a m o n g  t h e  w o r s t  i n  the 
w o r l d .

T h e  W a l l  S t r e e t  J o u r n a l  h a s  n o t e d  t h a t  " [ t h e  m a q u i l a d o r a s ' ]  
v e r y  s u c c e s s  is h e l p i n g  t u r n  m u c h  o f  t h e  b o r d e r  r e g i o n  i n t o  a 
s i n k h o l e  o f  a b y s m a l  l i v i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  a n d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
d e g r a d a t i o n . u

T h e  m a q u i l a d o r a s  h a v e  f l o u r i s h e d  b e c a u s e  U.S. c o m o a n i e s  h a v e  
s e e n  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  p a y  M e x i c a n  w o r k e r s  a f r a c t i o n  of t h e  w a g e s  
t h a t  U.S. w o r k e r s  r e c e i v e ,  a n d  to e v a d e  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  for 
o c c u p a t i o n a l  s a f e t y ,  w o r k e r s *  c o m p e n s a t i o n  a n d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
p r o t e c t i o n  t h a t  a r e  r e q u i r e d  h e r e .

T h e  s u p p o r t e r s  o f  a U . S . - M e x i c o  f r e e  t r a d e  a g r e e m e n t  s a y  it is 
a " l a d d e r  t o p r o s p e r i t y "  f o r  M e x i c a n  w o r k e r s ;  b u t  a l l  of t h e  b o t t o m  
r u n g s  a r e  m i s s i n g .  T h e  r e a s o n  t h a t  U.S. c o r p o r a t i o n s  h a v e  
e s t a b l i s h e d  f a c i l i t i e s  in M e x i c o  is n o t  to p r o m o t e  e c o n o m i c  
d e v e l o p m e n t ,  o r  r a i s e  t h e  s t a n d a r d  of l i v i n g  a n d  l e v e l  
o f  c o n s u m p t i o n  t h e r e ;  it is t o  i n c r e a s e  c o r p o r a t e  p r o f i t s .



T Z R J E I N ' I D S
L

C a n  t h e  S t a t e s  L i v e  
H a p p i l y  A f t e r  N A F T A ?
The new North American Free Trade Agreement is lik£i£ C EI V  E D 

to start more arguments than it settles. . nAPR 2  b laad
B Y  P E N E L O P E  L E M O V

Ans'd.

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

in ternational in trigue, 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. 
brew ers, H eilem an and 
Stroh’s. 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 G eneral 
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 am ounted 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 b rew er’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

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 governm ent is now in the 
process of doing. ‘T here’ll be a lot of 
surprised legislators this winter," says 
Charles Colgan, professor of public 
policy at the University of Southern

Maine.'Somebody iram Wasiiin^tor 
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 i t ’ ”

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

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. If Congress passes legisla­
tion implementing the trade agree­
m ent 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 
p roducts. But in recent 
years, those agreem ents 
have been stretched  to 
include non-tariff barriers 
such as licensing, subsidies 
and product standards— 
areas that fail within the 
trad itional regulatory 
dom ain 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 extrem ely  difficult for a 
Canadian or Mexican firm to enter 
the market.

Under NAFTA, die states will have 
two vcars to review those sorts of
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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 won’t 
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. T h e  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 proof in 
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 of artificial 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 
d ispute  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

international issue, perhaps immigra­
tion or drug policy. The State 
Departm ent 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 
of foreign 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
od.” Cuarlcs Colgan says, “when states 
arc about to find out they have a whole 
bunch of obligations they never knew 
they had.’’ 0

The environmental 

rules that state  

governments have 

spent 20  years 

writing could be 

interpreted under 

NAFTA as trade 

barriers.
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I THE LEGISLATURE O F 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 R E SO LU T IO N

1 Relating to the North American Free T rade Agreement.

2 BE IT  R E SO LV E D  BY  TH E  L E G IS LA T U R E  O F  TH E  STA TE  OF A LA SKA :

3 W H E R E A S  great uncertainty exists regarding the effect of the proposed North

4 American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on state laws and regulations pertaining to

5 recycling, labeling, and other product and process standards; and

6 W H E R E A S  NAFTA could effectively challenge the concept c f  states’ rights under the

7 United States Constitution by preempting state and local laws on investment, job  creation,

8 consumer protection, the environment, community lending, bank regulation, and insurance; and

9 W H E R E A S  environmental protection laws and regulations o f  Alaska and other states

10 could be interpreted under NAFTA as trade barriers; and

11 W H E R E A S  NAFTA calls for harmonization o f  national and state standards, which

12 could lead to mandatory reduction o f  product standards to the lowest common international

13 product standards; and

14 W H E R E A S  NAFTA could potentially preclude preferential treatment o f  Alaska

15 residents and Alaska products in state procurement; and

16 W H E R E A S  NAFTA could limit a state 's flexibility when offering special programs,

17 subsidies, or investment incentives to its domestic industries, such as fish hatcheries; and
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W H E R E A S  the most recent estimate by the International Trade Commission is that 

the United States could lose 170,000 jobs if NAFTA is approved; and

W H E R E A S  dispute resolution procedures under NAFTA are confidendal and restricted 

by federal officials, and state and local participation is absent;

BE IT  R E S O L V E D  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 o f  international trade that safeguards the 

constitutional and economic standing o f  the individual states o f  the United States and that is 

based on a full assessment of the economic, environmental, and legal effects on states; and 

be it
t

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  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

F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  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 o f  states, where not precluded by federal iaw, to manage their 

natural resources and environment, to encourage their economic development, and to protect 

their citizens.

