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on both sides of the aisle as well as 
within the administration. I think it is 
quite worthy of the support of Mem-
bers on both sides. It does not jeop-
ardize our national security in any 
way. I hope that Members will listen to 
the debate and vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. As we 
have worked in structuring this rule, I 
want to congratulate the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) for all of 
the effort he has put into this great 
piece of legislation. I do not step for-
ward to challenge him on an issue 
lightly. This is a very serious matter. I 
will take a back seat to no one when it 
comes to the national security of the 
United States of America. 

The gentleman from California and I 
came together with Ronald Reagan in 
1980, and I would not be supportive of 
any legislation which repealed regula-
tions to ensure that the transfer of sen-
sitive technology would go into the 
hands of our adversaries. I have great 
confidence in Condoleezza Rice. I have 
great confidence in the leadership of 
this President. And I believe that the 
correspondence that we have had, hav-
ing worked closely on fashioning this 
amendment with the administration, 
having worked closely with the chair-
man of the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, having worked 
closely with the chairman of the Select 
Committee on Homeland Security, and 
Democrats on the other side of the 
aisle to ensure that we have this oppor-
tunity to do it, guarantees that we will 
address our national security concerns.
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Pass this amendment. Repeal this 
outdated moment. Please vote in favor 
of the amendment. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment guts 
a very important aspect of national se-
curity, and that aspect is knowledge. 
The idea that we want to take away 
notice when a supercomputer is sold to 
one of these third-tier countries, and 
once again I would ask the floor staff 
to put up that list of so-called third-
tier countries, including Communist 
China and a number of others which 
may at some point be our adversary, 
the idea that we want to take away our 
notice so that we do not know if we are 
transferring a supercomputer to the 
Osama bin Laden Construction Cor-
poration, we want to divest ourselves 
of that knowledge, that makes no 
sense. 

We have a system in place which is 
very practical. It is a 10-day system. 
You simply tell, by notice, the Depart-
ment of Commerce if you are going to 
sell a supercomputer. The President de-
cides what a supercomputer consists of; 
and if you are going to sell a supercom-
puter to China or Pakistan or Vietnam 
or Algeria, you give them a 10-day no-
tice. He sends a copy within 24 hours to 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of State. If nobody objects, you make 

the sale. If 10 days expires, you go 
ahead and transfer this supercomputer. 

The other thing we have is in-use 
verification. We want to make sure 
when a supercomputer goes to China it 
is being used by their weather bureau, 
for example, not by their nuclear fa-
cilities. The only way one can tell is by 
sending a team and saying is that 
supercomputer where they said it 
would be? That is called in-use 
verification. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia’s (Mr. DREIER) amendment 
strikes in-use verification. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) joins me in opposing this amend-
ment very strongly. I would ask the 
Members to look at the handout that 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) 
and I put out together. 

Please vote this amendment down 
and please retain notice.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment offered by my col-
leagues Chairman DREIER and Representative 
LOFGREN. 

The amendment allows the Administration to 
reform the MTOP standard to control com-
puter exports, a standard implemented during 
the Cold War to protect high-performance 
computers from falling into the hands of rogue 
nations. 

Why should this standard be reformed? 
Quite simply, the MTOP standard has failed 

to keep pace with technological innovation and 
has become a useless tool that serves no 
other purpose other than to place American 
companies at a severe competitive disadvan-
tage with their foreign competitors. 

Personal computers available today perform 
at more than 25 times the speed of the super-
computers built just a decade ago. Yet these 
same PCs are treated like weapons under the 
MTOP standard. 

Clearly, reform of our export system is nec-
essary. 

This amendment protects our national secu-
rity while at the same time allowing American 
high technology companies to compete on a 
level playing field with their foreign competi-
tors. 

Importantly, it is not only the technology and 
computer industries who are calling for this re-
form. 

Both the Defense Department and the GAO 
agree that the MTOPS export control system 
is ‘‘ineffective’’ and ‘‘irrelevant’’. 

We must reform this standard and I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the Dreier-Lofgren amendment, which 
would repeal the requirement to use MTOPS 
as the metric for restricting exports of high-
powered computers and authorize the Presi-
dent to devise a new approach that is both 
more effective at protecting national security 
and less injurious to U.S. commercial inter-
ests. 

When Congress imposed the MTOPS re-
quirements as part of the National Defense 
Authorization Act back in 1998, we made a 
terrible mistake by mandating a metric that 
was poorly matched to the threat it was de-
signed to address. At the same time, we 
handicapped U.S. high tech companies trying 
to break into the world’s fastest growing mar-
kets—and gave an artificial advantage to all 
the companies abroad who would like to move 

the leading edge in high-powered computing 
to other nations. 

The MTOPS metric has been ineffective at 
controlling the diffusion of technology primarily 
because computing power has advanced at 
such a furious pace over the past decade and 
a half. In 1991 when the MTOPS metric was 
first devised, the fastest supercomputer in the 
world was the Cray C90, which was the size 
of two refrigerators and cost about $10 million. 
Do you realize that today a Dell Pentium 4 
laptop computer, which costs about $1,000, 
has more computing power than the Cray 
C90? 