C O P IE S  of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable 3 il l  Clinton, President o f  the 

United States; the Honorable A1 Gore, Vice-President of the United States and President c f  

the U.S. Senate; the Honorable Robert C. Byrd, President Pro Tempore o f  the U.S. Senate; 

the Honorable Thomas S. Foley, Speaker of the U.S. House o f  Representatives; the Honorable 

Ron Brown, Secretary o f  the U.S. Department of Commerce; the Honorable Bruce Babbitt, 

Secretary o f  the U.S. Department o f  the Interior, the Honorable Mike Espy, Secretary o f  the 

U.S. Department o f  Agriculture; the Honorable Carol M. Browner, Administrator o f  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  
A erospace  D ev e lo p m en t  C o rp o ra t io n  P rojects

De W it t  F ie ld s
T h e  H o n o ra b le  C a ro ly n  L. F lo y d ,  M ay o r  o f  the C ity  o f  K o d ia k  
T h e  H o n o ra b le  W a l te r  J. H ic k e l ,  G o v e rn o r  o f  the  S ta te  o f  A la s k a  
R ic k  K n ig h t ,  S a m s o n  T u g  and  B a rg e
T h e  H o n o ra b le  J e r o m e  M . S e lb y ,  M a y o r  o f  the  K o d ia k  Is la n d  B o ro u g h
R e s o lu t io n  o f  S u p p o r t  f ro m  th e  K o d ia k  Is la n d  B o ro u g h  A s s e m b ly
S te v e n  S m ith ,  M a rk  A ir
T h e  H o n o ra b le  T ed  S te v e n s ,  U .S .  S e n a to r
Jan  J. W i l l i a m s ,  P T I C o m m u n ic a t io n s



p. o. B o x  2 5 
K o d i a k ,  A K  99'>15 
M a r c h  22, 199 4

M i k e  S u l l i v a n  
N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e r  
D i v i s i o n  of L a n d  
3601 C S t r e e t  
A n c h o r a g e ,  A K  9 9 5 1 0 - 7 0 0 5

D e a r  Mr. S u l l i v a n :

T h a n k y o u  for y o u r  l e t t e r  of M a r c h  1, 1994, i n f o r m i n g  tie a b o u t  
th e  A l a s k a  A e r o s p a c e  C o r p o r a t i o n  a n d  their i n t e n t i o n  z i  p l a c i n g  an 
o r b i t a l  l a u n c h  f a c i l i t y  n e a r  N a r r o w  C a p e  on  K o d i a k  Island.

A s  car as I know, I am the o n l y  land o w n e r  r t h e r  than Bi l l  
B u r t o n  in t h e  e n t i r e  a r e a  for s e v e r a l  miles. I h a v e  five acres, US 
S u r v e y  No. 5703, w h i c h  b o r d e r s  t h e i r  p r o p o s a l  on  the south.

H a v i n g  b e e n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  th i s  area f o r  f o r t y - f i v e  years, I 
t h i n k  it is an e x c e l l e n t  c h o i c e  for t h e  a e r o s p a c e  d e v e l o p m e n t . 
K n o w i n g  a b o u t  t h e  w e a t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e  t e m p e r a t u r e ,  and the o p e n  
space, as w e l l  as t h e  r o a d s  and c o m m u n i c a t i o n s ,  I w o u l d  c o n s i d e r  
t h e i r  c h o i c e  i d eal c o m p a r e d  to any o t h e r  l o c a t i o n .  T h e r e  s h o u l d  be 
n o  i n t e r f e r e n c e  w i t h  a n y t h i n g  g o i n g  on m  t h e  a r e a  at  t h e  p r e s e n t  
t i m e .

M y  c a t t l e  r u n  w i t h  Mr. B u r t o n ' s  c a t t l e  a n d  b u f f a l o  on his 
ra n c h .  A l s o  o n  my f i v e  acres, I h a v e  c a b i n s  a n d  two houses, a n d  a m  
c o n t i n u a l l y  b u i l d i n g  a n d  i m p r o v i n g  the ar e a  as a c a m p  site. T h e r e  
w e r e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  150 p e o p l e  a t t e n d i n g  c a m p s  last y e a r  d u r i n g  the 
s u m m e r  months.

I w o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  the C o r p o r a t i o n  to l o c a t e  in t h e  M a r r o w  C a p e  
a r e a  for t h e  f o l l o w i n g  reasons:

(1) T h e r e  are r e a d s  a l r e a d y  b u i l t  l e f t  o v e r  f r o m  WWII.

(2) T h e r e  is e l e c t r i c a l  p o w e r  th a t  c o m e s  fr o m  t h e  K o d i a k
E l e c t r i c  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  w h i c h  is h y d r o e l e c t r i c  p o w e r  w i t h  
a d i e s e l  b a c kup.

(3) T h e  a r e a  h a s  t h e  b e s t  c l i m a t e  on K o d i a k  I s l a n d  w i t h  v e r y
l i t t l e  s n o w  th a t  s e l d o m  s t a y s  on  t h e  g r o u n d  o v e r  a week, 
s i n c e  it is l o c a t e d  on the e a s t  s i d e  or the Island, w h e r e
the o c e a n  c u r r e c t s  run in t h r e e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  e f f e c t i n g  the
w e a t h e r .

(4) T h e r e  is a d e q u a t e  o p e n  space.

P e r s o n a l l y  as I look t o w a r d  the future, I c a n  s e e  n o t h i n g  but 
an e x p a n d e d  b u s i n e s s  g r o w i n g  in leaps and b o u n d s .  An a r t i c l e  in
o u r  p a p e r  l a s t  n i g h t  t o l d  of a c o m p a n y  t h a t  e x p e c t s  to l a u n c h  840
s a t e l l i t e s  th a t  w i l l  o r b i t  the e a r t h  at a low a l t i t u d e  by the y e a r



■ed bv two of t h e  c o u n t r y ' s  r:.est a c c o m p l i s h e d  h i g h - t e c h  
-s today, the 59 b i l l i o n  p r o j e c t  w o u l d  c o n s i s t  or a 
; * m u n i o a t i o n s  n e t w o r k  that w o u l d  link e v e r y  s p o t  o n  our

2001. P r o p o s e d  
e n t r e p r e n e u r s  
s a t e l l i t e  cenmun: 
g l o b e .

If I c a n  b e  of a n y  f u r t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t

Y o u r s  truly,

m e .
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H o n o r a b l e  T e d  S t e v e n s  
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t e  
5 2 2  H a r t  B u i l d i n g  
W a s h i n g t o n ,  B . C .  2 0 5 1 0 - 0 2 0 1

R E :  O r b i t a l  L a u n c h  F a c i l i t y

D e a r  S e n a t o r  S t e v e n s :

T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  c o m m u n i c a t e  m y  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  r e c e n t  d e c i s i o n  o f  t h e  
A l a s k a  A e r o s p a c e  D e v e l o p m e n t  C o r p o r a t i o n  ( A A D C )  t o  d e v e l o p  a n  o r b i t a l  l a u n c h  
f a c i l i t y  o n  K o d i a k  I s l a n d .  T h e  C i t y  o f  K o d i a k  w e l c o m e s  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  s u c h  a  
f a c i l i t y ,  w h i c h  w e  b e l i e v e  w i l l  b r i n g  b o t h  e c o n o m i c  a n d  e d u c a t i o n a l  b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  
C i t y  a n d  i t s  r e s i d e n t s .

I t  i s  m y  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h a t  A A D C  i s  c o n s i d e r i n g  t w o  s i t e s  o n  K o d i a k  I s l a n d ,  b u t  h a s  
n o t  y e t  s e l e c t e d  t h e  s i t e  f o r  t h e  l a u n c h  f a c i l i t y .  T h e  C i t y  h a s  n o  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  w h i c h  
s i t e  i s  c h o s e n ,  a n d  i s  r e a d y  t o  p r o v i d e  i t s  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  A A D C  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  f i n a l  
s e l e c t i o n .

W e  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  w o r k i n g  w i t h  A A D C  a s  i t  m o v e s  t o w a r d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  
l a u n c h  f a c i l i t y .  I t  i s  c u r  h o p e  t h a t  y o u  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  s u p p o r t  b o t l i  A A D C  a n d  i t s  
o r b i t a l  l a u n c h  f a c i l i t y .

T h a n k  y o u .

S i n c e r e l y ,

C I T Y  O F  K O D I A K

M a y o r

CLF/mhd



M a r c  1> 3, 79 9 4

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, I urge you/ continued support o f the AADC and its 
development of an orbital launch facility on Kodiak Island. Thank you for your 
consideration of this important issue.

With b e s t regards.

Sincerely,

S/S WALTER J. HICKEL

Walter J Hickel 
Governor

WJH/BPM/ec 0 1 0 7

Support for a K Aerospace Development 
Corp. Kodiak site
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M arch 22, 1994

Pat Lander 
Alaska Aerospace 
Anchorage, Alaska

Dear Pat/

Following is our rate q u o t a t i o n  tor shipping the rocket motors 
from Seattle to Kodiak,

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

In order to keep the price down, Samson Tug and S a r g e  would have 
to modify a 40 foot shipping platform w i t h  sta n c h i o n s  so that 
we can better utilise the deck apace o n  our barges. The cost to 
m odify each p l atform w o u l d  bo $6*,500 .00, payable by the shipper.
Wo would need two platforms to make the trip to K o d i a k  and back 
(empty) to Seattle in a six-week period. If tho m o t o r s  wore to 
move more frequently, wo w o u l d  have to m o d i f y  two mo r e  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 a n d  u n l o a d i n g  to 
the first olace of rest at tho Kodiak dock. M a r i n e ‘insurance for. 
the shipments will be p r o v i d e d  for a n .aditionai G* of the ocean revenue

If Keep From Freezing serv i c e  is required, und a d d i t i o n a l  charge of 
$.65 per h u n dred pounds will be charged. Tho s h i p p e r  must supply 
tho means to heat tha crates, and the h e a ting s y s t e m  m u s t  be 
compatible with our 220V, 3-phaoe generators.