What’s more, ‘‘clustering’’ technology allows 
a foreign government whose technological ca-
pabilities we are trying to limit to buy mass 
market PCs off the shelves of Radio Shack or 
Wal-Mart and achieve the same computing 
power by harnessing them together. 

The most important point I want to make 
today is that this amendment repealing the 
MTOPS mandate will not injure national secu-
rity. To that end, I want to cite just a few 
sources: 

A May 2001 report by the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies (CSIS) con-
cluded that the MTOPS system is ‘‘ineffective, 
given the global diffusion of information tech-
nology and the rapid increases in perform-
ance’’ and ‘‘irrelevant’’ because it ‘‘cannot ac-
curately measure performance of current 
microprocessors or alternative sources of 
supercomputing like clustering.’’

A February 2001 study by DOD’s Office of 
Science and Technology similarly concluded 
that ‘‘MTOPS has lost its effectiveness * * * 
due to rapid technology advances.’’

President George W. Bush commented in 
March 2001 that ‘‘With computing power dou-
bling every 18 months, these controls have 
the shelf life of sliced bread. They don’t work.’’

Mr. Chairman, passing this amendment will 
give the President the power to devise a bet-
ter system to protect national security. Let’s do 
the right thing and approve the Dreier-Lofgren 
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington). All time has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER) will be postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Committee will rise informally. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) assumed the Chair.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 
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The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.

HASTINGS of Washington). It is now in 
order to consider amendment No. 9
printed in House Report 108–122. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida:

Page 260, strike lines 23 and 24.
Page 262, strike lines 7 through 12.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 247, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise today to offer an amendment 
that preserves congressional oversight 
authority over Department of Defense 
actions. U.S. Code, Title 10, directs the 
Department of Defense to prepare a va-
riety of reports annually, quarterly, 
and monthly. The Secretary has ar-
gued, and with some currency, that the 
task of preparing these reports is too 
time-consuming and manpower inten-
sive. The Secretary now seeks to have 
the requirement to submit reports de-
leted. 

Mr. Chairman, I am all for efficiency 
in government, but let us be careful 
not to give away the House and the 
Senate. Mr. Chairman, included in the 
list of reports the Secretary of Defense 
seeks to delete from Title 10 are some 
that are critical for the House and Sen-
ate. We cannot abrogate our constitu-
tional duty of checks and balances over 
the largest department of the Execu-
tive Branch simply because it takes 
time to prepare a report. 

My amendment retains three report-
ing requirements that I believe are ex-
tremely important to this body’s over-
sight authority. 

The first directs the Secretary of De-
fense to inform the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence and 
the Senate Intelligence Committee on 
any actions taken consistent with ac-
tivities outlined in the National Secu-
rity Act. I can assure the Members, as 
a member of the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, this infor-
mation is of the utmost importance to 
us. 

The second is an annual report from 
the Secretary of Defense to the House 
Committee on Armed Services and the 
Senate Armed Services Committee as 
well as the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations and the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee. This report 
lists all humanitarian assistance ac-
tivities of the Department, including 
the cost of those activities. 

 

 

 

The third report retained by my
amendment requires the heads of each 
DOD department or agency to provide 
an annual report to the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee on the 
management of the civilian workforce 
under their jurisdiction. 

With the sweeping changes envi-
sioned for the DOD civilian workforce, 
who can argue that these reports are 
no longer important? 

I appreciate the Secretary’s con-
cerns. As a matter of fact, several of us 
met with Secretary Rumsfeld as he re-
turned to the Department of Defense, 
and one of the questions that was put 
to him was what changes did he see 
this second time around. Very candidly 
and forthrightly he said the thing that 
struck him most is the number of re-
ports that are required to be brought 
out by the Department of Defense. 

I have included in this amendment 
timely and relevant reports to Con-
gress and excluded from it original
versions that would have required
more. 

We are about to write a very large 
check for the Department of Defense 
and rightly so, but at the end of the 
day let us make sure we know what we 
are paying for. I would like to thank 
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man HUNTER) for his interest in my
amendment, and especially I am grate-
ful to him and his staff and the ranking 
member, and I believe that we have
reached an acceptable compromise. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent for the time in op-
position, although I am not opposed to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HUNTER) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I want to thank the gentleman for 

bringing this amendment and thank
him for working with the committee, 
and we have no objection to the amend-
ment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman and the 
ranking member. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. DREIER 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, pro-
ceedings will now resume on amend-
ment No. 6. 

The pending business is the demand 
for a recorded vote on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on
which the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 207, noes 217, 
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 219] 

AYES—207

Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burr 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Case 
Castle 
Chocola 
Clay 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Tom 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 

Goss 
Granger 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kirk 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Majette 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 

Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Northup 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reynolds 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Sullivan 
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 

NOES—217

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 

Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bell 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 

Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
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