I

The shipper is r e sponsible to supply all r e q u i r e d  federal, state, and 
city permits to receive the motors at the Seat t l e  terminal.
An additional charge of $4.00 par ton will a p p l y  for Kodiak v/harfage.

All the above rates and charges r.ra predicated up o n  a 26 m o n t h  agreeraei 
that the shipper will ship all rocket motor3 via Sarhson Tug and B a r g e * 5 
service with a 54 increase per year in the o c e a n  rate.

T e r r o l r .a f  US • 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 w o u l d  like to r e g a i n  a3
the primary carrier for shipments of northbound and southbound
supplies, parts, and bui l d i n g  materials, provided they are 
not of a time-sensitive nature.

Our barges depart Seattle e v e r y  14 days with a t r a n s i t  time to 
Kodiak of 10 days, year-round.

We are an Alaskan o w n e d  and o p e r a t e d  common c a r r i e r  headqu a r t e r e d 
in Sitka, Alaska.

P lease call with any q u e s t i o n s  or comments, and thank you for the
opportunity to quote on thi3 cargo.

Sincere

Rick Knight 
MARKETING M A N A G E R
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AND 
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March 24, 1994

P.on Sabatino
Lockheed Space Operations 
1100 L o ckheed W A Y  LSO 003 
Titusville, Florida 22700

Dear Mr. Sabatino,

After further consideration, we have d e t e r m i n e d  that by m o d i f y i n g 
a 40 foot shipping platform with longer stanchions, wo can b e t t e r  
utilize the deck space on our barges, thereby lowering the cost 
or shipping the rocket motors from S e a t t l e  to Kodiak.

The initial coat to modify each p l a t f o r m  would b e  56,500.00, payable 
by the shipper. One platform w o u l d  be n e e d e d  per rockat m otor  
in order to make the trip (loaded) to Kod i a k  and return, the empty 
p l atform ba c k  to Seattle .in a six w e e k  period-... If the motors 
were to move more frequently, we w o u l d  have to m o d i f y  more platforms 
to accomodate the schedule.

Our ocean rate for shipping the mo t o r s  ( 9 ' y. 9':< 2 9 ' ......137,000 lbs)
will be 511,500.00 per motor. The rate includes loading to the 
barga in S e a t t l e  and unloading to the first p l a c e  of rest at our 
Kodiak dock. Marine insurance will be pro v i d e d  for an additional 
9% of the ocean charges.

If Keep From Freezing service is required, an a d d i t i o n a l  ch a r g e  of 
5.65 per h u n dred pounds will be charged. The s h i pper mu s t  supply 
the means to heat the crates, and the h e a t i n g  sys t e m  must be 
compatible with cur 220 volt, 3-phase g e n e r a t i o n  system.

The s h i p p e r  is responsible to su p p l y  all federal, state, end city 
permits to receive the motors at o u r  S e a t t l e  terminal. An 
additional charge of 54.00 per short ton w i l l  a p p l y  for Kodiak 
wharfage. Seattle wharfage is i n c l u d e d  in the rate.

Turmm&l 115 37Q2 W  Marginal Way S W  ■ Seattle, Washington 98106
(206) 707*7820 1 (BCOt 331*3522 • FAX (206) 737-53SC



All rates and c h a rges are predicated upon the s h i p m e n t  ot ail 
rocket mo t o r s  on  Samson Tug and B u r g e , as stated in a signed 
agreement b e t w e e n  s h i pper and carrier, o v e r  a 36 m o n t h  period, 
with a 5% in c r e a s e  in tho ocean rate every 12 months. In addition, 
Samson Tug and Barge company w ould like to remain the primary 
carrier for all shipments of northbound supplies, parts, building 
materials, a n d  related equipment, with the u n d e r s t a n d i n g  that 
thero may be shipments that are of a t i m e - s e n s i t i v e  nature that 
may need to m o v e  by alternate routes.

Our barges d e p a r t  Seattle every 14 days w i t h  a 10 day transit time 
to Kcdiak. He are an Alaskan owned and o p e r a t e d  common carrier 
he a d q u a r t e r e d  in Sitka, Alaska.

Please call v/ith any questions or comments, and thank you for the 
op o rtunity to q u o t e  on this cargo.

Sincerely,

%

3)fck Knight 
MARKETING M A N A G E R
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K o d i a k  I s l a n d  B o r o u g h

7 )0  MILL HAY ROAD 
KODIAK. ALASKA 99615dU O  

PHONE (9 07 ) 456-5736

J a n u a r y  22, 195a

Mr. Pat Ladner, Executive D i r e c t o r  
Al a s k a  A.eroupaca Development C o r p o r a t i o n  
3601 c street, suite 1400 
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Mr. Ladr.er:

In r e s p o n s e  to your letter ot J a n u a r y  24, 1994, I w o u l d  like 
to r e i t e r a t e  that there is a g r e a t  d e a l  of s u p p o r t  in the 
K o d i a k  Is l a n d  community for the C h i n i a k  site to be s e l e c t e d  
and u s e d  by your corpor a t i o n  as the A l a s k a  la u n c h  facility. 
T h e  K o d i a k  island Borough A s s e m b l y  is q u i t e  i n t e r e s t e d  in 
se e i n g  this project s u c c e s s f u l l y  c o m p l e t e d  at C h i n i a k  and 
has a d o p t e d  the enclosed r e s o l u t i o n  u r g i n g  your b o a r d  of 
d i r e c t o r s  to select the C h i n i a k  site. T h e  A s s e m b l y  is 
w i l l i n g  to make reasonable tax e x e m p t i o n s  in o r d e r  to give 
the c o r p o r a t i o n  a c o m p e t i t i v e  a d v a n t a g e  in b e c o m i n g  a 
s u c cessful launch site for c o m m e r c i a l  s atellites.

You ha v e  out l i n e d  specific c o n c e r n s  in yo u r  letter, iten cn« 
being the q u e s t i o n  cf tax to  Lesnoi for the land leased by 
the A A D C . As Borough Assessor, fat Carlson, p o i n t e d  out to 
you d u r i n g  your visit, all d e v e l o p e d  p r o p e r t y  is t a x a b l e  by 
s t a t e  s t a t u t e  to the native cor p o r a t i o n .  Obviously, the 
p l a c e m e n t  of aerospace fac i l i t i e s  on that land w o u l d  meet 
the d e f i n i t i o n  of d e v e l o p e d  property. However, the 
d e v e l o p e d  p r o p e r t y  would be l i m ited to the f o o t p r i n t  of 
ac t u a l  utilization, w h i c h  y o u  d e s c r i b e d  as inclu d i n g  three 
s p e c i f i c  sites; tho launch pad, the c o n t r o l / o f f i c -  b u i l d i n g  
and tho a s s e m b l y / w a r e h o u s e  building. Hence, ve r y  little of 
the land, perhaps five to t e n  oerea, w o u l d  bo c o n s i d e r e d  to 
he d e v e l o p e d  and thereby, taxable.

In r e s p o n s e  to it»;n number two, our r e s e a r c h  of s t a t e  lav 
found that the Kodiak Isl a n d  B o r o u g h  A s s e m b l y  could issue a 
tax e x e m p t i o n  for the fivo to t e n  acres as e c o n o m i c  
d e v e l o p m e n t  property under AS  29.4S.050, S e c t i o n  M.. Tho  
A s s e m b l y  has indicated in the v n c l o s o d  r e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  th e y  
are w i l l i n g  to consider an exemption, and q u i t e  frankly, I 
w o u l d  a n t i c i p a t e  that it w o u l d  bo a d o p t e d  by the A s s e m b l y  if 
your b o a r d  wore to select the C h i n i a k  site. Her.cc, the land
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tax w ould n o t  tv an isauc and tr.-re w o u l d  bia no taxation of 
the land. similarly, there w o u l d  be no taxation on the 
build i n g s  cr ether property o wned by the A A D C , since you are 
a tax ex e m p t  not tor profit o r g a n i z a t i o n  -

The land s u r r o u n d i n g  the foot p r int a n d  included m  the 
" s a f e t y  zone" would continue to b o  c o n s i d e r e d  undeveloped 
lands as long as there is no e t her a c t i v i t y  on the land, 
w h i c h  w o u l d  t e a n  a r.o tax status under s tate and federal 
law. Tho actual tern or the e x e m p t i o n  is conetning that 
w o u l d  need to be d i s c u s s e d  wh e n  a lease agreement b e t ween  
A A D C  and L e s n c i  has been c o m p l e t e d  a n d  forwarded to the 
A s s e m b l y  for consideration. T h eir c o m m i t m e n t  to a p c ssiblu  
fifteen ye a r  tax exemption w o u l d  be s o m e w h a t  guided b y  the 
terms of the lease. The A s s e m b l y  u n d e r s t a n d s  the importance 
of A A D C  being able to compete n a t i o n a l l y  and internationally 
fcr c o m m e r c i a l  launching and it is the Ass e m b l y ' s  intent tc 
avoid p l a c i n g  AADC into an u n f a v o r a b l e  c o m p e t i t i v e  s i t u a t i o n 
over a r e l a t i v e l y  small amount o i  tax revenue.

Item three concerns an e x e m p t i o n  tor launch related 
e q u i p m e n t  w h i c h  w o u l d  bs stored at the .launch site. I w o u l d  
a n t i c i p a t e  no p r o blem w i t h  p r o v i d i n g  a tax exemption for 
such e q u i p m e n t  stored at the tacllity for launching 
purposes. As we have indic a t e d  to you previously, tho 
rochets a n d  the satellites t h e m s e l v e s  w o u l d  not be s u b j e c t  
to t a x a t i o n  because they w o u l d  not n o r m a l l y  be within the 
K o d i a k  island Scrough b o u n d a r i e s  for the ninety days in 
w h i c h  they w ould be identified as t a x able personal p r o p e r t y  
by the Borough.

Your final item deals wi t h  zoning. I d o n ' t  anticipate a 
p r o b l e m  o b t a i n i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  zo n i n g  for th i s  operation. T 
h a v e  ta l k e d  with some of the rolks li v i n g  in the c h i n i a k  
area and have r eceived a c o n s i d e r a b l e  amount of e n t h u s i a s m  
for tho p r o j e c t  *-t this tine. Since z o n i n g  issues n o r m a l l y 
c e n t e r  on buffer zones and i n c o m p a t i b l e  uses being located 
too ciosuly, and AA D C  must by n e c e s s i t y  provide a large 
b u f f e r  and safety zone a r o u n d  the la u n c h  cite, I do not 
a n t i c i p a t e  this being an issue, p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  the largo 
a mount of land s u rrounding the p o t e n t i a l  site. It sho u l d  bo 
p o s s i b l e  for tho zoning process to he c o m p l e t e d  w i t h i n  a 
thr*«-i m o n t h  period of time.

H a v i n g  d i s c u s s e d  these items w i t h  the Assembly, I d o n ' t  
anticipate! any of thes« issues to be a problem. T h e  
A s s e m b l y  io quite amenable to d o i n g  a n y t h i n g  r e a sonable to 
help tho c o rporation get e s t a b l i s h e d  in C h i n i a k  and b e c o m e  a 
3 U c c o s a t u l  venture for launching r o c k e t s  t’ron tho Ca p e 
C h i n i a k  Launching Facility. S a s e d  u p o n  our reoearch, we 
w o u l d  conclude that there ire simply no roadblocks to
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prevent you from being ab l e  to operate the C h i n i a k  facility 
w i t h  no tax Impact to A A D C  or to Lesnoi Corporation. The 
on l y  concern I have h e a r d  expre s s e d  in the c o m m u n i t y  at all 
other than o u t r i g h t  e n t h u s i a s m  for this p r o j e c t  is the 
concern for the p o s s i b i l i t y  of nuclear p o w e r e d  satellites or 
sone other form of n u c l e a r  m a t e rials being u s e d  at the site. 
Since you have a s s u r e d  us there w o u l d  be no nuclear 
materials involved in any of the launches at Chiniak, this 
should be a n o n - i s s u e  as well. T reel that you w i l l  have a 
great deal of support for th i s  v e n ture f r o m  tht entire 
Kodiak commu n i t y  when y o u  h a v e  c o m p l e t e d  your community 
information process. If I can p r o v i d e  you with any 
additional information cr further clarification, please do
not hesitate to c o n t a c t  m e  at 43<3-yiOO. We look forward to
working with you and h o p e  that you and your board of
directors find our island as desir ble for this venturo as
we find it d e s i r a b l e  to live here. The K o d i a k  Inland 
Borough is ready to a s s i s t  you in any w a y  that we can if 
Cape Chiniak is s e l e c t e d  as your launch site.

S i n c e r e l y ,

KODtAK ISLsWD BOFOVGH
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KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH 
RESOLUTION NO. 94-0.1

A  R E S O L U T I O N  U R G I N G  

T H E  A L A S K A  A E R O S P A C E  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O R P O R A T I O N  
T O  D E S I G N A T E  C A P E  CHINIAK, K O D I A K  IS L A N D  

A S  T H E  A L A S K A  L A U N C H  FACILITY SITE

W H E R E A S ,  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

W H E R E A S ,  Cape Chiniak, Kodiak Island is one of tho three finalist sites unde 

consideration by the Corporation for the placement of the launch facility 

and

W H E R E A S ,  Tho Corporation has initiated negotiations with the Lesnoi Corporation n 
loase the land that would be necessary for development of the launc: 

facility; nnd

W H E R E A S ,  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

W H E R E A S ,  tha infrastructure necessary for bringing in tho rockets and satellites fc 
launching exists on kodiak Island in the form of both sea and a1 
transportation, thereby reducing the oxpenditure that would be require 

to develop a viable launch facility site at Ca p e  Chiniak; and

W H E R E A S ,  the Kodiak harbor offers an ice-free port that would accommodate yeai 

round utilization for transportation of necessary rockets and supportin 

equipment; and

W H E R E A S ,  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 R a so lu t lo n  No. 94-C 
f*ngo 1 o f
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N O W .  T H E R E F O R E ,  B E  IT  R E S O L V E D  B Y  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K O D IA K  I S L A N D
B O R O U G H  T H A T ;

Section 1: The Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation is urged to designate

C o p : 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 m a n a g e m e n t  and community development 

departments to the Alaska Aerospace Corporation in bringing this facility 
to completion.

Section 3: The Kodiak Island Borough Assemoly is willing to consider reasonable tax

exemptions and other economic considerations if the Chiniak site Is 
selected.

A D O P T E D  B Y  T H E  A S S E M B L Y  O F  T H E  K O D IA K  I S L A N D  B O R O U G H  
T H IS  T W E N T Y - F I F T H  D A Y  O F  J A N U A R Y ,  1 3 9 4

K O D I A K  ISL A N D  B O R O U G H

A T T E S T ;

y ? / i  •
I xTT r z / . r v .

D o n n a  F. Smith, Borougn Clerk

, Presiding OfficerII

j

Kodiak Island Bo/ouch, Alaska Resolution No. 94-04
Pan# 2 of 2
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Mr. Pat Ladner
Executive Director
Alaska Aerospace Development Corp.
3601 C Stree t,  Suite MOO 
Anchorage, Al< 99503

Dear Pat:
As an Alaska based air carr ier, MarkAir woolo very much like to 
par t ic ipa te in tne Alaska Orbital Launch Complex located In Kudmk, 
Alaska. For a lmost half a century, MarkAir has been a proud 
partic ipant in the air t ranspor ta t ion industry. From our ueginnmg in 
Fairbanks, Alaska in l 947, MarkAir has grown and changed, and today 
ranks as Alaska's la rges t air  carrier, providing scheduled passenger 
and cargo se rv ice  to 15 des t ina t ions in tne Continental Unilea 
Sta tes and I 4 5  communit ies throughout the s t a t e  01 Alaska.

The early 1990's have seen a dramatic new phase of MarkAir "s 
growth - an expansion or' service with in Alaska and from Alaska to 
Sea t t le  ano o ther des t ina t ions  across tho U.S., 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 u t i l iz ing  Booing 7 3 ? -ioo, 300 
ana Boeing 737-200 combination passenger/cargo Je ts  MarkAir 
offers re l iab le  and flexible service throughout the United States.

(» 0 7 ) 2 4 3 *  141*1 • 0 0 0 * 5 4 4 -0 191 • T o lo x : USO 2527*1 MARKA IR A H G  
P.O. B o x  106709 • -noo W. In io rn n ilo n n l A irpon R o n d  « A n c h o r o g o , Alaska 9 3 5 I 9 -6 7 G 0



(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 p a r t ic ip an t  in the program MarkAir could o f fe r  trie AADC the 
l ow e s t  fa re  In the m a rk e t s  we s e rv e  for a minimum or th r e e  years . 
Fol lowing are some examples  of these  fares:

Chicago to Ancho, age - 3306.00 one way 
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 I s ta ted ,  these  are Just a few examples of the Tares MarkAir 
could offer. in mos t  c a s e s  our publ ished fa res  are lowe r  than the 
c u r r e n t  Government fares, however, If the Government f a re  nacpens 
to be lower than our publ ished fare we would be happy to  m a tch  the 
Government fare. P lease  keep in mind tha t  these  examp le s  are 
cu r r e n t  fares, and I'm sure you are aware  they change qu i te  of ten.

Thank you for tne oppor tun i ty  to d i s cu s s  th is  p a r tn e r sh ip  w i th  you. 
If you are in t e re s t e d  in MarkAlr's par t ic ipa t ion , p le a se  le t  me knew 
and we w il l  be happy to draw up a con trac t .  I can be r eached  at 
9 0 7 / 2 6 6 - 3 6 2 6 .

S tev en  Smith 
D irec to r  Passenge r  Sa les
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March 21, 1994

T h e  H o n o r a b l e  W a l t e r  J . n i c k e l  
Gova7~iior of t h e  S t a t o  of A l a s k a  
O f f l e a  of t h e  G o v e r n o r  
P.O. 3 o x  1 1 0 0 0 1  
J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  9 9 8 1 1 - O Q O L

Dear Wallyt

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  w r i t i n g  to m e  a b o u t  the A l a s k a  A e r c E p a c a  
D e v e l o p m e n t  C o r p o r a t i o n  ( A A D C ) . I h a v e  a l o e  b e a n  c o n t a c t e d  b y  
M a y o r  C a r o l y n  F l o y d  of X c d i a k  on t h i s  m a t t e r .  Y o u r  s u p p o r t  for  
t h e  f a c i l i t y  o n  K o d i a k  ia i m p o r t a n t . M y  s t a f f  has b e e n  b r i e f e d  
b y  A A D C  o n  t h e  p r o p o s e d  site and M a y o r  Jeror,* S e l b y  t a l k e d  to m o  
p e r s o n a l l y  a b o u t  it w h * n  ho w a s  i n  t o w n  a few w o e k e  aco.

I w i l l  t r y  t o  * u p p o r t  t h e  e f f o r t  o n  the K o d i a k  f a c i l i t y
b e c a u s e  of y o u r  u r g i n g * a n d  b e c a u s e  of t h o  p o s s i b l e  o c c n o m i c
b e n o f i t s  to t h e  S t a t e  th a t  y o u  s u g g e s t .

T h a n k s  a g a i n  f o r  y o u r  ’etter. M y  sta f f  haa b e g u n  w o r k i n g  to
help.

W i t h  b e s t  w i s h e s ,

G O V E R N O R ' S  OFFICE
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Mr. P a t  L a d n e r  
E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r
A l a s k a  A e r o s p a c e  D e v e l o p m e n t  C o r p  
3 6 0 1  C S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1400 
A n c h o r a g e ,  A K  9 9 5 0 3

D e a r  Mr. L a d n e r :

T h i s  l e t t e r  w i l l  c o n f i r m  o u r  e a r l i e r  c o n v e r s a t i o n .

P T I  C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  is v e r y  i n t e r e s t e d  in b e i n g  a p a r t n e r  for the 

K o d i a k  A l a s k a  O r b i t a l  L a u n c h  C o m p l e x  ( A O L C ) .

A s  t h e  l o c a l  e x c h a n g e  t e l e p h o n e  c o m p a n y  o n  K o d i a k  I s l a n d ,  P T I  h a s  
r e s o u r c e s  to c o n t r i b u t e  t o  y o u r  p r o j e c t  in c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  
e n g i n e e r i n g ,  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  s y s t e m  d e s i g n  fields.

W e  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a w o r k i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h o  
A l a s k a  A e r o s p a c e  D e v e l o p m e n t  C o r p o r a t i o n  in o r d e r  t o  a s s i s t  the 
a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  t h e  g o a l s  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  y o u r  o r g a n i s a t i o n .

If y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  o r  n e e d  f u r t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  p l e a s e  c a l l  

m e  a t  5 6 4 - 3 0 0 3 .

S i n c e r e l y ,

Jarf J. W i l l i a m s  
C u s t o m e r  S e r v i c e  M a n a g e r

cc: B e r n i e  M u r r a y
C h u c k  S t a u f f e r
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(H) Publish Date: 4/13/94

R E Q U E S T :

R e v i s i o n  Date: April 12. 1994

T i t l e :  Relating to projects of the Alaska
Aerospace Development Corporation

S p o n s o r :_______

Re q u e s t o r :

D e p t . A f f e c t e d  University of Alaska __________

\V\ei\rr oP- Ccryn^merce.
BRU:

House Labor 4 Commerce Cmt. C o m p o n e n t s :  Aerospace Development Corp.

E X P E N D I ' U R E S / R E V E N U E S  : ( T H O U S A N D S  O F  DOLLARS)
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Personal Services 

T'avel 

Contractual 

Sjcplies 

E q u i p m e n t  
Land * Structures 

Grants, Claims 

Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OPERATING
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUNDING: (THOUSANDS OF COLLARS)
1G02 Feceral Receipts
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1C03 3r Match
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1C05 GnProgram Recede
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0 .0
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Cther

oo oo

0.0
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T O T A L
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* 5T1MATT OF ANT CURRENT YEAR (FY W| COST S

P O S I T I O N S :

F u l l - T i m e 0 0 0 0 0 0

P a r t - T i m e 0 0 0 0 0 0

T e m p o r a r y 0 0 0 0 0 0

A N ALYSIS: (Attach a separate page If necessary)

P r e p a r e d  By: Chair

D i v i s i o n : h se

A p p r o v e d  By:

A g e n c y :

L a o o r  & C o m ir te r c e  C o m m i t t e e
P h o n e :  466-4954 

D a te: 4/12/94

D ate:

C O M M I T T E E  C O P Y
PAGE . 1 OF  1



S IATE COMMITTEE REPO^
4/19/94 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
or [ ] adopt previous__
[ ] attaches amendment(s)

[ ] a d o p t s __________________
[ ] further referral to t h e _____

. c s
CS

[ ] do pass 
[ ] do not pass 
[ ] no recommendation 
^ ind iv idua l  lecommendationsDam ZeroNEW F ISC A L  NOTES 

Departm ent Fiscal

| ] Appropnation No F isca l Note

DO PASS:

[ j same title 
J  [ ] new title
. [ ] technical
—' title change

(HB only)

Letter of Intent

PREVIOUS F ISCAL NOTES 
Department Date Zero F isca l

H .  L & C  co^vt -

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
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7 u t ^
Chair: Signature a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n
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C O N F I R M A T I O N  H E A R I N G :
B I G  G A M E  C O M M E R C I A L  S E R V I C E S  BOARD:
S C O T T  O G AN, G. F R E D E R I C K S ,  P. J O H N S O N

C O N F I R M A T I O N  H E A R I N G :
B O A R D  O F  F I S H E R I E S :  J. HANSON,
D. J A C O B S E N ,  D. L Y O N S ,  L. E D F E L T

C O N F I R M A T I O N  H E A R I N G :
B O A R D  O F  G A ME: A N N E  RUG G L E S ,
J A C K  D 1 D R I C K S O N ,  R O G E R  H U N T I N G T O N ,
E R N E S T  P O L L E Y ,  S. E N T S I N G E R ,
T. J O H N S O N

C O N F I R M A T I O N  H E A R I N G :
C O M M E R C I A L  F I S H E R I E S  E N T R Y  C O M M I S S I O N :  
B R U C E  T W O M L E Y
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S B 153

S B 159

S B 165

S B 2 1 0

S B 215

S B 217

S B 238

S B 240

SB 293

S B 295

SB 299
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S B 316
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S B 374
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S C R 13

S C R 14

S C R 16

S C R 18

S C R 20

S J R 13

S J R 17

S J R 21

S J R 33

S J R 38

S J R 40

H B 59
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H B  398 

H B  443 

H B  446 

H B  448 

H B  462 

H C R  16 

H C R  18 

H C R  21 

H J R  18 

H J R  28 

H J R  34 

H J R  49 

H J R  50 

H J R  55 

H J R  56 

H J R  59 
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